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education legislation considered in the 93d Congress, instructed the
National Institute of Education (NIE) to conduct a8 study of compen-—
satory education, including compemsatory programs financed by States
and those financed under authority of Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA). That title, the largest Federal
education effort, provided $2 billien in 1976. Most of these funds
were used to improve educational programs for 13w§aéﬁiaving students
in school districts serving children from low-income families.
VSpécifigélly; Section 821 inétfugted NIE to conduct a stugy of
compensatory programs which would:
o Examine the fundamental purposes and effectiveness of compen-
satory education programs
o Analyze the ways of idertifying children in greatest need of
compensatory educaticn
o Consider altermative ways of meeting these children's needs
o Consider the feasibility, costs, and consequences of alternative
means of distributing ?ederal camﬁensétafy education funds
NIE's research is intended to help Conjress during its deliberations
on Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. NIE is required
to examine compensatory education, in general, and to provide Congress
with specific recommendations about the range of possible objectives,

funding methods, administrative techniques, and educational programs..
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‘Introduction

The provisions of Title I and ité various amendments, accompanyving
House and fenate reports, and Congressional debates indicate that Title I
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act has three fundamental
purposes: To provide financial assistance to gchool distriects in
relation to their numbers of low-income children and, Within:thOSE school
districts, to schools with the greatest numbers of low income students;

fund special services for low achieving. children in the poorest

sghaéls, and ; To contribute to the cognitive, emotional, social, or
physical development of participating students. The purpose of this
pa§ér* is to present & research strategy NIE adopted to obtain infor-
mation about what.Title I is accomplishing toward achievement of two
of these goals: the provision of special services and the fostering of
student development.

Section 101 of Title I of ESEA entitled.''Declaration:of .Folicy" is

a statement of the program's funding objectives. This Declaration of

3

olicy states that local educational agencles are required to use Title I
funds "to expand and improve their educatisnal programs by vafieus means...
which contribute éarticularly to meeting the special educational needs

of educationally deprived children." Although the Congressional -
originators of Title I may have differed about the degree to which school
districts sh@gld be restricted in their use of funds, Congress clearly
intended that funds be used for programs targeted on children with special
needs. Section 141 of Title I expanﬁs upon the general‘instfuctiﬂn-

eited in the Declaration of Policy and makes school district eligibility

IThis paper ‘15 based on Evaluating EampensatnryrEduzatimﬂ. An Interim
Report on the NIE Compensatory Education Study which was submitted to

the President and Congress on December 30, '1976.
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for Titlé I grants contingent upon assurances that funds ﬁauid be used

for programs: (1) designed to meet the "special educational needs of
children in school attendance areas having high cﬂneentzatians of igw
income children"; and (2) of "“suffiecient size, scope, and guality to give

reasonable promise of substantial progress toward meeting those needs.”

Thus a fundamental purpose of Title I is: To fund special services for

low achieving children in the poores: schools.

In addition, while neither a definition of the exact nature of the
services to be delivered undaf‘Titla I, nor of educatianally‘disadvantagéa
children were provided, it appears clear that Congress was concarned
with the connection between poverty and low achievement and hoped that
the prnvisi@ﬁ of Title I services in areas with concentrations of poverty
might also help improve the school performance of children in poor areas.
The 1965 House report éggompanying ESEA spoke of the "close réiatianship
between conditions of poverty... and poor academic performance." Moreover,
members of the House Committee on Education and Labor commented in 1974
that compared to the funds allocation purposes of Title I, "the educational
results that are achieved once this aid reaches school districts," are
thé "more important and more frequently discussed fa:etrcf the program."
Nevertheless, the Committee stressed that Title I is not solely a program

to enhance basic skills in reading and mathemat:iecs. Thus, another

pating students.

These .three fundamental purposes of Title I (including funds allocation) -
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all members of Congress. Congressional debates, and even the language

of different parts of committee and conference reports, suggest that
Members of Congrass differ over the relative importance of the respective
purposes. ‘Although some Congressional statements imply that the
purposes form a hlerarchy in which Title I delivers funds and services
only to increase children’s academle achievement (thus making the third
fundgméntal purpose the most important), other statements mak; it clear
that the allocations of funds and delivery of services are important ends
in themselves.

Research Strategy

In evaluating the accomplishment of these purpeses, the NIE Compéﬁsataty

Education study started with the recognition that tha program has several

rr

purposes, and the belief that to focus exclusively on one improperly

ignores the others. The multiple focus differs significantly from that of

earlier national evaluations which generz..y considered only what we have
- called the.third purpese, fostering student develéﬁméﬂt and did little

to examine 1mpact in other areas. |

In designing our research we recognized that all of these purposes

cannot be addressed within a siﬁgle resgarch project, using a uniform
regearch strategy. The;pracgdu:es appfopriate for describing services
for example, are not identical to and may in faect be in conflict with the
procedures appropriate for describing the eifects of these services Qnr
sﬁﬂdgnts_z NIE therefore decided to implement separate studies to
aé&rESE_eagh-speeifié pégéésé of the Title T pfcgraﬁ; In addition, these

2 R e s .

- For a fuller discussion of the problems encountered by previous studies
and the ratidnale behind the NIE approach see Evaluating Compensateory
Education; An Interim Report on the NIE Compensatary Education Study,
Beremﬁer 30, 1976. )
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stﬁdigs, or in most cése%; series of studies were structured to comple~
ment each other with the goal of providing at the end of the multi-year
research program a coherent picture of Title I's accgmplishméﬂts;

In keeping with this st:ategy separate studles have been undertaken
to describe 1) compensatory education services currently beiﬁg deliverad
and 2) the effects of these services on children. The goal of the first
isrte describe and evaluate the range of services supported by compensatory
funds. The goal of the second is to provide an assessment of the Effé@tiVéi
ness of selected services believed to have high potential for iﬁéfeasing
student'achievement!r We will use data gathered from the research on

-gelected programs to Interpret the data on services and to daﬁermine,

- for selected instructional areas, the apparent potential for success

of practices in use throughout the country. In this paper we illustrate
the NIE strategy and present some preliminary findings from our survey
of ser%iees-

NIE Survey of Compensatory Education -- To gather data on. services
delivered with Title I and1;tate compensatory funds NIE cormmissioned a
representative natiomal survey. This survey waé designéd~ta provide
detalled information on the kinds of aervices’szhcol disﬁricﬁs provide
with compensatory education funds, the characteristics of students
receiving these services and how they are seléﬁtad, the characteristics
of cﬁmpensétary instruction, and the extent to which the services afé:
sufficient to have a reasonable chance of accomplishing their goals.
Special features of this survey are its sampling sttatégy,-ané its use. ...
of multipie levels of respondents.

