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Al

CHAPTER A-I

INTRODUCTION

The term compensatory education is relatively new.

It is still an evolving concept with differing meanings. The

target population served by it is far from homogeneous. The

kinds of programs classified as compensatory are extremely

varied and numerous. Their effectiveness is seriously de-

bated. Cost data often are rough estimates and cost-effec-

tiveness data are seldom, if ever, available.'

Schools and school systems, nevertheless, having

heavy concentrations of the target population often experience

an increasing need for education at the very time that their

resources are shrinking or are being used to meet other grow-

ing social problems.

If the need and the cost differentials for compen-

satory education are not taken into consideration in federal

and state plans for distributing funds to schools and to

school systems, even a system of complete federal and state

financing of schools could prove to be very inequitable. The

NINONNENNIWINNOM

1
National Educational Finance Project, Pinepsions of Educa-
tional Need, Volume I, p. 118.
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inequity could be much greater where state and local deter-

minations of fiscal capacity affect the distribution of funds

from central governments.

Background

These studies of compensatory education need were

conducted under a contract between the Research Foundation of

the State University of New York and the Florida State Educa-

tion Department as an integral part of the National Education-
!

al Finance Project, funded almost entirely under Title V,

Section 505 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

The studies were administered by the State University of New

York at Albany.

The National Project is designed to accomplish

three major objectives:

"(1) identify, measure and interpret devia-
tions in educational needs among
children, school districts, states and
regions;

(2) relate variations in educational needs
to the ability of the school district
and the state to finance appropriate
educational programs; and

(3) conceptualize various models of school
finance and subject them to conGequen-
tial analysis in order to identify the
strengths and weaknesses of each model."
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This satellite study was planned by the National

Project to contribute to its first objective, specifically,

"the identification and quantification of educational need

variables which must be considered in providing equal educa-

tional opportunity," with emphasis on "the problems of cul-

turally deprived children." It deals with compensatory edu-

cational programs for the culturally handicapped within a

context of need appropriate for decision-making in the dis-

tribution of funds among schools or school systems.

The National Educational Finance Project includes

six other similar satellite studies:

Programs for regular elementary and secondary
school pupils

Programs for early childhood education (pre
first grade)

Programs for educating exceptional children
(gifted or behaviorally disabled children)

Programs for vocational and technical educa-
tion

Programs for junior college education

Programs for adult and continuing (non-
college) education

These seven studies are expected to provide data
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concerning target populations, educational programs, and cost

differentials. It is the last which provides the context of

need in the studies which seek to identify "those program

characteristics which lead to cost differentials relative to

the cost of the regular school program." The Project recog-

nizes that absolute dollar amounts expended for, such programs

will vary from school system to school system. However, the

Project assumes that "the cost differential the ratio of

the cost of the special program to the cost of the regular

program - for special educational programs for various target

groups will not vary significantly from one district to

another."

Purposes

The foregoing assumptions as well as its underlying

assumption that cost differentials can be estimated for com-

pensatory education programs are what should be first ex-

amined. Ii these assumptions lack reality, then the other

purposes will not be realized fully.

The satellite studies were asked to do the follow-

ings

(1) identify or develop criteria for identi-
fying the target population to be served;
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(2) develop accurate estimates of the number
of persons in each of the target groups;

(3) indicate the nature of the educational
programs needed to meet the needs of
each target group, i.e., how they differ
from the basic educational program; and

(4) determine the cost differentials im-
plicit in such programs.

After reviewing the data available or obtainable on

the target population, programs, and expenditures for com-

pensatory education in the states of California, Illinois,

and New York, the purposes of these particular studies were

restated as follows:

(1) develop and test a method for estimat-
ing the target population to be served
by compensatory education;

(2) prepare estimates of the size of that
population indicating the varying ex-
tent of its needs for such education;

(3) describe the inputs for selected com-
pensatory education programs used to
serve the target population in selected
states; and

(4) estimate the cost differentials of such
programs relative to the cost of regu-
lar school programs based upon data
from (3).

The reasons for deleting "criteria" from (1) and
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"accurate" from (2) are given in the sections on "Limitations"

and "Assumptions" following and in Part B of this report.

The substitution of "inputs" for "nature of" in (3)

was made to indicate the focus of the study on those aspects

of program which might result in cost differentials.

The substitution of "estimate" for "determine" was

due to the lack of data for making determinations as ex-

plained under "Limitations" and "Assumptions" and in Part C.

Definitions

These definitions of compensatory education and its

target population were employed in these studies:

(1) "Compensatory education," for purposes of
this study, means special programs or pro-
gram adaptations designed specifically to
overcome learning difficulties or handi-
caps in schools associated with poverty,
class or status, national origin, race,
cultural backgroUnd, home conditions, or
adverse environmental conditions general-
ly, as distinguished from organic causes.

(2) The "target population" to be studied in-
cludes children who are encountering such
learning difficulties or handicaps in
elementary and secondary schools, in so
far as possible avoiding overlap into the
target population for exceptional children,
early childhood education, vocational and
technical education, and parent or adult
education.
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Although they include much of what is identified as

within the scope of "urban education," the above definitions

are not limited to urban problems. They are broad enough to

include the special educational needs of the migrant labor

force, the rural poor, and other disadvantaged groups living

outs We of core cities.

Division of Work

The first two purposes of the studies were carried

out under a subcontract with Teachers College, Columbia

University under the direction of Professors James A. Kelly

and Walter I. Germs. They tested and refined a method for

estimating the target population and prepared the estimates.

The report of their work is found in Part B.

The second two objectives were the responsibility

of the State University of New York at Albany under the dir-

ection of Professor Arvid J. Burke. Program descriptions

and estimates of cost differentials using procedures devel-

oped by the National Project were completed by the Albany

staff. The report of their work constitutes Part C.

The planning phase of the two studies based upon

data available in the states of California, Illinois, and



A3

New York also was carried on at Albany. However, the selec-

tion of states for study had to be changed due to such fac-

tors as willingness of states to cooperate in the study,

availability of data, and differences in purpose. For the

first two purposes, the nature of the target population was

a primary consideration. For the second two purposes, the

nature of the program was a primary criterion.

Common Procedures

The selection of states and estimation of cost

differentials were done according to common procedures pre-

scribed by the National Educational Finance Project. Those

relating to the selection of states are summarized here be-

cause they will be referred to in both Parts B and C. Those

relating to cost differentials will be summarized in Part C.

"NATIONAL EDUCATIONAL FINANCE PROJECT

Recommendations to Directors of Satellite Projects
Concerning Sample of States and School Districts

Each satellite study Should utilize a sample con-
sisting of at least four school districts in each of at least
five states. To provide advice and counsel concerning the
selection of the sample of states and school districts, an
advisory panel should be identified for each project by the
project director. The panel should be composed of from five
to nine persons who are knowledgeable concerning the program
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area under study and who are familiar with educational pro-
grams currently provided by school districts and states for
the target population under study. The members of this panel
should be chosen primarily for their knowledge and competence,
but it is recommended that the panel include representation
from such organizations or agencies as the U. S. Office of Ed-
ucation, State Departments of Education and national organiza-
tions especially concerned with the education of the target
population under study, as well as including scholars from
colleges and/or universities. After the selection of states
to be included in the sample has been completed and a tenta-
tive sample of school districts has been selected, the advice
and counsel of members of the state department of education
in each state included in the sample should be utilized to
make a final selection of the school districts in which sys-
tematic and detailed data collection will be conducted.

In selecting the sample of states and school dis-
tricts the primary criterion should be the existence of ex-
emplary educational programs for the target population under
study. Insofar as possible, the sample of states also should
be selected to obtain geographic dispersion and to include
states in which are found varying conditions, for example,
densely populated and sparsely populated states, states hav-
ing high per capita income and states having low per capita
income, states with high concentrations of culturally or
economically disadvantaged persons and/or minority groups and
states with low concentrations of such persons, and the like.
The sample of school districts within each state should be
selected to include the school districts of varying size and
varying social, economic, and demographic characteristics.

In addition to the above general criteria, other
criteria uniquely appropriate to the area under study will
need to be developed by each project director and utilized in
the selection of the sample of states and school districts.
The specific criteria employed in selecting the sample of states
and school districts for each project should be communicated to
the Director of the National Educational Finance Project."

Among the other procedures prescribed by the Project
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and applicable to the study as 3 whole should be mentioned:

"1. Visits will be made to the state department
of education and to districts included in
the selected sample of local school districts
in each of the sample states to obtain data
concerning the organizational and instruc-
tional practices and procedures which are
employed, the costs of compensatory educa-
tional programs relatilie to the cost of
the regular school program, and any ' :mpiri-
cal and/or subjective evaluations which may
exist concerning the programs which are
under study.

2. Data obtained from the sample of states and
school districts will be processed and
analyzed.

3. Estimates will be developed of the size of
the population of compensatory education,
projected to 1980 and of the cost of meet-
ing adequately their educational needs."

National Advisory Panel

Major attention during the planning stage was given

to the selection of states and school systems for study. The

following persons agreed to serve on the National Advisory

Panel to assist in the selection:

Anita Allen, Chief
2

Technical Assistance Branch
Division of Compensatory Education
United States Office of Education

2
Resigned August 25, 1969.
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Edmund W. Gordon, Professor and Chairman
Department of Guidance
Teachers College, Columbia University

Jerome T. Murphy, Former Associate Staff Director
National Advisory Council for Education

of Disadvantaged Children

Wilson C. Riles, Director
Division of Compensatory Education
State Department of Education
Sacramento, California

Doxey A. Wilkerson, Chairman
Department of Curriculum and Instruction
Ferkauf Graduate School of Humanities and

Social Services
Yeshiva University

The Panel were asked to react to the criteria, pro-

cedures, and staff recommendations for selection of states

and school systems.

The criteria and procedures summarized below were

approved unanimously by the Panel and by the National Project

Director. The Panel agreed on the basis of the criteria to

the omission of states in the West North Central Regional

Division and in the Mountain Division.

It should be noted here that the majority of the

Panel recommended selecting regions or regional divisions

rather than states. However, after consultation with staff

of the Division of Compensatory Education and the Bureau of
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Research of the United States Office of Education and with

staff of the National Educational Finance Project it was

decided to follow the Common Procedures of the Project which

called for at least five states with not fewer than four

. school systems in each.

Criteria for Selection of States

these:

The criteria used for selection of states were

A. The Individual States

1. The state has at least four school systems with exemplary
programs of compensatory education.

2. The exemplary programs are not all of then same type.

3. The target population for compensatory education in the
state is one of the sixteen highest in the nation
(upper third).

4. The school systems with exemplary programs are varied in
size and resources as well as in other social, economic,
and demographic characteristics.

5. If at least five states fail to meet tip criteria, sub-
stitute a regional division3 or region that does. Where
possible select a regional division rather than a region.

3New England, Middle Atlantic, East North Central, West North
Central, South Atlantic, East South Central, West South Cen-
tral, Mountain, and Pacific as used by the U. S. Census Bureau.

4Northeast, North Central, South and West as defined by the
U. S. Census Bureau.
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B. The Sample as a Whole

6. The states, regional divisions, or regions selected have
higher proportions of the target population of the nation
than they have of its total population.

7. The states, regional divisions or regions selected repre-
sent varying degrees of urbanization, different economic
bases, and variable social conditions.

8. Any regional division or region not included in the sample
does not have a proportion of the target population equal
to its proportion of total population and/or does not have
at least four school systems with exemplary programs,
e.g., the Mountain Division.

Procedures for SelectintoinaSco State

The selection of school systems within states was

done on these five bases:

1. Any school system selected by the American Institutes for
Research in the Behavioral Sciences as having one or more
exemplary programs in compensatory education will be in-
cluded unless:

a. The National Advisory Panel advises otherwise
in terms of the criteria or other evidence;

b. The compensatory education specialists in the
State Education Department advise otherwise
in terms of the criteria or other evidence; or

c. The school system is unwilling to participate
in the study.

AMINIII4IMMeolM11=7W

5See Section, Related Research, below.
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2. A school system recommended for study in a state by the
National Advisory Panel on the basis of the criteria will
be included unless:

a. The compensatory education specialists in the
State Education Department advise othetwise on
the basis of the criteria or other evidence, or

b. The school system is unwilling to participate
in the study.

3. If procedures 1 and 2 provide more than four school sys-
tems in a state or region in the sample,' the National
Advisory Panel will be asked to select the four that best
meet the criteria.

4. If procedures 1 and 2 provide fewer than four school sys-
tems in a state or region in the sample the following
procedure will be used:

a. The compensatory education specialists in the
state or states involved will be asked to sug-
gest two school systems with exemplary programs
which meet the criteria for each missing one.

b. The National Advisory Panel will be asked to
select from these the missing number,

c. If any of these are unwilling to participate,
others from Es`.ep 4a will be selected unless
the National Advisory Panel objects.

5. If procedure 4 does not provide at least four school
systems, the state or region will be omitted from the
study.

States ,Selected

Different groups of states were used for various

purposes. For further details see Parts E and C. The
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studies in various phases have involved the following four-

teen states: Alabama, California, Connecticut, Florida,

Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, New York, Pennsyl-

vania, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Texas, and Wisconsin.

Related Research

Three related studies have been very helpful in

planning and conducting this study. Two were done by the

American Institutes for Research in the Behavioral Sciences

in Palo Alto, California:

1. Hawkridge, David 0., Albert Chalupsky, and
A. Oscar H. Roberts, A Study of Selected

ASSIBPWY1122=111119Lthe0110114202fgle
Disadvantage, (1968): and

2. Hawkridge, David G. and others, A Stgdv
Further Selected ExsinglitsyjsagsmaJpsthl
Education of Disadvantaged Child= (1969).

The third was done for the New York State Educa-

tional Conference Board by Walter I. Germs and Mark C. Smith,

Development of a Measure of Educational Need and Its Use in

A Stag School Support Formula (1969).

Limitations

Lack of diagnostic procedures means that statistics

on the target population simply do not exist. Even data for
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estimating the size and composition of the population and the

cost differentials have been difficult and expensive to ob-

tain. The resources available for the study did not permit

the use of large samples. The small samples may not be

representative of the total population, because final selec-

tion had to be made upon the basis of availability of data

and willingness of both state and local school authorities

to cooperate in the study.

It also should be recognized that the studies have

produced estimates of both the population and the cost differ-

entials. They have no more validity elan the data and asaump-

tions upon which they are based. Both will be discussed in

Parts B and C. Three assumptions underlying both parts are

given below.

Assumptions

As the study progressed and the problems inherent

in obtaining and using the data became known, these three

assumptions became clears

1. It is assumed that the target population and

programs for compensatory education can be separ-

ated from the regular school programs and other
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special educational programs.

One of the worst difficulties encountered in

the study was that of obtaining rough estimated

of how pupils divided their time among programs

which had many elements in common. The latter

made it necessary to seek rough estimates of how

certain costs were allocated. Virtually no pupil

nor cost accounting for specific programs was

found.

2. It is assumed that the target population and

the need for compensatory education will exist in

the future.

To the extent that the target population is

defined in terms of socio-economic status this

assumption may have some realism. To the extent

that it is based upon existing school goals for

that population and existing knowledge of their

learning difficulties and their causes, it may

not. The roots of the learning difficulties may

be in past conditions, conditions outside the com-

munity, or conditions outside the school. The

ultimate solution may not lie in the school pro-
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gram at all. School goals for the population may

have to be modified.

3. It is assumed that the socio - economic condi-

tions upon which the estimates of the target pop-

ulation and program need are based will hold true

in the future.

To the extent that future migration, employ-

ment, school and living conditions for the target

population replicate the past this assumption may

have some validity. However, a reversal of urban

migration and urban concentrations of population,

changed employment and housing patterns, rising

standards of living, and other social or economic

changes could .nvalidate the estimates. Even if

compensatory education is found to be an effective

and economical way to meet the need, the meaning

attached to it could be altered. None of the

existing programs may survive as better programs

are conceived. Program need might have to be

modified greatly if school conditions, goals, or

programs are modified materially. The need could

be conceived in terms of teacher selection, pupil-

teacher relations, teacher-parent cooperation, and
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learning methods rather than in terms of separate
or special programs as such.

Nature of Report

The division of work called for two separate re-

ports. The Introduction in Part A was written by Professor

Burke who was responsible for the planning stage for both

studies. Report B was written by Professors Kelly and Germs

who conducted tbc study of the terget population and its

estimation. Report C was written by Professor Burke and

Gerald Carozza who were responsible for the study of selected

programs and their cost differentials. Both studies have

their own separate page, chapter, table, and appendix numbers.

For example, Report B starts with page DI, Chapter B-I, and

Table 81. Obviously, differences in style and other matters

will be found in each report.
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CHAPTER B-I

INTRODUCTION

This chapter and the two which follow it report re-

sults of a study of "need for compensatory education." The

study was conducted by the authors at Teachers College,

Columbia University as a sub-contracted research project of

the National Educational Finance Project (NEFP).

This is one of two compensatory education studies

supported by NEFP. The other, directed at the State Univer-

sity of New York (Albany) by Arvid Burke, held the primary

contract with NPFP; results of Professor Burke's study are

reported in Part C of this volume.

The basic terminology and objectives of the study

were stipulated by NEFP and were intended to parallel con-

current fiscal studies at other universities of need for

early childhood education, special education, adult education,

and vocational education.

The objectives assigned by NEFP for this study

were:

(1) to develop and test a method for estimating
the target population to be served by com-
pensatory education.
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(2) to prepare estimates of the size of that
target population indicating the varying
extent of its needs for compensatory
education.

Before introducing the specific concepts and pro-

cedures used in the study, our use of a controversial and

much-maligned term, compensatory education, requires some

clarification. While the clarification may not be directly

related to our empirical work, current disputes regarding

compensatory education are so intense that we wish to avoid

being castigated for attitudes and assumptions regarding

the idea of compensatory education which we do not hold. The

popular and contemporary usage of this term is directly tied

to school programs funded under Title I of the Elementary

and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA). ror the past

five years the Federal government has provided approximately

one billion dollars annually to states and localities for

educational programs designed, in the original language of

Congress, to improve the educational achievement of educa-

tionally disadvantaged children. Funds were to be targeted

closely to children of the poor, and to others identified by

local and state authorities as "educationally disadvantaged."

" Compensatory education" has popularly been identified with
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ESEA programs.

The concept of compensatory education has been

severely criticized for at least three basic reasons. First,

many but not all, compensatory programs have evidently failed

to produce measurable gains in student achievement. (We shall

return shortly to a review of research analyzing correlates

of student achievement scores.)

Second, many argue that compensatory programs are

too narrowly conceived, assuming that in-school programs are

sufficient in the area of compensatory education. We have

little use for this narrow a concept of educational program;

when children, including poor children are known to watch

4000 hours of television before entering school, Sesame Street

and Head Start may turn out to be more significantly helpful

than any compensatory programs in school. We simply wish to

state that in conducting this study, we were not assuming

any particular approach to the organization and delivery of

ft compensatory" (or any other) educational services, nor were

we assuming that present programs are self-justifying. What-

ever mix of program deliveries emerge during the 1970's, how-

ever, some methods will probably be needed to identify stu-

dents whose low school achievement can be attributed to
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racial, economic, or social conditions adversely influencing

the child's learning rate. This study explores one such

method.

Third, it is argued that the concept of compensatory

education is inherently racist and social class oriented, or

at least pedagogically self-defeating, because it suggests

non-white and poor white children lack the same capacities

and skills to do school work that are observed in middle and

upper class children. This assumption where manifest, results

in a dangerously self-fulfilling hypothesis that poor kids

can't learn, even with the "extra" help offered through com-

pensatory education programs. It further may encourage

school personnel and compensatory education bureacrats to

blame students rather than schools both for the need for elm-

pensatory programs, and for the apparent lack of success of

many of the programs. Studying ways to identify target pop-

ulations for compensatory education obviously assumes that a

target population exists. However, as the reader will see

we define need in such a way that the need would be reduced

to zero if the time ever arrived when socio-economic factors

such as social class, income, and race are no longer correlated

with school achievement. We explicitly state that we do not
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subscribe to this tendency to overlook inefficiencies in

schools preventing higher achievement by poor students. An

enormous amount of basic reform is needed in school organiza-

tion, parent participation, teacher training and attitudes,

instructional material, and particularly in the ways the

productivity of schools is assessed (and not ,:ssessed). We

do not even deny the assertion that compensatory education

programs may not be likely to succeed until many of those

reforms occur. Nevertheless, the relevant point here is that

non-white and poor children are not achieving well in schools

as they now operate, and our approach to measuring "need for

compensatory education" simply tests the strength and dura-

bility of that relationship without assuming any stance re-

garding the nature of compensatory education programs them-

selves.

Definition of "Need"

A central issue in this study was the definition

selected for the term "need". The term is so value-laden

that no definition is possible without revealing one's values,

so we begin with a statement of social purpose and base our

definition on that statement; in the process of defining the

term, we review some studies related to school achievement.
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This study is based on two assumptions concerning

the role of school in American society. First, our educa-

tional system should operate positively to further equality

of opportunity rather than passively to perpetuate societal

differences. Second, the educational system is able to affect

achievement levels and rates of learning.

The idea that our educational system (we focus on

elementary and secondary levels) should operate as a positive

force for equality is central to the frequently articulated

philosophy of American education. Ethnic minority groups in

America have long viewed education as an avenue to success,

social mobility, and acceptance in society. Indeed, thin

view of education has been one of the prime differences be-

tween the American system of public education and the pre-

valent approach in most European countries.

The second assumption - that schools can affect

levels of student achieement - has come under significant

questioning in recent years. Research, some of which will be

cited below, has established a consistent correlation between

socio-economic factors and student achievement. Some of this

research has attempted to examine the relative influence of

environmental factors and school factors on student
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achievement and has left with many readers the implication

that schools make little or no difference. If this were true,

a strong argument could be made for reallocating money from

compensatory education to programs designed to improve social

and economic conditions.

The best-known piece of research in this field is

Jaws Coleman's study for the Office of Education, Equality

of Educational Omortunitx.
1
After comparing community socio-

economic factors and selected school factors with student

achievement, Coleman concluded that variables measuring school

effects account for little of the variance in student achieve-

ment. There are, however, theoretical and procedural weak-

nesses in the Coleman study which cast some doubts on this

finding and the conclusions that might arise from it.

The primary difficulty stems from the fact that un-

der current conditions in the United States, public schools

are very similar to the communities they serve. Community

socio-economic factors, school factors, and student achieve-

ment are all highly correlated with each other and it is

difficult to isolate the contributions of either school

1
James Coleman, et,a1., Equality of Educational Opportunity.

(Washington: U.S. Office of Education, 1966.)
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factors or community factors. In his statistical treatment

of the data, Coleman entered community factors first. After

treating socio-economic differences most of the variation in

school affects was explained. Reanalysis of Coleman's data

shows that if the researcher takes school factors into con-

sideration first and community factors second, the apparent

effect of the school is significantly greater.
2

Using Cole-

man data to reanalyze the relationship between school inputs

and achievement, Samuel Bowles has noted:

Preliminary analysis of the computer runs
which form the basis of the section of the
[Coleman] Report on the effects of school
resources indicate that the achievement
levels of Negro students are particularly
sensitive to the quality of the teaching
staffs assigned to them ... While these
results must be subjected to further scru-
tiny, the implication is that contrary to
Coleman's conclusion, significant gains in
Negro students' achievement levels can he
made by directing additional resources to
their education...)

The factor which Bowles found to be most closely

associated with student verbal achievement was the teacher's

2
Marshall S. Smith. "Equality of Educational Opportunity:

Comments on Bowles and Levin," The Journal of Human Resources
III: 3,(Summer, 1968) 384-89.
3Samuel S. Bowles, "Towards Equality?" Harvard Educational
Review 38,(Winter, 1968) 93-94.
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score on a verbal facility test.
4

Coleman's study is open to further question regarding

his measures of school factors. The study used per-pupil ex-

p2nditures by district as one measure of school input. This

approach ignored important differences among schools, espe-

cially in the large cities. His use of volumes per student

in the school library and the presence of science laboratories

as the principal measures of school facilities is questionable.

Finally, Coleman's use of total students per teacher for an

entire school ignored significant variations in class size

within schools.

There is a body of research which indicates that

certain school characteristics do have an effect on the

achievement of students. Mollenkopf and Melville found that

cost of instructional support per pupil and the number of

specialists on the school staff showed relatively high re-

lationships with test scores after parental and community

characteristics were controlled for.
5

In a longituJinal study

4Bowles, 22. cit. p. 94.

.1.
5William Mollenkopf and David Melville, 611aLly of Secondary
School Characteristics as Related to Test Scores (Princeton:
Educational Testing Service, 1956), as quoted in Henry S. Dyer,
"School Factors and Equal Educational Opportunity," Harvard
Educational Review 38 (Winter, 1968),p38-56,
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with PROJECT TALENT data, Shaycroft also found that differences

in schools account for significant variations in acaderoic and

vocational training.
6

It might be noted that although the

conclusions differ from Coleman's, these studies necessarily

faced similar difficulties in disentangling community varia-

bles from those attributed to the school.

A recent study in Michigan, utilizing Coleman's own

data, found many significant relationships between the quality

of educational services and student achievement, after cate-

gorizing Coleman's Michigan sample into socio-economic deciles.

Guthrie and his associates
7

found that poor children with

additional school resources scored better on standardized

achievement tests than poor children with lower levels of

school services.

These gaps between rich and poor are not being nar-

rowed in America's schools, regardless of whether the gap is

measured in terms of school characteristics of student achieve-

ment. Meanwhile, an emerging ethic asserts that equity in

education can only be measured by examining the results of

6
Marion F. Shaycroft, The High School Years: Growth and Cog-

nitive Skills (Pittsburgh: American Institutes for Research,
1967), as quoted in Dyer, a. cit.

7James W. Guthrie, Ben Kleindorfer, Henry Levin, and Robert
Stout. Schools and Inequality. forthcoming: M.I.T. Press, 1970.)
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school (e.i. achievement, drop-out rates), and that it is

unacceptable for public policy to allow
public schools to operate in such a way that
identifiable classes of children, such as
non-whites and the poor, consistently re-
ceive an inferior level of school services,
achieve at law levels in school, drop out
of schools in large numbers, and thus fail
to acquire through their schooling the means
by which they may have an 'equal chance'
in their lives. °

We therefore argue that educational need cannot be

defined without reference to educational achievement, and

that a need for compensatory education (however it may be

defined) exists wherever there are consistent and significant

differences in average levels of achievement among racial,

economic, and social groups.
9

This does not mean that in-

dividuals are expected to achieve equally or identically,

because individual differences in ability, industry, and

rate of learning clearly rule out any such possibility. But

the definition does suggest, as we have noted, that there

8
James A. Kelly, "Resource Allocation and Educational Need".
Education and Urban Society, Volume 2, Number 3,(May 1970),
p. 261.

9
See: Walter I.Garms, and Mark C. Smith, Development of a

Measure of Educational Need and Its Use in a State School
Support Formula. (Albany: New York State Educational Confer-
ence Board, 1969) p.5 ff.
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would be no need for compensatory education if the correla-

tion between socio-economic status and achievement were re-

duced to zero, or at least to an insignificant level.

The most direct measure of educational need as we

have defined it would clearly be pupil achievement as indicated

on test scores. Since one eventual use of the results of this

study is for the NEFP to develop a way of allocating education-

al resources according to conditions of educational need, an

obvious method would be to allocate resources in accordance

with test results. There are, however, several factors which

make the use of achievement scores questionable as a criterion

for the distribution of educational resources and we have re-

jected this approach.
10

Three of these factors are:

(1) Low achievement may indicate an inefficient
educational program yielding low return
per dollar. Extra resources in this case
would be rewarding inefficiency. A corollary
of this problem is that allocating resources
inversely in relation to achievement results
could be interpreted as incentive for teachers
to teach poorly, or an extra pay for a job
poorly done.

(2) If funds were allocated for lore achievement,

mmos=0,1e,
10This section of the report is drawn substantially from the

Garms-Smith study previously cited.
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aid would presumably have to decrease as
achievement went up, thus denying funds
to effective programs.

(3) The sole use of a standard test for re-
source allocations would raise questions
regarding the validity, reliability, and
cultural bias of the tests employed.

A second alternative, and the one chosen for this

study is to find some measure or measures which correlate

highly with student achievement. As noted above, major stud-

ies have established a remarkably close relationship between

socio-economic factors and pupil achievement. The following

section summarizes some of the more significant studies in

this line of research.

Review of Major Studies of Socio-Economic Factors and Student

Achievement

The types of socio-economic factors used to examine

the relationship between socio-economic status and school

achievement vary considerably, but the consistently signifi-

cant correlations achieved are remarkable. Husen comments on

this relationship in the summary of the International Study

cf Achievement in Mathematics as follows:

The general consistency of the positive re-
lationship between student's mathematics
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achievement and parental characteristics
is striking. When this finding is seen
in the light of the research literature,
it appears that parents with higher socio-
economic characteristics do a better job
of preparing their children for school
(no matter what the educational system)
than do parents with lower socio-economic
characteristics.11

Wolf and Dave's work at the University of Chicago

has resulted in some of the most impressive correlations be-

tween home environment and both achievement and intelligence.

Using a list of 13 variables to measure individual home en-

vironments, Wolf got a correlation coefficient of r=.76 for

student I.Q. Using the same measure of environment, Dave

found a correlation of .80 with achievement.
12

In a study referred to, Coleman used a list of eight

variables to measure socio-economic status of students. This

171c17t7eTtTusen, International Study of Achievement in Math-
ematics (New York, 1967), p. 254.

12
Ravindrakt mai Dave, "The Identification and Measurement of

Environmental Process Variables that are Related to Educational
Achievement," unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of
Chicago, 1963. Richard Wolf, "The Identification and Measure-
ment of Environmental Process Variables Related to Intelli-
gence," unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Chicago,
1964. See also, Robin H. Farquhar, "Home Influences on
Achievement and Intelligence: An Essay Review," Administra-
tor's Notebook XIII (Jan., 1965).



list included urbanism of background, parent's education,

structural integrity of the home, smallness of the family,

items in the home, reading material in the home, parental

interest, and parent's educational desires. Coleman's find-

ing that these variables correlated more highly with achieve-

ment as measured by verbal ability than did school variables

has already been noted.
13

In a series of studies at the Institute of Develop-

mental Studies, Martin Deutsch and Bert Brown divided 543

urban school children into socio-economic strata based on

-prestige ratings of occupation," "education of the main

bread-winner," and "housing conditionu." They found signi-

ficant differences in achievement between SES levels. They

also noted that Negro children at each of the three SES levels

scored lower than white children and the difference increased

between grades one and five.
14

13
Coleman, op. cit., Chapter 3.

14
Martin Deutsch and Bert Brown, "Social Influences in Negro-

White Intelligence Differences," The Journal of Social Issues
20 (April, 1964), pp 24 35. See also Gerald Lesser, Gordon
Fifer, and Donald Clark, Mental Abilities of Children From
Different Social Class and Cultural Groups, monograph for
Society of Research in Child Development,(University of
Chicago, 1965).
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Using a scale similar to that of Deutsch and Brown,

Vera John also found consistent differences in intellectual

levels among students of different socio-economic levels,

Her scale was based on a combination of status of occupation,

educational level of the family head and person to room ra-

tio of the family.
15

The International Study of Achievement in Mathe-

matics used occupational level and level of educational

attainment as two separate measures of socio-economic status.

The study concluded in part that these parental variables are

significantly related to mathematics achievement in all

countries studied. The tables indicated moreover that paren-

tal variables are more important in America than in most

other countries.
16

A number of studies have indicated that academic

achievement and aspiration of the individual is related to

the socio-economic make-up of the student body as a whole.

The classic study of the relationship of the school's social

15
Vera John, "The Intellectual Development of Slum Children,"

American Journal of Orthonsychiatry 33 (Oct., 1963), pp 813-22.

16 4.

Husen, 22. cit.
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climate with achievement is that of Alan Wilson. Wilson

grouped eight high schools into three socio-economic levels

on the basis of the occupational and educational background

of the student body. He then correlated academic achievement

and college aspiration with parental occupation, parental

education and with the socio-economic level of the school.

The study indicated not only a high correlation between

achievement end individual SES, but also that the SES of the

school modified all correlations.
17

Median family income was found to be the most sig-

nificant socio-economic variable in Burkhead's study of school

achievement in Chicago and Atlanta. Burkhead initially tested

five socio-economic factors including median family income,

educatbn of parents, percentage of non-white population, per-

centage of white collar workers and unsound helloing. He

found that median family income accounted for a greater

amount of variation in achievement than any other single

school or community variable tested, although housing condi-

tions had a high correlation in Atlanta.
18

17Alan Wilson, "Residential Segregation of Social Classes and
Aspirations of High School Boys," American Sociological Review
24 (Dec, 1959), pp.836-45.
18
Jesse Burkhead, ec.al. input and Output inL`arge City High

Schools (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1967).
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One of the most impressive studies of the relation-

ship between income and success in school is Patricia Cayo

Sexton's study of elementary schools in a midwestern city.

Miss Sexton used average family income as an index of social

class for areas served by the city's elementary schools. She

compared the income level of the school to scores on C:e

Iowa Achievement Test, I.Q., and failures for grades four,

six, and eight. Sexton found:

(1) All schools above $7,000 income were
achieving above grade level (with one
exception in the eighth grade). All
schools below $7,000 income were
achieving below grade level.

(2) Achievement test scores tended to go
up as income levels go up.

(3) In the fourth grade, the highest income
level group was achieving two full
years above the lowest group.

She found the same relationship with I.Q. scores and with

school failures. The percentage of non-promotion of the

$3,000 to $5,000 level for example was 7.4%. The percentage

for the $9,000 up group was 1.2%.19

111.11110
19
Patricia Cayo Sexton, Education and Income: Inequalities
....22jLQ2ofOortunititurublicSchools (New York: Viking Press,

1961).
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Francis Cornell examined the relationship of cer-

tain socio-economic factors with achievement in his 1966

study of school finance in New York State. Cornell found

high correlations between underachievement and "percentage

of housing units not owner-occupied," percent of housing

units not in one-unit structures, median family income of

the district and percent of families with incomes under

$3,000. The variable which Cornell found to be most highly

correlated with underachievement was a measure of the "per-

centage of economically deprived children in a district."

Economically deprived children were defined as children from

families whose income is leas than $2,000 and which are re-

ceiving Aid to Dependent Children."

A numb3r of recent research studies have attempted

to go beyond the correlation of socioeconomic factors and

student acnievement and to examine possible causes for

this relationship. Hess and Shipman have commented on the

direction of this research as follows:

20
Francis G. Cornell, "An Analysis of New York State Aid

Correction," The New York State Department of Education,
(December, 1966) Unpublished.
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The thrust of research and theory is toward
conceptualizing social class as a discrete
array of experiences and patterns of ex-
perience that can be examined in relation
to the effects they have upon the emerging
cognitive equipment of the young. 21

Perhaps the most notable of this research centers

around Bernstein's theory that language structures and condi-

tions what the child learns and how he learns, by setting

limits within which future learning takes place. Bernstein

identifies two forms of communication codes or styles of

verbal behavior - restricted and elaborated. By conceptualiz-

ing language as a form of social behavior his theory attempts

to explain how cognitive development is affected by the verbal

behavior of the home.
22

Bernstein's work has received some

support in studies conducted by Hess and Shipman.
23

Others

who have explored how social and economic factors affect

21
Robert Hess and Virginia Shipman, "Early Experience and the

Socialization of Cognitive Modes in Children," Child Develop-
ment 36 (1965), p. 870.

22
Basil Bernstein, "Language Development and Cognition,"

Educational Research III (1961), pp. 163-76.

23
Hess and Shipman, 22. cit.
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learning include Deutsch,
24

Ausubel
25

Strodtbeck
26

and

Bloom.
27

The thrust of the research cited above provides

support for the belief that socio-economic factors can be

found which correlate highly with achievement and thus could

be used as an acceptable predictor of achievement scores

within our definition of need for compensatory education.

As previously explained, this study has two ob-

jectives. The first is to develop a method of identifying

and quantifying the school age target population of persons

needing compensatory education. Our method is explained and

tested in Chapters and B-III, where socio-economic

variables are used to predict achievement scores in samples

24
martin Deutsch, "The Rol of Social Class in Learning De-

velopment and Cognition," American Journal of Social Issues
20 (April, 1964),p24-35.

25
David P. Ausubel, "How Reversible Are the Cognitive and

Motivational Effects of Cultural Deprivation? Implications for
Teaching the Culturally Deprived Child,'' in Passow, Goldberg,
and Tannenbaum, Education and the Disadvantaged (New York,1967).