The population from which districts were sampled was defined as

all operating public-school districts in. the continental United States

7



which received Title I funds, and which had at least one grade in the

. range K-8. The population was defined as Title I districts rather than
Title I schools because it wés 1 portant to be able to characterize the

key local -policy-making unit (school districts) to which the Title I fundé
are directed. The districts were stratified on the three dimensions of
enrollment size, regional location, and receipt of State compenasatory educa-
tion funding. Three enrollment or size categorfes were established with
cutting pain;s at the 33.3 and 66.6 percentiles of number of students:
;ategofyri——lgﬁest third, enrollment less than &,SSQ;VCatégéfy 2 == middle
third, enrollment from 4,359 through 17,628; and Category 3-- highest third,
enrollment above 17,628. For regional location, four tégoyi ba ad

on Census Bureau definitions were used: Northeast, South, North Central,
and West. The two categories under State compensatory education funding
for the district were (1) presence of State compensdtory education

funds and (2) absence of State compensatory funds.

These three stratifiers were salegted 2o that th% research could
rexamine whether the‘eharacteristigs of compensatory services 1n Tiéig I
distriets vary according to the district's enrollment, its loecation, or
its receipt of State compensatory education funds.' Because & number of
stétés also fund their owih State's campensatéfy pfagramg, the tﬁifd dimensiéﬁ
allows the study to describe the services provided with these fugdsg
More importantly, the study can examine wheéhéig‘in Title I districts,

Title I and State compensatory educatlon funds are used for separate

Séates with'éuch programs included California, Connecticut, Georgla
Hawaii, Maryland, Michigan, New York, Ohio, Oregom, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island, Texas, Utah, Washington, and Wisconsin.

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

The sample selection strategy was designed tg allow estimates from
the data on both a per—-district and a per-pupil basis. The sample was
thus selected to ensure apprqximately equal reliability for both types
of estimates. The probabilities of selection of districts for the sample
were chosen as a compromise between the extremes of equal probability
and probabilities proportional to size. One hundfedrschcol districts
weréaseleﬁted on this basis, aftaf which individuals tﬂrbé intérviewednr
- within thosé districts were selected. Within districts, the most
important decision was the strategy for sampling teachers. |

Teachers in compensatory edﬁgation schoais were selég;ed in two

ways., First, lists were compiled of all teachers who had responsibility’

for taking attendance and who had at least one eampénsatofy education
student in therclassrocm, This procedures allows accurgtej
estimates of the number and characteristics of compensatory education
students. Because the survey was designed to provide information on
State programs as wéll as on Title I, these students ineiuded those
receiving services funded by Title I and/or Sﬁaté compensatory education
funds. A sample of these homeroom teachers was then selected. In this
way, duplicate eounting of pupils wés avoiééd, bacause no two teachers
in the homeroom sample could report on the same pupll when asked ab;ut
;hg number of compensatory education studé;ts‘

Second, lists were compiled of all teachers who actually provide
Title I-and/or Statasfundeg compensatory instfuétian. The téaéhets
providing this special instruction may or may not also have been home-

room teachers. A sample of these teachers was selected which permits

N
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an accurate deseription of the characteristics of the instructional
safviceg delivered to compensatory education students.

In addition, because NIE war interested in information on services
as actually implemented and not just intentions or plans, and because
it was unlikely that any one individual could provide in-depth infor-
maﬁian on all aspects of compensatory education services, the information
was collected from a number of difféfent persons within each of the sample
distticts: district administrators, principals, and Parent Advisory
€ouncil chairpersons, as wellyas teachers == averAE,QDD individuals in all;“
While some public records and documents were coliecﬁed, most of the data
were gaﬁhérgd through face-to-face interviews ranging in dufatiég from
30 minutes to 2 1/2 hours. The interviews were conducted during thé

1975-76 school year and the response rate for these interviews was 99.47Z.

Effects of Services on Children- To understand the impact of Tiﬁle I
services on students a different data collection strategy was developed.
Instead of a broad-based representative survey, efforts were lauﬁched
aimed at synthesizing data and tasting‘hyp@théses about program effective-
ness in the areas of reading and mathematics. The purpose of these
not. to provide some statisticgl estimatre of the average impact of Titla I
participation -a strategy chafactarisﬁic of past evaluations - but
rather to pav;de data on what cén work. Such igformatian is necessary
to Eath making recommendations about future program design and evaluating
the potential adequacy of the existing pragram; Two of the approaches
eﬁplﬂyéﬂ far gathering this data the Instfugti@nal DimEﬂSiDﬁS Séudy'and

the syntheses are described below.
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is the major data collection effort in the area of the effects of services
on children. The study's major purpose is to aéééss the effects on
achievement in reading and. mathematics éf variations in indivdualized
igétruczional methods and in insﬁruiti@nal setting (mainstreaming versus
pullout instruetion). Effects cfriﬂsﬁructignal time and teacher training
will also be examiﬁe&,'asrwill the iﬁpagt of different program character—
istics on such areas as students' attitudes tewaférreading and mathematiecs
aghiavémegt and class attendance. Since all aspects of individualization
could not be examined successfully within the constraints of the NIE