26
Fred L. Strodtbeck, "The Hidden Curriculum of the Middle

Class Home," in Passim, et al., op. cit.

27
Benjamin Bloom, Stability and Change in Human Characteris-

tic.? (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 193457
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of pupils from five states. The second objective is to pre-

pare national estimates of the size of the target population.

In Chapter B-IV we present several alternative ways to pre-

pare such estimates and offer actual estimates where data

availability permits.
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CHAPTER B-II

VARIABLES, SAMPLING AND DATA COLLECTION

In Chapter B-I we defined need for compensatory

education in terms of achievement. Such need is present

wherever achievement is consistently and significantly below

normal levels. To develop a measure of need based on socio-

economic factors highly predictive of achievement, it is

necessary to select a number of socio-economic variables and

test their predictive power on a representative sample of

schools in several states. Chapter B-II describes the selec-

tion of states for the study, and for each state describes

the selection of both achievement and socio-economic variables,

the compilation of a sample, and the procedures followed in

the collection of necessary data.

Selection of States

The method is tested in at least five states. In

one of these (New York) the test had already been made, since

we had decided, as indicated in Chapter B-I, to use the same

method that was used in the 1969 study by Gams and Smith

in New York.
1

In choosing additional states, we had the

;alter I. Gams and Mark C. Smith, Develo ment of a Measure
of Educational Need and Its Use in a State Sc oo Su ort
Formula. (Albany: New York State Educat ona on erence card,
1967d
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following criteria in mind:

(1) To the extent possible, there should be
a spread of states geographically and
economically, in order to test the
operation of the method in as many dif-
ferent situations as possible. The
sample of states, then, was not intended
to be necessarily representative, but
was deliberately chosen to bring out
differences.

(2) The state should have a statewide achieve-
ment testing program that would enable
us to get comparable test results in
a representative sample of schools
across the state.

(3) The state department of education should
be willing to cooperate in the study,
for without this we believed that many
individual districts would be unwilling
to participate.

Our initial screening of states with a suitable

statewide testing program led us to choose Minnesota, Alabama,

Rhode Island, and California as the additional states in which

we would conduct the study. The number of states with a

testing program using the same achievement test in representa-

tive districts throughout the state is still quite small, so

our selection was limited. However, more states lre going in-

to statewide testing each year. During the course of the study

we learned that new statewide testing programs were being
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initiated in Pennsylvania and Michigan. We investigated these,

partially as insurance against having to drop one of the

original states.

Cooperation was immediately obtained in three of the

four states originally selected. In California, we were as-

sured of cooperation, but subsequent personnel changes in the

state department of education delayed decisions until it was

too late to collect data. In Pennsylvania we were given im-

mediate cooperation; in Michigan we were reluctantly informed

that it would be impossible for us to get data from the new

statewide assessment project until it had been released to

the school districts, and that would have been too late for

this project.

We thus ended up with a sample of five states con-

sisting of New York, Minnesota, Alabama, Rhode Island, and

Pennsylvania.

Selection of Variables

To test properly our approach to the measurement of

need for compensatory education, we had to select achievement

anri socio-economic variables. Both school achievement and

socio - economic status are abstract concepts and are not sus-

ceptible to direct measurement. It is therefore necessary
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to choose variables that adequately measure these abstract

concepts. Test scores are a practical measure of pupil

achievement. We recognize that achievement tests do not meas-

ure all of the kinds of things schools attempt to teach, but

they are objective measures of some very important learning

areas, and the results of them probably correlate well with

measure, of achievement in other areas. As our achievement

variable we use the percentage of students in the sample

schools who score below the fourth stanine oil the state tests.

(The fourth stanine has nothing to do with grade level. A

stanine is a standard way of dividing all of those who take

a test into nine groups. In any test, approximately 23% of

those who take the test will fall below the fourth stanine).

Those who score below the fourth stanine may be considered

low achievers. Our achievement variable, therefore, is a

measure of low achievement; this standard is used by the New

York State Education Department. We have also used mean

achievement percentile for the school in some of our analyses.

This is discussed in Chapter B-III.

The sele:tiun of socio-economic variables presents

more difficulties. We were not looking for tha single key

environmental factor which contributes most to learning and
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achievement, but rather for a cluster of variables which to-

gether would serve as a plausible proxy for socio-economtc

status and successfully predict low achievement. Since most

such measures are highly correlated with each other, they

are to some extent interchangeable. In selecting variables

to test, it was necessary to find factors which from previous

research or force of logic seem to have a relation with

achievement. Our choice of variables on which to gather data

could not be decided outside the context of the decision on

our unit of analysis. For reasons that we believe to be

sound we selected the individual school as the unit of analy-

sis. We made this selection for the following reasons:

(1) The individual child is too small a unit
of analysis. As noted in Chapter B-I there
will always be large variations in individ-
ual achievement because of differences in
innate ability, industriousness, and rate
of learning.

(2) The school district is too large a unit.
In most districts there are schools with
a concentration of disadvantaged children
and other schools with a concentration of
advantaged children. When using district
averages many of these schools cancel one
another out, leaving a composite figure
that hides real educational problems.

(3) School district consolidation or decentrali-
zation would be unlikely to affect a measure
based on the individual school.
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This choice for the unit of analysis both simplified

and complicates the data gathering. It complicates it be-

cause in most states no data which have already been gathered

would suffice. Aside from the /let that the 1960 U.S. Census

data are almost ten years old, they are not gathered in such

a way that they can be made to apply to an individual school.

Other published data have the same problems. Furthermore, we

find that there are no good ways to define adequately an at-

tendance area. Busing, overlapping attendance areas, open

enrollment and specialized schools obviate this. Thus we are

forced into collecting data on the children who attend a

school. Because of the size of the data collection job these

must be data that can readily be collected by local school

personnel.

But this complication also brings its rewards. Data

gathered in this way are current, and apply completely to the

individual school. In New York, Minnesota, and Alabama the

data were gathered through questionnaires sent out by us to

the individual schools. In Rhode Island and Pennsylvania this

was not possible, but we were able to use current socio-econom-

ic data obtained as part of a state testing program,

Our reading of other research studies suggested a
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number of possible candidates as variables to measure socio-

economic status. Some of these could be rejected out of hand

as being inapplicable or impossible to gather. We were left

with eleven possibilities which we examined according to the

following criteria:

(1) There should be some basis in previous
studies for believing that each variable
is correlated with school achievement.

(2) Each variable should be capable of un-
ambiguous definition.

(3) Data on each variable should be capable
of being gathered currently by school
clerical personnel.

(4) The variable should not be subject to
influence by the school.

(5) The variable should be as stable as
possible.

Employing these criteria, we examined the following variables

for possible inclusion in the study (the variables we used are

operationally defined in Table B5):

Family income. Research has indicated that family

income is for our purposes the best single measure of socio-

economic status, because of its high correlation with student

achievement. The difficulty with income is that it is not

obtainable for individuals without invading privacy, nor can



R30

it be easily verified. It thus violates criterion above.

plemagaualtatil head. Father's occupation has

been used in a number of studies as a simple measure of socio-

economic status. Occupations, however, are difficult to clas-

sify without a trained data collector and detailed informa-

tion. For this reason, occupation could not he easily col-

lected by school personnel. It was collected in Pennsylvania,

but we did not use it because of coding problems and lack of

comparability with other states.

Educational attainment of arents. Parents' educa-

tion has been shown to be positively correlated with student

achievement and is a useful proxy for socio-economic status.

It can be easily collected at the time the student is register-

ed at the school and is not politically or socially sensitive.

Parents' education meets all of the criteria,

Race or ethnicity. Here we should measure the per-

centage of various minority groups in the school. We used

several of the following, depending upon the state: non-white,

Negroes, Puerto Ricans, Indians, and children for whom English

is a second language. Ethnicity has problems of definition

and has some political sensitivity. It has proven to be use-

ful for both the schools and minority groups themselves,
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however, ethnicity data are currently being gathered by many

schools,

Broken homes, This is a measure of whether or Aot

the child lives with both parents. This variable may be some-

what controversial in the inner city because of the welfare

implications of father absence. However, most schools routine-

ly collect this information as a part of pupil registration,

and it meets the test of the other criteria.

Welfare or Aid to Dependent Children 64121. ACE data

are collected already by many states and are used in the

Federal formula for distribution of Title I ESEA funds. It

also correlates well with achievement. The major difficulty

with this variable is its dependence on state and local poli-

tical decisions regarding eligibility standards. This objec-

tion might be lessened if welfare is only one of a number of

variables used together. Another difficulty is that privacy

laws in some states make it impossible for the schools to get

this information.

Overcrowded housing. A measure of overcrowded housing

could be derived by taking a ratio of the number living in the

dwelling to the number of rooms in the dwelling. The major

difficulty with this measure is the definition of what
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constitutes a room, although the United States Census defini-

tion could be used. Overcrowding is indicative of low socio-

economic status and generally meets the criteria established.

Substandard housing. Data on substandard housing

could not be gathered by local school personnel. Michigan

has used in a school finance formula a measure for the per-

centage of housing in each school attendance area that quali-

fies for urban renewal. Such a measure would only apply with-

in cities, not statewide. Like welfare data, it would be

subject to local and state political decisions. Pennsylvania

collected the principal's estimate of the percentage of low -

cost housing in his attendance area, and we used that data in

Pennsylvania.

Student mobility. Student mobility is a measure

easily attainable from student records and is non-controver-

sial. It meets all of the criteria.

Population density. Population density is an impor-

tant characteristic of a school's attendance area, but does

not directly reflect characteristics of students who attend

the school. It was necessary to reject it on that basis.

Absenteeism. Absenteeism might provide a measure of

the socio-economic level of a school. It suffers from
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theoretical problems in that the schools usually attempt to

redwe absenteeism; thus it does not meet criterion number

four that the variable must not be subject to the influence

of the school.

For those states (New York,', Minnesota, and Alabama)

where we were able to gather our own data, we chose what

seemed to us the best of the above variables. These were edu-

cational attainment of parents, ethnicity, broken homes, wel-

fare status, overcrowded housing, and student mobility. In

Rhode Island and Pennsylvania we were limited to data which

had already been gathered by the state in connection with its

pupil testing program. The variables available were fewer

and in some respects less satisfactory. Hawe4r, we have

analyzed the data available and report the results in Chapter

Since the selection of a sample of sc_ools and of

students within the school, the exact variables usea., and the

data collection procedures varied somewhat from state to

state, each state will now be discussed in turn.
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New York

The New York data have already been reported. 2

However, those portions of that report that are pertinent to

this study are discussed here for the sake of completeness

and so that comparisons may readily be made. The New York

study was done during the 1968-69 school year. We are not

implying by its inclusion here that it was redone during

1969-70 for this study.

We sought a sample of schools that was representa-

tive without being too large. A sample of about 80 school_s

was selected, anticipating at least 50 usable returns. Be-

cause urban schools usually are much larger than rural school,;,

a simple random selection risked over-representation of the

small schools. Accordingly, we took a stratified random

sample. The school districts of the state were classified

into four strata: New York City, other independent cities,

suburbs, and rural. A number of schools in each stratum was

chosen that was proportional to the number of public school

students in the stratum.

We obtained a listing of all elementary schools in

the state, classified them according to stratum, and

2Garms and Smith, 22,. cit.
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eliminated those that could be expected to have fewer than

20 pupils in the fourth grade (because a sample of at least

20 students from a school was statistically desirable). We

then chose the appropriate number of schools for each

stratum by using a table of random numbers. The table below

indicates the size of the stratum, the number of schools

chosen, and the number of usable returns.

Total Schools Usable Percentage
Stratum Enrollment Selected Returns Return

New York City 1,112,500 25 10 40%
Other Cities 273,200 15* 8 53%
Suburbs 1,312,700 29 1.6 57%
Rural 592,700 13 11 85%
Totals 3,291,100 82 45 55%

*We selected twice as many schools here as were indicated
by the size of the stratum, because otherwise there would
have been too few sample schools in the stratum.

The achievement tests in New York are given in the third,

sixth, and ninth grades. Because the current year tests had

not yet been scored when we started data collection, we had

to use students who had been in a tested grade the previous

year. We chose to use fourth graders, who had taken the

third grade test the previous year, mainly because they

would be more likely than sixth or ninth graders (who were

also tested) to be in the same school the year after they

were tested.
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Within each school, a modified random sample of

twenty fourth grade students was chosen by local school

personnel using directions given by us. From last year's

third grade enrollment an estimated number in the current

fourth grade was determined. From this number the school was

requested to select every fifth pupil (or fourth or second

or whatever number was necessary) to provide a sample of not

lens than 25 nor more than 40 pupils. The first 20 of these

for which full data could be ol:,:ained would be tho sample

from that school. Although this procedure meant a slight

digression from randomness, the restraints of time, manpower,

and money made it necessary.

The data to be collected for each of the twenty

fourth grade students in the 82 sample schools was:

1. State reading and arithmetic scores from
the third grade.

2. The Student's race or ethnic status.
3. How many parents live with the child.
4. Whether the student is on welfare.
5. The number of years of schooling of his

parents.
6. The number of rooms in the student'.

dwelling.
7. The number of people who live '1.n the

student's dwelling.
8. The number of schools the student has

attended over the past three years.
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The data were collected by school personnel from students'

record cards, the student himself, and parents.

A letter was sent to the superintendent of schools

in each district containing a sample school. With the super-

intendent's approval, the letter was to be forwarded to the

principal of the sample school, along with detailed instruc-

tions for collection of the data, a form for recording the

data, and a rembursement form for reimbursing the individual

designated by him to collect the data. For New York City a

suggested form was included to be sent home to parents and

returned to the school. Telephone follow-up contacts were

made with those principals who were slow returning data.

The final sample was composed of the 45 schools sub-

mitting usable data. Because of the higher rate of returr

from suburban and rural schools, the composition of the final

sample does not reflect the proportion of total students in

the four strata.

The major difficulties in data collection stemmed

from the necessity of collecting data through the mail and the

lack of direct contact. Reliance on letters and telephone

calls was necessary because of the scope of the sample and

the limitations of time and money. Less than 8% of the
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sample indicated an unwillingness to collect the data because

of its semi-controversial nature. Perhaps some districts

failed to see any direct benefit from the study and thus de-

cided not to provide the data.

Considerable difficulty was encountered in New York

City in obtaining the scores from the state achievement tests.

Because the city schools use the Metropolitan Achievement Test

for measuring achievement and for placement purposes, many of

the schools in the sample had no record of the results of the

state test. The school either did not receive the state

scores from the central office or had failed to record them

on the individual student's permanent record card. For schools

which compiled all of the data except state test scores we

were able to obtain the scores from the central office files,

but it is possible that this problem contributed to the re-

latively higher rate of nonresponse in the city schools. Be-

cause we did not get a higher rate of return on our sanple,

we are not in a position to claim that it is a true random

sample, nor to apply the usual tests of significance to the

result. But as the following chapter on the data analysis

will indicate, we have reason to believe that the sample is

substantially representative and that our results are valid
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for the purposes to which we put them. We do not believe that

the problems we encountered would apply to state-mandated

data collection by all schools.

Minnesota

Minnesota does not mandate a particular test to be

used statewide, nor does it collect the results of the test-

ing centrally. However, over 90% of the districts in the

state administered the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) to

their sixth grade students in 1969-70. The only district of

any size that did not was Minneapolis, and it administered

the ITBS to its sixth grade students in 1968-69. Accordingly,

the sixth grade level was chosen for this study.

The procedures in Minnesota were very similar to

those in New York. Because the number of returns in New York

had been smaller than anticipated, we decided to choose a

sample of 100 districts. We used only two strata in our

Minnesota sample: Minneapolis-St. Paul, and all others.

The table below shows the size of the strata, the number of

schools chosen, and the number of usable returns.
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Percentage
Stratum Enrollment Selected Returns Return

Minneapolis- 123,367 13 11 85%
St. Paul

All Others 762,804 87 52 60%

Totals 886,171 100 63 63%

The same procedure as in New York was used for

choosing a sample of 20 sixth grade students within the

school (in Minneapolis we used this year's seventh grade

students, who had taken the test as sixth grade students last

year).

The data collected in Minnesota was also the same

as that collected in New York, with the following exceptions:

1. The achievement test data were the
percentile ranks on the four subsec-
tians of the ITBS.

2. The ethnic variable collected data on
Negro children, Indian children, and
those (other than Indian) for whom
English is a second language.

Alabama

In Alabama the California Achievement Test is given

to all eighth graders and the tests are submitted to the

state department of education for scoring. However, since
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no socio-economic data are collected at the same time it was

necessary to gather data from local schools in the same way

as was done in New York and Minnesota. A sample of 100

schools was used. Two strata, urban and rural, were used,

with the urban stratum consisting of the school districts of

Birmingham, Mobile, and Montgomery. The table below shows

the sie of the strata, the number of schools chosen, and the

number of usable returns.

Stratum
Total
Enrollment

Schools
Selected

Usable
Returns

Percentage
Return

Urban 152,413 18 2 11%

Rural 707,882 82 60 73%

Totals 860,295 100 62 62%

Data collection was complicated in Alabama by the

fact that we were attempting to gather data at exactly the

same time that a number of districts had been told by the

Supreme Court to integrate immediately. Fear of disruptions

made principals and superintendents in other districts un-

willing to participate also. The most conspicuous refusal

was that of schools in both Mobile and Birmingham to parti-

cipate. The result of this is that the Alabama sample is

heavily rural, and thus not as representative of the entire
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state as are samples in the other states.

Within schools, a sample of 20 eighth graders was

selected in the same way as was used in New York and Minne-

sota. The data collected were identical with those of New

York with the exception of the following:

1. The achievement test data consisted of
percentile scores on the three subtexts
of the California. Achievement Test.

2. The ethnicity variable measured only
Negro children and those for whom
English is a second language.
Actually not a single child in the
sample used English as a second language.

Rhode Island

In 1969 Rhode Island embarked on a statewide test-

ing program. All fourth grade students in the state were

given the Iowa Test of Basic Skills. At the same time, a

variety of socio-economic and other data were gathered. The

testing and data collecting were done by the state, so that

it was possible to get all of the information centrally, with-

out having to resort to a questionnaire. It appeared, in any

case, that a questionnaire approach would have been unfeasible

because of state personal privacy laws.

We stratified the state into tivo strata:
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Providence, and all others. Using the same random procedure

as previously, we chose a sample of 100 schools and asked for

data on a random sample of 20 fourth grade students from those

schools. The table below shows the size of the strata, the

schools selected, and the usable returns.

4th Grade Schools Usable PGrcentage
Stratum Enrollment Selected Returns Return

Providence 1,954 14 12 86%

All Others 12,041 86 75 87%

Totals 13,995 100 87 87%

The State of Rhode Island experienced its own data

problems, and they were able to furnish us, on IBM cards, data

for only 91 schools. Of these, an additional four were dis-

carded because parent education data were not given.

Within each school, a sample of twenty fourth graders

was selected by the computer through the use of a random num-

ber generator.

The data collected in Rhode Island were unfortunately

not as comprehensive for our purposes as the data collected

in New York, Minnesota, and Alabama. The data we used were

the following:
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1. Percentile scores on the ITBS.
2. Non-white children.
3. Children for whom English is a second

language.
4. Parent education.
5. Whether the child attended school in the

same town last year (in Rhode Island, as
in the rest of New England, a town is a
geographical subdivision of a county.)

Pennsylvania

In 1969 Pennsylvania also embarked on a statewide

testing program. However, they did not test all children at

the selected grade level. Instead, a large sample of schools

was taken. In sample schools, all fifth grade children were

given an achievement test. In about half the schools the

ITBS was administered; in the other half the Stanford Achieve-

ment Test was given. At the same time certain socio-economic

data were gathered. We were provided with a computer tape con-

taining school identification, achievement test, and socio-

economic data for each of the approximately 20,000 fifth

graders who participated in the state testing program. In

addition, we received, for each school, the principal's esti-

mate of the percentage of housing in the school's attend/nice

area that fell into each of six categories; high, middle, and

low single-family residences, and high, middle, and low

apartments.



B45

The sample consisted of 339 elementary schools, of

which 161 gave the ITBS and 178 gave the Stanford Achievement

Test. The number of students who took the test in a school

ranged from 2 to 365. With this spread it was important to

know how the sample was obtained in order to know whether it

met the same criteria as did the sample in the other states

(that the number of schools was proportional to the population

in a stratum, in order to present overrepresentation of small

schools). We determined from the Bureau of Educational Quality

Assessment in Pennsylvania that the sample came close to being

a simple random sample of schools, which was not consistent

with our strategy of stratifying samples in proportion to

population. We therefore constructed a new sample by the

folloving method:

(1) For each achievement test group (we
treated the ITBS and Stanford groups as
if they were separate samples from dif-
ferent states) we ranked the schools by
number taking the test.

(2) We dropped those schools in which fewer
than 10 pupils took the test (we had
used a minimum of 20 in New York last year,
but had since decided that 10 was a more
reasonable minimum).

(3) We divided the remaining schools into three
strata: fewer than 50 pupils taking the
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test; 51-100 pupils taking the test;
and more than 100 taking the test.

(4) We determined the total number of
pupils taking the test iri.each
stratum.

(5) We selected a .umber of schools froM
each stratum that was, proportional
to the number of pupils taking the
test in that stratum.

This process resulted in two new samples of first,

48 schools in which the ITBS was administered and second, 68

schools in which the Stanford test was given.

As in Rhode Island, it was-not feasible to gather

by questionnaire the exact socio-economic data we wanted, so

we relied on the SES data gathered as part of the quality

assessment project. The variables were:

1. Scores on the ITBS and Stanford tests.
2. Non-white children.
3. Parent educaticn.
4. Amount of low-income housing in the

attendance area.
5. Whether or not classes in the school

were racially segregated.
6. Amount of absenteeism last year.

for reference and for convenience of comparison, Table 81 gives

definitions of the variables used in each state.
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TABLE B1

VARIABLES USED IN EACH STATE

Conceel

NEW YORK

Achievement

Ethnicity

Broken homes

Welfare

Parent education

Overcrowded housing

Student mobility

MINNESOTA

Achievement

Definition of Variable

Percent of fourth grade students in the
school below fourth stanine in state
test in reading plus percent below
fourth stanine in arithmetic (based on
third grade test results)

(1) Percent of Negroes in the school
(2) Percent of Puerto Ricans in school
(3) Percent of students in the school

for whom English is a second
language

Percent of students not living with
both parents

Percent of students whose families
receive Aid to Dependent Children

Mean years of schooling of the father
(when present in the home, otherwise
of tAe mother)

Percent of students living In dwel-
lings where there is more than one
person per room

Mean number of schools attended by
students during the last three years

(1) Percent of sixth grade students
between fourth stanine in reading
subsection of Iowa Test of Basic
Skills (ITBS)

(2) Percent below fourth stanine in
Arithmetic subsection of ITBS

(3) the sum of (1) and (2)
(Data were also gathered on the mean
scores lu the above tests)
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MINNESOTA

Ethnicity
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TABLE Bl (Cont.)

Definition of Variable

Same as New York, except that Indian was
substituted for Puerto Rican

Broken homes Same as New York

Welfare Same as New York

Parent education (1) Same as New York
(2) Percent of fathers with less than a

high school education (of mothers
where father was not present in the
home)

Overcrowded hous- Same as New York
ing

Student mobility (1) Same as New York
(2) Percent attending more than 3 schools

in last three years

ALABAMA

Achievement

Ethnicity

Broken homes

Welfare

Parent education

Overcrowded house
ing

(1) Percent of eighth grade students be-
low fourth stanine on Reading sub-
section of California Achievement Test

(2) Percent below fourth stanine on Arith-
metic subsection of California Achieve-
ment Test

(3) The sum of (1) and (2)
(Data were also gathered on the mean
scores in the above tests)

Same as New York, except that Puerto Ri-
can was eliminated. (It turned out that
there were no students in the sample for
whom Engliah was a second language)

Same as New York

Same as New York

Same as Mimosota

Same as New York
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ALABAMA

Student mobility

RHODE ISLAND

Achievement

Ethnicity

Parent Education

Student mobility

PENNSYLVANIA

Achievement

Ethnicity

Parent education

Housing
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TABLE B1 (Cont.)

Definition of Variable

Same as Minnesota

Same as Minnesota, but for fourth
grade students

(1) Percent of students non-white
(2) Percent of students for whom

English is a second language

Percent of parents with less than a
high school education

Percent of students who attended
school in a different town last year

Percent of fifth grade pupils
below fourth stanine on read-
ing subsection of ITBS
Percent of pupils below fourth
stanine on Arithmetic subsec-
tion of ITBS
The sum of (1) and (2)
Percent of pupils below fourth
stanine on Reading subsection
of Stanford Achievement Test
Percent of pupils below fourth
stanine on Arithmetic subsec-
tion of Stanford Test
The sum of (1) and (2)

Percent of students non-white

Same as Minnesota

Principal's estimate of proportion of
low-income housing in the school's
attendance area
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TABLE Bl (Cont.)

Concept Definition of Variable

PENNSYLVANIA

Racial segregation Whether th, child attended a class
that had members of another race
in it

Absenteeism (1) Mean number of absences per
child last year

(2) Percent of pupils who were ab-
sent more than 10 days last
year
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DATA ANALYSIS

Anthony M. Cresswell*

Purpose
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Previous studies have shown a strong relationship

between indexes of socio-economic status (SES) and educational

achievement. Therefore SES data should be useful in predict-

ing levels of achievement on a school-by-school basis. It

is the purpose of this analysis to explore the use of such

SES indexes in predicting levels of need for compensatory

education (defined in terms of amount of low achievement) in

samples of schools from five states. It is not the purpose

of this analysis to seek or test a causal model of either

need for compensatory education or scholastic achievement.

Neither is this an attempt to exhaust the variety of socio-

economic status variables which could conceivably be employed.

The emphasis is on prediction of low achievement with infor-

mation widely and easily available, and in such a way as to

be useful eventually in allocation of firancial aid to

schools.

*Dr. Cresswell analyzed the data and authored this chapter.
Messrs. Gams and Kelly retain responsibility for the re-
port as a whole.
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Why need for compensatory education has been defined

in terms of achievement and soc4o-economic status has been

dealt with at length in Chapter B I and will not be treated

separately here.

This discussion deals first with the multiple

linear regression model used to test predictive power. Re-

sults of the regressions are then discussed in terms of the

variables used and the nature of the state sample from which

set of data was collected. Some conclusions are then drawn

regarding the viability of this approach for the estimation

of need for compensatory education among schools in a state.

Multiple Regression Model

The prediction of one variable from some composite

of others implies the existence of a relationship between the

elements of the composite and the variable to be predicted.

Rather than search for the nature and expression of such a

relationship, multiple linear regression assumes the best

approximation is a linear one. That is, the predicted value

of low achievement for any school in the sample is calculated

by a linear combination of the values for each of the SES

variables for that school, as below:
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Y ...b1 X1 +b2 X2 +
'

+bn Xn + e

In this case Y is the predicted value of low achievement,

(e.g. percent of pupils scoring below the fourth stanine on

an achievement test). X
1,

X2, etc. are the values of the

SES variables for that school. The numbers b1, b2, etc. and

e are constants determined in such a way as to minimize the

deviation of the predicted value of low achievement for each

school from the actual value. They apply to al) the observa-

tions in a given sample. If this approximation is a good

one the predicted values of low achievement will be close to

the actual values.

The predictive success of the linear regression

model can be expressed in a number of ways, the most conven-

ient of which is the coelLicient of determination (R
2
). It

expresses t!-,e degree of "fit" of the regression model to the

data. An R2 of 1.0 would indicate a perfect fit; all varia-

tion in observed low achievement would be matched by varia-

tion in the predicted values. The value of R
2

decreases to-

ward zero as the predicted values deviate from the actual

ones. This coefficient can also be interpreted as the pro-

portion of the variance in the actual measure of low
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achievement (Y) which is matched or "accounted for" by variance

A
in the predicted values (Y) . T1' variance in Y is a result

of the combination of predictor variables (X1, X2, etc.).

R
2 can therefore be said to represent the proportion of the

variance in low achievement accounted for by the predictor

variables.

The value of R
2

indicates the proportion of varia-

tion in low achievement (Y) accounted for by the predictors

taken as a group. It is also possible to make inferences

about the contribution of individual predictor variables,

within the limits of the regression model. If the predictors

used are completely independent of one another (that is, they

are not intercorrelated),then the coefficient of determina-

tion (R
2 ) will equal the sum of the squares of the correla-

tions of the predictors with the criterion variable

(R
2

= r
ly

2
+ r

2y
2
+ + r

ny
2
). Each of the predictors

makes a unique contribution to the explanation of variance,

and the total variance explained is the sum of the unique con-

tributions.

In investigations in the social sciences it is ex-

tremely rare to find a variable that is independent of the

other predictors. It is more the rule that all of the
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predictors are intercorrelated, often highly. In such a

situation, the total proportion of variation explained (R
2
)

is less than the sum of the proportions explained by the

individual variables. It is necessary to think of the con-

tributions of the variables differently. There are at least

two approaches to this, each of which has its conceptual uses.

One may think of the variation explained by, say, the first

variable (r
ly

2
) as consisting of the unique contribution of

the variable (U
1
) plus a common contribution of all of the

variables (C). The coefficient of determination would be

the sum of the unique contributions of the variables plus

the common contribution of all of the variables

(R
2
= U1 + U2 + + Un + C). It is often instructive to

look at the unique contributions of the variables. Essen-

tially, we are asking how much we can increase our predic-

tion of the variation in the criterion variable by adding

a particular variable.

The other way of looking at it is to use a method

of computation which in some way divides the common contri-

bution among the predictor variables. If Bl is the standar-

dized regression coefficient (or beta weight) of variable X1

and r
ly

is the correlation of that variable with the criterion
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variable, then it is true that R
2

= Birly + B2r2y+ ...+ Bnrny.

Since each term refers to only one variable it is reasonable

to think of the beta-r product as being the total contribu-

tion of that variable to explanation of variance, and the

sum of these contributions for all of the variables equals

R
2

. However, note that the common contribution has been

distributed among the variables by the computational proce-

dure, and we have no assurance that this is the most appro-

priate way to dtstribute it. Nevertheless, this seems the

best comparison method to use for the limited purposes to

which we shall put it. Our main concern is with prediction,

not with relative contributions of variables, and we only

concern ourselves with these contributions in looking for

explanations of differences in R
2

in different states.

Achievement vs. Low Achievement

Most previous studies of the determinants of educa-

tional achievement have used regression techniques to account

for variation in levels of educational achievement among

pupils, classes, school buildings, etc.
1

However, the focus

1See Chapter B-I.
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here is not overall achievement, but the level of educational

need; the presence of significant and persistent low achieve-

ment. For example, the mean percentile rank (on national

norms) for all fifth grade pupils in a given school building

on a reading test is a measure of achievement. The percentage

of pupils scoring below the 23rd percentile is an index of

low achievement. These two variables are not, a priori,

equivalent. Two school buildings with the same mean percentile

score could have widely different proportions of their pupils

below the 23rd percentile due to differences in the distri-

bution of scores within buildings. Therefore, the emphasis

here is on a measure of low achivement: percent of pupils in

a school building below the fourth stanine (23rd percentile)

on the national norms for the achievement test used.

Whether or not a measure of low achievement and

one of overall achievement produce the same result was exam-

ined. The results are shown in Table B2. Few large differ-

ences in outcome were observed, but they were consistently

in favor of higher levels of prediction possible using low

achievement as the predicted variable. This finding coupled

with the emphasis on need for compensatory education under-

lying the investigation led to a concentration on the

prediction of low achievement.



B58

TABLE B2

COMPARISON OF COEFFICIENTS OF DETERMINATION (R
2
) OBTAINED

USING POLAR AND NON-POLAR CRITERION VARIABLES

Achievement Test
Criterion Variables

Pole- Non-Polar

Alabama Reading .349 .304
Arithmetic .453 .457
Reading + Arithmetic .418 .412

Minnesota Reading .523 .491
Arithmetic .340 .237
Reading + Arithmetic .478 .379

Pennsylvaniaa Reading .593

(ITBS) Arithmetic .441
Reading + Arithmetic .593

Pennsylvania Reading .597

(Stanford) Arithmetic .460
Reading + Arithmetic .562

Rhode Island Reading .374 .366
Arithmetic .168 .219
Reading + Arithmetic .313 .309

a
Pennsylvania was considered as two subsamples, one using the

Iowa Test of Basic Skills, the other, the Stanford Achieve-
ment Test. Non-polar data were not available in Pennsylvania.
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Polar vs.. Non-Polar Predictor Variables

As with the measures of achievement, it is possible

to consider several of the indexes of socio-economic status

in more than one way. The question is whether the best pre-

dictors of achievement are measures which express central

tendency for a school building, or thosc representing low

SES. That is, SES can be thought of as a non-polar or a

polar variable.
2

Evidence from previous investigations would

suggest that the latter approach would be the more powerful,

but the results of both approaches were compared. It was

found that where SES variables were polarized the predictive

power of the regression model was, in general, higher. How-

ever, the differences were not largo enough to be considered

reliable. The comparisons are shown in Table B3. Since

these differences are so small the non-polar predictor varia-

bles will be chosen to maintain consistency with the Now York

State study.
3

Discussion will concentrate on them for the

remainder of this analysis.

2
For example, parents' education level can be expressed as
mean years of schooling, a non-polar variable, or as per-
cent of parents with less than a high school education, a
polarized variable.

3Analysis of data from New York was performed in an earlier
study, and reanalysis using polar variables was not feasible.
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TABLE B3

VALUES OF COEFFICIENT OF DETERMINATION (R
2
)

OBTAINED USING POLAR AND NON-POLAR PREDICTOR VARIABLES

Polar Predictors Non-Polar Predictors
Alabama N=62
Reading .349 .344
Arithmetic .453 .456
Reading + Arithmetic .418 .417

Minnesota N=63
Reading .523 .533
Arithmetic .340 .335
Reading + Arithmetic .478 .475

New York N=45
Reading
Arithmetic
Reading + Arithmetic .709

Pennsylvania (ITBS)
N=48
Reading .593 .657
Arithmetic .441 .528
Reading + Arithmetic .593 .657

Pennsylvania (Stanford)
N=69
Reading .597 .579
Arithmetic .460 .464
Reading + Arithmetic .562 .554

Rhode Island N=87
Reading .374
Arithmetic .168
Reading + Arithmetic .313

a
Only non-polar predictor& were used in the New York study.
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Differences Among States in Predictive Ability

The differences in proportion of variance in low

achievement accounted for in the various states deserves dis-

cussion. In New York about 70% of the variance is explained,

in Pennsylvania about 60%, in Minnesota about 50%, in Alabama

ab,Jut 40%, and in Rhode Island about 30%. These results

seem to range from highly satisfactory to disappointing.

There are several reasons that might be advanced

to explain why not all of the results are satisfactory. One

is that the model is not a good one; that socio-economic sta-

tus may not be highly correlated with school achievement in

all states. A substantial body of research, some of which

was referred to in Chapter B-I, has shown a strong correla-

tion of SES and school achievement in a variety of states.

However, it is certainly possible that the relationship

could be stronger in some states than in others. It seems

dubious that this could account for all of the observed dif-

ferences though. The second hypothesis is that the variables

selected do not accurately measure socio- economic status in

all of the states selected, or that errors in measurement

have resulted in inadequate data This seems to be a rea-

sonable hypmheaia. A third hypothesis is that the
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achievement tests differ substantially in what they measure,

and that this contributes to differences in R
2

. It is true

that the New York, ITBS, California, and Stanford tests do

not all measure exactly the same things. But it is rather

difficult to argue that they do not in some way measure

school achievement. The studies referred to in Chapter B-I

have used a number of different achievement tests as criteria

and have had good result with them. It therefore seems un-

likely that his hypothesis is the main reason for the differ-

ences in R
2
among states.

There are three states (New York, Alabama, and

Minnesota) in which the predictor variables are essentially

identical (with minor differences in the ethnicity variable),

yet there is a large range in the amount of variance accounted

for by the regressions. Some light is thrown on the possible

reasons by Table B4 which gives data means for the variables.

Minnesota differs markedly from New York in having a very

small non-white population. But it is this ethnicity varia-

ble that in New York is the best predictor; it alone can

account for 67% of the variation. In teams of total contri-

bution to explanation, children from broken homes and those

on welfare are the best predictors in Minnesota. It seems
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that we have in Minnesota a population that is substantially

different than that in New York. It is almost exclusively

a white population, and much more homogeneous in the ways

that we have measured SES than in New York. It is possible

then that the reason for the poorer showing in Minnesota is

that our variables are not doing as comprehensive a job of

measuring SES as they do in New York. On the other hand, it

is possible that achievement is not as highly correlated with

SES in Minnesota as in New York. It would seem possible for

this to be so in a state where the cultural backgrounds of

groups of the population are not as diverse as they are in

New York.

Alabama is a different situation. The proportion

of Negroes is considerably larger than it is in New York, so

that the hypothesis advanced for Minnesota will not hold

water here. We believe that the source of the difficulty may

be in the sample. Unfortunately, two of the three largest

cities in Alabama refused to participate in the study, for

reasons explained in Chapter B-II. As a matter of fact,

only 2 of the 62 schools included in the sample were urban

schools. It appears that we have a predominantly rural sam-

ple. This may help to explain the fact that percent Negro
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is not a strong predictor of achievement in our Alabama sample.

It may be that in rural Alabama average educational aspira-

tions are not as different among the races as they are in

New York.

The explanation of the quite disappointing showing

for the R
2
in Rhode Island is much easier. The variables are

inadequate. The percentage of children who attended school

in a different town last year is not the sort of measure of

mobility that we were interested in. We were interested in

a measure of those children who move frequently from school

to school (for reasons usually associated with SES) and suffer

educational disadvantage because of it. There are only two

potentially valuabl variables, those measuring ethnicity

and parent education. The ethnicity variable also illustrates

the fact that Rhode Island is different than the other states

in this respect. While it has a relatively low percentage

of non-whites, the percentage of those for whom English is

a second language is very large. The figure of more than

28% for this variable is suspect, and it is probably a sta-

tistical artifact. The variable was coded in such a way

that there was no place (as there was for the other varia-

bles) to code a "no answer". It is possible that a
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substantial percentage of those who were coded as "foreign

speaking" were really in the "no answer" category. The

reasons, then, for the poor showing in Rhode Inland are al-

most certainly an insufficient number of variables, inade-

quate variables, and data problems.

To examine the states in a more consistant manner,

a second set of regressions was performed using only the two

variables available in all samples: percent non-white and

parents educational level. In this way it is possible to

compare the relative power of the regression using almost

common predictor sets, and also examine the relative contri-

bution of the individual predictors to the total variance

accounted for. Results of these runs are shown in Table B5.

In four of the five states the use of only percent

non-white and parent education causes a relatively small re-

duction in the amount of variance accounted for. For these

states it is clear that these two predictors alone can re-

present the full set of predictors without much loss of

predictive power. The Minnesota sample, however, displays

a much different reaction. The predictive power of these

variables drops to very low levels. Reference to the socio-

economic context in Minnesota however, provides a ready



T
A
B
L
E
 
B
5

S
t
a
t
e

R
2

T
o
t
a
l
 
C
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n

T
o
t
a
l
 
C
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n

o
f
 
P
e
r
c
e
n
t
 
N
o
n
 
-
w
h
i
t
e
 
o
f
 
P
a
r
e
n
t
 
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

A
l
a
b
a
m
a

R
e
a
d
i
n
g

.
3
0
6

.
1
9
7

.
1
0
9

A
r
i
t
h
m
e
t
i
c

.
3
8
0

.
2
8
2

.
0
9
8

R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
+
 
A
r
i
t
h
m
e
t
i
c

.
3
6
4

.
2
5
4

.
1
1
0

M
i
n
n
e
s
o
t
a

R
e
a
d
i
n
g

.
1
4
3

.
1
1
7

.
0
2
6

A
r
i
t
h
m
e
t
i
c

.
0
1
6

.
0
1
3

.
0
0
3

R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
+
 
A
r
i
t
h
m
e
t
i
c

.
0
6
0

.
0
5
8

.
0
0
2

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

R
e
a
d
i
n
g

A
r
i
t
h
m
e
t
i
c

R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
+
 
A
r
i
t
h
m
e
t
i
c

.
6
4
1

.
4
5
3

.
1
8
8

P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a
 
(
I
T
B
S
)

R
e
a
d
i
n
g

.
5
7
0

.
1
6
5

.
4
0
5

A
r
i
t
h
m
e
t
i
c

.
4
3
6

.
1
9
5

.
2
4
1

R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
+
 
A
r
i
t
h
m
e
t
i
c

.
5
6
5

.
2
0
2

.
3
6
3

P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a
 
(
S
t
a
n
f
o
r
d
)

R
e
a
d
i
n
g

.
5
4
9

.
4
8
6

.
0
6
3

A
r
i
t
h
m
e
t
i
c

.
4
5
4

.
3
9
3

.
0
6
1

R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
+
 
A
r
i
t
h
m
e
t
i
c

.
5
3
7

.
4
7
0

.
0
6
7

R
h
o
d
e
 
I
s
l
a
n
d

R
e
a
d
i
n
g

A
r
i
t
h
m
e
t
i
c

.
3
5
4

.
1
1
5

.
1
5
1

.
0
8
2

.
2
0
3

.
0
3
3

t
o
a
.

R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
+
 
A
r
i
t
h
m
e
t
i
c

.
2
7
3

.
1
4
6

.
1
2
7

.
.
.
1



B68

explanation for this observation. Table B4 shows that the

Minnesota sample contains less than three percent non-white

pupils in its schools on the average and the lowest percentage

of parents with less than a high school education. The

standard deviation of these two variables within this sample

is also smaller than observed in the other samples. Differ-

ences in socio-economic status among the schools in the

sample are not well defined by these variables. They should

therefore not be highly related to variables which do show

large variations, such as the achievement test measures em-

ployed. These results for five states corroborate the find-

ings discussed above for Alabama, Minnesota, and New York.

The definite implication is that the same set of

predictors is not adequate for every state. By having a

large number of predictors one might get equivalent predic-

tive capability in all states. But this is wasteful of money

and time in data gathering. if a state wishes to use this

method of identifying the varying extent of need for compen-

satory education among the schools of the state, it should

experiment with a number of predictor variables and then

choose those few that do an outstanding job of prediction

within that state.
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In spite of the fact that the predictive ability

of this method has not been as good in the other states

tested as it was in New York, we feel that we can recommend

this method as a potentially valuable one for a state to use

in identifying need for compensatory education. We feel

confident that much better results could be obtained with a

selection of SES variables for each state appropriate; to that

state.

Summary

Measures of socio-economic status and educational

achievement drawn from samples of the elementary schools in

five states were analyzed. The purpose of the analysis was

to test the ability of the SES variables to predict levels

of low achievement in each of the separate samples. A

multiple regression model was used to establish predictive

power in terms of a coefficient of determination (R
2
) for

various combinations of SES predictor variables and achieve-

ment variables.

High levels of prediction were found to be possible

in at least two of the states sampled with the available pre-

dictors. Those states in which high levels of prediction

were not possible were found to be different from the others
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in terms of their profiles on available socio-economic indexes.

It was suggested therefore, that these states represent sub-

stantially different contexts for which other predictor var-

iables would be more appropriate, yielding higher R2 values.

It was concluded, in general, that the use of SES

variables to predict educational achievement is a viable

approach. But the same set of predictor variables is not

useful for all states. The choice of variables must take in-

to account the nature of socio-economic variation within

that state. When such is done it should be possible to ob-

tain substantial levels of prediction of need for compensa-

tory education on a school-by-school basis.
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CHAPTER B-IV

ESTIMATING NATIONAL TARGET POPULATIONS

The second objective of this study was "to prepare

estimates of the size of the target population" requiring

compensatory education and where possible to project the es-

timates to 1980. This objective is similar to objectives

stipulated by the National Educational Finance Project for

each of its research projects.

For reasons we shall make clear, the second objec-

tive is considerably more difficult to achieve than the study's

first and primary objective, to develop and test a method for

identifying the tArget population to be served by compensa-

tory education. One might quickly assume that estimating

the size of a target population would be relatively easy once

a method had been developed for identifying that target popu-

lation. That this is not so is a function not only of de-

finitional problems inherent in the target population approach

(and discussed previously in this Report), but also to tech-

nical problems and the unavailability of certain data for

national populations or samples. Before presenting the actual

estimates we discuss briefly the difficulties and constraints

encountered in the effort.
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A straightforward way to prepare national estimates

of the compensatory education target population would be to

uoe the method used for our state studies. Essentially, that

method consists of a weighted sum of socio-economic measures

that predict the present number of pupils below an arbitrary

standard (the fourth stanine) in achievement. To use this as

a projection method wo would need raw data for the SES varia-

bles and regression weights on a national sample.

At first we anticipated obtaining the necessary data

from the EgualEducati2111102portSuryyex (Coleman, et.al.)

to develop national estimates. The sampling problems of the

Survey, however, are particularly revere in cities where a

large segment of the target population for compensatory edu-

cation is presumed to reside; many urban school districts re-

fused even to participate in the We also explored the

possibility of using data from Project Talent data, in addi-

tion to being old (the tests were administered in 1960), lack

the SES variables we require. The National Assessment Pro-

gram, as of this writing concluding its first operational

year, has test scores available only in the areas of citizen-

ship, science, and writing, (not reading or mathematics,

the two areas of achievement most acceptable as criteria of

a need for compensatory education services).
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We have already mentioned that the data base in re-

cent years for SES and achievement variables is spotty. The

infrequency of the decennial population census deals a crip-

pling blow to studies of current demographic phenomena near

the end of a decennial period. The civil rights movement,

and Federal anti-poverty legislation are two among many fac-

tors which suggest that 1959 Census of Population data are

not likely to reflect very accurately the nation's condition

in 1970.

Reading achievement data on a national basis are

either unusable for our purposes (see previous remarks re-

garding Project Talent and Coleman Survey) or in the case of

National Assessment data, not yet available for the basic

subjects of reading and mathematics. This dearth of data

points up the extreme importance of the National Assessment

effort, which will for the first time make available data re-

gularly available on student attainment in a variety of areas.

Because raw data are not available for our SES and

achievement variables on a national basis, regression weights

cannot be calculated, and current and projected national es-

timates cannot be made using the SES achievement prediction

model used for the state studies. Thus, we are unable to
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use the preferred technique in identifying the size of the

target population.

But even if accurate and current data were available,

projecting these data a decade ahead and developing estimates

for 1980 is indeed a slippery business. Assuming that socio-

economic conditions are involved in any definition of need

for compensatory education, consider some of the factors which

could alter substantially one socio-economic factor income

distribution during the coming decade. Economic uncertainty

surrounds the estimate on all sides. The Federal budget is

chronically in a deficit condition; balance of payments is

also chronically in the red; interest rates are at record high

levels; prices are rising at about 8% per year in an economy

which stopped real growth more than a year ago; war continues

to consume the nation's energies and resources; and the stock

markets are down about 1/3rd from pre-1969 levels. These

problems reflect simultaneous recession and inflation, an

unstable position from which to hazard a prediction of in-

come distributions ten years hence.

The social tension between desegregation and back-

lash, between egalitarian impulses such as the negative in-

come tax and libertarian traditions such as state and local
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control of Federal anti-poverty effort, remain unresolved and

are as conflictual and unpredictable as ever. Yet the manner

in which basic social and economic conflicts are resolved or

unresolved will ha3 profound implications for what popula-

tions in 1980 actually do or do not possess certain character-

istics judged in 1970 to be relevant to a "need for compensa-

tory education."

Thus cautioned, the reader will understand why no

single way of defining and measuring a compensatory education

target population can be used to prepare national estimates.

Instead, we offer four general criteria for judging the ade-

quacy of any measure of a target population for compensatory

education, and then consider four alternative measures of

need for compensatory education. Where possible, estimates

are presented of the size of the target population in 1970

and 1980 for each measure. It is assumed throughout the dis-

cussion that the reader is aware of -ur definition of "need

for compensatory education as low achievement and low socio-

economic status.`

There are many possible criteria that ,:ould be

stipulated for measures of a target population. We suggest

four which are particularly appropriate for the compensatory



education area and which are stated in question form. The

four are:

(1) Are the measures objective and un-
ambiguous?

(2) Can the measures identify target pop-
ulations by school building or neigh-
borhood?

(3) Do the measures identify the varying
extent to which target populations
need compensatory education services?

(4) Are the measures annually available?
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The rationale for the first criterion is self-evi-

dent. The second criterion is based on arguments presented

earlier for using the school building as the unit of analysis

in our state studies. Intra-district differences among school

buildings are frequently concealed by the use of district

averages, while use of school-by-school data allows city,

state or even Federal officials to focus resources where spe-

cific problems exist. The third criterion suggests that

identifying target areas is not sufficient; the measures

should allow quantification in some way of the varying extent

of need in each school building,

The fourth criterion is important because of rapid

population mobility patterns among the population as a whole,
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and the poor in particular. Student turnover in some urban

schools exceeds 100% within a single school year. To rely

heavily upon a decennial census for population characteristics

for specific neighborhoods or districts will not provide cre-

dible data on the compensatory education target population.

Our immediate purpose for presenting the alternative

measures is to make national estimates of the target popula-

tion. Presumably, however, the measures, if adopted on a na-

tional or state basis, would be used to identify differences

in need for compensatory education among localities. The se-

cond and third criteria require measures to discriminate among

local units. Thus, in discussing the strengths and weaknesses of

the alternative measures we examine both local and national

aspects of the problem.

In the discussion that follows, each of four alter-

native measures for identifying compensatory education target

populations is reviewed in terms of the four criteria. The

four alternative measures are

(1) The proportion of students in a school
below a stipulated standard on an
achievement test.

(2) The proportion of students predicted
to be below a stipulated standard on
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an achievement test, based upon student
socio-economic status.

(3) The proportion of bnidents whose fami-
lies are below a stipulated income
level (the measure used for Title
of the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act).

(4) The proportion of students who are non-
white plus all whites below a stipulated
income level.

Achievement

The first of the alternative ways of measuring a

national target population for compensatory education is to

stipulate a school achievement level below which all children

would be designated as needing compensatory education ser-

vices. (Children achieving poorly in school because of men-

tal and physical handicaps such as mental retardation, deaf-

ness, or blindness, are by definition excluded from the com-

pensatory education target population). One way to opera-

tionalize the measure is to establish a standard such as the

fourth stanine; children scoring below the fourth stanine

on standardized achievement tests in reading and mathematics

are in the target population for compensatory education. Un-

der this approach, the bottom 23% of students would fall

into this category. The New York State Education Department
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presently uses this standard in its interpretations of state-

wide tests in reading and mathematics; the fourth stanine is

deemed the minimum acceptable level of student achievement.

The rationale for using this approach, previously

discussed in Chapter B-I, stresses the central importance of

analyzing achievement of students as a criterion of need for

compensatory education. It can be argued that low achieve-

ment is prima facie evidence of need for additional education-

al services, and is a far more direct measure of need than

indexes of school district or parental poverty, for instance.

We do not review here the arguments presented earlier support-

ing this approach.

It is clear that serious difficulties would be en-

countered in the practical use of this measure, however, First

the standard suggested, the fourth stanine, is arbitrary and

categorical rather than incremental; students scoring slightly

above the standard would not be courted within the target

population while those with practically identical scores, but

below the arbitrary line, would be included. Second, such a

standard is relative; there will always be a bottom 23%, or

bottom third, or whatever, regardless of how the absolute

level of achievement mIght improve or decline.
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In addition, there are practical problems in incor-

porating school achievement scores directly into arrangements

for allocating resources in education, and since that is at

least one of the purposes to which the results of the entire

NEFF project may be put, it is a relevant consideration. We

mentioned earlier three problems that arise if resources are

allocated inversely in relation to school or school district

achievement scores; first, extra aid to places with low

achievement may reward inefficiency; second, aid would de-

crease as achievement rose, functioning as a negative incen-

tive; and third, achievement tests as a single criterion are

criticized on grounds of alleged cultural bias and on tech-

nical grounds of validity and reliability.
1

While this measure would always result in the same

percentage of students in the target population on a national

basis, (23% if the fourth stanine were the standard), local

and state subdivisions could vary substantially. Some locali-

ties might find that as few as 10% of their students scored

1Walter I. Garms, and Mark C. Smith, Development of a Measure
of Educational Need and Its Use iuutatalgggbool Support,
Formula, (Albany: New York State Educational Conference Board,
1969), p.8,
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below the national fourth stanine, while in other districts

50% or more of the students could be below the standard.

Use of this measure would clearly require new test-

ing programs administered at the national level. The National

Assessment Program tests reading and arithmetic only every

three years and while it permits national and regional estimates

based upon its samples, it presently provides neither local

nor state scores. New testing would be required if local dis-

criminations were desired at the school building or school

district level. However, there is no technical reason that

annual scores could not be obtained for local schools or dis-

tricts, provided tests were administered annually to samples

of students in each school or district throughout the nation.

Such a testing program would reveal the varying extent to

which localities needed compensatory education, according to

this measure.

Turning to the numbers of pupils within the target

population using this measure, we find that the total school

age population in 1970 is approximately 53 million children.2

If the target population is 23% of the school age population,

2
These samples are drawn from: Bureau of the Census, "Current

Population Estimates", Series p-25 #381,(Washington: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1967)
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the number of children in that category would be 12, 190,000

for 1969-70. Projecting ahead to 1980 the U.S. Bureau of the

Census estimates that the school age population in 1979-80

will be approximately 61,200,000. About 14,076,000 children

would be within the target population for that year if the

fourth stanine standard were to be used. These figures, how-

ever contain children who are physically handicapped and men-

tally retarded. The number of physically and mentally handi-

capped children in 1967 was about 2.2 million, or 4% of the

school age population.3 No estimate is available for 1980

for mentally and physically handicapped, but if 4% of the

population remains in the handicapped category, we could ex-

pect about 2.5 million such children in 1980. We assume that of

the 1970 proportion of handicapped in the school-age popula-

tion, about 4%, is accurate for the low achieving segment with

which we are dealing. While some assert that a large propor-

tion of the poor and non-white groups are handicapped than is

the case for middle class whites, these differences are not

precisely known on a national basis and are likely not to

be large enough differences to se:Acusly alter our estimates.

3
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Digest of

Educational Statistics,(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1969),p 2.
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Using the fourth stanine standard, and excluding the handi-

capped, the net number of children of school age in the tar-

get population for compensatory education in 1970 is 11.70

million,while for 1980 the figure is estimated at 13.amillion

children.

These estimates would obviously change substantially

if the arbitrary achievement standard were changed upward or

downward. For example, if the standard were set at the bot-

tom 20%, the net number in the target population in 1970

would be 10.17 million, and in 1980, 11.76 million children.

Socio-Economic Prediction of Achievement

In Chapter B-II and B-III we described aid reported

a five-state study in which certain data regarding student

socio-economic characteristics were used to predict student

achievement on reading and mathematics achievement tests. A

target population co'ild be meat. ed at the local, state, or

national levels if data such as we collected in the five

states were obtained on a national basis. The method con-

sists of a weighted sum of socio-economic measures that pre-

dict the present number of students below a stipulated achieve-

ment standards, such as the fourth stanine.
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There are two basic reasons for using this kind of

measure. First, it links a measure of low achievement (prima

facie evidence of need for additional educational services)

with measures of low socio-economic characteristics (the pre-

sumed cause of low achievement among the poor). Second, use

of tho prediction model meets the three objections we pre-

viously identified with any use of achievement tests alone

for allocating resources. The first objection, that extra

aid to places of low achievement may reward inefficiency, is

removed by use of the prediction model because allocation

could be made, or target populations measured, in terms of

the number predicted to be below a standard, not the actual

number below the standard. The weightings determining the

school's score on this measure are determined for a state or

national population and are thus not subject to influence by

possible inefficiencies in the short run. The second objec-

tion, that aid would have to decrease as achievement rose, is

similarly removed because the size of the overall target pop-

ulation or actual aid would not necessarily change at all as

achievement rose unless tha socio-economic factors were

differently weighted in the total population or unless special

provision was made for not "penalizing" (by removing
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resources) places with rising achievement scores. The third

objection, regarding the reliability, validity, and cultural

bias of tests, is only partially removed; this method of

measuring a target population relies on test scores as the

criterion against which the predictions are made. However,

socio-economic data are presumably much more stable and less

subject to short-term reliability problems than tests, so

the third concern is partly mitigated.

The use of this method does not change the size of

the national target population reported for the first method,

because this method also utilizes an arbitrary standard -

the fourth stanine - for the criterion test scores. Thus, if

the fourth stanine is the standard used, 23% of the total

population of children would be within the national target

population. The method would also allow discrimination at

state and local levels, because the number predicted to be

below standard 'All vary widely from place to place.

The method would therqfore provide data regarding

the varying extent to which local populations need compensa-

tory education programs. As we previously explained, data

are not now available on which to develop national target

population figures at this time; neither test scores nor the
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required socio-economic data are available for an adequate

and appropriate sample of students. However, the data could

be annually available if a nation-wide procedure were imple-

mented each year similar to the procedure we 'followed in our

study within the five states.

To use this method for projecting the size of a

national target population to 1980 would require regression

weights fpr the socio-economic variables based onacurrent na-

tional sample, and estimates of the national size of those

variables in 1980. We have neither, so no projection to

1980 is possible for this method.

Family Income Level

The third alternative way of measuring a target

population for compensatory education is to calculate the

proportion of students whose families are below a stipulated

income level. This measure could be defined in a number of

ways. We choose to define it in the same way the number of

eligible pupils is determined for ESEA Title I. For example,

the number of eligible pupils for fiscal 1970 was determined

by adding the number of children in families whose income in

1959 (1960 Census) was below $2000, and the number of children

whose families were receiving more than $2000 per year in
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Aid to Dependent Children (ADC) in January 1970, as reported

by welfare officials (a method which obviously double counts

many children and families). These determinations are made

on a county by county basis for all states by the United States

Office of Education, and funds are allocated from Washington

for each county.

Actually, the funds are allocated to states for use

within counties on a basis relying heavily on the judgment

of local and state educational officials regarding the precise

location of "educationally disadvantaged" children. The United

State Office of Education reports that approximately 9,000,000

children actually receive services paid for by ESEA Title I.

Thus, it could be argued that the target population for ESEA

Title I services actually is locally determined on a judgment

basis, but for our purposes we shall use the more objective

formula used for allocations from Washington to counties.

There are two basic retionales justifying the in-

clusion of income as one way to determine a target popula-

tion for compensatory education. First, family income cor-

relates extremely well with student achievement in reading

and mathematics; our earlier review (See Chapter B-I) of

studies by Burkhead, Sexton, and others revealed no single
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socio-economic variable as highly predictive of student achieve-

ment ac was income, with the possible exception of race. Sec-

ond, it is expedient to utilize the same measure used for

ESEA Title I, which is the most prominent compensatory educa-

tion effort in the nation today.

There are, however, serious shortcomings in this

method of measuring the target population for compensatory

education. First, the measurement is arbitrary in that per-

sons only slightly above the maximum income level are com-

pletely excluded. Second, regional differences in price level

are not taken into account, a factor substanially biasing the

measure by inflating, relative to the north, the number of

southerners eligible under the income criterion, and biasing

in the opposite direction by inflating the number of northern-

ers eligible under the welfare criterion. Third, the welfare

measure is suspect because of significant inter-state differ -

ences in the way eligibility for welfare is determined. Fourth,

the method is further suspect because state welfare eligibility

criteria are subject to change over time at the discretion of

fifty state legislatures. Fifth, physically handicapped and

mentally retarded chi:dren are not excluded in the present

Title I precedure, although it would be possible to do so on
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the same basis we excluded the handicapped under our first

measure-low achievement. Finally, there will be discontinui-

ties when new income data frcm new decennial censuses are

available.

Examining this last difficulty in more detail, the

1959 Census of Population revealed that almost five million

(4,948,140) children were from families with less than $2000

of income. It is expected that this number will decline in

the 1970 Census of Population to about two million children.
4

Thus, almost half of the children counted by the present

Title I formula would be dropped when 1970 Census data are

available. Anticipating this difficulty, and seeking to

extend benefits of Title I to a larger population, the Congress

has already raised the poverty definition to $3000 and for

Fiscal 1973 has raised it still further, t, $4000. Because

actual funding for Title I falls far short of authorized

funding, Congress has deferred the effective date of the in-

crease to $3000 until adequate funding is available.

The present Title I formula, using the $2000 in-

come criterion plus those receiving more than $2000 from

4
Estimate derived from data in: Bureau of the Census, "Current
Population Reports, Consumer Income, Poverty in the United
States." Series P-60, #68,(U.S. Government Printing Office,
1969).
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welfare, (including children classified au delinquent, ne-

glected, and in foster homes) results in an eligible pupil

population of 6,952,297 for 1970, accorling to Title I offi-

cials in the United States Office of Education.
5

If the in-

come criterion is raised to $3000 approximately 2.4 million

additional children become eligible. 6
If the income criterion

is raised to $4000, the total number of eligible children would

rise to approximately 12 million. These figures did not ex-

clude handicapped and retarded children, who constitute about

4% of all children. If this proportion is accurate for poor

children,4% should be deducted from each of the above three

estimates. Target populations thus are 6,674,205 using the

$2000 income criterion; 8,978,000 at $3000; and 11,520,000 at

$4000. Unless the income criterion is raised, the number of

eligible children will decline once results from the 1970

5The breakdown is as follows:
In low income families
AFDC
Delinquent
Neglected
In foster homes

4,948,140
1,780,566

14,100
52,866

11§Aal
6,952,297

6
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, United States Senate,

Subcommittee on Education, "County Allotments Under Title I
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, for Fiscal Year 1968.7,
(U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, 1967).
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Census are available; both the cost of living and the level

of family incomes are generally rising and it is expected that

a steadily shr* Iking proportion of families will have incomes

below $2000 or any other low income criterion. Thus there is

an almost unavoidable discont'luity when data regarding in-

comes are obtained only from a decennial census. Presumary

a political adjustment will be made by the Congress to

prevent this likely discontinuity from occuring, but it is a

serious problem inherent in any formula relying upon income

data from the decennial census.

However, these discontinuities will partially be

offset by the likelihood that during the next few years there

will be a steady increase in the number of children in fami-

lies receiving more than $2000 per year from AFDC. This ex-

pectation is based on the assumption that AFDC benefits will

increase and thus bring a larger number of families above the

$2000 level in AFDC benefits. It is probable, though, that

the number of families whose earnings make them eligible for

AFDC will decline; the actual number of persons, age 0-18

living below the $2000 income level declined from 11,386,000

in 1959 to 6,373,000 in 1968. The data do not allow exact

predictions as to how these two influences will function
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during the 1970's, because the former is heavily dependent on

political decisions and the latter is heavily dependent on

income distribution patterns resulting from the performance of

the nation's economy.

Non-Whites and Poor Whites.

A fourth alternative method of estimating the na-

tional target population for compensatory education is to in-

clude all non-white and poor white children (excluding, of

course, mentally retarded and physicelly handicapped children).

We propose this method because it combines the two factors

most closely identified by the general public and educational

researchers with the twin conditions of socio-economic dis-

advantage and low educational achievement. Our review (re-

ported in Chapter B-I) of research relating socio-economic

and school factors with school achievement revealed no varia-

bles as closely associated with school achievement as income

and race. It is rare when the judgment of researchers coin-

cides so closely with the public perception of a problem,

but that is the case here; low income and racial identity

are widely acknowledged by citizens and politicians to be

significant influences in shaping the way people live in our

society.
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Some advantages and disadvantages of this method

should be identified. A paramount advantage has already been

cited, (high correlation between race, income, and school

achievement). A second is simplicity; no complicated statis-

tical procedures are required, although, as we shall indicate,

there are problems in data availability. Third, it takes ex-

plicit account of generations of damaging discrimination and

racism in our society by including all non-whites as eligible

for educational services designed to improve their school

achievement. Finally, it incorporates variables already used

or proposed by the Federal government in school finance for-

mulas designed to provide funds for disadvantaged populations.

We have previously explained how ESEA Title I uses income data

to determine county entitlements, and President Nixon proposed

in 1970 a Federal appropriation of $1.5 billion for fiscal

1971 and 1972 for districts desegregating their schools, or

unable to desegregate them. Thus, the criteria proposed here

enjoy considerable acceptance as measures of need for com-

pensatory education.

As with the other alternatives, however, there are

disadvantages that would be associated with use of a race/in-

come combination criterion of need. First, all the problems
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associated wit'a use of decennial census data are pertinent

here, at least for the income data, and to a lesser extent

also for the racial data, although schools now are frequently

required to collect certain racial data regarding pupils.

Second, it can be charged that an inequity is involved in

defining a target population differently for one race than

for another; this method would obviously result in some non-

whites with high incomes being included within the target pop-

ulation. The reply to this assertion must rely upon the

assumption that regardless of income there are damaging inter-

generational effects of three and a half centuries of racial

discrimination in this society, in which the normal condition

for its black population for a period if almost 250 years was

legalized slavery. Few would suggest that blacks and whites

with equal incomes have equal chances for success in this

society, although many would argue that the society is gradually

moving toward such equality of opportunity.

Another disadvantage is that not all non-whites and

poor whites do poorly in school. The seriouoness of this

disadvantage is that we originally defined need for compensa-

tory education as consistent patterns of low school achieve-

ment among large groups in the population. Studies of the
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correlation between family income and student achievement, or

race and achievement, vary in predictive success; some account

for more than 70% of the variance in achievement due to race

and income, while other studies claim as low as 40% accounted

for by race and income (see our earlier review in Chapter B-1).

Thus, there is clearly not a one-to-one relationship between

race and income, and achievement. Nevertheless the consensus

of existing findings is that the relationship is quite strong

for each variable and is stronger when they are used in combi-

nation to predict achievement. Further, they are the strongest

socio-economic predictors of achievement known at the time of

this writing, and therefore are acceptable for our purposes.

There are problems involved in getting the data

needed to make a current national estimate based on this method

of defining the target population. Not the least of the prob-

lems is that the best source of data regarding the distribu-

tion of low income whites and all non-whites in the population

is the decennial census. Data for the 1970 Census of Popula-

tion are being collected and prepared for publication as this

Report is being written, so the most recent published Census

data are from the 1960 Census. Fortunately, there are rea-

sonably accurate current estimates available, particularly
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of non-white population. The 1970 population of non-whites

in the 0-18 age range is estimated at 11,445,000 persons.7

The nearest comparable figure for low income whites is that

in 1968 there were 6,373,000 whites in the 0-18 age range

living below the poverty level.
8

Assuming an equal distribu-

tion of poor whites and non-whites within the groups for each

year of the age range 0-18, a school age, (ages 5-18), 1970

target population of poor whites is 4,602,715. The comparable

figure for non-whites is 8,265,465 for a total 1970 school

age compensatory education target population of 12,868,280.

Once again, however, this figure includes mentally retarded

and physically handicapped children, estimated by the U.S.

Office of Education to include 4% of the total population of

children. If the 4% proportion is accurate for poor whites

and for non-whites, the net target population for compensatory

education, using this method, is estimated as 12,453,559.

7U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Current
Population Reports, Population Estimates Series P-25, #381.
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, December, 1967),
p.76.

41111IMEMIONIII

8U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Current
Population Reports. raman tgLtm;EgnUtithLkijildjr1116,
1959-1968. Series P-60, #68 (Washington, D.C.: Government
Printing Office ), p. 1.
(The poverty level is defined here by the Social Security Ad-
ministration as three times the cost of a simple but nutritious
diet).
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* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

We conclude this section of the Report by stressing

the problems inherent in defining, estimating, and projecting

target populations for compensatory education. Earlier in

Chapter B-IV we discussed some of these dangers and urged

caution in interpreting the estimates and projections that are

offered for each of the four suggested alternative ways of

measuring the target population. It is interesting to note

that the estimated size of the target population ranges be-

tween 6,000,000 and 12,000,000 children, so the method of

defining and measuring the target population can have an im-

portant effect on the size of the estimate. Perhaps the most

reasonable estimate and definition now available is the one

derived from ESEA Title I, using the $3000 income criterion;

a target population of 8,978,000 was estimated for that de-

finition. This represents approximately 18% of the nation's

enrolled pupils, K-12, in 1970. The only way of determining

how well, or indeed, how poorly, schools are educatImg the

compensatory education target population, however, defined,

is by monitoring overtime the actual achievement levels of

children within the target population. We have previously

noted that the National Assessment Program, scheduled to
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release its first findings one week after this Report goes

to press, affords hope that researchers and educational

leaders will finally be able to know whether the particular

target population needing compensatory education is or is not

improving its achievement in key subject areas. Would that

this were the case and that the "need" for compensatory educa-

tion as it is known today diminishes. But if this is not so,

and the available evidence suggests that it is not, educators,

parents, and political leaders will require ways of identify-

ing groups and children for whom particular educational ser-

vices are designed and intended. Hopefully, the concepts

and procedures used in our study will be helpful in those

efforts.
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CHAPTER c -I

PLAN OF STUDY

This study conducted at the State University of New

York at Albany had two related purposes: to describe the in-

puts fog selected exemplary compensatory education programs

and to estimate the cost differentials of such programs rela-

tive to the cost of regular school programs.

The selection of states and school systems was done

in terms of common procedures prescribed by the National Edu-

cational Finance Project and certain criteria and procedures

approved by the National Advisory Panel for the study and by

the Project Director. These are given in the Introduction.

The estimates of cost differentials also were made

according to common procedures developed by the National Proj-

ect and will be summarized later. The difficulties en-

countered in obtaining data and in making such estimates per-

haps may have greater implications for policy making than the

estimates themselves as the last chapter will indicate.

Selection of States

The study was conducted largely in five states:

California, norida, Michigan, New York, and Texas, Another
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group of four were selected to check the findings from the

five. These four included Connecticut, Indiana, Tennessee,

and Wisconsin.

The key criterion in selecting states prescribed by

the Project is the existence of exemplary programs. Staff had

hoped to limit the study to programs selected as exemplary by

the American Institutes for Research in the Behavioral Sci-

ences in the studies cited in the Introduction. These were

selected as exemplary upon the basis of rigorous and uniform

criteria. However, this :approach was found impractical for

two reasons:

1. After eliminating programs for which the
necessary cost data could not be obtained,
the number of school systems was less than
the number required by the National Project.
Ten had to be dropped, leaving only eleven
school systems.

2. Those remaining were large city school
systems. Other criteria had to be con-
sidered.

According to the Project plan the school systems

selected god to represent .1 variety of conditions in terms of

socio-economic conditions, size, location, and demographic

characteristics. Furthermore, the programs of compensatory
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education selected had to be in operation for 1968-1969, data

had to be available, and the states and school systems se-

lected had to be willing to supply the data.

The American Institutes' selection of exemplary

programs was confined to twenty-one school systems in nine

states and the District of Columbia. The programs in Alabama,

District of Columbia, Florida and Illinois had to be elimi-

nated because the data for 1968-1969 could not be obtained.

The other six states were kept in the study (California,

Connecticut, Indiana, Michigan, New York, and Wisconsin).

They also had been recommended for study by a

majority of the Advisory Panel. Florida was added on Panel

recommendation. Tennessee and Texas were added to obtain

geographic and regional spread, after consultation with the

staffs of the National Project and of the Bureau of Research

and Division of Compensatory Education of the United States

Office of Education.

No states in the West North Central and Rocky

Mountain areas were included because they did not meet the

criteria for selection approved by the National Advisory

Panel.
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Selection of School S stems

Data were obtained from twenty-six school systemsl

in the nine states. They are:

State

California

Florida

Michigan 4

New York 5

Texas 4

Number

5

4

Connecticut
Indiana
Tennessee
Wisconsin

1

1

School System

Los Angeles*, Oakland*, Paramount,
Pomona*, and Redondo Beach
Columbia, Dade, Duval, and Holmes
Counties
Big Rapids, Detroit*, Grand Rapids,
Ypsilanti
Buffalo*, Cobleskill, New York City*,
Rochester, Syracuse
Austin, Brenham, Galena Park, Waco

Test Group

*American Institutes' Selection

Hartford*
Indianapolis*
Overton County
Milwaukee*

Under the National Project procedures it was essen-

tial to have at least four school systems from each of at

least five states. California is the only state with four

or more school systems with exemplary programs selected by

;Data from Cumberland County, Tennessee were lost in the mail.
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the American Institutes for Research in the Behavioral Sci-

ences. It had five (Fresno, Los Angeles, Oakland, Pomona,

and San Jose) for which data could be obtained, but all of

these were large cities. Fresno and San Jose ware omitted

from the study in order to get a representation of smaller

places. After these two were dropped, nine school systems

with programs selected as exemplary by the American Institutes

remained in the study.