study, a specilal attempt was made to carefully define the focus of the

reseaféﬁ} Inrtﬁi: study individualize&”instrgction is defined as specially'
structured curricula with the following four characteristics:
o Specific learning objectives assigned to individual children
o Small group or individual pacing “
o Diagnasis and individual prescription
.0 Alternative learning paths and sequencing for individual children
The research model guiding the study is based on an adaption by
Cooley and Leinhardt (1975) of the Cooley and Lohnes (1976) model of
classroom learning. The study focuses on a sample of approximately 400
classrooms purposively selected to provide necaséafy variation along
the-iﬁsttuatianal and setting diménsians.afrintgfest to the reséargh!
In addition, the sample hgs‘che-follawing features: (1) the»proje¢ts'v
studied are currently being delivered in Title I-participating or Title I- °
- eligible schools; (2) the classrooms being studied focus on reading and
mathematics insﬁfuzticn in grades one and three; (3) nearly 12,000
'Vgﬁudéﬁts afa included in the study; (4) the projects examined come from

11
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five states and 14 geographically diverse districts, located in uiban, L
rural, and Suﬁurban settings: and (5) the data callézteé will permit
comparisons between demographic characteristics of districts selected
for the Instrutional Dimensions Study and the nationally representative
sample included in the National Survey of Compensatory Education.
The study includes a variety of data collection methods selected

to provide ig&epth; convergent information on classroom practices.
Students in the Sampla'ate being given in EhérFail andVSpting both
an achievement test (CTRS) and a measure of their attitudes toward the
1éafﬂingrof mathematics and reading fThe ESA); Fal} and Spring interviews
are baiﬁg conducted with district personﬁal, school principals, and.
régular an& supplemental teaéhérsrta document selected aspects of
program functioning. Regular and supplemental instruction will also be
viéegﬁépad ét midyear to obtain descriptors of actual classroom practices.
Curricula will be aﬁalyzéd to gather additional data on instructional
approach as well as to assess the rélatiénship between insﬁrucﬁiaﬂal
content and achlevement test requirements. The data aﬁélyses will be
guided byﬁzhe Cooley and Leinhardt model which prescribes both how each
data item relates to the model of 1eaf?iﬁgiand how Ehé data items-as-- - -
combined should be examined. |

| Syntheses-— To pull ‘together current knowledge about the variables
which influence program effectiveness, a series qf'small scale 5yntﬁases
and sécandaryranalysis of data are currently being conducted. These vari'}
in emphasis from dataileé analyses of achievement dgta collected by
school distircts, to reanalysis of natlonal survey data on reading, to

reviews of data on how to teach reading and mathematics to compensatory

12
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' "education students. These analyses will supplement our original aété
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collection efforts ahd integrate what is known about features of f ective

- compensatory instruction.
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frPféliminafv Sutvey'Findings L 5"4m>”

The first analyses of the survey data have heen completpd and ome . .

iﬂfefmatioﬂ can Eg pfaséﬂted’abaut the characteristics of campensat@ry'

~ education services delivered by Title I séhoel districts. The figures

reported here ie?resent nati@nal’Estimates based on the survey data.. As

=

:educagion students, teachers and services reflect the charactéristics,gf

' ;Hp:og:ams:suppoftedrbDEEEhy Title I and/or State. empensatgfy educatian

funds. Later analyses of the survey data will,attempt to determine the

_extent to which Title I districts that also receive State compensatory

funds either establish separate programs or use such funds for joint

compensstgfy ?rggrams with a siﬂglé:gtoup of recipients and Servizesg

V:inD éatégéries of findings will be repértaﬁ héfé; The Elrst set

 provide background data on the uses to which Title I and state compen-—

satory funds are curfeﬁtly being pﬁt;'hihése ére'prgsented not éﬁiy B

to prov;d some ge eneral undé andi ng of what the programs are about

“but alséwté point cut _the pr@minencg'bf instructional, particularly

reading -and mathematics, services among the services offered. : The saconﬂ .

et of finﬂings repaft survev ﬂata on. selectad features of these instru—g

vie The partlcular charqcteri tiecs digcussed'are ones not

W

ional

'iny of descriptiva iﬁtéfest, but alsa ones. on which ve have chosen

to focus in linking descriptive and evaluative findings. Whir!thése

'paftieﬁiarVchéréétéristics vere selected and how the data will be ligkedr

: {éfé.alsq discussed. - :”" 18



7 Dverailiffogfai Characteristics: Compensatéri'édﬁgatign involves
Hm@§E cf the Naﬁién's éubiic school districts.and:many:gf ics,studgﬁfs“{
J aﬁéiﬁéachgrs;_bét_ccngtiﬁﬁgéé aﬁly a éﬁali péfeentagé éfrnatiééﬂl §£§én¥ 
r‘rditurés f@r d,cation; in:1975;19§6; Edﬁcatiéﬁal gxpénditurés inrﬁﬁé'
VUnited States for ﬁublic elementary and segonda:?‘édugatioﬁ wererapﬁfaxii;
mately $51. billioﬁ of which $5.3 billion were: suppliéd by Federal funds
,(NCES 1975) In that yéar, Title I apprapriations amountéd to $1.8 billiOn,
of whi;h 51. 5 billian went to suppart the operation of prcgrams for the :
"45?%;§~ educationally disaavaﬁtaged by Logalégducétignal Agenciesg4 Ti tle I thus
=EQﬂStitutéd732 of tﬁé'ﬁétional égﬁénditures for ﬁublic elgmentary and sagon= Pr
.dary education but rapreSEﬁte& 34? of Eederal expenditure. The tgtal of o
State c@mpénsatary education apprépriations for the 16 states with such progréﬁs;
was apprazlmatalyssD.E billion in 1&75—1&76.5 Thus,;ccmﬁined Title I and |
VS ate com, n atory édugation expenditures genéfally amounted to 52.4
billi@n, or 47 of total national expenditufes, for pgblic,élementary
aﬁd se;sndaryradugatiﬂn; 7
" Eubli; scﬁaol gnfollmen; in gféées K-8 f&a’séﬁpr@ximately,BD-Sfﬁillidn'1
in 1975-1976 (NCES, i??éji Fiom the Survey of Ccﬁpensatory Eéucacioﬁi-iéA‘

i

(']
i
[y]

timated that in thel975-1976 school year, appro ximately 5.9 millioﬁ
public school students in Title I districts received compensatory
féducation'EEfvices,,inaluding bc;h Title I and State compensatory education

L N - . 4 - B } ) - . . . = C . ,w
LI Of the 15, 453 school districts in the continental United StatéS'ser#ing'=' 7; E
‘gome elementary (K-8) grades in 1975-1976, Title I funds were distributed -
- to 13,877, or 90% of these districts (infamatian fram NIE Survey sampling
frame) , Sy
5
- Based on information 2ollected by NIE on State compensatory education -

- prog:ams.
14




-4~

pfagraﬁ'éafticipantéis Tﬁis ié 19.5% of tha publiénéchéaiighildienr

énrclleé iﬁ’gzades K-8. | | .

Uses of Title I funds: 'Ihg survey collectéd.infarﬁatian on whethé£

4 . districts use Title-I funds to provide instructional or supportive services .

':' 39 .. rfar'public schogl childreni7 In general, almost all Title I'distrie;s'
use some of thése,fuﬁds forrQcmpensata;y;instru;tiaﬁg Apptaxi@atélfrész
’af the districts use some Title I funds for instfﬁgtional segviees, while
apptoxiﬁéﬁelj 597 use some Title I funds fqr'sﬁppartiva'services;i'From '
the éﬁpénditufa‘data;-itris”aétimated that the ﬁacionalfaveragé Title I-

i??ié _ v per-pupil expenditure for instructional services is 5253, afraﬁvave:age r

f 76% of the total Title I budgetigr The amount and proportion of Title I

)
~J

funds used for instructional services, however, also varies with the
._econaﬁic status of the district fsae Table 1). The poorest districts
'.~épend féwer Iit;é irdoliars pgf participant for instruction, and pro-
| ‘protionately tﬁey spend aboutviﬂzrless of their total budget for instrugtian S
‘than the VEéléhiést éistticts;rl - - | o
"(Table 1 here)
VTha percentage of districts that are using at leas somerfitlé L
funds to sﬁpﬁa;trspecific kinds of c@mpensato -y instructional and suppaft
sefvi;és éénvéléo Ea détérmined.from thgrsufveﬁ data. For pgrﬁ@éeé ofvr

data collection, compensatory services were divided into three'ganefal

6 -
S. . . ~This is the best estimate based on the sample. The standard error of
ST “the estimate is 595,000:. This means that the actual number falls within
a range of 595, DDD'above or below our estimate. ‘All standard errors
far the data in this papaf are fof eatimates at the 957% EﬁnfidénEE level. -
7 - i e e e e e
_.Supportive services refers to the expenditure of funds for any services
which do not involve direct instruction of the participants.

'aStandafd error=$25. As with total Title I per-pupil expetniditures,
this estimate may be revised when the data are CErTEEtEd for possible

- undarestimates in projected numbers of’ participants_ -

15
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»catégo:ies;‘ sugpar: services thaﬁ do nét;invclve'diréct instruction
of children,rénd'twc sets,af‘instfugticnél.services. -The first of these
.(Group A) consists of thuse areas where it was difficult to develop é.
meauingful set of ;tandardized quéstiaﬁs abaut instructignal pragtices
and thus whgfe only general 1nformacian about the incidence of such
égrﬁiges was céilazﬁedg Theserwérérpreséhooilﬁiﬁdergartan readinéssv
aétifities, instrﬁétional ﬁragrams fer’ﬂfapouts;'Failow ihfcugh pfagrams,"
7 industriairafts ér home'e§0ngmics instructiaﬁ, musig of_ag;riﬁstzuétian;
inétructioniin health or nutrition, and general enrichment without a
subjEGt aféavfocus_ The Secénd set of inst:u:tiénal>sérvi§25'géﬁsis;s'
af thﬂse subjezts abéut which we asked spéc ific Stéﬁdariged éuéstiéﬁs
:ongefning the zharaggafistics of iﬁstrug#ian. GtouérB iﬁglﬁdedi
remedial reading, mathématigs,‘sciencé,'so;ial/cultural‘étudiesj English
as a second language, special eduéatiéﬁlleaﬁning disébilities; éﬁd L
languagé a%ts/céﬁmunicagiéﬁs skills. |

| _Tabléé”i’and 3 give the perzentage'ﬁf distri;ts using'Titlé Trfundé
fbf‘eécﬁbinstructiénal and supportiééﬁviée.; These tables present a -
détai;ed‘néticnal piéture of the uses of’Titie I funds. The support
services most frequently funded arertﬁﬂse most directly reléf%d_tpr

ri%éé;ﬁéﬁ%gn;%fé26ﬁréé-céntgré éﬁdMliBta;iaé:;'Hawever,‘é suéstantialri‘
pércéntége of districts are uéiﬂgriitléii:fuﬁdg to p:évidérmédieai, trags% '
-portétion, and even faéd'sefvices_ ‘The specific instructional safvicés
-that tl i dist ,i ,7 ferm;st l,k ly to cffer are remedial reading,

mathematias, 1anguage arts, and pras h al/kindergaftan reaﬂin 8 programs.