The next step in the selection was to examine the

recommendations of the National Advisory Panel. The places

recmmended by a majority of then tended to be large urban

centers selected by the American Institutes. Duval County,

Florida, however, was aided on Panel recommendation. In

order to meet the other criteria establiehed by the Project,

staff had to turn to the recommendations of specialists in the

state education departments.

The following seventeen plae:es were selected on the

latter basis: In California, Paramount and Redondo Beach; in

Florida, Columbia, Dade, and Holmes Counties; in Michigan,

Big Rapids, Grand Rapids, and Ypsilanti; in New York State,

Cobleskill, Rochester, and Syracuse; in Texas, all four

school systems; and in Tennessee, Cumberland and Overton
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Counties.

Sampling Notes

The selection of states and school systems in terms

of many variables as well as availability of data, willingness

of school systems to cooperate, and resourcEs available for

the study does not assure that the programs selected are

exemplary according to the same criteria or that the states

and school systems are representative of the nation or of the

particular states.

The programs included in the study, nevertheless, have

been carefully selected. It is assumed that the programs

selected by the American Institutes were exemplary in terms of

the criteria used by them. In selecting other programs staff

relied largely upon subjective recommendations of compensatory

education specialists. The programs so l'ecommended are assumed

to be outstanding for the particular type of school system in

the particular state involved. It is not assumed that they

are exemplary according to uniform standards as in the case of

those selected by the American Institutes.

It is assumed that the selection is sufficiently

varied to provide a preliminary check of the assumptions of

the National Project that cost differentials for compensatory
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education can be estimated (if not determined) by status and

that the cost differentials will not vary markedly among

school systems (at least within a particular state). It is

not assumed that the final selection of states and of school

systems is representative of the United States nor even of

the states themselves.

Common Procedures

Procedures for program description were left largely

to the staff of the satellite study; but detailed procedures

for estimating cost differentials were established by the

National Educational Finance Project. They are reproduced

here.

The Project in its preliminary publications described

this phase of the study in these terms:

"COLLECTION OF DATA

Data concerning characteristics of exemplary educa-
tional programs for the target population under study should
consist primarily of careful, comprehensive descriptions of
the instructional arrangements, i.e., the configuration of re-
sources, both human and material, which are being applied to
the program. Particular attention should be paid to those
aspects of the instructional program which differentiate it,
cost-wise, from the program provided for regular pupils.
(This will also require a description, though considerably less
detailed, of the program provided for regular pupils.) Examples
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of the program elements which should receive specific atten-
tion in describing programs for the target population under
study are:

I. Personnel
ar Classroom teachers
b. Other specialized professional personnel (for

example, therapists, social workers, on-the-job
supervisors, psychologists, counselors, etc.)

c. Other personnel (for example, clerks, secretaries,
teacher aides, etc.)

II. Instructional Supplies and Equipment
a. Special books, films, kinescopes, or other instruc-

tional aids
b. Special equipment required

Data concerning the initial cost and normal life-
time of capital equipment required for the program
should be obtained and extra costs should be esti-
mated on a depreciation basis.

c. Other supplies and equipment

III. Physical Plant
a. Any special modification of the physical plant

which are required (e.g., elevator3, ramps,
hydro-therapy units, etc.)

b. Any special space requirements not accounted for by
the class size (e.g., additional square footage
which may be required in shops, speech classrooms
and the like)

IV. Supporting Services Wique to the Program (for example,
any services provided for the target population, but not
for regular pupils, such as transportation, health,
counseling, food services, etc.)

V. Other Resources Unique to the Program

Actal cost data concerning local school district
expenditures for the regular program and for the educational
programs for the target population with which you are concerned
should be obtained as an additional source of information. It

is important to note, however, that detailed cost data on every
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facet of the program under study are neither necessary nor
desirable. Such data would be difficult to interpret, since
they are likely to reflect uniquLly local economic conditions
as well as 'artificial' cost factors due to the training and
years of experience of a particular classroom teacher result-
ing from the use of a single salary schedule. It ia crucial
that cost differentials be based on only those factols which
are germane to the program being studied. (For example, addi-
tional costs which reflect additional training and experience
of a classroom teacher should be included in the cost differ-
ential only if such qualifications are required in the program
being studied.) While 'audit type' data concerning expendi-
tures is unnecessary, expenditures by local districts for
broad accounting categories (such as personnel, supplies,
equipment, etc.) for regular and special programs should pro-
vide useful inputs to Phase IV, as well as being useful for
estimating cost differentials.

The above data obtained from the sample of districts,
together with such data as may be available from the state de-
partment of education in each state, should be used to develop
estimates of the cost of the program under study relative to tt
cost of the regular program. Such estimates, althotgh they
will be derived from actual costs, should be expressed in the
form of ratios. To the extent warranted by the data, these
ratios may differ from one type of district to another, e.g.,
sparsely populated districts might have a slightly different
cost ratio for certain types of programs than would densely
populated districts. The use of ratios will make it possible
to project proc,ram costs on the basis of various sets of assume
tions in Phase IV of the project."

Later the National Project staff issued the follow-

ing directions for handling cost data and computing cost dif-

ferentialst

"COMMON PROCEDURES FOR COMPUTING COST DIFFERENTIALS
IN EACH PROGRAM AREA

(These procedures should be followed by all Directors of
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Satellite Projects of NEFP in calculating the cost differen-
tials of program areas)

1. The regular or basic program includes total students in
average daily membership in grades K-12 less those classi-
fied in special program areas in the NEFP design. The
special program areas usually included in the ADM reported
for a school system are' early childhood education, ex-
ceptional education, compensatory education and vocational
and technical education. If adult and continuing educa-
tion is included in the ADM, it should also be deducted.
If the total average daily membership of the system in-
cludes pre-kindergarten membership, that membership should
also be deducted.

2. Use average daily membership to compute equivalent full-
time students in terms of the proportion of school day
they are served by the program area. For example, a vo-
cational student may be served by the vocational program
for 1/2 the school day and by the basic program for 1/2
of a day. Therefore, it vould take 2 vocational students
to make an equivalent full-time student for the vocational
program.

3. The following data should be collected to compute the cost
differentials.

a. The total ADM for the school system,
b. The equivalent full-time students in ADM in each

program.
c. The equivalent full-time instructional staff allocated

to each program.
d. Salaries of staff directly assigned to each program.

Get data on actual salaries paid in each program
area and also the average teacher salary for the
school system. See item 4 below.

e. Allocate salaries of the supporting staff utilised
by each program.

f. Allocate all other current expenses to each program
area in proportion to the full-time instructional
staff allocated to that area unless you have good
reason to allocate certain other current expenses by
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a more refineei method. For example, transportation
costs for exceptional children might be more than
the allocation method suggested provides.

g. Compute depreciation on capital outlay allocated to
each program.
(1) Building space at an annual 3% of replacement

cost.
(2) Equipment at an appropriate annual percentage

depreciation for the area you are studying.
h. Compute cost for the basic program for grades 1-12

and also for each NEFP program area.
(1) Divide the total cost of the basic 1-12 program

by the equivalent full-time ADM for the basic
program for grades 1-12.

(2) Divide the cost of each program area by the
equivalent full-time ADM for that program area.

(3) Compute cost differentials in terms of ratios
by dividing the cost for per pupil in ADM for
each program area by the cost per pupil in ADM
for the basic program for grades 1-12.

4. Other instructions:

a. Obtain the total current expenses per pupil in ADM
for each school system you are studying.

b. Compute the pupil teacher ratio for each program
area by dividing the equivalent full-time ADM for
each program area by the equivalent full-time instruc-
tional staff assigned to that program area.

c. Use 1968-1969 data if possible. Sometimes you may
find it more convenient to use 1969-1970 data. Since
we are concerned primarily with computing cost dif-
ferentials in selected school systems, it will not
invalidate your data to 480 1969-1970 data instead
of 1968-1969 data.

d. Compute instructional salaries on two bases as fol-
lows:

(1) Salaries actually paid in each program area.
(2) The full-time instructional staff in each pro-

gram area multiplied by the average salary of
teachers for the school system.

(3) Calculate your cost differentials on two bases:
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(a) Salaries actually paid to the teachers in
each program area.

(b) Assume that the salaries in each program
area are paid the same as the average for
the total school system

These two alternative methods of calculating
cost differentials will reveal whether there
is a consistent higher or lower cost for
teacher's salaries in respective program areas.

Note: You will observe that all cost differentials are
to be computed in relationship to costs per pupil
in ADM for the basic program in grades 1-12.
This procedure will avoid the necessity of allo-
cating costs between elementary and high schools."

The common procedures subsequently were interpreted

to mean "instructional staff" where "teacher" is used and

"instructional staff salary" where the terms "teacher salary",

"salaries", or "average salary of teachers" are used. Support-

ing staff was defined to include highly specialized positions,

such as psychologists, used in a program.

It should be noted that the estimation of regular

school program costs including depreciation was left largely

to the judgment of each satellite study staff and/or the staff

in the school system supplying the data.

Data Collestjan.

Two basic data gathering forms were developed on
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the basis of data from California, Illinois, and New York

State, tried in the cities of SLhenectady and Troy, and re-

vised further after their application in Buffalo, Rochester,

Syracuse, and Hartford. Form I is designed to obtain esti-

mates of the cost of regular school program and of the total

compensatory education program. Form IT is used to obtain

descriptive and cost data for the selected compensatory edu-

cation program. The forms are appended.

Data required to complete the forms were obtained

in the following manner: (1) analysis of publications pro-

vided by the state education departments and/or school sys-

tems; (2) on site visits to state education departments and

school systems; (3) data supplied by contact persons named in

each school system; and (4) subsequent telephone calls or

correspondence to fill the gaps, verify questionable items,

and check inconsistencies.

Staff were directed to obtain copies of documents

or other data describing explicitly the following character-

istics of each program selected for study,

1. Overview of the program giving a brief descrip-
tion of the treatment.
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2. Details on the type of pupils being served
by the program, including the criteria employed
to select students for participation in the
program and the estimated number of students
eligible for participation.

3. The assumptions and objectives of the program,
particularly those that have been clearly
established.

4. The activitics, techniques, or methods employed
to meet the objectives.

5. How these activities, techniques, or methods
differ from those generally used by the local
school system.

6. Evaluation of the results of the program,
including a description of the evaluation pro-
cedures used.

Staff also were directed to obtain a summary of the

total program of compensatory education in each place visited.

All on site visits were made by the Albany staff

who had participated in the development and use of the data

gathering forms. In those places where other satellite

studies also were working, arrangements were made for an ex-

change of data on the regular school program and/or total

compensatory education programs. Thus, in Dade and Duval

Counties, Florida; and in Milwaukee, Wisconsin our staff

cooperated with the staff of the Exceptional Children Program

Study and in New York City with the staff of the Early
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Childhood Education Study. Data from Tennessee were provided

by local contact persons with staff assistance by telephone.

After program descriptions were completed and cost

computations made for the regular schcol program, for the

total compensatory education programs, and for the selected

programs, both were sent to the superintendents and to the con-

tact persons in the school systems for verification or modifi-

cation.
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CHAPTER C -II

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

The study is based upon thirty-one separate program

descriptions for the twenty-six school systems. Those in

which more than one program are described are: Hartford,

Connecticut (2); Buffalo, New York (4); and Milwaukee, Wiscon-

sin (2). Only four of these places had a single compensatory

education program as this chapter will show. In large cities

like New York and. Los Angeles the progr711q are many and the

interrelationships among them often are compiPx. Tie AracrIL-

Institutes for Research in the Behavioral Sciences observed

that:

"A major problem in the larger cities, e.g.,
Los Angeles, was the extreme difficulty, or in some
cases, the impossibility of untangling the complex
net of interwoven programs to such an extent as to
permit the tracing of measured benefits to any
single program..."

attempt was made to describe in detail t}'c total

compensatory education programs of school systems two or

more programs. Rather at least one such program was selected

1A Study of Selected Exemplary Programs for the Education of
Disadvantaged. Children, 22, cit., p. 32.
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for description. Wherever possible these were the ones

selected by the American Institutes; but data could not always

be obtained on all their selected prograf,n in large places

like New York City.

Major Inputs Studied

Staff on visiting a school system concentrated upon

the description of the selected program or programs. The

data gathering forms were designed primarily to discover those

characteristics (or inputs) of the particular program that

.-riht have cost consequences, specifically the following:

1. Additional Staffing as exemplified by use of
specialists, regular classroom teachers, and
supporting non-instructional staff personnel
beyond what would be used in the regular pro-
gram.

2. Different Staff.inc. Qualifications as exempli-
fied by hiring staff with higher qualifications
than would be employed in the regular program.

3. Additional Time as exemplified by a longer
school day, school week, or school year than
that for the regular program.

4. Additional...pupils as exemplified by increased
numbers of pupils attending school than would
attend the regular school program.

5. Additional Materials as exemplified by the use
of mire or different instructional space,
equipment, or supplies than are used in the
regular program.
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6. Additional Auxiliary Services as exemplified
by additional auxiliary services such as spe-
cial transportation and food service, beyond
what is provided in the regular program.

7. Various combinations of the foregoing.

Descriptive data also were sought on the target

population served, the purposes of the program, its place in

the total program of compensatory education, its relationship

to other programs, its distinguishing features, and evalua-

tion of its effectiveness.

Problems of Obtaining Data

Certain major problems encountered in obtaining

descriptive data should be noted in interpreting the results

of the study:

1. It was difficult to find a firm basis for esti-
mating the amount of time pupils spent in the
programs.

2. Staff does not feel confident about the esti-
mates of time spent in a program by supporting
personnel, e.g., office workers.

3. Records of capital outlays were particularly
difficult to reconstruct because the outlays
are spread over a number of years, because they
often are comingled with outlays for other pro-
grams, and because the facilities or equipment
often are used by more than one program.
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4. The estimated inputs of supplies and auxiliary
services beyond what would be used in the reg-
ular program are very subjective.

5. Little data were obtained on differences in
staffing qualifications that might cause cost
differentials and on increased attendance re-
sulting from the program.

6. The most reliable data obtained were those in-
volving additional time devoted to a program,
e.g., after school.

Format for Descriptions

The program descriptions were written in brief form

with the intent of identifying and describing the foregoing

inputs. Each description was written to show briefly:

1. The total program of compensatory education of
which the selected program is a part;

2. The purpose or purposes of the selected program;

3. The target population served;

4. The distinguishing features of the program;

5. The major inputs in physical and quantitative
terms;

6. The evidence of effectiveness; of the program.

Programs selected as exemplary by the American

Institutes for Research in the Behavioral Sciences and in-

cluded in the study are described in considerable detail in
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their reports. However, their purpose is to make possible

replication. In the case of this study, the purposes are

different: (1) to determine any changes that might have been

made in such programs during 1968-1969, (2) to obtain evalua-

tive data on program effectiveness for that year, and (3) to

concentrate on the inputs that might have implications for

cost differentials.

REMLNILMOVA

It is hard to judge how representative the selected

programs are of compensatory education in the nation as a

whole, or in any particular state studied. As indicated

on the table below, pre school programs no doubt are under

represented, but this choice is deliberate. The Project

has a separate study of pre school programs. The majority

of programs are at the elementary school level. The

smaller proportion at the high school level may be indicative

of what exists in practice as the table on the next page

suggests.
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School Level Th2s Study Institutes' Studies

I Pre School 4 10

II Pre School and Elementary 4 5

III Elementary 16 10

IV Elementary and Secondary 3 3

V Secondary 4 4

Total 31 32

By states the distribution for the same school

levels is:

Frequency by Level
State I

1

II III IV

OENCalifornia 1 3 gm.

Florida 1 1 - 2

Michigan 1 1 1 - 1

N,tur York 1 1 4 - 2

Texas - - 3 - 1

Other States - - 5 1 =111

No secondary school program was described in Cali-

fornia; and no pre school program in Texas or in the four

states used as a test group. Other factors in the selection

of school systems account for these decisions.

Classification of programs by school level is not

very descriptive of differences in inputs as the section on

inputs will show.
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Total Programs

An examination of the program descriptions appended

to this report shows how varied the total programs of compensa-

tory education can be, especially in large cities. Attention

is called to the programs in Los Angeles, Dade County (Miami),

New York City and Milwaukee as examples. It would have been

impossible with the resources available (if cooperation could

have been secured) to describe in detail +..he inputs for all

such programs in the school systems studied. This was il-

lustrated by the attempt to obtain descriptions of four of

the twelve programs in Buffalo, New York. In New York City

it was difficult to get the data required on one of its

hundreds of programs.

In four of the school systems studied the program

selected is the total compensatory education program (Paramount

Unified School District, California; Big Rapids, Michigan;

Overton County, Tennessee; and Brenham Independent School

District, Texas). In two others the selected program

represents a substantial portion of the total program (Redondo

Beach, California; and Columbia County, Florida). In most

others the program selected is a small portion of the total,

the proportion tending to decrease as the size of the school
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system increases.

It was impossible to obtain detailed descriptions

of the total programs in placeu with two or more programs.

None of the twenty-six school systems had a pupil accounting

system that showed how pupils divided their time among such

programs. Usually no one person in a school system was famil-

iar with the specifics of all programs. If resources had been

available for contacting the many staff involved, it is doubt-

ful that enough cooperation could have been secured to obtain

the data. Supplying the data would have required too much

time. The larger the school system the more difficult it was

to get cooperation. Staff were too hard pressed for time.

Purposes of Programs

No two of the thirty-one programs had exactly the

same stated objectives. Although twenty-four of them included

reading skills in the statement of purpose (explicitly or

implicitly), it is found that:

11 included it as part of the objective of improv-
ing achievement often combined with one or more
other objectives.

8 combined the reading objective alone with one
or more other objectives;
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4 had specific or narrow but differing reading
objectives; and

1 had a multiple list of reading objectives.

Although cognitive learning had a high priority

in the purposes of all but a few of the programs studied,

no two of them are seeking exactly the same outcomes even in

this respect.

Among other purposes usually appearing in combina-

tion with others, these appeared most frequently:

Purpose Number of Programs

Change attitude toward success or failure 6

Improving self image 5

Change attitude toward school and learning 4

Improve health 4
In-service education of staff 4

Parent education 3

Prevent or decrease dropouts 3

Cultural enrichment 3

Among the other purposes mentioned at least once

are curriculum development and improvement, increasing edu-

cational opportunity, testing and diagnosis, guidance and

counseling, improved attendance, character development, occupa-

tional skills, human relations, integration, and social and

emotional adjustment.
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Population Served and Distin uishin Features

As in the American Institutes' studies most programs

serve negroes from low income families and/or neighborhoods.

Many others serve a mixed population with a high proportion

of negroes. Over one fourth of the programs served a pre-

dominantly white disadvantaged clientele. Using approximately

the same classifications as the Institutes', the target pop-

ulation served by the thirty-one programs may be grouped as

follows:

Predominant Target Population (over 31]) Number

Negro 12

Negro and White 7

White 7

Negro and Spanish speaking 3

White and Spanish speaking 1

Spanish speaking 1

With few exceptions the pupils served by the selected

compensatory education programs also are served by other school

programs including other compensatory education programs. No

state or school system studied maintained records of how pupils

divided their time among different prograri during the school

day. What the records did show is the number reached by a

given program.
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Estimates of full time pupil equivalents were ob-

tained from persons directing or operating the program

selected. Some indicated that their estimates were really

informed guesses. Others expressed reservations about the

accuracy of their estimates. Staff makes the following ob-

servations:

1. Data on pupils served may be accurate only
for programs not operated during the school
day but operated as distinctly separate
programs during the summer, after school,
or during pre school years.

2. Other estimates of full time pupil equivalents
served by the programs probably may be less
subject to error in small school systems hav-
ing relatively few overlapping programs.

3. Other estimates of full time pupil equivalents
served may be most subject to error in large
school systems with many overlapping programs.

Fromm Inpull

It was assumed in the planning stage that programs

could be classified by types 'of major inputs, e.g., additional

staffing beyond what is provided in the regular school program.

This assumption did not hold. The programs studied usually

involved a variety of combinations of inputs. Additional
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staffing was pr% .ent in all combinations. The most frequent

combinations in terms of the categories listed are:

Combination* Frequency

1+4+5+6 4

1+5+6 4

1+4+6 3

1+5
1+2+5+6 2

1+4+5 2

1+6 2

...
*The numbers meant

1. Additional Staffing 4. Additional Pupils
2. Additional Staffing 5. Ad'itional Materials

Qualifications 6. Additional Auxiliary
3. Additional Time Services 1.

There were six other combinations that occurred only

once: 1+3+4; 1+3+5; 1+2+3+6; 1+2+4+5+6: and 1+21-3+4+5+6.

In the remaining five cases the only additional input reported

was staffing, but the relative amounts and kinds of staff were

not the same in any two cases. Of course, staffing variability

was true in the other twenty-six cases too as shown below.

Thirty selected programs reported the employment of

additional teachers. The input of theset ranges from 0.1 to

29.0 per 100 pupils. The middle case falls at 6.3. The devia-
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tions from this point are:

Additional Teachers Number of Selected
Per 100 Pupils Having

Less than 2 2

2.0 - 3.9 3

4.0 - 5.9 7

6.0 - 7.9 6

8.0 - 9.9 3

10.0 - 11.9 2

12.0 - 13.9 1

14.0 - 15.9 1

16.0 - 17.9 2

18.0 - 19.9
20.0 - 21.9
22 or over 3

Total 30

Most of the cases deviate by wide enough margins,

so that large differences in cost differentials can be antici-

pated. In at least a third of the programs extremely high cost

differentials can be anticipated from the data.

Although one program had as its purpose the improve-

ment of reading skills without using additional resources, all

thirty-one programs were characterized by the employment of

additional staff as may be seen in the table below. The range

in input of additional staff (including teachers) was from .9

to 82.0 per 100 pupils in the program. The highest inputs

tended to be in those programs employing non-professionals.
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Additional staff other than teachers range from low

paid non-professionals to high paid specialists. The mix of

each is different for every program observed. When combined

with the factor of additional teachers it tends to reinforce

the expectation that cost differentials will not tend to

cluster around a central tendency for the selected programs.

Additional Staffir.g* Number of Selected
Per 100 Pueilu Proqrams Hr, aving

Less than 4 1

4 - 7.9 4
8 - 11.9 7

12 - 15.9 2

16 - 19.9 6

20 - 23.9 1

24 - 27.9 2

28 - 31.9 1

32 - 35.9 1

36 or over 6

Total 31

*Inclusive of teachers

Table C-I gives the staffing inputs for these programs

For further detail see the appended descriptions.

It has been noted that the estimates of staffing and

pupile for total programs of compensatory education are more

tenuous than those for the selected programs. Nevertheless, a

wide range with considerable deviations from measures of cen-

trrl tendency exist in estimated staffing ratios for such pro-
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grams in the twenty-six school systems (See Table C-13).

Not only do staffing inputs differ greatly among

the selected programs, but also the relative proportions of

staff time and other types of resourcqs, are highly variable.

Yet, with only one exception, the major input was staffing.

The exception is. Project Concern in Hartford, Connecticut,

where transportation was a large input.

Inputs other than additional staff are extremely

varied. The proportion of the total resources allocated to

any one category usually is less than 10 percent. However,

there are four school systems that allocated more than 10

parcent cf the total resources to transportation as showa in

the accompanying table:

Scl1221 S./stork

Hartford (Project Concern)
Waco
Rochester
Grand Rr.pids
Waco
Big Rapids

Percent of

712111AAlay

35.7
27.2
17.0
13.3
12.6
10.7

Ir_aeut

Transportation
Transportation
Transportation
Space Rental
Food Service
Transportation

It should be noted that several school systems in-

curred large outlays tor capital equipment, e.g., electronic

reading laboratories. However, the annual depreciation charges
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were not large enough to exceed 10 percent of the total an-

nual allocations of resources.

Other classes of inputs represented small percentages

of total input. The two categories mentioned most frequently

are additional materials and additional auxiliary cervices.

Additional materials appear as an input in eighteen of the

thirty-one procrarns. No two programs had identical additional

materials inp... The types of mate.eialn occurring most fre-

quently are electroni.c laboratories; language masters; con-

trolled readers; tape recorders; filmstrip projectors; and

moving film projectors. Some of th' otter additional material

inputs are closed circuit television; electronic typewriters;

locally prepared reading materials; and polaroid cameras.

Additional auxiliary services appear in seventeen

of the thirty-one programs, Fourteen provided additional

transportation, and three provided additional food service.

Two programs had both additional transportation and additional

food service.

The difficulties encountered in obtaining data on

capital outlays were mentioned early. These estimates are not

very firm. It also has been noted that there often is a problet

of assessing how much of the inputs of supplies and auxiliary
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services are beyond what would be provided under the regular

school program.

Program Evaluation

The fact that all programs studied had different

purposes makes it impossible to evaluate the relative effec-

tiveness of the variety of combinations of personnel and

material inputs employed to accomplish the purposes. It is

not pcssible to determine from the data what is the least re-

sources -.equired to accomplish a given objective. Tte data

simply do not lend themselves to such & cost-effectiveness

approach.

Indeed, the data on effectiveness of the programs

are not such that any generalizations about program effective-

ness can be made with confidence. Many but not all of the pro-

grams selected by the American Institutes for Research in the

Behavioral Sciences have followed evaluation procedures which

meet their criteria. The fact that some have not is due to

the fact that the evaluation data used here are for 1968-1969.

The Institutes' format for a satisfactory evaluation

procedure may be summarized briefly under eight parts:
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1. A description of the new element, or treatment
of method which was hoped to be shown superior
to an alternative and of the specific changes
it was expected to produce, preferably with a
linking rationale;

2. The population to whom the treatment could be
applied or who could be expected to benefit
from it;

3. The smaller, practical number (the sample),
chosen from the population for purposes of
demonstration and the way in which it was
chosen;

4. The reference point of departure (base) or the
way in which it was obtained; the beacon from
which movements could be shown;

5. Both the instruments used to detect change and
suitable summaries of values obtained;

6. A control group or other means for determining
or interpreting any differences found in move-
ment from the base;

7. Separation of significant results from chance
or fortuitous ones on a probabilistic footing;
and

8. Discussion of whether or not the real gains are
trivial or important. 2

None of the other evaluations of programs meet these

criteria. Some are subjective. Those that use objective data

seldom provide control groups or other means for interpreting

2
192z c t. (1968), pp. 19-20.
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the gains shown. With the kinds of program overlaps that

exist among compensatory education programs and other school

programs the attributing of results or gains to any one pro-

gram cannot be done with precision.

Staff has summarized briefly the data provided on

program evaluation. What they show are the differences that

exist in evaluation. Some devoted a considerable portion of

their resources to evaluation. Others allocated very little

to this phase. It is not assumed that these data by themselves

will demonstrate program effectiveness.

Conclusions

The assumption that compensatory education generally

can be treated as a distinct or discrete program appears ques-

tionable in terms of the programs described here. There usu-

ally is much overlapping among such programs as well as with

other school programs or services.

The lack of accouhting records on how pupils divide

their time among overlapping programs and on how resources are

used ty overlapping programs means that there seldom is a firm

basis for either estimates of full time equivalents of pupils

served by different programs and/or estimates of resources
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allocated to the various programs. The larger the school dis-

trict the less confidence can he put in such estimates. The

estimates are least reliable where the target population tends

to be concentrated.

The differences in purposes are such that variabili-

ty in inputs is to be expected. No two programs had exactly

the same purposes. Differences in purposes suggest that cost

differentials for compensatory education might differ signifi-

cantly among school systems. The objectives are sufficiently

different in all cases to call for different allocations of

resources. It is possible too that inputs might vary even if

purposes were the same, because of the lack of evidence on the

most effective ways of accomplishing a purpose under given con-

ditions and because conditions did differ considerably in the

places visited.

The variability in the combinations of inputs found

in the thirty-one programs described make it appear unlikely

that a single descriptive statistic on cost differentials for

such programs will be found. It also would appear likely

that the assumption that cost differentials would not vary sig-

nificantly among school systems is not likely to hold true.

These two observations will be examined further in the next
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chapter.

It also is improbable that the thirty-one programs

described reveal the true extent of the variability in

compensatory education program inputs. For example, it was

not possible by our deadline to obtain data on one of the

most elaborate programs in New York City and in other large

cities.

Except possibly in the case of some programs selected

by the American Institutes for Research in the Behavioral Sci-

ences, the data on program evaluation by themselves usually

are not sufficient to demonstrate program effectiveness. In-

deed in all cases it may not be possible to isolate selected

program effects from those of other school programs.

Table C-1 lists the selected program with a brief

identification of the program type. It gives the estimated

staffing input per 100 pupils for each. Pupils, teachers and

staff are given as full time equivalents. The basic selection

of states appear kirst followed by the test group. Program:;

are described in the same order in the Appendix.
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TABLE C-1

ESTIMATED ADDITIONAL STAFFING PER 100 FULL TIME EQUIVALENT
STUDENTS IN SELECTED COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

School System

II

RE22082Yle

Reading (Mexican-

Number Per_100 Pupils

Los Angeles, Cal.

Teaching Other
Staff Staff

Total
Staff

Americans) .9 -0- .9
Oakland, " I Pre school 6.5 12.5 19.0
Paramount, " III Total Compensatory .1 4.5 4.6
Pomona, " III Augmented Reading 4.5 41.2 45.7
Redondo Beach," III Reading Achievement 6.0 1.2 7.2
Columbia County, IV

Fla. Reading and Special
Services 10.2 8.4 18.6

Dade County, " II Cultural Center 2.3 4.3 6.6
Duval County, " I Reading and Cognition 4.5 6.3 10.8
Holmes County, " IV Reading 5.0 5.0 10.0
Big Rapids, Michell Pre school (Total) 11.5 38.5 50.0
Detroit, " III Communications Skills 17.6 20.6 38.2
Grand Rapids," V College Fiolds 8.8 -0- 8.8
Ypsilanti, " I Pre school 240 58.0 82.0
Buffalo, N. y. I Pre school 6.4 8.7 15.1
Buffalo, " III After School 5.6 10.5 16.1
Buffalo, " V Language Arts 8.9 .9 9.8
Buffalo, " III Reading and Math-- 23.0 5.1 28.1
Cobleskill," V Mentally Handicapper 6.7 4.0 10.7
New York, " III After School 2.2 33.3 35.5
Rochester, " II Enrichment 9.7 14.4 24.1
Syracuse, " III Individualized Help 4.1 19.4 23.5
Austin, Texas III Remedial Reading 29.0 33.1 62.1

nBrenham, III Total Compensatory 4.0 12.5 16.5
Galena Park," III Small. Classes 6.3 1.5 7.8
Waco, V Summer School 6.0 4.3 10.3
Hartford, Conn. III Intogration 3.8 4.9 8.7
Hartford, " III Intensive Reading 13.3 10.8 24.1

Tutorial Reading -0- 56.6 56.6
Overton County,

Tenn.
11

Total Compensatory 4.0 9.0 13.0
Milwaukee, Wis. III Elementary Reading 16.0 2.0 18.0
Milwaukee, III Speech and Language 15.1 1.2 16.3

*Roman numbers designate grade level as on page 21 summary
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CHAPTER C-III

COST DIFFERENTIALS

The program descriptions suggest that compensatory

education may not be a discrete program for which accurate

cost differentials can be determined. They further suggest

that cost differentials for compensatory education might vary

widely with no very meaningful central tendency. Thus, the

assumption that cost differentials for compensatory education

will not vary significantly among school systems might not be

tenable, at least in terms of the programs described in this

study.

These tentative observations were examined in terms

of the cost differential estimates for the thirty-one pro-

grams previously described. Specifically three such estimates

were analyzed: (1) differentials between (a) the selected

programs of compensatory education and (b) other compensatory

education programs where two or more are provided in a school

system, (2) differentials between (a) and the regular pool

program, and (3) differentials between (b) and the regular

school program.

The study does not deal with the question of whether
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cost differentials may vary over a period of time. Nor does

it show whether they vary for programs with similar purposes.

It deals with the estimated cost differentials for selected

programs with differing purposes during a single year (1968-

1969) in nine selected states and twenty-six selected school

systems.

Data Sought

Forms I and II appended were designed to obtain

certain comparable 1968-1969 expenditure data for the selected

programs, the total programs of compensatory education, and

the regular school program. For selected programs these data

were requested:

1. The prorated salaries of all staff assigned
to a program for that proportion of their
time actually devoted to the particular pro -

gram;

2. The actual current expenditure for other
inputs;

3. The amount of capital outlays chargeable to
the program as a basis for computing annual
depreciation.

The forms did not request similar data for other

special program areas nor for the regular school program.
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The preliminary studies had indicated that such data were not

usually obtainable. Staff, nevertheless, were instructed to

seek such data during site visitations. In addition the fol-

lowing expenditure data were requested for 1968-1969:

1. Salaries of teachers by the specified program
areas;

2. Salaries of other professional employees;

3. Salaries of non-professional employees;

4. Rate used to compute social security and
retirement contributions by the employer;
and

5. Current expenditures for all programs.

The forms called for obtaining average daily member-

ship expressed as full time equivalents of regular day school

membership (FTE) for purposes of computing expenditures per

pupil and cost differentials for the selected programs.

Data Obtainable

No accounting system was found that provided data

on FTE average daily membership by the various program areas.

It was possible in all instances to obtain enrollment and

current expenditure data for the school system as a whole for

the 1968-1969 school year. In some cases membership data
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also were available for the school system. Although it gener-

ally was possible to find the number of pupils served by a

particular program, data for computing full time pupil

equivalents were not found.

Although some school systems had certain expenditure

breakdowns for the selected programs, in most cases complete

data were lacking or were combined with those for other pro -

grans. Expenditure breakdowns for a program where available

usually were for federal funds only.

The data gathering difficulties were similar to those

encountered by the American Institutes for Research in the

Behavioral Sciences. In its 1969 study it gathered very little

data on expenditures saying that

"This heading is not intended to provide a
detailed accouat of all expenditures associ-
ated with a pzogram. Such figures are rarely
obtainable."

Met1121191JELOSAWA

Completion of the study required a method of convert-

ing the number of pupils served by a program to full time pupil

empowsolPa.....0.0.111.1.141111111111IMMIPM111..1101. 11.11=1.==4.7=1.1
121L. cit. (1969), p. 12.
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equivalents and a way of allocating total teaching staff for

all programs to a particular program. The first was accom-

pliphed by use of an estimated ratio (the estimated proportion

of full time the average pupil was served by the program).

The second was accomplished by identifying the total staff

assigned to a selected program and then applying an estimate

of how much time each spent in the program. For the total

compensatory education program, other special program areas,

and regular school program teachers were allocated by using

the estimated proportion of time spent in each program area.

The estimates of these two critical ratios for the

selected compensatory education programs were done largely by

staff during site visitations (except in Tennessee). This

procedure provided an opportunity to raise questions with per-

sons familiar with the programs and to check available records.

It also provided contacts for further consultation as the study

progressed.

The greatest problem encountered in estimating cur-

rent expenditures for the selected programs was that of ap-

portioning salaries of staff other than full time classroom

teachers assigned to them. The fact that a position was

charged to a program did not necessarily indicate that the
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person devoted full time to that program. Many others devoted

varying amounts of time daily or weekly to a program. Decid-

ing upon an appropriate annual division of salary in such

instances could not be dore with exactness. No doubt, there

are instances where time charged to a program was not really

chargeable and other instances where persons rendering service

to a program were not reported. It is possible that these

counteract each other to some extent.

Similar problems were encountered in apportioning

instructional supplies to the program. It is unlikely that

instructional materials charged to programs always were used

for the exclusive benefit of the students in the program.

Deciding upon what were additional instructional materials for

a program and not regular school supplies could not he done

with exactness.

Expenditures for additional auxiliary services were

difficult to isolate. With few exceptions, expenditures for

transportation and food service for a program were combined

with those for other programs making it necessary to estimate

the portion to be allocated to a selected program.

The estimates for the total compensatory education

program and for the regular school program were done largely
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by a contact person in a school system. This procedure had

to be followed because of the many programs often involved and

the number of persons who had to be consulted. Staff work

usually was confined to written or telephone inquiries about

estimates that appeared to be questionable. The larger the

school system the more difficult it was to obtain such esti-

mates. In Dade County, Milwaukee and New York City no esti-

mates for their total compensatory education programs were

secured. In New York City and Dade County regular school pro-

gram current expenditures could bo secured.

It was anticipated upon the basis of preliminary

study and field testing of data gathering forms that it would

be unwise to attempt to estimate the salaries of all staff for

all program areas. It is for this reason that the estimates

for total compensatory education and the regular school program

were based upon classroom teachers salaries only. They tended

more often to devote full time or larger blocks of time to a

particular program than did other staff. It proved to be dif-

ficult enough to obtain the estimates of teachers' salaries by

program areas.