_ g . (Tablgs 2 and 3 here)
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It should g;‘ﬁatééihéré that rémedial'reading‘aﬁd language arts
are EEPaIaﬁE“ﬁyPES of pf@gréms; LénguSEE arts iﬁstrucziaﬂ as offered
by'districts is a brgéﬁ prsgraﬁ of iﬁsﬁfuétian iﬁ égﬁgﬁnizaéiﬂn 5£i1;é;'
ccveriﬁg éuch topizsrés gfammar and  such 5Ei115vag speliiﬁg, writing,
and speaking.: Eecause'languaga arts instruction does fféqéantly inéluﬁa
va reading- campﬂneﬁt, thé pe:zéﬁtaga éf distrieés éffering remedial
reading and 1anguag rts instrueticnvcan be cambined to obtain a cleafe:
plcture éﬁnthg'ggﬁeral émphasis on language ability:iﬂ gompgnsatcry
" instruction. About 95% of all Title I districts offer reading and/or
| 1anguage arts as paft of their gompénsatory Educatian agt*vities.gv
VA fagt whieh further emphasizes the fecus on, language abii*ties iﬁ
Titla I is that while 397 of the districts offer reading but not-
mathematicé only 1lZ offer mathematics, but not reading. Some
 7inf@rmatiéa s@ilecﬁed.by the sﬁrvey on the nature of compénsaﬁary
instruztiaﬂ-in feﬁédial feading:and méthematicsris péeéénted bélew.:
Remedial reading is offered by 69 7% of Title I districts. -Based
7 an'data in Title I applicatinns, the shafe of the Title I,instructianalrﬁQw
budget llacated to remedial raading instructicn averages 53. BZ.lD “
ﬁatianally, In terms of the total Title I budget, 40. 3/11 is allocated
_Eﬁ éémﬁenéaédfy iﬁstfuctian in feadingi In foering compeasatafy instruétiéﬁ;fa
in ramgdial reading, Iitle I distriets hava chQSEﬁ to focus primarily on { 
gfades l?é; fe?er than 10 of all Ti;le districts offer compensatory

_ reading in grades 9-12.

5 : - N : R
- Most of these districts fund either.a remedial reading or a language . .
arts program, but not both. Only 8% of the districts offer both types

. of servicésg‘ ’ R : S S

10+ , : : B
; Standaza error=7.47, = 17

11 - e T R

- Standard error=€ 83Z. -




satary educatign students in Title I districts. FigLre 2 graphs tha per— -

ééntage f these étudents inveaah gradé KFS ‘who are receLving campéﬂsatary

instrugtian iﬁ feading_‘ The peréentagas éf goﬁpensardryreducatien students

:éceiving réading in grades K-3 a:g nat sigﬁ,f:&,ntly higher;thaﬁ thgse f@t,

éradeé 4*é- 7ApprQ§im§tE1y 63% of the compensatory studéntsrin grade 6

receive iamedial-raadingg Because language aftsrinst:ugtigﬁ ffequentlY1

has a raadiﬁg‘cﬂmpﬂnent, the combined percentage Qf:gcmpansatcry Edﬁcaticn—
} students réaeiving.rgading and 1énguage arts with read;ng by grade |

was calculated in order to see if this altered the grade distribuﬁicn.v
- The distribution remained essentially the same.

| (Figure 2 here)
Dggrway to deseribe the nature of the écmpénsatary reading instruction

" students :éceive is In terms of class size. To some extenti this Pravides
vinfgfmatian on the extent to which‘campaﬁsatary aduaati@n studénts .are . ‘
' likely ta reaeive indivi&ual attentian. Figure-Bviﬂdiﬂates that - the
»-average Elgss size for cnmpansatary instruﬂtiﬂn in remadial reading. -

ranges from 7-12 students across grades K-8. These are Smalirave:agg7 

class sizes. As the graph indicates, there 1s very little variation in

.classqglza'Eetwaan kindafgaftéﬁ ané 6th: graée; the average c;ass.is
| Vsigﬁiflcantly larger in grades 7 and 8. '
b (Figuze 3 héfé)
G@mpensété;y instruction in mathematics is suppértéd by Titlé I

funds in 457 of Title I districts. :Thegé discrieﬁs usuaily offer

cé,pénsatafy mathematics in graées 1-6. Naticnally, the average share - -

of the Title I instructional budget allocated to compausatary mathamatics
1s 19.47. 1%

Stanaard error=2.69%.  This is an average of 14.7% (standard error=2.24% = - =
of the tntal T:Ltle I budget., o 18 R o LT T
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7 Cnmpanaatary mathamatiaa inatrnrti?ﬂ ia racaivad by appraximataly B

v_ééz uF tha campanaaca:y Education atudan*a. Figura & indiaataa tha

v parcantaga af campanaatnry aducatiaﬂ atudanta in aach grada who facaiva

bl,fit; As tha graph iﬁdicataa, ‘higher paraantagaa of aampanaatafy education
: studanta are raaaiving aompanaatary mathematics in the uppar alamantaayAx
f?iz>‘, ‘gradaa (4*6).' Thara is;; muah highaa}paraantaga in g:ada 4 than in grada
;;ﬂn f‘ﬁf"i 3; andglawar paraantag 8 in gr adaa 7 and 8
'(Figufa 4 hafa)
Figufa 5 ara sen infarmatian on the avaraga alaaa aiaa for

compensatory ﬁathaﬁatiaa instruction by graaa, Thaaa'ava;aga vary

aaly glightly from grade to grade: Generally the classes are somewhat =

larger iargfadaa 1-3 thah‘iﬂ"gfaéaa‘ﬁés;' |

- (Figure 3 here)

L

sa 1aé,tad,iaatfaa;,iéaalja;;iabiéa

_tional techniques, and cost - have baan selected for special attantian in
":aur'axamiaatiéﬁ of aarvicas andbﬁhair'impaatai Efaaantad iﬁ,thiS'SEEtiOn’
ia addiﬁiah tavpfalimiaatjiaurvay fiaﬂiaga on thai: ;naidanca ﬁatiaaaily
‘afa“a daaariptian af éh? thaaaréariablaa ﬁafa selected and how we plaar |
| ;'fto'furtha:'avaluata Eﬁair aoﬁfributiena‘ta ?ragram auaaasa;

Sattin —_— Campaﬁsatary aarviaaa can be dalivarad to students iﬂ a

'wida variaty of inat:uatianal aattinga' in the fagular claasroum, in

a aaga;ata,iab ory oY classroom, pr even, in a aaparata building. )