The attempt to estimate cost differentials foc capi-



C45

tal outlay was abandoned early in the study for four reasons.

(1) It was difficult to get the data for back years. (2) Where

obtainable it often was impossible to segregate outlays used

in a particular program from other outlays lumped with them.

(3) It frequently was hard to estimate how certain outlays

used in two or more programs should be allocated to a particu-

lar program. (4) The outlays differed so much and had such

differing periods of probable usefulness that the attempt to

compute depreciation sometimes seemed hardly worth the effort

required.

The National Project asked for cost differentials

computed on two bases - actual salaries paid and average sal-

ary for the school system. It defined the regular school pro-

gram FTE pupils and current expenditure as that remaining after

subtracting FTE pupils and current expenditures for specified

programs from total FTE pupils and current expenditure. Thus,

regular school program refers to grades one through twelve.

The method of estimating FTE pupils, allocating cur-

rent expenditures, and calculating cost differentials pre-

scribed by the Project was followed in so far as possible.

The specific steps are:
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1. From the total full time equivalent pupils in
the school system, the estimated FTE in four
special program areas was deducted to arrive
at FTE in the regular program grades 1-12. The
four special program areas are:

A) Early Childhood Education (including
kindergarten)

B) Exceptional Education
C) Compensator/ Education
D) Vocational and Technical Education

2. From the total FTE classro. : teachers in the
school system, the estimated number in the
four special program areas was subtracted.

3. The estimated number of FTE classroom teachers
was multiplied by the 'verage teacher salary
in the district to estimate the total teacher
salaries for these programs. This amount was
subtracted from total teacher salary payments
in the district to obtain teachers salaries
for the regular school program. Also the
actual teacher salaries were estimated for the
four special program areas.

4. With one exception all other current expendi-
tures were arbitrarily allocated to each of
the four special programs and the regular pro-
gram based on the ratios of FTE teachers in
the four special programs and the regular pro-
gram to the total number of FTE teachers. In
one program there were no classroom teachers
used in the compensatory education program.
In this case, FTE students was substituted
as the basis for allocation.

5. The estimated total current expenditures in
the four special program areas and in the regu-
lar program were divided by the estimated num-
ber of FTE pupils in each to estimate the cur-
rent expenditure per pupil.
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6. The estimated current expenditure per pupil
in the selected program was divided by the
estimated per pupil cost in the regular
school program, to derive the estimated cost
differential.

Assumption Underlying Use of Estimates

The study assumes that estimates of per pupil cur-

rent expenditures are about as good as actual accounting

records in determining cost differentials. The fact that an

expenditure is charged to a program is not proof that the

expenditure should have been charged to it. Assuming that

they are realistic, actual expenditures may be affected by

numerous variables that might h4de or diminish cost differen-

tials, or might exargerate them. Among these variables are

(1) differences in purposes and programs offered; (2) differ-

ences in the distribution of staff by length of service,

preparation, and other characteristics affecting salaries pay-

able; (3) differences in absenteeism, leaves of absence,

terminations of service, and other conditions affecting sal-

aries paid; (4) differences in the size of school systems,

location, legal structure, and other characteristics causing

differences in the prices paid for similar goods and services;

and (5) differences in managerial competence affecting what is
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spent for like purposes.

Estimates, of course, could minimize or magnify

cost differentials for the same reasons. Indeed, they could

be affected also by possible errors in the estimates. It is

for this reason that the number of cases was kept small and

stress placed upon site visitation. Staff concentrated on

identifying and, if possible, quantifying, factors that could

result in cost differentials in spite of the many other vari-

ables affecting cost differences.

Possible Errors in Estimates

The possibility of wide margins of error in the

estimates of cost differentials is emphasized. They are esti-

mates derived from estimates of data in all cases. If errors

in the various estimated data components move in the same dir-

ection, the margin of error could be very wide. If some of the

errors move in opposite directions, they might cancel each

other to some extent.

The least margin of error probably exists in the

estimates of per pupil teacher salaries for the selected pro-

grams. Yet, the full time pupil equivalents used in computing

per pupil expenditures had to be estimated by use of a single
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ratio, i.e., the estimated average percent of a full school

day spent by a pupil enrolled in the program. In many pro-

grams different pupils spent varying amounts of time daily.

Obviously, such a condition calls for a weighted average.

Data were not available for computing such an average. The

ratio was estimated by persons familiar with the operation

of the program. Any weighting done by them in the process of

estimation was very subjective at best. Furthermore, the

teachers' salaries allocated to the selected programs also are

based upon estimates of time devoted to the program by various

teachers. It is believed that the estimates for teachers as-

signed daily to the program probably are better than the esti-

mates for other personnel who are assigned occasionally to a

program, who are assigned to many other programs daily or

weekly, or who are working in offices doing other work for the

school system.

The estimates probably are subject to the widest

margins of error in the cases of total compensatory education

programs and of the regular school program, especially in the

larger school systems. Here the attempt to estimate a single

ratio that might be used to estimate full time pupil equiva-

lents of classroom teachers can be a compounding of all errors
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made in the estimates for various program areas. The alloca-

tion of teachers and salaries is much harder to estimate for

all programs than it is for any one. The chances for error are

multiplied. Staff does not know whether or not those who sup-

plied local estimates always adhered to program areas at do-

fined by the Project or to directions contained in the forms.

The persons providing the estimates often expressed reserva-

tions concerning them.

Limitations of Estimates

Assuming that respondents followed directions and

the estimates or data were supplied according to the defini-

tions and directions given, there are certain limitations in-

herent in the method of 'llocating other current expenditures

to different program areas and to the regular school program.

These are noteworthy:

1. In some cases the use of full time teacher
equivalents as a basis for allocation of
the current expense could be unrealistic.
For example, if the total compensatory edu-
cation program (exclusive of the selected
program) does not have a teacher input, the
allocation would not reflect any of the costs
for supporting services and other current
expenses,
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2. In other instances, using full time teacher
equivalent to allocate other expenses in
certain of the programs could inflate the
total current expenditure. For example, if
there is no input beyond the regular school
program except for the employment of addi-
tional teachers.

3. Virtually all of the selected programs (and
most of the total compensatory programs) were
specially funded. In some cases it was dif-
ficult to isolate local district and state
expenditures from special program expenditures.
It is possible that expenditures for specially
funded programs may not always be excluded in
the net current expenditures for the regular
school program.

In addition to the limitations imposed by possible

errors in the estimates of teachers' salaries per pupil and

in allocating other current expenditures there are other limi-

tations inherent in the method of estimation of cost differen-

tials itself, specificailyt

1. It is not appropriate for pre school, after
school, or summer school programs where there
is no regular day school type program for pur-
poses of comparison. In such cases the entire
cost of such programs would be an additional
cost.

2. In the case of a compensatory education pro-
gram largely concentrated in the elementary
grades the method tends to understate the true
cost differentials.



C52

3. In the cane of a compensatory education program
largely concentrated in the secondary grades,
this method tends to overestimate the true cost
differential.

Easis for Estimates of..Qat Diffkrentialt

Appended tables sanmarize the estimated data from

which the estimates of cost differentials were derived.

Tables CO throagh C9 deal with the selected compensatory edu-

cation programs ald Table C24 with other compensatory education

programs in the selected sch:;o1 systems. Tables C11-C14, C17

and C19 refer to this regular school programs in the selected

school systemn. Tables C10, C15, C16, C18 and :20-C23 contain

certain estimated data requested by the National Educational

Finance Project such as:

1. The estimates of actual salaries paid for
special program areas and for the regular
school program;

2. The allocations of estimated current expendi-
tures other than teachers' salaries to the
special program areas and to the regular sclml
program according to estimated full time
teacher equivalents;

3. Certain current expenditure data for the
school system A3 a 4ole; and

4. Certain estima%es derived from tha three
foregoing.
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The estimated per pupil carreat expenditures for

the thirty-one selected programs are summarized in Table C9.

The lowast expealitufe per full time egaivalent pupil is

$107 and the highest is $6,592 with a median of about $1,303

with the following distribution:

Estimated Current Expenditure
Per FTI Pupil

$ -500

Nul6ar of Selected
Compensatory Education

Programa
litylu 1968-1969._

2

500 - 999 10

1003 - 1499 6

1503 - 1999 6

2033 - 2499 1

2500 - 2999 2

3000 - 3499 2

3500 - 3999
4000+ Total 2

31

TLe estimated per pupil current expenditures for the

regular school program:; are not comparable to the foregoing due

to the fact that all current expense other than tea-ihers' sal-

aries .flare allocated accocding to tha estimated number of

teachers assigned to various progravie. Ne-artheless, it is

possible that neither the ralge nor the variability for the

regular school programs is as great as the estimates belo an

in Table C20 sallests
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Estimated Regular School
Program Current Expense

Per FTEIllatl
Number of Selected School
gyaltal Haim. 1958-1969

$ -500 2

503 - 599 6

600 - 699 5

700 - 799 3

800 - 999 4

900 - 999
1030 - 1099 2

1100 - 1199 1

Total 24

The range is from $411 to $1,138 with some clustering around

the $600 level.

The actual current expenditures per PTE pupil for

the selected schoo). systems before the estimated expenses for

the special program areas were deducted to get the estimates

for the regular school program are as follows:

Current Expenditure Per
FTEPuoil.far.j.yttem

Number of Selected School
§:atop Having 1958 -1969

$ -500
500 - 599 6

600 - 699 6

700 - 799 5

800 - 999 3

903 - 999 2

1033 1099
1100 - 1199
1200 - 1299

Total 26
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The range is from $414 per pupil to $1,245 per pupil. The

middle case falls between $683 and $734. There is a strong

clustering in the middle of the distribution.

The median current expenditure for the twenty-six

school systems can be compared with the estimated mean for

all public elementary and secondary schools in the United States

from Digest of Educational Statistics for 1968-1969. If the

national estimates are accurate, the current expenditures for

middle cases at least in the selocted group of school systems

are reasonably close to the $670 per pupil estimate based upon

enrollment.

The approximate medians for the basic group of states

also can be compared with the estimated means for the states

as a wholes

.gamtaLINgaliUdaiaL2axRppil 1968-1969

State
Approximate Medians for Mean Estimated

by U.

California $ 740 $ 720
Florida 650 645
Michigan 800 660
Hew York 975 1110
Texas 525 500

*Medians are approximate due to small number of cases
**Based upon enrollment
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Again, it would appear that the miidle cases

studied within the selected states are not too different from

the state averages. The largest differences are in New York

State and Michigan. In New York State suburban counties were

included in the study.

Cost Differentials Based tlepn Puoil-Teacher Ratio

The cost differential estimates probably subject to

the least possible error in estimation and least affected by

extraneous variables are those derived from pupil-teacher

ratios with teachers' salaries held constant (at the average

for the school system). These are showq in ran% order in

Table C2 for twenty-nine of the selected programs. (The pro-

gran in Indianapolis involved no additional teachers; no data

were obtained from New York City).

T11,1 differentials between the per pupil teacher

salary cost for the selected programs as compared with those

for the regular, prograts (grades 1-12) ranged from .65 to

5.00. Tha highest was nearly eight times the lowest. The

middle case had a differential of 1.42. The middle half of

the eatima%es fell between .99 and 2.9). The distrib.atioq is

such that the Aidile case is not very Jescciptive of at least
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TABLE C-2

ESTIMATED COST DIFFERENTIALS FOR T4ENTY-NINE SELECTED
COMPENSATORY EDUCATION nRO3RAM3, 1968-19691

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

23.

29.

.mo.

School System ant Sllec.t0 program2 Clst Differentia12

5.00
4.96
4.91
4.52
3.71
3.55
2,99

:,96
2.54
2.48
2.10
1.95
1.44
1.44
1.41
1.40
1.25
1.24
1.20
1.15
1.03
.93

.91

.83

.85

.84

.81

.78

.65

111.110- 116 410. Mb OD .11mM .0+%

Buffalo: Plus Reading ani Math
Alatin
Detroit
Ypsilanti
Milwaukee: Elementary Reaiing Center
MilwAlkee: Language Development Center
Ha-ftford: IRIT
Big Rapids
CIlumbia County
Grand Rapids
Rochester
Buffalo: Expanded Lalguage As
Galena Park
Waco
Redo:1i° Beach
Buffalo: Early Push
Pomona
Buffalo: Plus Ater School
Oakland
Cobleskill
Holme3 County
Overton Coulty
Duval Coulty
Syracase
Hartford: Project Concern
Brenham
Paramount
Los Angeles
Dais County

MAY 41011, ea-

1Based upon pup:I-teacher ratio with teachers' salaries held
constant at the average for the school system.

2tniianapolis had no aidittonal teachers in its selected program;
insufficient data for :Nu, York City.

3:14ompared with the regular school program graiea 1-12 computed
on the same basis 33 for the selected programs.
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three fourths of the estimated cost differentials.

Whether or not cost differentials estimated by this

method really reflect the actual differentials for the group

studied cannot be determined with any finality with the data

available, although it is possible to observe how other esti-

mated salaries and payments for other current purposes might

affect them. In the case of Indianapolis 86 percent of the

estimated current expense is due to other staff and 14 percent

to other categories (including fringe benefits for staff). As

may be seen in Table C3, there are twenty-two other selected

programs in which over half the current expense is estimated

to be for other staff and/or for other purposes. In three of

these over half the current expense is due to other staff sal-

aries and in one to other outlays. In another eighteen it

is the combined affect of the two that is important. In only

seven instances do teachers' salaries alone account for at

least half the current expense. In brief, in over three

fourths of the selected progress teacher salary costs per pupil

may not be very predictive of true cost differentials for the

selected programs.

If data could have been obtained on all staff sal-

aries chargeable to various program areas and to the revlar
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TA3LE C-3

ESTIMATED PER':ENTAGES 0? CURRENT EXPENSE FOR
TEACHERS' SALARIES, OTHER 'STAFF SALARIES,

AND OTHER PURPOSES - 30 SELECTED PROGRAMS 1969 -19691

School Syste02

Estimated ?ercent of CurrentExoense
Other
Staff Other

Salaries Purooses
Teachers'
Sklariet

Los Angeles, Cal. 55 1 44
Oakland, Cal. 44 29 27

Paramount, Cal. 39 33 28

Pomona, Cal. 50 25 25
Redondo Beach, Cal. 30 62 8
Columbia County, Fla. 35 41 24

Dade County, Fla. 31 48 21
Duval County, Fla. 39 30 32
Holmes County, Fla. 60 12 23

Big Rapids, Mich. 42 33 25
Detroit, Mich. 44 43 13
Grand Rapids, Mich. 49 11 40
Ypsilanti, Mich. 24 56 2
Buffalo, N. V.

Pre school 43 34 23
After sr:Inool 38 40 22

Language Arts 44 16 4)
Reading and Math 64 14 22

Cobleskill, N. Y. 41 27 32

Rochester, N. Y. 35 33 32

Syracuse, N. Y. 43 24 33

Austin, Texas 43 39 13

3renham, Texas 33 56 11
Gllena Park, Texas 60 26 14
Wa:o, TeAas 34 13 41

Hartfo:d, Conn.:
Project Con:ern 22 20 58

Intensive Reading 42 48 10

Indianapolis, Ind. -0- 86 14
Overton .aunty, Tenn. 35 41 25

MilwaTiee, Wis.:
Elementary Reading 80 12 8

Sp.2ach and Language 70 3 21

10,2rived from Table C-9.

2 424 York City - Insufficient Data.
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school program, it is probable that cost differentials for the

selected programs estimated from them might be very predictive.

In twenty-one selected prograna such salaries represent 70

percent or more of current expense; in twenty- seven, 60 percent

or more; and in all but one, over half.

Regardless of their limitations, certain observa-

tions on the cost differentials based upon pupil-teacher ratios

for the aelected programs are very relevant to the purpose of

the stuay:

1. The differentials for the pre school programs
are not particularly meaningful, since these
programs represent an additional cost anyhow.
Yet, the range in differentials doer: indicate
that the additional cost for such programs
might not be the same for all school systems in
a state. The range is from .65 in Dade County
to 4.52 in Ypsilanti. The others are 2.96,
2.00, 1.40, 1.20, .91, and .78.

2. The entire cost of the eummer school program
in Waco is an additional cost regardless of
the differential of 1.44.

3. The entire cost for the after school programs
in Buffalo and New York City are additional
regardless of the cost differentials

4. Elimination of the foregoing cases might not reduce
substantially the variability in the estimatea
cost differentials for the selected compensatory
education programs.
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The estimated cost differentials for the sixteen

selected elementary compensatory education school programs are

given below. Since four of the pre school programs also serve

elementary school children they are included too making a

total of twenty:

Estimated Cost
Differential

Number of Selected Elementary

Scha2LICQUAllsAILLMI

.50 - .99 7

1.00 - 1.49 4

1.50 - 1.99
2.00 - 2.49 1

2.50 - 2.99 3

3.00 - 3.49
3.50 - 3.99 2

4.03 - 4.49
4.50 - 4.99 2

5.00+
Total 20

The estimated cost differentials for the three

secondary school programs range from 2.48 in Grand Rapids to

1.15 in Cobleskill, New York, with Buffalo in between at 1.96.

If the three elementary school programs also serving high

school pupils are included, the range is not changed by much

(Overton County, Tennessee, .9; Holmes Cou ty, Florida, 1.03;

and Columbia County, F'lori'da, 2.54).
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The classification of estimated cost differentials

for the twenty-nine selected programs by states is given below:

Number of
AteLgoittEstirt Differentials

for Selected Pro rams
State programs Lowest Lattumgm Highest

California 5 .78 .81; 1.20; 1.25 1.41
Florida 4 .65 .91; 1.03 2.54
Michigan 4 2.48 2.96; 4.52 4.91
New York 7 .88 1.15; 1.24; 1.40;

1.96/ 2.10 5.00
Texas 4 .84 1.44; 1.44 4.96
Test Group 5 .85 .98; 2.99; 3.55 3.71

Total 29 .65 5.00

The selected programs in California show the least

spread in estimated cost differentials. The Michigan differ-

entials reveal the second narrowist spread, but they are in a

very different dimension from those in California. New York

State shows the widest range. Texas resembles New York both

in the range and central tendency. Florida and the test group

have about the same kind of spread, but the central tendencies

are very different. They fall between California and New York

State.

Table C4 based upon pupil teacher ratio and average

teacher salary for the school system is comparable with Table
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TABLE C-4

COST DI?FERENTIALS BETWEEN SELECTED PROGRkMS AND OTHER
COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAMS IN SELECTED SYSTEMS, 1968-1969

SchoolayAWA192Xami Cost Differential2

1. Oakland 7.06
2. Waco 6.75
3. Ypsilanti 6.47
4. Detroit 5.58

5. Austin 4.46
6. Los Angeles 2.39

7. Rochester 1.99
8. Buffalo: Plus Reading and Math 1.81
9. Holmes County 1.80

10. Redondo Beach 1.50
11. Hartford: IR.IT .98

12. Grand Rapids .88

13. Galena Park .60

14. Buffalo: Expanded Language Arts .50

15. Dade Cov.:Ity .43

16. Duval County .41

17. Syracuse .37

18. Buffalo: Early Push .36

19. Buffalo: Plus After School .32

20. Hartford: Project Concern .15

111L.ssulg Programs:

A) Paramount; Big Rapids; Brenham;
Overton County

B) Pomona; Columbia County;
Cobleskill

C) New York City; Milwaukee (2
programs)

D) Indianapolis

Reason

No other compensatory educa-
tion program
No teachers in other com-
pensatory education programs
Missing Data

No teachers in selected
program

2
Computed as in Table C2 - selected program cost divided by
cost for other compensatory education programs.
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C2. According to Table C4, half the selected programs cost

more per pupil than the other programs of compensatory educa-

tion in school systems with two or more programs and in half

the reverse is true. The range is very wide from a differen-

tial of .15 to one of 7.06, with the middle case below 1.50.

There is very little clustering around the middle value.

Table C5 also is comparable with Table C2, It shows

the estimated cost differentials for the other compensatory

programs in the selected school systems having two or more pro-

grams in relationship to the regular school programs. Other

compensatory education programs appear to have a wider range

in estimated cost differentials than the selected programs.

The middle differential is much lower than it was for the se-

lected programs. There is no strong central tendency or

grouping around the middle value.

Cost Differentials Estimated on Other Bases

Tables C3 and C9 suggest that estimates of current

expense based upon allocations of current expense exclusive

of teachers' salaries according to number of teachers or num-

ber of pupils might distort the true cost differentials. The

limitations of this procedure were recognized earlier in this

Chapter.



C65

TABLE C-5

COST DIFFERUTTIALS FOR OTHER COMPENSATORY EDUCATIO0 PROGRAMS
IN SELECTED SCH00:4 SYSTEM3,

School Systeml

1968-1969

Cost Differential2

1. Ha.7tford 5.88
2, Buffalo 3.88
3. Grand Rapids 2.78

4. Galena Park 2.41

5. Syl:ae2use 2.39

6. Duval County 2.12

7. Dade County 1.59

8. Austin 1.13

9. Rochester 1.05
10. Detroit .94

11. Redondo Beach .94

12. Ypsilanti .70

13. Holmes County .57

14. Los Angeles .33

15. Waco .25

16. Oakland .17

17. Indianapolis .14

a-.0 worm.

1The selected program and total program are the same:

Paramount
Big Rapids
Brenllam
Overton County

No teachers in other compensatory education programs:

Pomona
Columbia County
Cobieskill

Data not available:

New York City
Milwaukee

2As compared with the regular school program as in Table C2.
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Appendix Table C23 shows the cost differentials

for selected programs based both upon estimated actual

teachers salaries and estimated average teacher's salary for

the school system with other current expenses allocated ac-

cording to estimated full time teacher equivalents. These

differentials have a wide range, much wider than for those

based upon pupil teacher ratio alone. The high is over

twelve times the lowest. The middle value is not typical of

many programs in the group. These observations are based upon

the use of the average salary for the systems in computing the

differentials, but use of the actual salaries does not change

the results much.

The limitations of estimating cost differentials

from regular school costs in grades 1-12, especially those in

elementary schools, have been mentioned. Although the defin-

itions of compensatory education used are not the same as

those used here, Special Study No. 1 directed by Professor

Mcture contains estimates of compensatory education cost dif-

ferentials based upon regular school program costs in grades

1-6. Although his procedure produces different magnitudes in

cost differentials, wide variability characterizes the distri-

bution as in this study.
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Conclusions

The overlapping of compensatory education with other

school programs and the nature of data obtainable on expendi-

tures did not make it possible to compute firm cost differen-

tials for the selected programs studied. The estimates of

expenditure data used to estimate cost differentials could be

subject to wide margins of error. The method of estimating

the differentials also is subject to serious limitations. It

is possible that in grades 1-12 at least, compensatory educa-

tion is not a discrete program for which cost differentials

can be estimated with any high degree of accuracy.

It is very likely too that the cost differential

approach may not be appropriate for pre school compensatory

education programs and for those provided after school hours or

during the summer vacation. At least, in the selected programs

of these types observed, all costs were additional regardless

of the differentials.

The estimates of cost differentials for compensatory

education based upon pupil-teacher ratios with teachers' sal-

aries held constant at the average for each selected school

system probably are subject to the least margin of error.

Yet, in three fourths of the selected programs, it would ap-
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pear that teachers' salaries alone might not be predictive of

the true cost differentials. If this is so, then the alloca-

tion of current expense exclusive of teachers' salaries accord-

ing to the number of teachers might produce even wider margins

of error.

Indeed the cost differentials no matter how estimated

for the selected programs as a whole tended to confirm a pat-

tern of variability consistent with the differences in pur-

poses and inputs observed in the program descriptions. Classi-

fication of data by program type or state did not change this

characteristic.

These findings offer little support for the assump-

tion that cost differentials for compensatory education will not

vary significantly among school systems. It is possible that

each state might have different patterns of cost differentials

for compensafr.ory education. It is possible that no state has

any one differential for such programs that would be applicable

to most school systems.

The estimates of cost differentials possess too many

limitations to provide a solid basis for estimating or project-

ing costs of compensatory education for the states or the

nation. 'Even if this were not so, there are too many uncer-
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tainties about the representativeness of the sample to attempt

such estimates.

The fact that all programs described had an input

of additional staffing beyond what is provided in the regular

school program is indicative of an additional cost. If this

finding holds true generally and if it is ignored in federal

and state plans for distributing fulds to school systems and

local plans for allocating funds to schDols, either compensa-

tory education or other educational programs will suffer.

Furthermore, failure to ta'ce this fact into account in federal

and state laws could rsult in over estimation of the fiscal

capacity of states and school systems having above average

compensatory education needs.

The attempt to estimate cost differentials for

compensatory education may not be necessary to deal with the

problem. Purpose and program overlaps create very difficult

problems of accounting for pupils, staff, and other program

inputs. It would appear that other program areas identified

in the Project might have encountered similar problems. Hence,

it might be well in some states at least to lump all of these

special needs into a single correction. This approach is

worthy of consideration.
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Furthermore, as long as such programs have multiple

purposes which overlap other school purposes or as long as

the programs themselves overlap regardless of purpose, it is

questionable if program accounting is worth attempting.

If compensatory education is to be treated se?arate-

ly in finance, determination of the additional funds to be

allocated for it probably will have to be done upon some

arbitrary cost basis appropriate for a particular state. If

what holds true in thin study is true generally, there may be

too much variability in actual practice to provide guidance

for such a decision. Another possibility is to continue to

finance compensatory education by special provisions as ia

Title I until such time as the definitions, purposes, and pro-

grams of compensatory education become more stabilized than

they are now. Much more needs to be known about cost-effec-

tiveness to attain such a condition.
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NATIONAL EDUCATIONAL FINANCE PROJECT

Satellite Study

on

COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

FORM I

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPILS, STAFF,
AND CURRENT OPERATING EXPENDITURES
BY PROGRAMS IN REGULAR SCHOOL YEAR

School District

Superintendent

Ccntact Person for Data

Address

School Year 1968-69

Return to:

Arvid J. Burke, Study Director
National Educational Finance Project

Satellite Study on Compensatory Education
State University of New York at Albany

Draper Hall - 345
135 Western Avenue

Albany, Nev York 12203



Instructions

Section I

Item 1 Days attendance of pupils, e.g., 180, 185, 190 (1968-1969)

Item 2-4 Time pupils report until their dismissal (1968-1969)

Item a. Use the gross total official Average Daily Membership (ADM)
prepared by the school district. (for the 1968-69 school year)

b. If the school district does not compute ADM, select a typical
school day in the 1968-1969 school year for which total enrollment
figures are available. Indicate the day chosen.

Item 6 One FTE pupil equals a full day (course load) devoted to each
respective program, e.g., Double sessions of kindergarten equal
0.5 FTE pupil in each.

C72

Item 7 For consistency, use the official ADM as calculated by the district,
if available, or, enrollment as of Cle same date used in 5b.

Item 9-10

Item 12

Section II

For purposes of computing FTE's the full work load includes time
spent in class and other assigned activities. "Certificated"
refers to persons with regular and emergency certificates for edu-
cational employment for a continuing assignment.

A person teaching part time and. performing other duties as part of
his position would be prorated according to his work load in each
area of responsibility.

Section III

Item 14-18 Estimate part time employees in terms of full time work loads in
the respective areas.

Section IV

Item 20 Total salaries actually paid to FTE classroom teachers during the
regular school year.

Item 21 Total salaries paid to FTE classroom teachers in each of the spe-
cial programs. Allocate total salaries based on the percent of time
spent in the program.

Item 22 Total salaries paid to FTE non-teaching academic staff. Allocate
total salaries based on the percent of time spent in the respective
areas.

Section V

Item 26 Total current expense is defined as total expense less expenditures
for capital outlay and debt service.

-1-
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Section I

Pupil Enrollment (Average Daily Membership - ADM) in Day School Pro

1. Number of days in regular school year:
(Exclude summer school)

2. Length of average full-day program in hours
and minutes

3. Length of School Week in days and hours

4 Length of School Year in weeks and days

5. a. Average Daily Membership (ADM) calculated
by the school district

b. Date

Total enrollment as of the above date

6. Total number full time equivalent (FTE =
full day) pupils in ADM

7. Special Programs

(1) Pre-kindergarten
(2) Kindergarten
(3) Compensatory Education
(4) Vocational & Technical

Education

(5) Exceptional Children

A
Total
Pupils

rams

Hours

Days

Weeks

Minutes

Hours

Days

Month Day Year

B
Decimal Portion
of. School Day

Spent in Program

sol

(6) Totals MCC000000000CK
A

8. Total Net Enrollment of Pupils in Basic
Day School Programs

C

Total FTE
Pupils in
ADM - AxB

(1) Total Net enrollment (Item 5 minus Item 7(6)A)

(2) Total number FTE pupils in ADM (Item 6 minus
Item 7(6)C)

-2-
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Academic Staff (Certificated) Employed and on the Job

9. Total number of classroom teachers (FTE in all
day school programs serving pupils in gross ADM
(Item 5, Section I)

10. Total number of classroom teachers (FTE) in special
programs serving pupils in Item 7 of Section

(1) Pre - kindergarten teachers in 7(1)

(2) Kindergarten teachers in 7(2)

(3) Compensatory Education teachers in 7(3)

(4) Vocational and Technical education teachers
in 7(4)

(5) Exceptional Children teachers in 7(5)

(6) Total number of classroom teachers in FTE (1-5)

11. Net total classroom teachers (FTE) in basic day school
program (Item 9 minus Item 10(6)

12. Total non-teaching academic (certificated) staff in
FTE serving pupils in gross ADM (Item 5, Section I)

im

(1) Administrative and supervising staff: Sup't.,
Ass't Sup'ts., Principals, Supervisors

(2) Counselors

(3) Psychologists and Social Workers

(4) Librarians

(5) Research and Curriculum Workers

(6) Others

(7) Total Non-teaching academic staff in FTE (sum
of 1-6)

13. Grand total academic (certificated) staff in FTE
(Item 9 plus Item 12)

Section III

Non-Academic Staff (FTE)

14. Number (FTE) Employees for health service:
Doctors, Nurses, and Others
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15. Number (FTE) Clerks, Secretaries, Statisticians,
Non-Cert. Teacher Aides, Security Officers and Others

16. Number (FTE) Employees for Operation and Maintenance

17. Number (FTE) Employees for Food Service

18. Number (FTE) Employees for Transportation of Pupils

19. Total Number FTE Non-academic staff (sum of Items
14-18

Section IV

Salaries Actually Paid to Staff

20. Total salaries paid to classroom teachers shown in
Item 9 of Section 11 for regular school year

21. Total salaries paid to classroom teachers in special
programs shown in Item 10 of Section II

(1) Pre-kindergarten teachers in 10(1)

(2) Kindergarten teachers in 10(2)

(3) Compensatory Education teachers in 10(3)

(4) Vocational and Technical education teachers in
10(4)

(5) Exceptional Children teachers in 10(5)

(6) Total salaries paid to classroom teachers in
special programs (sum of 1-5)

22. Total salaries paid to non-teaching academic
(certificated) staff shown in Item 12 of Section II

(1) Administrative and Supervisory Staff; Sup't.,
Asatt. Sup'ts., Principals, Supervisors

(2) Counselors

(3) Psychologists and Social Workers

(4) Librarians

(5) Research and curriculum workers

(6) Others

(7) Total salaries paid to non-teaching academic
staff (sum of 1-6)

-Is-
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23. Total Salaries paid to non-academic staff shown in
Item 12-19 of Section III

(1) Health Services Employees: Doctors, Nurses, and
others

(2) Clerks, Secretaries, Statisticians, Non-certified
Teacher Aides, Security Officers and others

(3) Operation and Maintenance of School Plant

(4) Food Service

(5) Transportation

(6) Total Salaries paid to non - academic staff
(sum of 1-5)

24. Total salary payments to persons on leave of absence
and to substitutes for daily absence of staff for
persons not counted in Items 9 and 12.

25. Grand total payments for salaries of academic staff
persons on leave of absence, and substitutes (sum
of Items 20, 22, 24)

Section V

Other Financial Data

26. Total current expense for the school district for
the year ended June 30, 1969

27. The retirement rate used for calculating the dis-
trict contribution or academic employees

28. The retirement rate used for calculating the dis-
trict contribution for non - academic employees

29. The rate used in calculating the district share of
social security
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NATIONAL EDUCATIONAL FINANCE PROJECT

Satellite Study

on

Compensatory Education

Form II

DATA ON COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

School Year 1968-0

School District

Superinte0c.nt

Contact Person

Address
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Return to:

Arvid J. Burke, Study Director
Satellite Study on Compensatory Education

State University of Nev York at Albany
Draper Hall 345-346
135 Western Avenue

Albany, Nev York 12203



PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

GENERAL FEATURES

Address of School System: Today's Date

Full Title of Program:

Short Title (if any):

Age Groups Served: and/or Grade Levels Served

Program Director(s): 1. Telephone

Address:

Address:

2. Telephone

Contact Person: Telephone

Address:

Beginning Date of Program: Program Termination Date (if any)

Field Worker completing this form:

Name:

Address:

Position:

Telephone:

4.17.0.4111.0.0 4111,01111111110.

-2-
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTION - GENERAL FEATURES

Missing General Descriptive Data (Checked Below):

Obtain copies of documents describing explicitly any of the following
characteristics of the program checked on the left as missing by the
central staff.

1. Overview of the program giving a brief description of the
treatment.

2. Details on the type of pupils being served by the program,
including the criteria employed to select students for par-
ticipation in the program and the estimated number of students
eligible for participation.

3. The assumptions and objectives of the program, particularly
those that have been clearly established.

4. The activities, techniques, or methods employed to meet the
objectives.

5. How these activities, techniques, or methods differ from
those generally used by the local school system.

6. Evaluation of the rasults of the program, including a
description of the evaluation procedures used.

If documents are not available for any of the missing items, provide the
requested data in the space below adding additional pages, if necessary:

-3-



PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

General

A. Directions

C80

The questions that follow are designed to assist in obtaining information
essential for the determination of cost differentials, if any. It is not
anticipated that all parts will be completed for any one program. Rather,
only those parts that are germane to the program under study need be com-
pleted. For purposes of clarification and comparability of data, the follow-
ing definitions are used.

1. Data Collection Date

All data on inputs must be for the school year ended June 30, 1969. If
the school year does not end on June 30, use the school year ending next
closest to June 30, 1969.

2. Average Daily Membership (ADM)

The total of the number of students enrolled in the program(s) during
each school day, regardless of absen.ceeism, divided by the number of
days school was in session.

3. Regular Program

The instructional program provided by the local school system for the
general benefit of all students in the age group and/or grade levels
served by the program being studied.

4. Compensatory Education Program

The instructional program provided by the local school system designed
specifically to overcome learning difficulties or handicaps associated
with poverty, class or status, national origin, race cultural background,
home conditions, or adverse environmental conditions generally as dis-
tinguished from organic causes.
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B. Program Type

Check type of exemplary compensatory education program below:

Type A - Additional Staffing - This type is exemplified by use of
specialists, regular classroom teachers, and supporting
non-instructional staff personnel beyond what would be
used in the regular program.

Type B - Different Staffing Qualifications - This type is exempli-
fied by hiring staff with higher qualifications than would
be employed in the regular program.

Type C - Additional Time - This type is exemplified by a longer
school day, school week, or school year than that for the
regular program.

Type D - Additional Pupils - This type is exemplified by increased
numbers of pupils attending school than would attend the
regular school program.

Type E - Additional Materials - Tnis type of program is exemplified
by the use of more or different instructional space, equip-
ment, or supplies than are used in the regular program.

Type F - Additional Auxiliary Services - This type of program is
exemplified by additional auxiliary services such as special
transportation and food service, be:ond what is provided in
the regular program.

Type X - Combination of the following types (list by letters above):

-5-
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Section I

Staffing and Pupils

Directions

1.

2.

Complete this part for each compensatory education program under study.

Enter after each position title the number of full time equivalent (FTE) staff
members in the program and the total salaries actually paid.

% of Number Pr'rated
Total No. Time Spent of Staff Salaries

Position Title of Staff in Program FTE Actually Paid

1. Classroom Teachers

2. Speech Teachers

aMaINM

3. Guidance Counselors

h. Social Workers

5. Psychologists

6. Psychiatrists

T. Attendance Teachers

8. Medical Doctors

9. Nurses

10. Technicians

11. Secretaries and
Stenographers

12. Classroom Aides

111.11.0

13. Clerks

1111Nla

1111 ....01101111.

14. Tutors

Others (List on next page)



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

C8 3

% of Number Prorated
Total No. Time Spent of Staff Salaries

Position Title of Staff In Program FTE Actually Paid

Total Number in Program

3. a. Enter the Average Daily Membership for the Program
under study as calculated by the school district

or

b. Total enrollment as of the same day used
in Form I, Section I, Item 5b

4. Decimal portion of school day spent in program

5. Total number of full time equivalent (FTE =
full day) pupils in ADM (4x3)

-7-



A. Additional Time

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Section II

Other Inputs

Directions

C8 4

1. Complete this part if the program is Type C or a combination involving
Type C. Examples of additional time compensatory education programs are:

a. Extended school days or after school activities
b. Extended school week or weekend activities
c. Extended school year or summer or other vacation activities

2. Enter below the following information regarding the compensatory
education program:

a. For programs having a longer school day enter the number of addi-
tional hours and minutes per day and the number of days during the
school year involved:

Number of Hours +Minutes Daily

Number of Days Involved Yearly

b. For programs hexing a longer school week enter the number of days
or hours added weekly and the number of weeks per school year:

Number of Days and/or Hours Weekly

Number of Weeks Yearly

c. For programs having a longer school year enter the number of weeks
or days added per year:

Number of Weeks and Days Yearly

3. Attach data on school district policy in regard to paying for such
extra service.

B. Additional Pupils

Directions

1. Complete this part if the program is a Type D or a combination involving
Type D if the data are available.

2. In the space provided on the next page indicate the additional number of
pupils enrolled in school (in ADM) as a result of the operation of the
compensatory education program. Examples are:
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a. Non-public school pupils
b. Non-resident pupils residing outside of the school district
c. Resident pupils who had left school (dropouts)
d. Other resident pupils who otherwise would not have entered

school (to be spelified below)

Number of Additional Pu ils Enrolled in School

Non-public school pupils

Non-resident pupils

Dropouts

Truants

';':hers (Please specify type)

Total

-9-
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C. Additional Materials

Directions

Complete this part if the program is Type E. This part is designed to aid in
the collection of data that is necessary in identifying Type E differentials
resulting from the use of expensive additional or special instructional space,
equipment, or supplies.

1. Indicate below any additional space requirements or special modifications
to the physical plant.

Examples of special modifications or additions to the physical plant:

a. Additional square feet of classroom space per pupil (specify how much)
b. Built in features (specify)
c. Other additional built in features (specify)

Type of Special Modification or Addition Specifications

2. In the space provided below list unusual, complex and expensive special
instructional equipment that are purchased and used specifically in the
compensatory education program, how many units are used, and a description
of it. Ignore inexpensive, common equipment such as projectors, maps, and
desks. Examples of highly unusual and expensive equipment items are given
below:

Total Cost of
Original Normal Length of Supporting

Type of Equipment* Purchase Price Service (Years) Supplies

1. Closed Circuit Television
Systems

2. Computers

3. Teaching Machines

4. Electronic Laboratories

5.

6.

*Include all special equipment even though it may have been purchased in prior
years.

-10-



7.

8.

9.

Type of Equipment

10.

). Additional Auxiliary Services

C87

Cost of
Original Normal Length of Supporting

Purchase Price Service (Years} Supplies

Directions

1. Complete this part if the program is a Type F or a combination involving
Type F.

2. If additional transportation is required for the program, enter in the space
provided below the following information:

a. Explain how the transportation is different from that pro-
vided for the regular program in the space below:

b. The average annual cost per pupil of transporting pupils in

the district $

c. The number of additional pupils transported annually as a result

of the program

d. If the additional transportation is not provided daily, compute

an estimate of the annual pupil equivalent added
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3. If additional food service is provided in the program, enter in the
space provided below the following information:

a. Describe how the food service is different from that provided

for the regular program in the space below:

b. What is the average annual cost per pupil to the district

of providing food service? $

c. Estimate below how much is added to this amount by the program

and give the basis for the estimate: Amount $

4. If any other auxiliary service is provided that is not provided for
pupils in the regular program, attach data similar to that requested
under 1 and 2 above.

-12-
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Salary Schedule Differentials

Directions

1. For each position title actually used in the compensatory education
program (Section I) obtain the scheduled minimum and maximum salaries, increments,
and other factors affecting compensation for the position in the regular program
and in the compensatory education program.

2. If any position entered in Section I is not used in the regular
school program ootain the information as it applies to the compensatory education
program only.

3. If copies of the foregoing data cannot be obtained enter the data
on the back of pages 13 and 14; attach additional sheets if necessary..

4. From the salary schedules or other sources cited on the above pages
make the following entries in the form below:

a. If the scheduled minimum (L) or maximum (H) salary for any position
(regardless of the person in the position) exceeded the scheduled minimum or maxi-
mum salary for a similar position in the regular school program during 1968-1969,
give the amount and the reason in the form below.

b. If the reverse is true, please do the same giving the amount of the
negative differential with c minus sign.

c. If any person in the position is paid an amount in excess of his
scheduled salary in 1968-1969 which was not paid to persons with similar qualifi-
cations in the regular school program, give the amount of the excess and the reason
for paying it. In such cases write "not scheduled" in spaces for "Base" and
"Class". Cite Source of the information with the data on salary schedules.

Salary Differential
Basel Class2 Amount3 Reason4

1. Classroom Teachers 1.

2. Speech Teachers 2.

3. Guidance
Counselors 3.

4. Social Workers 4.

5. Attendance
Teachers 5.

6. Psychologist 6.

lIndicate if applies to minimum, maximum, or both by letters L, H, or B respectively.

2Classify on a, b, or c according to the directions for 4 above.

3If varies from both minimum or maximum, show amount for each. Put minus sign on

class b differential.

4Attach extra sheet, if necessary, coded to number of position title.

-13-
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Salary Differential
Position Title Base Class Amount Reason

7. Psychiatrist ION

8. Medical Doctor

9. Nurses

10. Technicians

11. Secretaries or
Stenographers

12. Classroom Aides

13. Clerks

14. Tutors

Others (List)

15.

16.

17;

...1.0010101

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.



APPENDIX C -II

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS



C91

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Los Angeles, California

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

The 1968-1969 compensatory education project funded under

Title I, ESEA, provided a comprehensive program for approximately 42,000

participants. Projects were centered in schools with attendance areas

serving large concentrations of children from low income families. At the

elementary level projects were grouped into three categories: English

Language Arts; Pre kindergarten; and an "Intensive Instruction" experimen-

tal program. Projects in the English Language Arts component included

Reading; English as a Second Language; Teacher-Librarians; Social, Cultural

and Educational Enrichment; Kindergarten; Resource Teachers; Project

Follow-Through; and a Program for Inter-school Enrichment.

At the secondary level funds were used to conduct a three-phase

compensatory education program. The main focus of the program was on the

student achievement center concept. Closely related supportive services were

provided in the areas of counseling and cultural enrichn. Projects in

the Student Achievement Center component included College Capable; Education

and Guidance; Instructional Materials Centers; Teacher-Clerical Assistance;

Teacher Assistants; Educational Aid; and Administrator Candidate Training.

The counseling service component included Group Counseling; Consulting

Counseling; Reading and College Capable Counseling; Career Guidance; Explora-

tory Work Experience Education; Dropout Prevention and Guidance Center;

Extended Day Counseling; and Opening Doors. Projects included in the

Cultural Enrichment component included music, art, and multi-cultural exchange.
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The projects that were designed for disadvantaged students on a

K-12 basis included Standard Oral English; New Literature for English

Classes; New Materials for Social Studies Classes; Mexican-American Studies;

Afro-American Studies; Parent Seminars in Adolescent Behavior; Community

Aides; and Study Skills Center. Compensatory programs not funded under

Title I, ESEA and CEO included a core program for educable mentally re-

tarded pupils; reduction of class size in schools with large numbers of ed-

ucationally disadvantaged students; intensive individual reading instruction;

special reading programs; special placement classes for pupils with behavioral

problems; and reduction of class size in grades K-6.

The program selected for study was the Reading Program for

Mexican-American Children conducted at the Malabar Street School in East Los

Angeles. The program was funded by the Los Angeles City School District, and

the California State College Foundation.

A READING PROGRAM FOR MEXICAN-AMERICAN CHILDREN1

Purpose

The objective of the program is to help Mexican-American children

become vocationally competent adults by teaching them to read at least up to

grade level in the primary grades.

Target Population

The program was provided at the pre school, kindergarten and

1Hawkridge, David G., Peggie L. Campeau, Kathryn M. DeWitt, and Penelope K.
Trickett, Ajludy of Further Selected Exemplary Programs for the Education of
Disadvantaged Children, American Institutes for Research in the Behavioral
Sciences, Palo Alto, California, June, 1969, p. 78.
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grades 1-3 level. Forty pre school children three to five years of age were

selected on the following bases:

1. Age 3-4 years old
2. Sex - balance with respect to the number of boys and

girls was sought

3. Language - balance with respect to number of Spanish and
English speaking children was sought

4. Willingness of payents to participate in the project
5. Parents' willingness for teachers to make home visits once a

week

In addition to the pre school children, fifty kindergarten and

345 children in grades 1-3 participated in the program. These children

represented the total enrollment in the respective grades at the Malabar

Street School.

Distinguishing Features

The project involves a concerted attempt to improve reading achieve.

ment without additional resources so that there would be greater likelihood

of the achievement which takes place being attributed to such factors as

instructional philosophy and method, community interest, and parent partici-

pation, rather than enrichment factors which could not readily be provided

in other inner city schools.

Major Inputs

The major inputs were additional teachers - two pre school and one

kindergarten.

Evaluation

The Stanford Reading Test and the California Reading (upper primary

Test were used. The table following presents the percentage of pupils in the
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third stanine and above from May, 1966 to May, 1969.

Test Grade

Percentage of pupils in third
stanine and above

May 19 May 377 May 19 8 May

Stanford Reading, Primary
I, Total.

Stanford Reading, Primary

1 7.5
N=139

21.2
N=131

41.7

N=120
55.3

N=114

II 2 14.5 12.4 25.4 42.3

N=121 N=125 N=115 N=130

Stanford Reading, Primary
II, Total 3 27.5 28.2 34.3 56.1

N=112 N=117 N=108 N=123

California Reading,
Upper Primary 3 36.3 48.7 69.1

N=114 U=117 N=110
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OAKLAND UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Oakland, California

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

The largest compensatory education programs offered by the district

in terms of expenditures are the programs funded under ESEA. In addition to

Title I programs, the district offers a variety of programs for disadvantaged

children. These include Summer Head Start Programs; New Careers; Follow-

Through Programs; Neighborhood Youth Corp Project; Pre school Compensatory

Education Programs; Demonstratol Project in Reading and Math; and the Pre

school Program which was the focus of this study.

THE PRE SCHOOL PROGRAM1

Purpose

The goal of the Oakland Pre school Program is to utilize parents,

paraprofessional staff, and professional staff in a joint effort to help

pre school students increase their potential for success in school. The ob-

jectives of the program were derived from this basic goal and are as follows:

1. Augmentation and development of the conceptual and the cognitive
skills of the children

2. Improvement of the language skills of the children

3. Stimulation of tha interest and the curiosity of the children

4. Improvement of social-emotional adjustment of the children

5. Detection and remediation of physical defects and other health
problems of the children and tuberculin testing of parents

1
Hawkridge, op.. cit. (1969), p. 214.
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6. Detection of learning and developmental problems of the
children

7. Fostering of parent understanding of the school and ways
in which parents can help their children progress

8. Fostering of understanding by staff of the mutual and
complementary roles of professional staff, paraprofessional
staff, and parents in helping children to develop readiness
for school.

Target Population

The children selected for participation in the program were from

poverty areas of the city. The parents of 447 (90%) of these children were

welfare recipients, and the parents of 48 (8%) had been identified as poten-

tial welfare recipients. Data on the known ethnic background of the pupils

indicates that twenty-one had Spanish surnames, fifteen were other white,

and 374 were Negro. Students were enrolled throughout the school year

as openings became available.

Distinguishing Features.

The curriculum of the Pre school Program was designed to help

Project children to increase their potential for initial success in school.

The children were exposed to an individualized, sequential series of learning

experiences during a morning or an afternoon session of pre school for 3 3/4

hours each day, five days per week.

Inherent in the curriculum is the recognition that young children

differ in many respects and that they come to the pre school class with cer-

tain strengths and weaknesses based upon their out-of-school experiences.

The program is planned to capitalize on the child's strengths and his positive
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experiences and to provide activities and instruction that compensate for

a limited experiential background.

Supportive services were an important component of the pre school

program. Health services; in-service education; instructional aides, and

parent education were emphasized.

Major Inputs

The major input was staff. Thirty-three full time classroom

teachers and thirty-three part time classroom aides were assigned to the

program. Supporting staff included one school psychologist, two nurses, two

health aides, two secretaries, one school community worker, five school com-

munity aides, and one and one half program supervisors. The other major ex-

penditures were for the lease of portable classrooms, and for food services

for the participating children.

Evaluation

The Caldwell Pre school Inventory was used to measure the achieve-

ment of the first objective, namely, the augmentation and development of the

conceptual and the cognitive skills of the children. A pre and post test

were administered to a random sample of fifty-two four year old children who

had eight, months of the pre school experience prior to entering kindergarten

in the fall of 1969. This group included two subgroups:

Pre school Group A: O children post tested near the end of the
pre school year

Pre school Group B: 2h children post tested within the first two
months of kindergarten



C98

Because so many of the children living in the project area had

been involved in some type of pre school program, it was not possible to find

the usual kind of control group. Therefore, a comparison group was selected

which was composed of the sixty-seven five year old kindergarten children with

no pre school experience. The group is not basically a group of children from

welfare receiving families and is consequently a more economically advantaged

group than the pre school group.

The table below summarizes the results. Statistical significance

at the .01 level was found within group variance. There was no statistical

significance between the gain of pre school groups A and B and the comparison

group.

Mean Percentile Equivalent
Group BGroup A

Category Pre test Post test Pre test Post test Comparison Group

Total Score 45 70 30 48 55

Personal Social
Responsiveness 40 75 30 60 70

Associative
Vocabulary 55 85 40 55 65

Concept Activa-
tion Numerical 45 60 30 50 60

Concept Activa-
tion Sensory 55 65 35 45 45
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PARAMOUNT UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Paramount, California

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

The Lincoln Demonstration School in Paramount represents the total

compensatory education program of the district. All of the district Title I,

ESEA allocation has 1Jeen earmarked for the Lincoln School.

Purpose

LINCOLN DEMONSTRATION SCHOOL

The objectives of the program are:

1. To retrain a staff in providing for individual knowledge
and skills development through diagnostic and prescriptive
techniques.

2. To meet the individual needs of students in the following
areas:

a. To improve performance as measured by standardized
achievement tests.

b. To improve classroom performance in reading beyond usual
expectations.

c. To improve performance as measured by standardized tests
of intellectual ability.

d. To improve children's verbal functioning.

e. To improve the children's self-image.

Target Population

A total of 721 students were enrolled in the Lincoln School durinf

1968-1969. Of the fourteen schools in the district with a percentage of

Mexican-American students above 16%, the Lincoln School is the highest with

about 24%.
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Distinguishing Features

There is no single adopted reading program at the Lincoln School.

However, within each classroom there is a variety of reading material from

which the teachers may choose the appropriate program for an individual

student. It is a "people-oriented" system with teachers and parents both

sharing in the decision making process. The program places the decisions

about learning tasks in the hands of the teachers with appropriate accounta-

bility.

Specialized material and equipment were used to improve reading

instruction. The teachers were exposed to new ideas through an extensive

in-service program.

Nor Inputs

Twenty-six teacher assistants were employed to assist the regular

classroom teachers with both instructional and non-instructional tasks.

Each teacher assistant was currently enrolled in a teacher training program

and had completed the sophomore year of college. Each teacher was allowed

two assistants per day for approximately three hours per assistant. This

permitted coverage for the entire instructional period and also some free

time for planning together. One Director, one Child Development Specialist

and one School Psychologist (half time) were retained to serve as resource

persons for the staff.

Consulting specialists in curriculum, the disadvantaged child,

theories of learning, child development, child psychology, and Spanish-

American culture were retained as needed.
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At the time of the program's inception in 1965, large sums were

spent for instructional supplies and e^uipment, and the leasing of portable

classroom facilities. However, during 1968-1969, the expenditures for cap-

ital outlay were a small part of the total expenditures.

Evaluation

Evaluation of the first grade students' programs was based on

comparison with the first grade students in the previous two school years and

on a control group selected from the district.

Evaluation of the second and third grade students' progress was

based on comparisons of pre and post test results, second and third grade

students in the previous two school years and on a control group selected

from the district. Evaluation of fourth, fifth, and sixth grade students

was based on pre/post test changes only.

The table below summarizes the means and standard deviations for

grades 2-6 of pre and post Wst scores on the Stanford Reading Achievement Tes

Pre Scores Post Scores

Grade
-

X 9D -

X SD
........

to

2 1.62 .38 2.43 .73 9.0

3 2.22 .48 3.06 .81 10.5

h 3.20 .92 4.10 1.32 5.62

5 4.71 1.24 5.62 1.27 5.05
6 4.81 1.32 5.72 1.48 1+.33

*Statistically significant beyond the 1% level of confidence.
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POMONA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Pomona, California

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

The ESEA Title I compensatory education project of the Pomona

Unified School District places its major emphaals on reading and related

activities in grades 1, 2, and 3, and specially identified students in K,

14, 5, and 6. The project stressed the readiness, developmental, and remedial

aspects of reading as designed to offset ethnic, economic, and cultural

disadvantages of the children involved. The project components are: Reading

Augmentation, Classroom Support, Cultural Enrichment, Community Activation

and In-service Education. The project is further complemented by Head Start

and Child Development Center pre school classes in the same target sites.

The Classroom Support program comprised two elements - classroom

aides and special materials. The aides provided assistance in general class-

room management and worked with small groups and individual children who

needed extra assistance. The special materials included professional books

And references dealing with the problems and needs of disadvantaged children,

as yell as curriculum materials and equipment.

The Cultural Enrichment Program offered additional field trips and

lessons in art and literature. A total of 458 extra bus trips were taken to

a variety of places not on the regular district itinerary.

Community activation was served through the work of two Home-

school Counselors, and two psychologists. Group and individual meetings

were undertaken in the project schools to involve parents with school person-

nel in an effort to improve home-school communications.
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An In-service Education training program was undertaken to acquaint

all project involved personnel, particularly classroom teachers in the

target area schools, with the special problems of disadvantaged students.

Purpose

READING AUGMENTATION1

The objectives of the program are:

1. To give children supplemental help in reading readiness,
skill development, and remedial reading within a framework
of broadening their total life and academic experiences.

2. To help children see a connection between reading and the
acquisition of reading skills and their own overall needs,
problems, and aspirations.

3. To help children achieve increased mastery of the skills
and techniques required for reading competency.

4. To determine by testing an appraisal of each child's
academic progress.

Target Population

The following criteria were used to identify potential partici-

pants from K-6 in the project schools:

1. Classroom performance significantly below grade level in
reading.

2. 2oor performance on standardized tests.

3. Poor performance on standardized tests of intellectual ability.

4. Low level in verbal functioning.

5. Negative self-image.

111110

1Hawkr:dge, 92. cit. (1969), p. 121.
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6. Reading difficulties based on language patterns differing
from the dominate cultural group.

7. Expectations of school failure.

8. Low attention spans.

9. Reading difficulties related to factors common to the
culture of poverty (low income influences).

A child evidencing a minimum of four of the disabilities

was considered qualified for the services. During 1968-1969 a total of

1970 pupils participated in the program.

Distinguishing Features

Pupils with the most severe reading difficulties were taken from

their classroom and given special individual and small group remedial instruc-

tion. The children who were not withdrawn from the classroom received cur-

ricular reading augmentation through the increased effectiveness of the class-

room teachers based on the advice, counsel and demonstration of a "helping

teacher." Each participant received about 200 minutes of special instruc-

tion each week.

Major Inputs

The staffing of the program consisted of four remedial reading

teachers, one English as a second language teacher, one "helping teacher,"

and clerical and research personnel.

Other inputs such as supplies and equipment were uinor in terms of

their dollar expenditures during 1968-1969. However, at the inception of the

program in 1965-1966, large sums were expended for portable classrooms,

furniture, and equipment.
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Evaluation

The evaluation of the effectiveLess of the Augmented Reading Pro-

gram was based primarily on pre and post test results of the experimental

group and a comparison group in the Metropolitan Readiness Test (Grades K-1)

and the Stanford Reading Test (Grades 1-6).

The table below presents the results of the pre and post test score

for the Title I group and for the comparison group on the Stanford Reading

Test - Total Reading in grades 1-6.

Title I:
Grade

Median Grade
Placement

Pre Test Post Test

Gain in Months
from

Pre Test to Post Test

1 1.0 1.6 +.6
2 1.6 2.0 +.4

3 2.0 2.8 +.8

4 2.9 3.7 +.8

5 3.7 4.5 +.8
6 4.0 4.9 +.9

Comparison

1 1.0 1.5 +.5

2 1.6 2.0 +.4

3 2.0 2.6 +.6
4 2.8 3.4 +.6

5 3.4 4.5 +.1

6 4.1 4.7 +.6
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REDONDO BEACH CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT

Redondo Beach, California

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

In addition to the Title I, ESEA Reading Program for educationally

deprived children, the district is providing remedial reading instruction for

approximately 1,414 children in grades 1-3 under the Miller-Unruh Act of

California.

Purpose

READING ENRICHMENT FOR EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILDREN

The objectives of the program are:

1. To improve classroom performtmce in reading beyond usual
expcctations.

2. To improve performance as measured by standardized achieve-
ment tests.

3. To improve the children's self-image.

4. To change (in a positive direction) the children's attitude
toward school and education.

5. To improve the verbal functioning level of the children.

6. To increase the children's expectation of success in school.

Target Population

The following criteria were used to identify students for pfl'

pation in the program:

1. The child should be performing at a reading level significantly
below that of his ability.

2. The child should be capable of learning.

3. The child should be relatively emotionally stable.
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4. The child should be free from serious health problems.

Out of a total of 846 educationally deprived children in the

district, 298 were served by this program in grades 1-6.

Distinguishing Features

The major activity of the program was reading. Some of the

minor activities were library, psychological services, teacher aides, English

as a second language, and in-service training. The reading approach used

was one of individualized prescribed instruction based on the needs of each

child. No one teaching methcd was used.

A multi-media approach was used. Machine aids such as the

Language Master, Controlled Reader, Tachist-O-Flasher, films, slides, tape

recordings and transparencies were used.

The basic organization for those admitted to the program was small

group instruction, usually not more than six in a group or individual instruc-

tion as needed. The project teacher, classroom teacher, psychologist and

principal worked together as a team to work out the program necessary to

meet the needs of each child.

Each child spent approximately 45 minutes per day, five days a

week, working individually or in small groups with the project teacher. In

addition to this, each child received reading instruction by the classroom

teacher five days per week.

111321211lavis

The major input was personnel. Three classroom teachers and three

teacher librarians were assigned to the program full time. One psychologist
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worked approximately 3/4 time, and three teacher aides were employed part

time. Consultants and conferences for staff were other inputs.

Evaluation

A multi-group experimental design, using a pre test and a post

test with both the project group and an available non-project group was

employed.

The result as measured by the Gilmore Oral Reading Test was: the

combined comprehension and accuracy scores for students in grades one through

six showed the mean of the average monthly growth grade to be 3.4 (3.4 months

growth per month).
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COLUMBIA COUNTY BOARD OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

Lake City, Florida

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

The Reading Program in Columbia County is the major portion of

its Title I activities. There are supporting diagnostic, speech, psycholog-

ical, health, and transportation services. There also is enrichment in

art and music.

Purpose,

READING AND SPECIAL SERVICES CENTER PROGRAM

The purposes of the program are to improve classroom performance

in reading, physical health of children, and school attendance.

Target Population

A total of 638 low income pupils were served by the program during

1968-1969. Over 60 percent were Negro and nearly 40 percent, white. In the

primary grades they are at least one year retarded in reading; in the upper

grades at least two years below.

Distinguishing Features

The Reading and Special Services Center is designed to provide the

following: (1) diagnosis and treatment of severe reading disabilities on a

one-to-one basis; (2) health services; (3) psychological services; (4) re-

source center in reading; (5) in-service training for reading teachers; and

(6) consultant services to schools.

Those attending clinic receive instruction three days a week for
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one hour.

Ten corrective reading; rooms were provided for diagnosis and

remediation of reading deficiencies of pnpils whose reading problems are

not so severe as to warrant individual instruction and for those students

released from the clinic who need small group instruction. All instruction

is given to students who have weaknesses in certain reading skills and who,

with specific instruction in these areas, can become able readers. instruc-

tion in the reading rooms is in groups of approximately six in the elemen-

tary schools and twelve to fifteen at the secondary level for one hour

daily. The reading teacher in each school also serves as a resource person,

assisting classroom teachers with diagnostic procedures, methods of teaching

reading to the disadvantaged, and selection of materials. Every effort is

made to coordinate the reading instruction in the classroom with that in the

reading rooms and clinic.

M9:12EIEEEL

Staff members include one project coordinator, one reading clini-

cian director, four cliaic reading teachers, ten reading teachers in the

schools, one consulting clinical psychologist, one health coordinator,

one half time school nurse, four secretarial or clerical positions, one

finance assistant, one part time bus driver, and one half of the time of the

director of the materials center.

Special equipment and materials also are provided. In two schools

for 1968-1969 minor remodeling was necessary to provide space. Personnel in

the Reading and Special Services Center are housed in a remodeled school

building. Provision is made to transport children to the clinic.
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In-service training was provided staff members through the fol-

lowing activities: a two-week orientation program during pre school plan-

ning; bi-monthly meetings during school term for all reading teachers; and

an extension course was provided from the University of Florida.

Evaluation

Th( Stanford Reading Test (Primary II, Y) was given in September

to 98 pupils in grade three and repeated (Form X) in May for 91 of them.

The Stanford Reading Test Intermediate (Form LY and X) was given in grades

four through six in the same manner. Other tests were given in the high

school grades. The results for grades three and six are:

Grade 3 Grade 6
Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

Stanine 1 25 17 6 3

Stanine 2 54 19 24 14

Stanine 3 14 31 8 10

Stanine 4 2 21 3 11

Stanine 5 1 1 2 1

Stanine 6 0 1 2 1

Stanine 7 1 0 0 0

Stanine 8 0 0 0 0

Stanine 9 1 1 0 0
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DADE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Miami, Florida

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

Dade County has a rather extensive number of compensatory educa-

tion programs. The largest program ($3,300,613) is Title I, Public Law

89-10, ESEA, which has five major components: 1) Secondary-Curriculum

Guidance Project for grades 6-10; 2) Project Language Art Development,

ages six and seven; 3) Mobile Reading Center for grades 3-6; 4) Vocational

exploration project for secondary students; 5) Language Development Project

for eight elementary non-public schools whose students would normally

attend a Dade County target school.

Dade County also has an extensive Headstart Project for five

year olds, and a model Follow Through Project for grades one, two and

three. In addition to those already mentioned, operating programs include

a Title I Migrant Education Project (incluCIng a pre-kindergarten program),

a Talent Development (Drop-Out Prevention) Project, Title III, ESEA, and a

Career Opportunity, Neighborhood Youth, rand B-2 Project operating under

EPDA grants for training para-professional personnel.

For the past several years, Dade County has been involved a

number of Title III Projects and has just recently submitted two new pro-

posals for funding under this title.

The list above is not inclusive of all compensatory projects in

Dade County, but does account for the major funding sources.
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Purpose
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The Neighborhood Educational Cultural Centerette Project, 757

Northwest 66 Street, Miami, Florida, was conceived of and developed by ad-

ministrators and teachers from the North Central District, Dade County

Public School Board, and citizens residing in the community. The philosophy

and objectives were based on the needs of the community and the 1965 Com-

munity Action Program Survey.

The federally funded laboratory school is located in a densely

populated Negro area of Miami, Florida. The geographic area has been

labelled a "poverty pocket" by the Dade County Community Action Program

(formed under the Economic Opportunity Act) due to inadequate housing facili-

ties, family disintegration, low educational and aspirational levels of

parents, high percentage of health deficiencies, lack of consistent employ-

ment, high percentage of public welfare recipients, and intellectual apathy.

The objectives of the research project were to:

1. investigate, experiment with, create, and evaluate methods
of instruction, curriculum, and materials; analyze pupil
learning styles and teacher-teaching styles; and to provide
staff growth and development through continuous in-service
programs;

2. help students achieve their academic potential by providing
a selected staff and ultra-modern facilities to eliminate
medical, dental, nutritional, psychological, and learning
problems;

3. provide the community with a trained staff and "home-like"
facility which will meet their needs seven days a week, from
7:30 a.m. until 10:00 p.m.:

4. provide an early childhood laboratory for the Dade County
Public School Board to develop new methods of instruction,
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to design appropriate curriculums of learning for economically
disadvantaged students, to create new grouping procedures, and
to better understand child growth and development of children
ages four through eight. The centerette was to also serve as
a dissemination center.

Target Population

The program served 300 children ages four through eight during

1968-1969 in a low income Negro neighborhood.

Distinguishing Features

School facilities resembled a typical American home with four

pods each with a living room, dining room, kitchen, and bathroom.

There were 75 pupils of varying ages assigned to each pod. Pro-

vision was made for expert diagnosis, team teaching, and individualized

learning, and family involvement. Schedules and treatment varied according

to individual differences. Many worked independently. Teacher preparation

was an integral part of the program.

Multi media materials (audio tapes, audio-video tapes, single con-

cept films, slides, and transparencies) were used in teacher preparation as

well as actual work with pupils.

The curriculum was divided into three categories: communications,

critical analysis, and social interdependence. Each teacher used a multi-

disciplinary approach. Assignments were varied for pupils based upon read-

ing level, attitudes, motivation, family conditions, and other differences.

Major Inputs

A project director, an assistant principal, an in-service education
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director, a community school director, a child development specialist, a

psychologist, and a guidance counselor served the whole center as did a

part time doctor, dentist, and a dental assistant. Each pod had three

certified teachers, an aide, and an intern. There were four secretaries.

Among the other major outlays were those for visual materials

used in teacher preparation, health and instructional equipment and supplies

and transportation for field trips.

Evaluation

For the annual report to the U. S. Office of Education, it was

essential to describe clearly the activities at the Centerette. More par-

ticularly it was important to determine to what extent the school was pro-

viding services that were appropriate to its objectives. With these con-

siderations in mind the Project Manager provided the Evaluation Unit with a

list of their objectives and activities. "This is what we believe we are

doing," the Project Manager said. "Now you go ahead and see if we are

really doing these things." The Evaluation Unit then wrote questionnaires

based on the objectives and activities and proceeded to interview staff

members and observe activities. Five questionnaires were written, each

covering a different phase of the Centerette's prograL.

As one part of the evaluation, the Stanford Achievement Test

Primary II, Form W was given to the seven year olds in the center. The

table following shows how the results compared to those in six other schools.
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DUVAL COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD

Jacksonville, Florida

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PEOGRAM

Duval County in 1968-1969 had at least eight programs for the dis-

advantaged. In terms of budget, the largest was kindergarten for the five

year olds stressing enrichment, inter-personal relationships, health ser-

vices, and early discovery of possible learning difficulties. The next

largest was the Reading Education and Diagnostics Services (READS) program.

It provided individual and classroom assistance to pupils in the second and

third grades. It also provided in-service education for teachers in ele-

mentary and junior high schools. The third largest program dealing with be-

havioral problems could be classed under exceptional education as could the

fourth largest, dealing with hearing difficulties. The fifth was a summer

remedial reading program for grades 3-6.

The sixth largest was an experimental pre school program (SEARCH)

selected for detailed analysis in this study because :Lt was similar to a

program found to be exemplary by the American Institutes for Research in the

Behavioral Sciences. The last two programs involving much smcOler sums of

money were a program of in-service education for teachers of the disadvantage

and a science program for underachieving pupils in the junior high schools.

SEARCH FOR EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT BY REACHING COGNITIVE HEIGHTS PROJECT

Purpose

SEARCH is designed to field test a three-year sequential curriculum

including parent education with emphasis upon developing cognitive abilities
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of children beginning in kindergarten. The anticipated outcome is a re-

vision of the regular early elementary school curriculum.

Target Population

The program vas provided for 112 children who were five before

January 1, 1969. All were from low socio-economic areas. About lo perr'ent

were eligible for "Follow Through" services.

Distinguishing Features

The program was planned and executed with the assistance of Dr.

Ira J. Gordon, Director of the Institute of Human Resources of the University

of Florida. The Institute provided advance preparation and consultant ser

vices for staff. Stress was placed upon parental involvement in the learn-

ing process. Each of the teachers assigned to the program had a full time

parent-educator - teacher aide largely responsible for work with parents.

Staff consulting was done on a weekly basis with emphasis upon child thought

processes, motivation, abstract thinking, meaningful curriculum materials,

the learning process, and rate of learning. Evaluation was done by the

Florida Education Research and Development Council.

Major Inputs

A total of eleven professionals and one non-professional employee

were assigned to the program. The capital outlays were largely for staff

preparation (video-tape equipment and electric typewriters).

Evaluation

The program was evaluated at the end of the first year by the
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Florida State Education Department. It found the following major strengths:

a) Use of special curriculum and materials
b) Parental involvement
c) Receptivity of teachers to criticism and suggestions
d) Positive changes in teachers' roles and attitudes
e) High morale and enthusiasm of teachers, staff members and

pupils
f) Pupils actively involved in choosing and evaluating own

learning activities
g) Effective use of individual and small group instruction

The weaknesses were listed as these:

a) Tendency for kindergarten teachers to regress to more
comfortable roles

b) Limited work space for kindergarten teachers
c) Late arrival of videotape equipment hindering sample

collection of classroom behavior for evaluation purposes
d) Limited involvement of parents in two of the centers
e) Parent educators' schedules do not permit sufficient time

for home visits
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HOLMES COUNTY BOARD OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

Bonifay, Florida

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

The Reading Program in Holmes County, Florida is an important

part of its Title I Project. The latter also includes enrichment in art

and music; supportive services in health, guidance, and speech; additional

teaching materials; and a summer school program.

Purpose

READING PROGRAM

The purpose of the Reading Program is given as improvement of

competence of school staff in the teaching of reading.

Target Population

The target population consisted of 452 disadvantaged (low income)

elementary school pupils and approximately 500 from the secondary schools.

Of the total number served about 94 percent were white and 6 0 percent Negro.

Distinguishing Features

The program was directed by a reading specialist employed to

coordinate the program. Specialized materials and equipment were used to

improve reading instruction and teachers were introduced to current trends and

research, techniques and methods, in the instruction of reading. They re-

ceived this inforation through worzshops, discussion groups, and the ser-

vices of the county reading coordinator.
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Major Inputs

In addition to a reading specialist on a twelve month basis, a

secretary was employed. The largest inputs were for four reading laboratories,

equipment, and materials.

Evaluation

The California Reading Test, Form W, was administered to 92 of

the participants on September 26, 1968. On May 20 the same number of pupils

were given Form X of the same test. The results

Performing at Grade Level +2.0 or more -
Performing at Grade Level +1.5 to 1.9
Performing at Grade Level 41.0 to 1.4

are summarized below:

Pre Test Post Test

6

3
12

8

11
10

Performing at Grade Level +.8 or .9 4 8
Performing at Grade Level +.6 or .7 5 6

Performing at Grade Level +.4 or .5 4 3

Performing at Grade Level 4-.2 or .3 5 5
Performing at Grade Level +.l or -.1 5 T
Performing at Grade Level -.2 or .3 h 3

Performing at Grade Level -.4 or .5 8 h

Performing at Grade Level -.6 or .7 10 4

Performing at Grade Level -.8 or .9 5 5

Performing at Grade Level -1.0 to 1.4 10 8
Performing at Grade Level -1.5 to 1.9 5 3
Performing at Grade Level -2.0 or more 6 7
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BIG RAPIDS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Big Rapids, Michigan

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

The Pre school and Follow Through Program represents the total

compensatory education program in the district. All of the district

Title I, ESEA allocation has been earmarked for the program.

PRE SCHOOL AND FOLLOW THROUGH PROGRAM

Purpose

The objective of the program is to provide pre school experience

for children who have a readiness age two to three years behind their peers,

in order to make up the deficiencies before the regular school term begins.