Céﬁsidara debate aur:aunda the  use and advantagaa of these altaf—

o

vr,nativa aattinga with regard to thelr aducatiaﬂal as well as rel:sia2d socia

““and-practlecal consequences. - The dilamma is as fallagajﬁmanﬁhanqna;héaﬂgz_




providing the ccmpensatgry instruction in a separate classroom may make

-1t easief to meet the ﬁeeds of 1ow achieviﬂg childfén and to tailnr the

instfuntian to thair 1ndividual prﬂbléms. Further it may allgw the use of

teachers who specialiged in a patticular»subject rather than more generally . . -

'trainéd classroom pérssnngl. On tﬁévotth'hané, the implementation of.
pullout E:ogrgﬁs far"goméenSatcrYNaducatién students maﬁralso have ééﬁ; 
sequences that are not desirable. For example, the use of pullout piagraﬁs
éaﬁld:iﬂereasérthéilikelihﬁéd that compénsatO"" education studemta would
miss écmé p;ﬁtioﬂ af'their regular inétfuctiani It cauld also lead schaals
to . track Title I students for their regular as well as their Eupplemental
instru:tion in nrder to facilitate scheduliﬂgi Smme earliérbcompensata:yrj
education survey data (Glass, 1970) indicate that this practice could
’Promété de fa;ta'SEg:egacion in Title I schaalgi Finally, p ull-o

:agfgms, Eacausevafrthé_very feaﬁu:gs'wﬁichbmaké‘themyappealing, tgﬁd
génerally tcrbéré'fgrj gastlj way of pioﬁidiﬁg inéttueéién.i -

’Ihe Hatioﬁal Survey ﬁas dasignadﬂﬁéiﬁfoviaé information on the
 current pfevajén: of ',11 t?r@gréﬁsrdesigﬁed:forscaﬁpeﬁsatary'édﬁcatiﬂn
' students in various subjec é Prelim;nafy7aﬁélysisvgf‘thé»&éta indicates

that the pra;ti é is widespraad. Most cgmpéﬁsatory ducaﬁionA students
receive aampenéatary reading insttuctian in pu 1out pfggfémsgt Only 1&;?213
of the compensatory reading sﬁﬁéégts get this instrugtionrin their regular
classroom. | |

| zﬂf}tha students receiving compensatory mathematics, 37.4%14 receive

this instruction in their regular classroom, as opposed to being '"pulled

3. y
- - Standard error=2.27. - : - - I s

Sﬁsudardbérr3255§72i
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out' for special instfuction in a separate setting This is a felatively

high propartian in mainstream prcgfams campared to rgading, yet a majority e

B of these 5tudents are also in pullout pfag:ams Analysas of ghé Sﬁrvey;data_,'

currently being aanductéd will expla:a the relationship between instructiOﬂ

' offered in pullgut vs. mainstréam settings and o har featuras of the instruca R

_tion, including cla ss size, type of ins&ructianal staff and amount ﬂf time.

This ﬁill'help ansver questions concerning the pfactical EQESEQUEEEEE'Qf

the use oE pullout prcgrams,

Whether cr not this reliance on the use af pullout progranm is

"desirable in terms of its effects on student outcames femains'the sub-

~ject of much debate. Research evidence is sparse and inconeclusive. -

’ﬁvariable and student outcomes measures could be analyzéd. Segaﬁdary.anaiysis T

- Actual comparisons of achievement gains in mainstream and pullout Situationé
" are extremely hard to fiﬂdi Hﬂst feseargh in this area has fcgused on
 handicapped students, and the findings are not directly applicable. Daté

'ftggh;élated research areas, such as studies of ability grauping and-the <

effects of peer grouprcompasitian on achievement, are themselves difficult
to interpret and therefore lend little clarity to the argument. over

instructional locations. NIE' s' research on student dgvelopmeﬁt is'éeéigned

us

"to assess directly the relative effectiveness of mainstream and pullout

instruction for cgmpensatoryrgduéatién,stﬁdgnté._,In,the Instructional -

DimEnSiﬂﬁg»St“dYS in particular, student achievement and attitudes toward

learning will bé aESEEEEd in reading and mathemat cs for the differénti

~$éttingsi The sample was dasigned to iﬂsure adequate représentation of

pPI ograms in each type of setting So that the rélationship betwegn ‘this B

= _

,,af data will also 1ook at the satting questian_ These projects are intenéed"
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"to define meeeeeleefl? the conditions under which eeehrtype Gf'iﬁstruetienele: ‘

setting een“Ee‘benefieel, end provide program planners with better infor-

mation on ff tive eervieee for children. S

Amount ef-Inetreetipn—— Title I feguleticﬁe require pregreme for
f compensatory edeeetianrehildren to be of... uffieient ‘size, eeepe, B
vend quelity 80 as to give reeeuneble promiee of substantial progreee
toward meeting the. neede of edueetiunelly depri ed ¢ ,hi;d,e” " Altheugh
the assessment of the ' sufficiency of servieee is a cemplex Pprocess, |
:ene~reeecneble index of th; ﬁ tential of compensatory services is the amount -
of time alloted to them.
F'Th” .there is a feletionehip between time and leerning has both face

and empirieel validity. A rapidly growing body of feeeerch literature

feeueee on the reletienehip between ineeruetionel time and 1eerning,

and models of learning have come inefeeEingly to eﬁpheeie time ee en"
impe:tent dimension (Ce:rell 1963 Bloem, 1976 Ceeley end Lohnes,
1976) . The ﬁindinge indicete that time is- eoneietently releted to
eehieﬁement, with ieereeeee in time being aeeoeieted with inereeeed

1

eehie%emeﬁt. Studies, heve shown that time in eeheol defined as length
of Ehe eeheol year, ettendance rates, Or length of the eeheol dey ehewe

| a peeitive releelenship to achievement (Wiley and Hefuiechfeger 1974

' David, 1974, and Heyns, 1975). Studies comparing the effects of

- different amounts of inetructien in specific eubjeet areee, such as

'Vreeding and methemetlee, elee, in generel, euppert the EKLEEEEEE of 71

i eueh a *Je, nehip (Stellinge end Kaskoﬁitzg 1975; Brewefd Geuuey, 197l"

Jefvie, 1953 Eeagle, 1971; and Zehn, 1966). A recent large eeele etedy‘

of :Lnnovetive programs (Celes et el., lQ?E) found an eeseeietieﬂ between -




- of participation in several types of compensatory -instruction.