Target Population

Children are selected to participate in the summer, pre school

session based on the results of a pre test and the economic and educational

level of the parents. Based on these factors, 45 children were selected to

participate in the summer portion of the program.

Distinguishing Features

The program is a multi -stege operation, beginning with a six week

summer school and a regular school year follow through program. Children in

the summer program attended classes in the morning, five days a week, for six

weeks. The program consists of story reading and telling, art, music, and

physical activities in order to develop reading and mathematics readiness.

The follow tbroubh program during the regular school year consists
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of counselor aides working with the youngsters. For those students who

have completed a year of kindergarten and are below grade level a transi-

tion class is provided in the summer session.

A third stage of the program is a "Mothers Club." The purpose of

the club is to change parental attitudes toward education and child care

techniques.

Major Inputs

During the summer session the major input was staff. Five class-

room teachers, one guidance counselor, and three counselor aides are as-

signed full time during the six wee:t session. The supporting staff consists

of five bus drivers and one custodian. Expenditures for instructional sup-

plies and equipment are not a major cost factor.

Evaluation

Pre tests were administered on May 12, 1969. Post to is were ad-

ministered on July 23, 1969. For 34 pre kindergarteners, the Pintner-

Cunningham Primary Form A test showed an average mental age gain of one year,

four months - from 3.3 to 4.7. Using the Stott-Foresman Reading Test, fifteen

first graders showed a gain from a score of 60.8 to 69.6 out of a possible

100 points. Eight students in the transition kindergarten class showed a

gain on this same test from a score of 57 to 68.

Subjective evaluation consisting of questionnaires and classroom

teachers' evaluations were also used.
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Mr. 0. W. Block
Mrs. M. Denison



C124

DETROIT PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Detroit, Michigan

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

Detroit offers a variety of programs for disadvantaged pre

school age children. These include a Pre School Program, Head Start,

Follow Through, and the Basic Reading Demonstration Project. The district

offers two programs primarily for elementary students, namely the Communica-

tion Skills Center Project and the Butzel Project. Programs for junior and

senior high school students include In-School Junior and Senior High Work

Training and Job Upgrading, Senior Intensified Program, Career and Guidance,

Upward Bound, National Teacher Corps, Project Diploma, Continuing Education

for Girls, and Outdoor Education and School Camping.

COMMUNICATION SKILLS CENTER PROJECT1

Purpose

The objectives of the program are 1) to increase reading achieve-

ment as measured by standardized tests; 2) to increase language skills.

Target Population

The criteria used to select students for participation in the

project were:

1. One or more years retarded in reading achievement
1. One or more years retarded in mathematics achievement
3. Om or more years of the following attendance problems

a. a minimum of 20 days' absence per semester
b. a minimum of 20 days' tardiness per semester
c. a minimum of 10 unexcused class absences per semester

IHawkridge, o/). cit. (1968), P. 284.
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4. One or more years over-aged in grade placement
5. One or more police contac:,3 and/or record(s)
6. Three or more school counselor or principal contacts for

disciplinary action
7. A member of a low income family as determined by the

O. E. O. sliding scale of family income
8. Referral from an institution for neglectd or delinquent

children or past attendance in such an institution

At least three of the criteria had to be met before a :student re-

ceived remedial instruction.

Out of a total of 170 students selected approximately 67 percent

were below average in I. Q., and approximately 20 percent had an I. Q. be-

low 75.

Distinguishing Features

The students attended the remedial reading center for an hour each

day, four days a week. The center was comprised of four portable classrooms,

three used for instructional purposes, and one used for administration and

diagnosis. Instructional groups rarely exceeded eight students. The students

were transported from the sending school to the center and returned by bus.

nlatlIlEaLE

The major input in the program was personnel. The certified per-

sonnel assigned to the program included one diagnostician-in-charge (Ad-

ministrator), one psychologist, one social therapist, and six remedial read-

ing teachers.

Large capital expenditures were incurred at the time of the pro-

gram's inception for classroom furniture, typewriters, bookcases, and other

standard items. Special instructional equipment purchased for exclusive use

in the program included language masters and filmstrip projectors.
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Evaluation

The following table shows average gains made by the students in

the program based on pre and post test results for the two semesters of

1968-1969. There was no control group for comparison purposes.

Gain Reading Gain

Vocabulary in Comprehension in

Grade Pre Test Post Test Months Pre Test Post Test Months

3 1.69 2.15 4.6 1.62 1.97 3.5

4 2.11 2.62 5.1 2.15 2.57 3.8

5 2.87 3.53 6.6 2.59 3.37 7.8

6 2.88 3.66 7.8 2.34 3.70 13.6
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GRAND RAPIDS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Grand Rapids, Michigan

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

A total of twenty-one compensatory education programs were in

existence during 1968-1969. Thirteen are financed under Title I, ESEA.

The remaining eight are financed by EOA, other ESEA funds, state funds, and

Civil Rights Act Title IV funds. The programs provide for librarians and

librarian aides, pre school, tutors, nurses, consultants, neglected or

delinquent children, in-service education, summer school, Head Start, Adult

Basic Education, Youth Corps, night school and para-professionals. Approxi-

mately 73 full time teachers are involved in the program affecting 12,490

students. Approximately 523 non-professionals are employed in the pro-

grams on & full or part time basis.

COLLEGE FIELDS PROGRAM

Purpose

Academic goals are (1) to raise the pupil's achievement level

within two years of his grade placement in reading, mathematics and spelling;

(2) to raise the pupil's achievement level at least one grade level in a four

month period and (3) that academic assignments be completed with at least 80

percent accuracy 100 percent of the time.

Social objectives are (1) that the descriptive behavior for which

the referral was made shall cease to be observable, (2) that the pupil shall

be in his home by 10:00 p.m. on school nights, and (3) that the frequency

with which the pupil makes contact with delinquency officers (juvenile court,
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police, etc.) shall decrease.

Other objectives are (1) that the pupil's attendance record

shall improve and (2) that graduates of the program shall remain in school.

Target Population

Children displaying overt symptoms of maladjustment to school

and society behavioral standards were selected for participation in the

program. Referrals were made by the principal or the court through the

personnel department. In the 1968-1969 school year, sixty -three students

participated in the program grades 8-10.

Distinguishing Features

Rented facilities are employed to house the program. Five rooms

are included in the rental complex. Full time instructors provide a

specialized program of instruction for the participants. Numerous tech-

niques are used. All of them stress positive reinforcement, i.e., en-

couraging the desired behavior rather than punishing unwanted behavior. A

noon meal is provided each of the students.

Major Inputs

The major input was staff. Three classroom teachers were assigned

full time to the program. The other inputs were transportation, rental of

facilities, and food service.

Evaluation

Of the program graduatel, there is a 33 percent success rate in the

regular school program. The program raised eleven students' grade levels
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by two years, and twenty-five students' grade levels by one year. The

percentage of boys who have continued and stayed in the program is 60.

The curfew rate was 80 percent (all boys are in 10:00 p.m., 80 percent

of the time). The attendance rate was 82 percent.
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YPSILANTI PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Ypsilanti, Michigan

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

The total compensatory program in Ypsilanti includes programs

serving disadvantaged students from pre school through high school. The

Pre School Curriculum Demonstration Project and the Ypsilanti Carnegie

Infant Education Project serve pre school children. The supplementary

Kindergarten Intervention Program (SKIP) is a supplemental program for

kindergarten. Middle Cities Program is aimed at elementary :7tudents arid

the Remedial nsading Program is for elementary and junior high students.

The Personalized Educational Progrpm (PEP) is for potential junior high

school drop-out students.

Purpose

PRE SCHOOL CURRICULUM DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

There are two objectives of the Projecc. They are:

1. To offer a pre school designed to ameliorate the educational
deficits of the disadvantaged pre school child.

a. To assess three curricula, each designed to improve
the disadvantaged child's socio-psychological state as
measured by standardized evaluation procedures.

b. To effectively alter and improve the disadvantaged
mother's child rearing practices which have been found to
be a basic source in creating intellectual deficits for
the disadvantaged child.

2. To document and disseminate the procedures employed by the
pre school personnel.

a. To identify procedures and produce materials which document
the effective assets of each curriculum style.
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b. To effectively communicate and disseminate the documented
information through 1,I,e use of the entire range of
information services - visitations, conferences, lectures,
published materials, mailed materials, etc.

aEgstpopulation

The index of cultural deprivation us3d to determine elegibility

has three components:

1. The father's occupation is rated on a four point scale rang-
ing from unskilled work to skilled work. If no father is
present, the mother's occupation is used.

2. The number of years of education completed by both mother
and father is averaged, or, in the case of only one parent,
the total number of years of education completed is used.

3. Density in the home is calculated by dividing the number of
rooms in the home by the number of people in the home; this
ratio is then multiplied by one half to give this third
component half the weight of the other two components.

"Score" distributions for each of these components are roughly standardized

by dividing each component by its standard deviation. These scores are then

totaled for each family to give its cultural deprivation index.

The children of families scoring at or below the cutoff point of

the cultural deprivation index are then given the Stanford-Binet intelligence

(I. Q.) test, and their score on this is the second criterion of acceptance.

Those testing as educably mentally retarded (usually an I. Q. of less than

85) can be accepted into the program; the only stipulation is that there be

no major organic factor apparent in their diagnosed retardation. The childrer,

chosen are divided equally according to race, sex, and age. They are randomly

assigned to the three demonstration programs. There are about sixteen childre

in each program.
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Distinguishing Features

Two small one-room school buildings are used for the Project.

They have been remodeled with carpeting, acoustical tile, central heat, and

one observation room with one-way mirrors and a sound system.

There are three different curriculum styles in use with three

groups of children. They are: 1) the Cognitively Oriented curriculum,

2) the Language Training curriculum and 3) the Traditional Nursery curricu-

lum. The Cognitively Oriented curriculum is a structured curriculum organ-

ized around cognitive goals derived from Piaget. The Language Training

curriculum is a task-oriented curriculum employing many techniques of

foraign languages training programs and includes arithmetic and reading. The

Traditional Nursery school curriculum is, by its name, the traditional method

utilizing unit teaching about general concept13 with close attention given to

the individual emotional and social needs.

The home "curriculum" content is based on the curriculum style the

child is experiencing. The teachers, working in the home, train the mother

to support the cognitive growth of her child with special attentLon given to

the mother's teaching style, language patterns and child management techniques.

Major Inputs

The major input to the program was staff. Each of the three classes

had two teachers and one teacher aide. Supporting services included one dir-

ector, part time, and the full time services of an assistant director, cur-

riculum writer, curriculum supervisor, assistant supervisor, audio-visual

specialist, teacher trainer, research assistant, custodian, bus driver, and

two secretaries.
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When the program was initiated large non-recurring capital

expenditures were made for building renovation and equipment.

Evaluation

Evaluation for 1968-1969 was not available for dissemination.

The evaluation of the program that was available was based on pre and post

test results for 1961-1968. The Stanford-Binet Test was used. The post

testing was performed in June 1968 after two years of pre schoo. The re-

sults for four year olds is summarized in the following table.

UNIT Cognitive Language
(N-8) (N-11) (N-8)

Pre Test 76.4 75.3 73.9
Post Test 94.1 98.6 98.2
Change 17.6 23.4 24.4

The results for three year olds is summarized in the following

table. The post testing was performed in June, 1968 after one year of

pre school.

UNIT
(N-8)

Cognitive
(N -11j

Language
(N-8)

Pre Test 73.6 82.7 84.4
Post Test 101.1 110.7 114.6
Change 27.5 28.0 30.2
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BUFFALO PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Buffalo, New York

TOTAL 130MPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

Compensatory educatio% in Buffalo is funded from several sources -

ESEA Title I, 0. E. O., and New York State Urban Aid. The programs extend

from pre school to secondary education and include various projects. All

programs stress individualization, curriculum development and improvement,

community involvement and participation, and the Strengthening of quality

education for every child on every level.

Financed under ESEA Title I are programs entitled Aspire, Early

Push, Enrichment, Opportunity, Remedial Math, Remedial Reading, After School

Plus, and Pupil Personnel. Under O. E. O. Je project Follow Thruugh. Under

State Urban Aid are programs such as Emphasis on Reading, Project PEP (Pro-

gram to Excite Potential), In-service and Curriculum Development.

Purpose

PROJECT EARLY PUSH1

The objectives of the program were:

1. To provide learning experiences for city children which will
enable them to become eventual academic successes, and

2. To create learning environments that will encourage the devel-
opment of positive self-images.

Target Population

The only requirement for entrance into the program is that the

child must be between the ages of 3.9 and 4.9 years and be a resident of the

inner city.

1
Hawkridge, 2E. cit. (1969), p. 59
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Distinguishing Features

The Early Push classroom consists of various interest centers

such as library, housekeeping, art, science, recreational and listening.

The objective is to provide children with meaningful activities under adult

supervision. The teacher is to intensify the quality and quantity of inter-.

action between child and adult. Special equipment used are climbing equip-

ment, large metal mirrors, woodworking benches and a variety of educational

toys.

Parental involvement is an integral part of the program. One or

both parents of 86 percent of the children attended meetings with school

staff during the 1968-1969 school year.

Major Inputs

The major input to the program was staff. Nineteen classroom

teachers and nineteen classroom ailes comprised over helf of the expendi-

tures. Supporting services included two social workers, one psychologist,

two clerks, and two administrators. The next largest input in terms of

expenditure was a snack provided twice daily for each of the children par-

ticipating in the program.

Evaluation

The pre test and post test results for 1968-1969 on the Wechsler

Pre school and Primary Scale of Intelligence are:
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VERBAL TESTS PRE TEST N=62 POST TEST N=60 MEAN DIFFERENCE

INFORMATION 7.6 8.6 + 1.0
VOCABULARY 8.6 8.2 - .4

ARITHMETIC 8.8 9.7 + .9

SIMILARITIES 9.4 10.8 + 1.4
COMPREHENSION 8.1 9.2 + 1.1
SENTENCES 8.8 9.6 + .8

PERFORMANCE TESTS

ANIMAL HOUSE 5.3 8.9 + .6

PICTURE COMPLETION 8.7 9.5 + .8

MAZES 7.9 9.1 + 1.2
GEOMETRIC DESIGN 8.6 9.9 + 1.3
BLOCK DESIGN 9.3 9.3 0.0

Purpose

PLUS AFTER SCHOOL PROGRAM

The objectives of the program were:

1. To help the children of the target area use time not usually
spent in school to improve their abilities in reading and
mathematics.

2. To make ava.,.lable to these children enrichment programs to
develop their skills in these areas.

Target Population

Project children were selected by the principal with the assistance

of the classroom teacher. Achievement test scores and the teachers' estimates

of the child's reading or arithmetic level were used as a besis for selection.

In most cases, referrals were one or more years below grade level.

The children participating in the program were from the city's

target areas. Approximately 75 percent were Negro, 20 percent white and 5

percent Puerto Rican, grades 2-6.

1Hawkridge, E. cit. (1969), p. 113.
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Distinguishing Features

Children in the Program were provided with a remedial and enrichment

program in their schools during after school hours (3:30 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.)

They were taught individually or in small groups. Children attended fifty-one

sessions (three afternoons a week) during a five month period from

December 11, 1968 through May 1, 1969. The program was conducted in twenty-

eight schools for 2,443 children.

Class size was fifteen to twenty students. There was one remedial

reading class and one enrichment class each afternoon the program was in

session. Class periods were of forty-five minutes duration. Subject areas

of instruction were remedial reading, physical education, arts and crafts,

art, science, educational games, music, enrichment study, library and drama.

Evaluation

The evaluation of the program for 1968-1969 was subjective. It

consisted of a questionnaire completed by administrators, teachers, teacher

aides and parents. For an objective evaluation of the 1966-1967 program see

American Institutes for Research (1969), pages 117-118.

Purpose

EXPANDED LANGUAGE ARTS PROGRAM1

The five objectives of the program are:

1. To improve reading achievement of some below-average secondary
students in disadvantaged areas

2. To teach useful writing skills

3. To help pupils acquire a standard dialect

4. To reduce class size for effective individual instruction

1Hawkridge, a. cit. (1969), p. 132.
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5. To provide in-sarvice training with the lim of improving
instruction

Target Population

In 1968-1969, 1600 pupils in five junior and senior high schools in

the Core Area of Buffalo participated in the program. The ages of the partici-

pants ranged from twelve tbrough nineteen. Most of the participants were

pupils enrolled in grades seven through twelve and were from the bottom

third or their classes. They were selected by the guidance counselors and

were those who were in most need of remedial languk..1 arts.

Distinguishing Features

No English class in the program has more than fifteen pupils; many

have less. This small size allows the teachers to give more individual instruc-

tion than they would give in a large class. Three of the participating schools

have oral language laboratories equipped with ten listening booths and a teacher's

console.

Some of the methods used in the teaching of English as a second

language are used by the language lab teachers. They give pupils intensive

practice in the recognition and use of standard forms by means of drills, con-

trastive instruction and a variety of speech experiences designed to develop

control of the standard forms.

Writing skills are also emphasized. Various kinds of writing ex-

periences are provided: expository, descriptive, narrative and argumentative.

In addition, one language laboratory teacher visits each junior and

senior high school in the city. The purpose of the first visit is to explain

some of the differences in the lexicon, sound and structure of the non-standard
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dialect as compared with the standard dialect; and the purpose of the second

visit is to review some problers in speaking encountered by her pupils, lesson

materials designed to eliminate these difficulties, and an evaluation of these

lesson materials.

Major Inputs

The major input in the program was personnel. Employed in 1968-

1969 were twenty classroom teachers, one clerk, an' one administrator for a

total of twenty-two people.

Capital expenditures were incurred at the time of the program's

inception for listening booths, tape recorders, 35 mm and 16 mm projectors,

record players, software for this equipment, aLd furniture such as desks,

chairs and filing cabinets.

Evaluation

The Language portion of the Advanced Stanford Examinations were

administered to the eighth grade students participating in the program en a

pre test and post test basis.

The experimental group consisted of 106 students in extended

language arts classes at one school, and the control group consisted of

thirty-one students selected from one regular English class at another school.

The pre and post test means for both groups were:

Experimental Group_ Control Group

Pre test mean 4.9632 5.7109
Post test mean 5.8839 6.806
Deviation score 0.9207 1.0355
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PLUS READING AND MATH PROGRAM1

Reading: 1. To aid the classroom teacher in achieving the best
reading program for her class;

2. To provide help for the classroom teacher in diagnos-
ing and giving remedial assistance to problem readers;

3. To teach phonetic and word-attack skills, comprehen-
sion, vocabulary improvement, and work and study
habits with small group instruction and to encourage
reading for recreation.

Math: 1. To aid the classroom teacher in achieving the best
mathematics program for her class;

2. To provide help for the classroom teacher in diagnos-
ing and giving remedial assistance to students having
poor achievement in mathematics;

3. To teach nuri...ar concepts and operations and problem
solving through small group instruction and to
improve work and study habits.

Target Population

The pupils in the program came from heterogeneous inner-city

neightorhoods in which the occupations of heads of families varied from un-

°Mlled to professional, with some receiving welfare. Approximately 75

percent of the project pupila were Negro, 20 percent white, and 5 percent

Puerto Rican. The age range was from seven to eighteen years and involved

grades one through eight.

Children were selected for the program by the principal, classroom

teachers, and reading teachers. Achievement and readiness teats were used

as a basis for selection in conjunction with teacher estimates of reading

and math levels. In most cases, referrals were one to two years below grade

level.

A total of 6,148o students were served by the program.

1Ravkridge, 91. cit. (1969), p. 99.
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Distinguishing Features

Classes for primary students were of thirty minutes duration and

forty-five minutes for intermediate ana junior high classes. Class size was

held to six or less students.

The reading and math classes were designed to be corrective rather

than developmental. In reading, emphasis was placed on the use of manipula-

tive materials to give concrete examples of how nuMbers work. Number con-

cepts were discussed rather than learned by rote.

In reading, children were grouped according to their reading

ability. In math, homogeneous grouping was used whenever possible to increase

the efficiency of instruction. One-to-one teacher -pupil relationships

were established to meet the individual needs of particular children.

In reading and math the remedial teachers worked closely with the

classroom teachers in designing a coordinated program of activities.

As each teacher individualized instruction, program content dif-

fered from class to class.

Three other aspects of the program were provided in addition to

the corrective classes. A field trip program was provided for all students

in the program. An art-music-physical education program was provided for

students in grades one through three. A pupil personnel service was pro-

vided for all pupils.

Major Inputs

A total of 218.5 full time equivalent personnel were involved in

the program. These included 128 remedial reading teachers, forty-one math

teachers, six administrators, eight art teachers, two music teachers, eight

librarians, 14.5 guidance counselors, five social workers, two psychologists

and four clerk typists.
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A +:tal of $42,760 was spent for field trips which were provided

for all children in grades one through eight. A total of $13,413 was spent

for admissions on these field trips.

In previous years books, film strips, and other supplies had been

purchased for the programs.

Evaluation

No objective evaluation wag performed in 1968-1969. For previous

evaluation, see American Institutes for Research (1969), p. 99.
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COBLESKILL CENTRAL SCHOOLS

Cobleskill, New York

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

All of the district compensatory education programs offered during

1968-1969 were funded under Title I, ESEA. The improving Educational Op-

portunities for Children from Low Economic Level program included a summer

Pre school Program, a Guidance Program during the regular school year, and

a Mentally Handicapped program grades 2-6.

Purpose

IMPROVING EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES

The objectives of the pm ram are:

1. To offer each child the opportunity to progress scholastically
at his own best pace in order that he may develop adequacy and
competence at his highest possible level in the basic skills.

2. To promote his physical veil being and develop his personal
health habits so he may function at his best physically.

3. To foster the use of the basic rules for optimum mental and
emotional health.

h. To provide as many cultural and social opportunities as possible
so that he may function as an acceptable member of his school
and community.

5. To give special emphasis to principles of character development.

6. To lay a foundation for occupational skills in the elementary
division and to actively seek beginning occupational experiences
as soon as the child is capable.

Ta get Population

The program was designed for educable mentally retarded children

with low economic family backgrounds, grades 7-12.
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Criteria used for selecting students were: 1) An intelligence

quotient between 50-75; 2) AID for Dependert Children data; and 3) Poor

school performance. Fifteen students participated in 1968-1969.

Distinguishing Features

The program i3 a continuation of a program started in 1965. It is

conducted during regular school hours with no special attempt being made at

segregating the students from the rest of the school, other than assigning

them to the same classroom. The classroom was specially equipped for use by

the class and included a variety of instructional audio and visual aids.

Instruction included spelling, mathematics, English, social studies, science,

and reading.

Major Inputs

The major input was staff. One full time teacher and one part time

teacher aide were assigned to the program. In the first year of the program

(1965) large non-recurring expenditures were made for equipment and supplies.

Evaluation

The evaluation was based on the results of the Metropolitan Achieve-

ment Test Elementary Battery, Form A. Of the fifteen children participating

in 1968-1969, six participated in both 1967-1968 and 1968-1969. The average

increase in grade equivalent between these two years for the six students was .37.
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BOARD OF EDUCATION OF THE CITY CF NEW YORK

New York, New York

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

Budgets for supplementary city school programs funded by the

federal and state government totaled approximately $178 million during

1969-1970. Most of the projects funded focus on assistance to economically

disadvantaged pupils in poverty areas. There are more than 500 specially

funded programs underway. The majority of the ftinds, $108 million, are

forthcoming under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. The New York

State Urban Education Program provides 56.5 million and miscellaneous sour2es

provide the balance of 13.5 million.

The Homework-Helper Program selected for study is funded pri-

marily unler SEA I, with some funds provided by New York State under its

Urban Education Aid program.

rumps.

HOWORK HELPER PROGRAM1

The objectives of the program are:

1. To encourage high school students to remain in school
(through economic aid).

2. To present a new opportunity for these high school and
college students to achieve success.

3. To motivate high school students toward improved academic
achievement.

4. To expose high school students to a tutorial experience at an
age still yonng enough for them to choose teaching as ft career.

NINNW MINMNP.M. MOM Ow ANYMMWin 0...WWWWONNOW.M.N.Y.N. MO. WYNN/Y.. S.

)Havkridge, 92,.. cit. (1968), p. 133.
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5. To proNlde individual assistance to elementary, junior high,
and senior high school pupils in need of help with basic
skills.

6. To provide models for the elementary, junior and senior high
school pupils, possibly increasing their aspirations for
school success.

7. To promote integration through tutor-pupil assignments and
activities.

Target Population

Pupils to be tutored were selected by their teachers and super-

visors on the basis of their need for the development of independent work

habitn and study skills as well as on the basis of reading retardation.

During 1968-1969 approximately 4500 elementary students participated in the

program. Approximately 1500 secondary pupils were employed as tutors to

riork with the students. Tutors were selected on the baste of recommendation

from their guidance counselors and such criteria as attendance, parental per-

mission, grades, and geographic proximity to the Homework Helper Centers.

Distinguishing

Tutors from the 10th, 11th and 12th grade level worked with students

from the upper elementary grades that were functioning below grade level.

There were approximately 100 Homework Helper Centers in operation during

1968-1969. Each ..enter is staffed by one regularly licensed master teacher

snd one to three school aides. Each center is located in an elementary school

and rases two or more of its regular classrooms, and in some cases, its library

and laboratory facilities.
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Tutorial classes are held in the participating schools Monday

through Thursday from 3:00 to 5:00 p.m. The sessions begin with a snack.

Then comes a forty minute period of help in homework assignments and

improving study skills. The balance of the time is devoted to reading or

other academic subjects.

Major Inputs

Approximately 1500 tutors were employed at a salary range of

$1.50 to $2.00 per hour. The tutors were supervised by approximately 100

master teachers employed on an hourly rate basis. The other expenditures

for supplies and materials were email in terms of the total expenditures

of approximately $1.2 million.

Evaluation

During 1969 two separate evaluations were made of programs located

in two districts. Both studies were based on interviews, observations, and

questionnaire surveys, For earlier evaluations see American Institutes for

Research (1968, p. 133).
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ROCHESTER CITY SCHOOLS

Rochester, New York

TOTAL COMNSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

Rochester offers a variety of compensatory education programs

for disadvantaged children funded under Title I, ESEA. Some of the larger

ones in terms of the inrMber of students served are: Elementary School

Counseling, Instructional Materials Center, Remedial Reading, Field Trips,

Strengthening Basic Literacy in an Inner-City High School, Inter-City Audio

Visual Bus Trip for Educationally Deprived Children, Speech and Hearing

Therapy, and English as a Second Language.

The World of Inquiry School is one of nine components of Project

Unique. It is funded under Title XII, ESEA for a period of three years

(September, 1967 - June, 1970). The other components are:

Purpose

1. Community Resources Council
2. Community Teachers
3. Teacher Internship
h. Storefront School
5. Urban Education Major
6. School Parent Advisors to the Neighborhood
7. Clearing Route for Student Aid
8. Urban Suburban Transfer Plan

WORLD OF INQUIRY ;CHOOL

The objectives of the School ar f-lir in number. / are:

1. To make available through demonstration, aspects of the
World of Inquiry's innovative program - 1) to demonstrate
the educational and social value of a rulti-aged, non-
graded, multiachievement level student population, 2) to
demonstrate the openness and positive attitudes towards
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change on the part of World of Inquiry pupils that result
from the presence of open interest areas within the school,
and 3) to demonstrate the benefits of a multi-racial staff
and faculty.

2. The implementation of teacher growth through active partici-
pation in all parts of the program - 1) to utilize the human
and cultural resources of the community as they relate to
the individual and group needs of the school community, 2)
to utlaise non-traditional curricula materials and methods
for measuring these materials and procedures and 3) to be
responsive to children's progress or to their lack of it.

3. To promote effective human interactions - 1) to promote
continuous progress for each student by means of a vide
variety of resources and materials, and 2) to promote an
emotional climate in the classroom most conducive to learning.

J. To maximize the child's growth potential - 1) to provide
opportunities for spontaneous :earning which is both more
interesting and lasting, 2) to provide opportunities for
hiiman interaction that will improve racial attitudes on the
part of whites and non-whites, 3) to provide opportunities
for children to engage in activities that will improve oc-
casions for human interaction that will strengthen the
child's social feeling and heighten his self-image, and 4)
to provide opportunities for children to encounter situations
that will develop their decision-making skills.

Target Population

Admittance to the World of Inquiry School is by application. The

parent(s) secure an application blank, and submit it to the school. Ability

is not a criterion for selection of students.

The criteria for selecting students are:

1. Half boys and half girl.

2. Approximately equal numbers of children at each age level
from three to eleven years old

3 Racial distribution of 56 percent Caucasian, 36 percent Negro,
5 percent Puerto Rican, and 3 percent others (Oriental, Indian,
etc.)
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4. An economic (parental income) distribution of 25 percent
$0 to $6,999, 50 percent $7,000 to $11,999, and 25 percent
$12,000 and up.

In addition to the above a geographic distribution of students

is attained by following the following criteria:

1. central city - 30%
2. middle city - 30%
3. outer city - 20%
4. suburban - 20%

During the 1968-1969 school year, 150 students age three to eleven were

enrolled fn the school.

Distinguishing Features

The students are placed in non-graded, multi-aged, multi-racial

groups. As of September 1, 1968 the arrangement of the students were:

sixteen children ages three and four in the nursery, forty children ages

five through eight (plus one three year old) in 2 Primary Family Rooms,

fifteen children ages six through eight in a Primary Intermediate Family

Room, thirty children ages four through eleven in 2 Family Rooms, and fifty

children ages seven through twelve in 2 Intermediate Family Rooms.

Non-graded classet and a continuous progress instructional program

provide the setting for the curriculum. Basic instruction in reading and

arithmetic is provided to "family" groups. Selection by the student with

consultation and consent from the staff from nine interest areas complete

the student's curriculum. Interest areas are art, industrial art, social

studies, music, mathematics, science and physical education. As there are

no grades or report cards, reporting is done via parental conferences.
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Major Inp4ts

Staffing consists of fifteen classroom teachers and ten teacher

aides. In addition, the services of a guidance counselor, a librarian. a

media-resource advisor, and an audio-visual person are available.

Evaluation

Seventeen six year olds were administered the Primary I Battery

of the Metropolitan Achievement Tests at the end of the year. The median

results weret Word Knowledge 2.7, Word Discrimination 3.1, Reading 3.0,

and Arithmetic 2.5.

For nineteen oeven year oldti the mean results of Primary II

Battery were Word Knowledge 4.9, Worn Discrimination 4.6, Redding 4.4,

Spelling 4.2, and Arithmetic 3.9.

For seventeen third graders the median results on the Elementary

Battery were Word Knowledge 5.0, Word Discrimination 5.3, Reading 4.3,

Spelling 4.9, Language 4.2, Arithmetic Computation 4.1, and Arithmetic

Concepts and Problem Solving 4.6.

Acknowledgements

Dr. Herman Goldberg, Superintendent
Mr. Robert Baker
Mr. Clayton DeLong
Mr. Arthur Friedman
Mr. Lander
Mr. Williom Pugh
Dr. Paul Reason
Mr. Gerald Weiner



C152

SYRACUSE PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Syracuse, New York

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

In 1968-1969 Syracuse had thirty-three programs for disadvantaged

students. Some of the major ones were, Self-Esteem curriculum, Integration,

Project Opportunity, Head Start, and the program included in this study,

Individualized Instruction in a Prototype School.

Purpose

INDIVIDUALIZED INSTEUCTION IN A PROTOTYPE SCHOOL (IIPS)

One elementary school (Porter) was set up to give individualized

programmed instruction in the following areas:

'. Science 1 and 3
2. Reading K-3
3. Mathematics 1-6
4. Across Discipline Program - Pre primary

Target Population

The Porter school is located in the inner-city. All of its 690

pupils are included in the program with no screening since the school quali-

fies for Title III funds under ESEA.

Distinguishing Features

The program is an attempt to apply a systems approach to engineer

a working instructional system. The system is to be tested between September

1968 and June 1971.
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1. Science: The AAAS material is combined with team planning
to test the viability of team planning with individualiza-
tion.

2. Reading: The SRA primary reading emphasizing linguistics,
decoding and listening skills.

3. Mathematics: The Appleton - Century - Croft curriculum is
used in grades 2-6.

4. Across - Disciplines Program: Pre primary auditory percep-
tion, visual - motor - coordination, visual perception,
tactile perception, and classification.

Major Inputs,

The additional personnel assigned to the school included 2 1/2

teachers, a part time audiovisual technician, twelve classroom aides, a

secretary aide, a part time director, and a part time psychologist. The

equipment is for listening centers and kits produced by the various program

originators.

Evaluation

The experimental Porter School is compared with the "control"

Frazer School. The results are indicated below for the California Achieve-

ment Teets - Reading and Arithmetic, grades 1 and 2, June, 1969, in terms

of mean grade equivalents:



0154

Reading Arithmetic
Porter Frazer Porter Frazer

Grade 1 1.7 2.0 1.7 1.7

N= (93) (54) (97) (56)

Grade 2 2.2 2.8 2.5 2.9

N= (88) (57) (84) (57)

The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Reading and Arithmetic were

given in grades 3-6. The mean grade level scores for grades 3 and 6 for

the two schools in June, 1969 were:

Reading Arithmetic

Grade 3 3.3 3.1 3.7 3.7

N= (80) (73) (80) (73)

Grade 6 6.2 5.8 6.4 6.4

N= (83) (53) (83) (53)
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Austin, Texas

TOTAL COMPENCATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

The major thrust of Austin's compensatory education program iu

in the area of remedial reading. However, the district does provide

several other supporting programs for the disadvantaged. These Include a

Head Start Program, pre school instructional program for non-English speak-

tng children, before and after school study assistance centers, tutoring

service,,, and special projects aimed at individualizing instruction in

grades one through six.

Purpose

REMEDIAL READING PROJECT

The program has two objectives:

1. To improve the readinb achievement of educationally disad-
vantaged children.

2. To increase the retention rate at the elementary school level.

Target Population

The program was provided for 1700 students six to thirteen years of

age. They were selected on the basis of the results of Metropolitan Reading

Achievement Tests. Many of the children were from bi-lingual homes, or from

homes where non-standard English is spoken. The sixteen elementary schools

involved were eligible for Title I ESEA support.

Distinguishing Feature s

Special reading teachers are placed in grades one through three in
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the ratio of one to 4.75 regular homeroom teachers, and in grades four

through six in the ratio of one to 5.5 regular homeroom teachers. Special

reading teachers emphasizing basic reading skills spend two periods a day

in each primary class and one period a day in each intermediate grade.

major Inputs

The major input was personnel. Forty-nine reading teachers,

sixteen guidance lounselors, sixteen home visitors, cne technician, 5.5

secretaries, sixteen classroom aides, one reading supervisor, and one half

time admlnistrator were assigned to the program. Capital outlay included

listening stations, television receivers, projeotors and copying mcehines.

Evaluation

Pre and post tests war administered in Septe&er and May. They

were the various forms of the Metropolitan Achievement Tests. The results

are summarized below.

Grade Pre Test Mean Post Test Mean Change

2 1.7 2.4 0.7

3 2.4 3.1 0.7
4 3.1 3.7 0.6

5 3.6 4.1 0.5
6 4.4 5.o 0.6
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BRENHAM INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Brenham, Texas

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

The district's compensatory education program effort.was concen-

trated in one Title I ESEA program encompassing Language Skills Development,

Science, Social Stvdies and Mathematics.

LANGUAGE SKILLS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

PElps e

This program is designed to provide additional teact-cas and aides

to enable the educationally deprived children.to have more individualized

instruction in a regular classroom situation.

Target Population

The program was provided for 1551 pupils ages six through fifteen.

All were from low socio-econowic areas. The majority of the students were

Negro-Americans (1031) who had been absorbed by the district since 1960,

through centralization with small rural schools. There were also 492 Anglo-

:Imericans and twenty-eight Mexican-Americans in the group.

Distinguishing Features

Since the students came from poor environments, the school

attempted to give basic education and cultural experiences which were lacking.

The teaching methods did not differ from the other self contained classrooms

but the amount of individual instruction in the areas of language skills de-
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velopment, science, social studies and mathematics was increased.

Major Inputs

Nine clastroom teachers, fourteen teacbar aides, three secre-

taries, two nurses, one attendance teacher, one guidance counselor, and

one administrator were assigned' to the program. The capital outlays were

largely for student visual and auditory aids such as film and filmstrip

projectors, listening stations and. record players.

Evaluation

The students were.. tested with the California AchieveMent Test

using different forms for pre test and post tests. The pre tests were

administered in September or October and the post tests were given in

April or May. In the following table the class mean is given in grades two

thrc%igh Aix.