15
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time epent in‘feeii ng instruction end achievement altheugh this aseoeiatien
did not held for methemetice.

The Neticnel Sufvey gethered eoneidefeble dete regerding hew mueh t;me o

'is eertently being spent in veried inet ctional pregreme by compeneatery )

'edec,rig, tudeets! "For each student receiving compensetery feading, the

eve;ege‘ameent of time in euch-inetfuetien'is approximately 3 hours and

477minutee>9eriweek.l5‘ If the amount of time in remedial feeding:ieieembined;'

 with the amount cf”time in,;Enguege ertezinetrﬁecien ﬁith d reading

; eampﬂnent, the natienel averege ie epproximately 4 hours pef week per

partieipent.l6 It should be noted that this 1s a Emeller amount of time

‘than is" epent-in eeﬁpeneetory in etruetien ‘overall. This is a refleetien'

.17

Variations by grade level in the length of the eempensetory reading

iﬁeﬁruetien feeeived by participants were also exemined ‘and thie infor-

'vﬂmatian is presented belew in two ways: by minutes per week and by perﬁ.

eentege ef total time eveilable far 1eerning.
 (Figures 6 ‘& 7 here)

Be th Figuree 6 and 7 preeent the infermetieﬂ for pertieipente in

- remedial reeding and fer those pertieipents combined with etudents

peftieipeting in 1enguege erte inetruetien with a reeding eumpneent.
As Figure 6 indieetes, there are some significant grede level verietiene

in the ebeeiute emeunt-of time spent in eempensetefy reedieg instruction.

227 miﬁutee (standerd error=8.18 minut 18) .

16

238 minutes (etenderd erfarig 76 minutes)

17 :
Uefertunetely, there are no natienel data available on the average amount .

‘of instructional time regular students spend in reading iﬁetruetien with = - -
which tﬁ compare . this infarmatieu. 1 . .




V ’!—23—;

T,This amount 1s highgst in 1st gfade, with grade—by-gfada shiftg thrcugh

VSEh grade and slightly smaller amounts. of time in grades 6-8. Ihe

<pattern fcr reading 2ambined with languaga arts reading is somawhat

rdifféfenti There is 1355 variability between gradas 1 and 7? and the>:’
,-'largeét amount af time is in 8th grade. 7

| Figure 7 ex@féésés éuratien of instruction as thgrperééntagé of

total time available for learning, thus taking into account variations

iﬁiﬁhé length‘ﬂf timé évailaﬁle'fér allrinstfuétiéﬁ.by grade. 'First, it
shﬂuld be noted that the percentage of time spént iﬁ campansatory feading ;'
inst:ucti on 1s less than 20% in any grade. The rgnge for reading is frcm .
16.5% of available time in 1st grade to 12.5% in 8th grade. Eo: both
.reading égd reading gambiﬁad with 1anguagarafts program with a reading
component, the largéétspercentage‘df avsilablé zimerspent in:ﬁhis inscrué—'
tion .is in 1st grade, . In comparing F g reg 5 aﬁd 7,,che readex-sh@uid» -
n@te,thst as a percentage of available time, instead of an absalute améunt,
Vche duratian of compensatory instruction in reading and 1anguage artsr
?eading 1s lowest in 8th gradei'*r ) R '  o - "ZArﬂ*¥ﬂ?w“¥M?%¥;5?
. On the average, students pér;ici?ating‘in compansacary'maﬁhemétics A _::7;

programs argrreceiviﬁg approximately 3 hours per Week of such instrugtian;lsrif‘ ;
: Tﬁiéqis'iéss‘tiﬁgjtﬁantis'spenﬁ by participants in gampensatéryvieaiingé o
Figure 8 gfaphs the pé:gent ge of total time available for learning spent

iiﬂ cagpensatafy mathematic in grades R?Si As the figuze indicatas, the
amount—of timé in compensatory mathematics. ‘appears to be highest in graﬂe, f

‘4; Thére is also a significantly greatér percancaga af gcmpensatg:y

education students receiving mathematics in grade 4 than in grade 3.

18
198 minutes Cstanéard error=5;15 minutes)
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Ins:rﬁctien in ﬁaﬁhémgtics ﬁsuaily chagges'batween'Sd and*é;h,gradeslffém
'éimpl;r skiils tavma*i com lex gampﬁtatiéﬁal Ekillérsucﬁ as tﬁe éoﬁéept»
 of mgltiplizatiéﬁ. Noticeable skill deficiencias in mathématics may thus’ 
:appear mﬂrg alearly for 1ﬁdividual studengs in thé transition from 3rd |
rto é;h gradé, Tf 80, this may be réfl cted in the larger pércentaée of
l ,Stﬁdénts rggaiving EGmPEﬂsatﬂfy mathamatics and the larger amount of time
"épénﬁrin such instructian in grade 4.
T : (Figure & here)

. Plans far further analysis of the survey data inzlude the qﬁéstion
' éf the extent to whigh variatian across districts in the amnunt of time
- for :Qmpénsagafy Education iﬁstructisn is a fungti@n of qthég ghg:a:ter—"