Grade
Reading Arithmetic Language

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

2 1.8 2.5 1.7 2.3 2.1 2.9
3 2.8 3.5 3.1 3.6 2.9 3.6
4 3.6 4.5 4.2 5.0 3.7 4.6

5 II.6 5.2 5.0 6.0 4.2 5.6

6 4.9 5.6 5.8 6.5 5.4 6.0
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GALENA PARK INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Galena Park, Texas

TOTAL. COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

In 1968-1969 Galena Park,had five programs for the disadvantaged.

Four were federally financed and the fifth was funded locally. Of the fed-

eral programs, the program that had the largest.budget.was the Remedial Read-

ing Program for 450 primary and intermediate students. The other programs

were designed to strengthen library resources, guidance and testing, instruc-

tion in science, mathematics, modern foreign language, history, geography,

civics, economics, English and reading. The locally funded program, Small

Classes, is for students who are educationally disadvantaged when they enter

the first grade.

SMALL CLASSE3

Purpose

The small classroom project is designed to identify those students

who would not normally be able to progress in the regular classroom and give

them the remedial help that they need in the first three years of school.

Target Population

A pre school clinic is established in the Spring in various schools

and churches around the district to administer a screening test for proper

grade placement. The test was developed locally and is administered by teams

of professional and volunteer help. The test has three parts. Part I con-

tains ten questions dealing mainly with arithmetic. Part II is to reproduce
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simple pictures printed on 3x5 cards. Part III is to draw a person. The

average I. Q. of students participating in the program was 94, and the

average for the school district was 103. However, I. Q. was not a criterion

for pupil selection.

The program was provided for 410 students six to ten years of age.

Most of the students were from low socio-economic areas.

Distinguishing Features

The program is distinguished by its early identification of the

disadvantaged child, the group cohesion to allow the child to identify with

a class for an extended period of time, and continual evaluation of his

progress. Using SRA materials, the student is not allowed to progress to

the next series of books, until he has satisfactorily completed the previous

work. The class is maintained at under eighteen students. A close home-

school relationship is estalaishel by visiting teachers spending a large

block of time making home visits and coordinating the efforts of the home

and the school.

Major Inputs

Twenty-six full time classroom teachers were assigned to the

program. A portion of the time of eleven counselors, two speech therapi,ts,

six visiting teacher , eight nurses, two secretaries, five administrators, a

psychologist and a psychiatrist were also allotted. There was not capital

outlay for equipment that was not provided for other primary grades, but

45,000 extra was provided for the SRA Lift nff reading materials.



C161

Evaluation

Tests are administered individually to the students as they

progress through the program. Students are tested in the fourth and fifth

grades. The results are reported below for ninty-three pupils from small

third grade classes in 1967-1968. They were tested on the California

Achievement Battery at the fourth grade level in the fall, of 1968.

Reading

Average Grade Placement
Small Classes . District Averages

Vocabulary 3.5 4.6

Comprehension 3.5 4.4

Arithmetic

Reasoning 4.0 4.6

Fundamentals 4.2 4.4

Language

Mechanics 3.4 4.0

Spelling 3.5 4.0
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WACO INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Waco, Texas

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

During 1968-1969 the district provided a variety of programs

for educationally disadvantaged students funded under Title I, ESEA. At

the elementary level, a follow-through program for first grade children who

had attended federally funded kindergartens and a kindergarten class for non-

English speaking five year olds were offered. In addition, a remedial read-

ing program was provided for children in grades three through twelve. A

program for special education classes is provided for both elementary and

secondary children. At the secondary level subject area specialists have

worked on a project to develop teaching techniques and materials for compensa-

tory education. The focus of this study was on the district's "Catch-Up"

summer program for secondary students.

Purpose

PROJECT CATCH-UP

The objectives of the program are:

1. To change pupils' attitudes toward school and education.

2. To provide opportunities for each student to experience
worthwhile and meaningful success in various activities.

3. To provide every student an opportunity of taking courses
of interest which he is unable to pursue during the regular
term.

4. To lower droi,out rates and improve school attendance.

5. To foster in each student a more positive image of himself
and his worth in society.
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6. To provide every student an opportunity for purposeful
investigation and indivi?ual and group analysis to promote
critical thinking and meaningful learning.

7. To increase each student's expectation of success in the
various school activities.

8. To motivate an improved attitude toward school and the worth
of an education.

9. To provide activities more directly related to present
circumstances.

10. To increase the occupational and educational levels of each
individual student.

11. To provide each student an opportunity to make up for
credit work failed during the regular term.

12. To provide every student an opportunity of strengthening
himself in subject areas in which there are weaknesses.

13. To provide every student an opportunity to enrich his
knowledge of a subject for which he has particular interest
or ability.

Target Population

Factors used in the screening process of applicants for the summer

program were:

1. Academic achievement and age
2. Teacher recommendation
3. Composite achievement test score
4. Family background
5. Communication skills

During the summer of 1969, 350 students from low income families

were enrolled in the program. Of these, 133 were Negro, 84 were Mexican-

Americans, and 133 were white.

Distinguishing Features

The summer program was structured under four major curriculum

headings: Academic, Cultural, Occupational, and Recreational. The program
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lasted for six weeks. The students attended classes six hours per day,

five days per week. Classes and/or workshops vere organized for remedial

reading, language arts, mathematics, physical fitness, arts and crafts,

social studies, natural science, drama, music, occupational orientation,

and use of leisure time. Field trips, hiking, camping, and natur? study

were an integral part of the program.

Major Inputs

The major input was staff. Assigned to the program full time

were twenty-one classroom teachers, two guidance counselors, one social

worker, two nurses, one librarian, three bus drivers, two maids, and four

cooks. The other inputs were for pupil transportation and food service.

Evaluation

Different forms of the Gates Silent Reading Test were administered

on June 5, 1969 and again on July 10, 1969 to students participating in the

program. A comparison group was not used. The table below summarizes the

results.
Number of Students Scorin: Aecordin to National Norms

Number of 25%tile and Below 26- 0 tile 51-75%tile
Gradt Students Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

6 77 30 23 46 52 1 2

7 100 52 38 48 62 0 0
8 73 41 3b 25 32 7 7
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HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Hartford, Connecticut

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

In 1968-1969 Hartford had thirty-six programs for disadvantaged

students. Some of the major ones were Child Development, New Careers,

Higher Horizons "100", Reading Improvement, English as a Second Language,

School Readiness, Negro History, Sphere, Child Development, Learning

Centers, School and Community Work Study, Teacner Corps, Hartford 74, Follow

Through K-1, Martin Luther King - Student Workers, and the two programs

that were included in this study, Project Concern, and Intensive Reading

Instructional Teams.

Purpose

INTENSIVE READING INSTRUCTIONAL TEAMS (IRIT)1

The objective of the program was to reduce. or eliminate potential

reading problems by intensive reading instruction in grade 1.

Target Population

The criteria for pupil selection were:

1. Enrollment in an inner-city school qualifying for ESEA
Title I funding.

2. Teacher recommendations.

J. Kindergarten survey test scores.

Based on the criteria, 250 pupils were referred for IRIT enroll-

1 Havkridge, :it. (1968), p. 150.

MY.
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Distinguishing Features

Three Intensive Reading Instructional Teams provided a compre-

hensive half-day program of reading instruction for a period of approxi-

mately ten weeks. Pupils move from teacher to teacher located at reading

centers at one hour intervals with each teacher specializing in one of the

three instructional areas: 1) decoding area, a code-emphasis approach,

which includes instruction in word analysis and word-attack skills, stress-

ing indiviIualization of instruction; 2) language development area; stress-

ing oral communication and is designed to instill an enjoyment of reading;

3) perception development area; which is desitoed to develop an understand-

ing of basic shapes and forms, and the ability to discriminate visual and

auditory stimuli.

Major Inputs

Staff was the major input. Each of three centers had one reading

specialist ane. two reading teachers. In addition, there was one part time

project director and four clerk typists assigned to the program.

Among the other major outlays were those for language masters,

visual materials, and testing supplies.

Evaluation

Of the three parts of tLe program, only the language development

program was statistically analyzed. The results were measured for the first

and second cycle in two different ways. In the first cycle the Peabody Pic-

ture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) was given as a pre test and the Primary Mental

Abilities (PMA) was given as a post test. The results are shown below:
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COMPARISON OF IRIT MEAN READING GAINS, OCTOBER - DECEMBER 1968 CY

October 1968 December 1968 Mean Difference
Center and Sex PPVT Mean MA SD PPVT'Mean MA SD After 10 Weeks

Emanuel
Boys 5.4 1.3 6.5 .9 1.1
Girls 4.3 .7 6.5 .3 2.2

Ann Street
Boys 5.5 2.2 5.8 .6 .3

Girls 4.7 .9 6.0 .1 1.3
Garden Street
Boys 4.3 .7 5.5 1.7 1.2
Girls 4.9 .9 5.7 1.2 .8

In the second cycle the PMA was given as a pre and post test. The results

are shown below:

COMPARISON OF IRIT MEAN READING GAINS, JANUARY - APRIL 1969 CYCLE

January 1969 April 1269
Mean DifferencePMA Mean PMA Mean

Center and Sex Raw Score SD Rev Score SD After 10 Weeks

Emanuel
Boys 56.6 24.2 94.4 12.9 37.8
Girls 73.7 27.2 101.1 18.3 27.4

Garden Street
Boys 47.7 9.3 58.6 7.2 10.9
Girls 49.8 11.8 58.0 7.0 8.2

1
PROJECT CONCERN

Purpose

The primary objectit:e of the program is to provide equal educa-

tional opportunities for youngsters that live in the inner-city area of

the city. Other objectives are (1) reverse the trend of declining

1
Havkridge, cit. (1968), P. 218.
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achievement and metal ability scores in the non-white schools, (2)

reverse the trend toward a "de facto" dual school system with all white

and all black schools and (3) slow down, stop or reverse the signs of

increasing social problems such as aighr). drop-out rates, increased un-

employment, rising rates of family disintegration and dependence on welfare

payments.

Target Population

The project involved 986 inner-city elementary students in

3968-1969. Students for the program are randomly selected. Selection is

followed in order to insure adequate placement for each youngster by

analysis of promotion cards, teacher conferences, and parent conferences.

Distinguishing Features

A total of 986 inner-city elementary students were transported

from the inner-city to schools that are predominantly white and middle

class. A total of 690 students were transported to 69 suburban public

schools, 95 students to eight suburban parochial schools, 12 students to two

suburban private schools, 164 students to six inner-city public schools and

six students to one inner-city parochial school. A total of 86 schools in

fifteen communities were involved. No less than two students or more than

three students were put in any one classroom.

Para-professionals served in several roles. Some rode buses with

the students, served in a classroom or acted as liaison with the parents.

Hartford paid the tuition for each child sent to public school outside of

its own school system. In addition, for every 25 children bussed to a school

system, Hartford supplied ore supportive teacher and one teacher aide.
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Major Inputs

In 1968-1969, 36.5 full time equivalent teachers and 42

classroom aides were employed. Eleven "bus stop aides" were used

part time.

Evaluation

For previous evaluation see American Institutes for Research

(1968), pp. 226-230, and Thomas W. Mahon, Jr., Project Concern, a Tvo

Year Report (Hartford Public Schools, 1968), p. 57.
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INDIANAPOLIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Indianapolis, Indiana

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

Under Title I, ESEA fourteen compensatory education programs

are offered. They include Remedial Reading, Remedial Mathematics, Ele-

mentary Guidance, Tutorial Reading, Special Education, Teacher Aides,

Social Science, Health Service, Psychological Service, Community Service,

Student Activities, Pupil Transportation, Food Service, and Neglected

Children. In addition, there is a Head Start Program, and a Learning-

Teaching Laboratory designed to facilitate the learning of ninth grade

pupils who are two grades or more behind their expected level.

THE TUTORIAL READING PROJECT1

Purpose

The purposes of the project were 1) to provide individual instruc-

tion in reading as a supplement to classroom instruction in first grade

classes and 2) to obtain information concerning the effectiveness of the

tutoring procedures and the optimum conditions for their use.

Target Population

In 1968-1969 tutoring was provided for a total of 1,711 children.

They were chosen from the lower third of the first grade (predicted from

Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test scores and teachers' judgments). Of

1 Havkridge, 922. cit. (1968), p. 252.
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these, 1,265 were tutored for the entire year. Others, who left school

durinz the year and those who replace: these drop-outs on the recommenda-

tions of teachers, were tutored for part of the year, averaging approxi-

mately one half year, and others were tutored during the summer as shown

below:

Duration of Tutoring Ginn Macmillan Total

Full school year 1132 133 1205
Part of school year 268 50 318
Summer, 1969 128 128

Total 1528 183 1711

Distinguishing Features

The tutorial program for 1968-1969 consisted of two parts. The

major effort was a continuation of the programs for previous years using

the Ginn Tutorial materials and tutoring procedures in thirty-three schools

which used the Ginn Basal Reader Series in their first grade classrooms. In

the remaining six schools, which used the Macmillan Basic Reader Series, the

program served as a try-out of newly devised tutoring procedures which

utilized the Macmillan series and the workbooks which accompany it as tutor-

ing materials.

First grade classroom instruction in reading was supplemented by

one fifteen minute session of programmed tutoring daily. Programmed tutoring

is a technique of individual instruction developed at Indiana University dur.

ing the past nine years and field-tested in several Indiana school systems.

It is a highly structured procedure which can be carried out effectively by

non-professional persons but it is resigned to be maximally sensitive to the



C172

individual learning characteristics of the children who are taught. It

is a teaching technique rather than a set of materials so that the subject

matter taught can be determined entirely by the curricular requirements of

the school system in which it is used.

Major Inputs

The staffing of the program consisted entirely of para-professional

personnel. There vera seventy-eight tutors, a supervisor, and a clerk.

Consultants also were used.

Other inputs such as instructional supplies, equipment, and

travel were minor in terms of their dollar expenditure.

Evaluation

The evaluation of the effectiveness of the tutoring program is

based primarily on comparisons of reading achievement test scores obtained

at the end of the year for comparable samples of tutored and untuto:ed

children. Separate evaluations were made for the Ginn and Macmillan groups.

The table below summarizes the 1969 results for the Ginn Evaluation on the

Metropolitan Achievement Test, Elementary Battery I, Grade 1.

ExPeriekentalControl
M SD M SD

Met. Aeh., Elem. Battery I
(1st Gr.) 52.914 13.78 49.22 14.60
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OVERTON COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD

Livingston, Tennessee

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

The majority of the districts' compensatory education effort is

on the Improve Educational Environment and Cultural Deficiencies of Youth

Program funded under Title I, ESEA. In aldition, the district has a

Title III, ESEA innovative program, and a Rural Education Improvement Project

(RET) supported by private grants.

Purpose

'A EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT AND CULTURAL
DEFICIENCIES OF YOUTH PROGRAM

The objectives of the program are:

1. To improve communication skills such as reading, speaking,
writing, and listening for the disadvantaged child.

2. To enable these under-privileged children to catch up with
children of their age group before they enter first grade.

3. To raise the reeliag level of pupils and to try to determine
the reasons for the deficiency.

4. To provide remedial reading for pupils in grades three through
six.

5. To provide counseling service for all needy children in an
effort to guide them along wholesome paths of development and
in order to help them find a respectable position in life.

Target Population

Participants in the pre school portion of the program were

selected on the basis of results from the Metropolitan Readiness Test.
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The Gates Reading Test was used to select students for par -

tieipetion in the lover elementary remedial reading portion of the program.

The children reading one or more years below grade level were selected to

participate. The Gates Reading Survey Test and the Peabody Vocabulary Test

were used to select 5th and 6th grade pupils for participation in the

remedial reading portion of the program.

Di. tinguishinFeatures

The project encompaased a wide range of services aimed at helping

the disadvantaged child reach grade level. At the pre school level a

kindergarten program was offered for disadvantaged children. rhele vas

close cooperation between this aspect of the program and the R.E.X.P. pro-

gram. The kindergarten program was a full-day session designed to acquaint

the children with school and to give them an opportunity to catch up with

average children in their age group.

At the elementary level (grades 3-6) remedial reading teachers

worked with underprivileged children. Pupils participated at a minimum of

two and one half days per week. Education aides were provided at the ratio

of one aide for every five teachers. In addition, library, counseling, and

music services were provided.

At the secondary level an office occupation teacher was employed

to provide vocational training for deprived pupils. Guidance, music, relief

teachers, and supervisory personnel were Added.

Major Inputs

The major input was staff. Assigned to the program were sixteen
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teachers; 1.25 guidance counselors; two secretaries; 31.5 education aides;

one clerk; one librarian; and one materials supervisor. Expenditures for

supplies and equipment were minor, most of it provided by funds from the

R.E.I.P. program.

Evaluation

The Gates Reading Survey Test, forms MI and M2 were administered

as a pre and post test to 471 students participating in the remedial read-

ing portion of the program, and a control group of 595 students not par-

ticipating in the program. The average pre and post test scores and the

average difference in grade equivalents for both groups in grades four

through six and nine through twelve are shown below.

Program Participants Control Group
Average Average

Grade Pre test Post test Diff. Pre test Post test Diff.

4 2.8 4.0 1.2 3.9 5.0 1.1

5 3.7 4.7 1.0 4.8 5.3 .5

6 4.6 5.9 1.3 6.1 6.9 .8

9-12 6.5 7.4 .9 8.9 9.4 .5
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MILWAUKEE PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Milwaukee, Wisconsin

TOTAL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM

In 1968-1969 Milwaukee had a total of twenty compensatory educa-

tion programs financed under Title I, ESEA in operation during the regular

school year. Thirteen more operated during the summer. I.Lhe regular school

year programs were elementary programs aimed at remedial reading, language

development, English as a second language, special kindergarten program and

outdoor education. Five were secondary programs with emphasis on English

language arts, math, social studies, science and music. Supportive programs

included psychological services, elementary and secondary guidance, social

work, special education, recreation for handicapped children, primary school

special testing and instructional resources. Two non-public school services

included R program in communication skills and homes for neglected and de-

linquent children.

Summer school programs included reading, speech and language ther-

apy, pre kindergarten, English, science, social work, special education, homes

for neglected and delinquent children and guidance programs.

Purpose

THE SPEECH AND LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM1

The objectives of the program were:

1. To improve the verbal and conceptual functioning of kinder-
garten and lower nrimary children who are presenting a
language delay, and

1Hawkridge, 22.. cit. (1968), p. 268.
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2. To improve the self concept and attitude toward school
of the children.

Target Population

During the 1968-1969 school year, the Program served 865 children:

704 in the public schools and 161 in non-public schools. Boys outnumbered

girls at a ratio of approximately three to two. The mean age of the children

was from 6.2 to 6.4 years. The mean I. Q. was between 85.1 and 89.8.

Distinguishing Features

During the first semester, program therapists worked with small

groups of eight children on an intensive basis - 45 minutes per day, four

days per week, for 15 weeks. Another group of children was seen by the

therapists for a similar time block during the second semester.

Using classroom teacher recommendations, results of a language

screening test, and subjective evaluation, therapists ranked the children in

each class as to their verbal ability, highest to lowest. The top 15 percent

of each class was then eliminated since it contained the most verbal pupils.

The lower 85 percent became the parent population from which the treatmen'.

samples were selected.

Major Inputs

The program had thirteen speech therapy teachers, one supervising

teacher, and one clerk typist:. The usual array of furniture and supplies

such as desks, chairs, books, charts, typewriters, paper, crayons and office

supplies, was provided. In addition the teachers utilized such equipment as

language masters, tape recorders, record players, overhead projectors and

slide projectors. Field trips were also provided.
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The expenditures for 1968-1969 for the program totaled $131,150.

Over $100,000 was for salaries. Expenditures for supplies and equipment

totaled $P3,580.

Evaluation

The table below presents the results of the regression analysis

of data on communications skills. These data compared pupils, who received

treatment during the first and second semester in the five-ochool sample,

with a comparison group which received no specialized language training.

N133; X=49; C=84

Criterion Measures R2 ** Adjusted Means

X* C*

Post-Attendance .2200 86.26 85.74

Reading Level .3782 3.34 3.65

Cooperative Primary Test

Listening .2/24 29.84 31.35

Word Analysis .1511 23.77 21"5

*X = experimental or treatment group
C = control or comparison group

**R2= Amount of accountable variability

Purpose

ELEMENTARY READING CENTERS1

In 1968-1969 the goals of the program were:

1Hawkridge, sm. cit. (1968). p. 233.
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1. Develop academic achievement to more nearly approach
the individual's capacit::.

2. Develop a healthy attitude toward education.

3. Develop a healthy mind and body.

Target Population

Student selection was based on a comparison of scores obtained

from standardized tests of intelligence and reading. Preference was given

to pupils from grades three through eight who were approx.1.--tely one year

retarded from their expected reading grade. Priority was given to pupils

who were the most retarded in reading. Flexibility in selection was per-

mitted, depending upon the individual case. The mean I. Q. for pl.mlic

elementary school children participating in the program was 81.4, and for

non-public school children, 94.4. During 1968-1969, 1,085 public and 419

non-public school children were selected for participation in the program.

Distinguishing Features

The Elementary Reading Centers project was composed of two parts.

Remedial and Strengthening Teacher Program served youngsters in grades one

through three. The Elementary Reading Centers served children in grades

three through eight.

The Elementary Reading Centers provided intensive instruction in

reading skills. The main emphasis was placed on reading improvement. Before

proper instruction in reading proceded, the pupil had to have adequate skills

in listening and speaking as these skills preceded the act of reading and

were part of the total communication skills area. Instruction in these area:

was provided when needed.



C18 0

The Reading Centers maintained a close working relationship with

other ESEA Title I projects. The Strengthening and Remedial teacher

evaluated her pupils and recommended to the Reading Center teacher those

pupils in need of additional help once they leave her class. The Reading

Center teacher could refer those pupils with severe reading problems to the

ESEA Reading Clinics. Supportive services of a psychologist, guidance

counselors, and social workers were also employed when deemed necessary.

Parents were invited to visit and participate in the Reading

Improvement Program. The parents observed and worked with their child in

the Reading Center.

Major Inputs

The major input was personnel. Twenty-four remedial reading

teachers and two supervisors were employed full time in the program. Equip-

ment inputs were small in terms of their dollar expenditures. Accoustic

carrels, overhead projectors, tape recorders and SRA labs are examples of

some of the equipment items used.

Evaluation

Participating students and non-participating students from five

sampled elementary schools comprised the treatment and comparison groups for

the inferential study at the elementary level. The analysis was by grade

level. Raw scores on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills Vocabulary and Reading

subtests (criterion measures) were adjusted for initial differences between

groups in I. Q., age, sex, Iowa Tests of Basic Skills Vocabulary and Reading,

pre-report card grades, grade point average, attendance, and a discrepancy

index computed from measured achievement (ITBS-pre) and expected achievement
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(I. Q. and CA).

The table below presents the results of the inferential analysis

of the Reading Center Program.

Grade
N Criterion martd Means

F-RatioX* C* Measures

4 60 221 Iowa Test of Basic Skills .2965 13.49 15.21 3.72

Vocabulary
4 60 221 Reading .3262 17.79 18.75 1.12

5 32 218 Vocabulary .2951 11.26 16.80 15.59*

5 32 218 Reading .?934 22.92 22.60 0.04

6 22 161 Vocabulary .3460 14.45 17.14 2.17

6 22 161 Reading .4A02 21.98 20.56 0.67

7 20 12 Metropolitan ,J8 14.36 14.58 0.01

Achievement Word Knowledge

7 20 12 Reading .6578 10.81 12.90 0.10

1111/
X = Experimental or treatment group

C = Control or comparison group

*Significant at the .05 level

**R2 = The amount of accountable variability

Adjustment Variables:

1. I. Q., sex, age, Iowa Tests of Basic Skills Vocabulary and Reading
Subtests, and Group Membership

2. I. Q., sex, age, Iowa Tests of Basic Skills Vocabulary and Reading
Subtests, Group Membership, Conduct Grades, Attendance, Grade Point
Average, English Grade, Math Grade, Social Studies Grade, and Gap.
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TABLE C-6

ESTIMATED FULL TIME EQUIVALNT PUPILS, TEACHERS,
AND OTHER PROFESSIONAL STAFF FOR SELECTED PROGRAMS, 1968-1969

School System awl Selected Program

Estimated Full Time Equivalents

Pupils Teachers
Other

Professional Staff

Los Angeles 321 10 .1

Oakland 495 32 6.3

Paramount 721 24 2.5

Pomona 133 6 2.1
Redondo Beach 50 3 4.3

Columbia County 127 13 4.0

Dade County 300 8 7.0

Duval County 112 5 1.0

Holmes County 20 1 -0-

Big Rapids 26 3 1.0

Detroit 34 6 3.0

Grand Rapids 34 3 -0-

Ypsilanti 25 6 7.5
Buffalo:

Early Push 298 19 5.0

Plus After School 195 11 4.7

Expanded Language Arts 224 20 1.0
Plus Reading and Math 778 179 35.5

Cobleskill 15 1 -0-

New York City 4500 100 -0-

Rochester 150 15 5.0

Syracuse 690 29 .2

Austin 252 49 33.5
Brenham 225 9 4.0
Galena Park 416 26 4.2

Wacn 350 21 3.0

Hartford:
Project Concern 970 37 2.0
Intensive Reading Instructional Teams 45 6 4.0

Indianapolis 154 -0- -0-

Overton County 397 16 3.3

Milwaukee:
Elementary Reading Centers 150 24 2.0

Speech and Language Development
Center 86 13 1.0
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TABLE C-7

ESTIMATED TEACHERS SALARIES, OTHER PROFESSIONAL STAFF SALARIES,
OTHER CURRENT EXPENDITURES, AND TOTAL CURRENT EXPENDITURES

FOR SELECTED PROGRAMS, 1968-1969

School System and
Selected Program

Teachers
Salaries

Other Professional
Staff Salaries

Cther Current
Expenditures

Total Current
Expenditures

Los Angeles $ 106,112 $ 1,604 $ 84,058 $191,774
Oakland 295,144 70,385 298,152 663,681
Paramount 256,479 34,500 367,349 658,028
Pomona 54,958 22,802 33,296 111,056
Redondo Beach 26,281 45,754 17,453 89,488
Columbia County 107,233 43,224 155,521 305,978
Dade County 72,318 62,741 99,038 234,097
Duval County 32,640 9,918 43,746 86,304
Holmes County 9,583 -0- 6,493 16,076

Big Rapids 11,359 820 14,759 26,938
Detroit 68,700 41,374 47,796 157,870
Grand Rapids 29,268 -0- 31,174 60,442
Ypsilanti 39,722 70,000 54,838 164,560
Buffalo:

Early Push 152,609 52,102 147,586 352,296
Plus After School 97,875 34,426 127,773 260,074
Expanded Language Arts 159,465 13,000 187,126 359,591
Plus Reading and Math 1,495,050 354,791 504,964 2,354,805

Cobleskill 8,160 -0- 11,809 19,969
New York City ND ND ND 1,200,000
Fiochester 152,133 65,034 220,924 438,091
Syracuse 277,740 4,700 364,489 646,929
Austin 318,500 195,950 153,015 667,465
Brenham 59,961 33,888 87,451 181,300
Galena Park 197,600 32,794 101,798 332,192
Waco 12,600 2,400 22,398 37,398
Hartford:

Project Concern 282,227 33,631 947,184 1,263,042
Intensive Reading

Instructional Teams 62,160 54,003 30,130 146,293
Indianapolis -0- -0- 248,466 248,466
Overton County 73,922 20,190 115,254 209,366
Milwaukee:

Elementary Reading
Centers 200,635 24,633 19,063 244,331

Speech and Language
Development Center 100,592 9,130 34,780 144,502
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TABLE C-8

ESTIMATED PUPIL-TEACHER RATIOS, AVERAGE TEACHER SALARY AND
AVERAGE SALARY FOR OTHER PROFESSIONAL STAFF FOR

SELECTED PROGRAMS, 1968-1969

School System and Pupil-Teacher
Selected Program Ratio

Average Teacher
Salary

Average Salary
For Other

Professional Staff

Los Angeles 32.1 $ 10,611 $ 16,040
Oakland 15.5 9,223 11,172
Paramount 30.0 10,687 13,800
Pomona 22.2 9,160 10,858
Redondo Beach 16.7 8,760 10,640
Columbia County 9.8 8,249 10,806
Dade County 37.5 9,040 8,963
Duval County 22.4 6,528 9,918
Holmes County 20.0 9,583 -0-
Big Rapids 7.7 3,786 820
Detroit 5.7 11,450 13,791
Grand Rapids 11.3 9,756 -0-
Ypsilanti 4.2 6,620 11,172
Buffalo:

Early Push 15.7 8,032 10,420
Plus After School 17.7 8,898 7,325
Expanded Language Arts 11.2 7,973 13,000
Plus Reading and Math 4.3 8,352 9,9914

Cobleskill 15.0 8,160 -0-
New York City 45.0 ND -0-
Rochester 10.0 10,142 13,007
Syracuse 23.8 9,745 23,500
Austin 5.1 6,500 5,849
Brenham 25.0 6,662 8,472
Galena Park 16.0 7,600 7,808
Waco 16.7 600 800
Hartford:

Project Concern 26.0 7,628 16,816
Intensive Reading

Instructional Teams 7.5 10,360 13,501
Indianapolis -0- -0- -0-
Overton County 24.8 4,620 6,118
Milwaukee:

Elementary Reading Centers 6.3 8,360 12,317
Speech and Language
Development Center 6.6 7,738 9,130
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TABLE C-9

ESTIMATED CURRENT EXPENDITURE PER FTE PUPIL
BY MAJOR CATEGORIES OF EXPENSE FOR SELECTED PROGRAMS

1968-1969

School System
and

Selected Program

Estimated Current Expense Per FTE Pupil by Major Categori
Teacher
Salaries

Other
Salaries

Total
Salaries

Other Current
Expenditure

Total Curr
Expenditv

Lo'J Angeles $ 331. $ 5. $ 336. $ 262. $ 598.

Oakland 596. 387. 983 357 1,340.
Paramount 356. 299. 655. 258. 913.

Pomona 413. 205. 618. 216. 834

Redondo Beach 526. 1,106. 1,632. 158. 1,790,

Columbia County 844. 982. 1,826. 583. 2,409

Dade Co',Anty 241. 376. 617. 163. 780
Duval County 291. 233. 524. 246. 770.

Holmes County 479. 100. 579. 225. 804,

Big Rapids 494. 380. 874. 297. 1,171.

Detroit 2,021. 1,995. 4,016 628. 4,644.

Grand Rapids 861. 202. 1,063. 715. 1,778.
Ypsilanti 1,589. 3,667. 5,256. 1,326. 6,582
Buffalo:
Early Push 512. 398. 910. 272. 1,182.

Plus After School 502. 532. 1,034. 299. 1,333,

Expanded Language Arts 712. 252. 964. 642. 1,606,

Plus Reading and Math 1,922. 437. 2,359. 668. 3,027
Cobleskill 544. 364. 908. 423. 1,331

New York City ND ND ND ND 267.

Rochester 1,014. 969. 1,983. 938. 2,921,

Syracuse 403. 222. 625. 313. 938
Austin 1,264. 1,028. 2,292. 357. 2,649
Brenham 266. 447. 713. 92. 805

Galena Park 475. 211. 686. 112. 798
Waco 36. 19. 55. 52. 107

Hartford:
Project Concern 291. 26). 552. 750. 1,302
Intensive Reading
Instructional Teams 1,381. 1,558. 2,939. 312. 3,251

Indianapolis -0- 1,387. 1,387. 227. 1,614
Overton County 186. 211. 397. 130. 527

Milwaukee:
Elementary Reading

Center 1,337. 203. 1,540. 127. 1,667
Speech and Language

Development 1,170. 156. 1,326. 354. 1,680
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TABLE C-10

ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES PER FTE PUPIL BASED UPON'AVERAGE TEACHER SALARY
FOR THE SYSTEM WITH OTHER CURRENT EXPENSE ALLOCATED ACCORDING TO

FTE TEACHERS FOR SELECTED 1110GRAMS, 1968-1969

Estimated Expenditure Per FTE Pu
Average Teacher

School System and Selected Program Salary
Other Current

Expense
Total

LAPJUIT1

Los Angeles $ 325. $ 321. $ 646.

Oakland 624. 529. 1,153.

Paramount 267. 314. 581.

Pomona 442. 331. 773.

Redondo Beach 525. 421. 946.

Columbia County 746. 743. 1,489.

Dade County 243. 182. 425.

Duval County 340. 118. 458.

Holmes County 371. 311. 682.

Big Rapids 907. 832. 1,739.

Detroit 1,756. 1,777. 3,533.
Grand Rapids 861. 963. 1,824.

Ypsilanti 2,140. 1,499. 3,639.
Buffalo:

Early Push 566. 583. 1,149.

Plus After School 501. 516. 1,017.
Expanded Language Arts 793. 817. 1,610.

Plus Reading and Math 2,044. 2,104 4,148.

Cobleskill 533. 627. 1,160.

New York City ND ND ND

Rochester 972. 1,418. 2,390.

Syracuse 360. 318. 678.

Austin 1,297. 994. 2,291.

Brenham 246. 187. 433.

Galena Park 486. 289. 775.
Waco 438. 324. 762.

Hartford:
Project Concern 352. 530. 882.

Intensive Reading Instructional Teams 1,233. 1,853. 3,086.
Indianapolis ND ND ND
Overton County 224. 180. 404.

Milwaukee:
Elementary Beading Centers ND ND ND

Speech and Language Development Center ND ND ND
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TAPLE C-23

ESTIMATED COST DIFFERENTIALS BETWEEN THE SELECTED PROGRAM AND
REGULAR SCHOOL PROGRAM PASED UPON ESTIMATED CURRENT EXPENDITURE PER PUPIL

USING ACTUAL TEACHERS SALARIES AND AVERAGE TEACHER SALARY IN SELECTED SCHOOL SYSTEMS
1968-1969

School System and Selected Program Estimated Cost Differentials)

A

Los Angeles .73 .72

Oakland 1.39 1.42
Paramount 1.29 1.14
Pomona 1.26 1.40

Redondo Beach 2.63 2.67
Columbia County 4.10 3.93
Dade County ND 1.18

Duval County 1.51 1.60
Holmes County 1.20 1.05

Big Rapids 2.00 2.70

Detroit 6.48 6.10
Grand Rapids 2.40 2.37

Ypsi1'nti 8.10 8.88

Buffalo: Early Push 1.45 1.49

Plus After School 1.64 1.60

Expandea Language Arts 1.98 2.03

Plus Reading and Math 3.72 3.79
Col:leskill 1.32 1.30

New York City ND NV

Rochester 2.57 2.53

Syracuse 1.14 1.09

Austin 5.70 5.78
Brenham 1.58 1.53

Galena Park 1.49 1.51

Waco .20 ND

Hartford: Project Concern 1.25 1.32

Intensive Reading Instructional Teams 3.12 3.01

Indianapolis 2.45 2.45

Overton County 1.28 1.37

Milwaukee: Elementary Reading Centers 2.54 ND

Speech and Language Development Centers 2.56 ND

'Cost Differential A: Based on actual teachers salaries paid in selected program
and regular school program.

Cost Differential B: Based on average teacher salary paid in the system.

'
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TABLE C-24

ESTIMATED TEACHERS SALARIES PER FTE PUPIL
(USING THE ESTIMATED AVERAGE :,.'GARY FOR THE SYSTEM)
FOR OTHER COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM; AFTER

EXCLUDING THE SELECTED PROGRAMS IN SELECTED SCHOOL SYSTEMS
1968-1969

School System
Estimated Teacher Sala Per E 1311 iFT 1

Other Compensatory Education Programs

Los Angeles $ 136.
Oakland 65.
Paramount' -0-
Pomona2 -0-
Redondo Beach 350.
Columbia County3 -0-
Dade County 591.
Duval County 825.
Holmes County 210.
Big Rapids' -0-
Detroit

337.
Grand Rapids

985.
Ypsilanti 328.
Buffalo 1,587.
Cohleskill2 -0-
New York City ND
Rochester 488.
Syracuse 1,102.
Austin 298.
Brenham' -0-
Galena Park 812.
Waeo

77.
Hartford 2,552.
Indianapolis 54.
Overton County' -0-
Milwaukee VD

'Selected Program represents the total compensatory education program.

2No teachers in other compensatory education programs.

3The other compensatory education program consisted primarily of sui orting
services.