‘igtics at the district level, such as the nﬁﬁbefjof:éfﬁieﬁts they are
'attémpting to serve or therdi trict's relative economic status,
Wﬁether p£ not these amountsﬁgf instructianaiitimarare in fact
sufficient" we cannot at présent éayif 1hé=research on ‘the effectsiaf
"time on learning do mot’ give us adequate guidanze on the fcrm of the
’relatiﬁnshi 3etween the twa.variables or on whather ‘there exist systeﬁéﬁi;f?f
floor or ceiling effecﬁs. Data to be EDlléEtéd iﬂ NTE s studies of
Efféétéiéf'seffiﬂésroﬁ children canmnot complétely fill these gapsrbut

owill pravide gansiderable additianal informatiﬂﬁ ‘on the relatienship.,f

,Ihe mest egteusive analysis will be undértaken as part of tha Insttuatiﬂnal ,vﬁ_;}

Dimensians Study, whieh will examine ‘how - time spent in reading and
mathématics instruction‘is related—tu learning in a_variety ef instrug—
tional situations.; Fu:tﬁar, because this study distinguish be, tween
r.rggular (nonaampensatery} ‘and extra C:Qmpénsatory) instructinﬂal timé,

: it will be pﬂssible to make infEIEﬁQES abaut how' much extra time

‘;fr ij'; o L '§35 7




i lgga e
l;;'needed to make a difference. Amauﬁt af instrutticnal time ia being

';fmeaSutéd'in‘a'variety=af'wayé; Data’callécted in the intervtews wiii o

" include measures comparable to those used ir the natiﬂnal survéy;"giﬁ“

additign, this ECUdY will have muth more refined measufes gf'timefén'tétEV-m‘f o

fﬂr Iéadiﬂg and mathematics instructian. cher studies will egamina the B

effects of time fﬂf di ent student papulatians and different instructional L

tEthiques. : R S » : o J' Sl

F;

Instrgttitnal Teehniques-- Our studies are- 1ooking tlasely -at- the kinds 1_‘t§

at'tEthniquES‘associatéd with iﬂdividualized instfutticni This amphagiS'v;'r

was thosen bétausa of the atteation individualigation has rezeived f:am R

educatars and becausa of the intarést in individualisatian shown by co

Congress- in its 1974 cﬂnsidefation of Title I.. In addition, evidence from

- past fESaarch suggests that EUEEEEEfU1 cﬂmpénsatﬂry reading and Eathematics'**éf[

: pragrams use individualized tethniques,

Fiﬂdiﬁgs on th ctiveness of . iﬂdividualiged prtgrams come frgﬁ
§?9;5i22552§ Studies:r evaluatiﬂns of educatianal prtgrams and research 7:"’“
on teacher effectiveness.! Howafaf, the results tf thésé studigs ate nat v«f'f

'eﬂtifely céﬂsistent, and inaividualized pfagfams are net unifafmly raparted
{;;; ;by;-,tc,be affettivg! -Supp ort for the gffectiveness of individualization was B
P t—wr~~ftuﬂd in eariy evaluatitns f ssful Eompénsatéfy edutatian prggrams;}ﬁ*;-

l,‘ A EEViEW of Exemplaf? Pfojétts :andutted by Wérga et al, (1971:1973) fOuﬂd‘ff

the fgllﬂWiﬂg.fé&EEEES,‘many of whith dgscribe individualiged Pr E ;15 tégii‘

‘< he tharatteristic cf success ful Title I.pfojects:v(l) academit objactiveg'ftf

»Eleaﬁljfstatéd; (2) iﬁdividual or tmali gttup instfuttiqn;~ca) diréttly‘-ff

relevant instruttitn, (4) high treatment iﬁtengity, (5) active parent

invulva ent; »and (E} teacher tfaining rélated to pr@gram methods. Similaflygv
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- a review of compensatory program evaluations by the U.S. Office of

Education (NSERA Report, 1973) reports that successful projects often
included (1) clear written objécti&ES; (2) aﬁtention to individual needs,
including individual diagnosis and preseription; (3) flexible grouping to
permit frequent individual attention; and (4) structured sequential |
instruction. | |

HHbre-receﬁt evaluations of individualized programs (Coles et al.,
19765 Schoen, 1976 a,b; Miller, 1976 a,b) yield mixed results. Only
Miller finds the results from program evaluations encouraging. In these
studies, hawgver;'iﬁdiéidualizad iﬁééfﬁéﬁiaﬁ is ééfiﬁéd in vafiéué ways;
and it is difficult to determine whether the programs being evaluated
are sufficiently similar to be placed under the single label individualized.

In examiﬁigg why iﬁdividualiged instruction may or ma? not work,

some of the mnst relevant findings come not from evaluations of indivi-

, but from studies aimed primarily at identifying

1)

-~effective-teacher-behavior. -These provide-considerable-information on-the -

methods of instruction that are related to increased achievement in the
early elementary grades. Research on reading and mathematics instruction
by MacDonald (1976), Soar (1973), Stallings and Kaskowitz (1975), and

Brophy and Everston (1974) suggests that the following characteristics

are associated with effective instruction: (1) instruction structured

by the teacher, proceeding in small steps through the material;

(2) frequent questions by the teacher diregtly'relata& to the factual

. content of the material, and positive feedback; (3) supervision of students'

study; and (4) time spent on direct instruction. Rosenshine (1975)

st that these characteristics define what might be called "direct ... _
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inctruction.” They also characterized well-implemented, individualized
curricula which amplay a structured approach to teaching.

In our studies of instructional tEChﬂiéﬁéSVWE haﬁe chosen to focus
on those techniques which largely reflect the direct instruction approach
to individualization. We are looking at both how preféiénézthese instruc—

. .tional processes are in current compensatory programs and whether there
existé a relation Eetwegn thelr use and aahieveﬁéﬁt! Thus, as part of the
National Survey, an attempt was made to estimate, from compensatory
education teachers' responses, the incidence of a number of dimensions

of iﬂdividualized instruction.

Table 4 reports the survey résults for campgnsafof? reading instruc-
tion in terms of the percentage of gompgnsatary reading teachers using
various techniqgés of individualization. Basiecally, the items in the téblé
reflect four dimensions of individualization also studied in the Instructiona
Dimensions Study. These are (a) the existence of alternative learning
“~paths and sequencing for individual-children=items 1 and 2; “(b) the use
of indivdual or small group pacing -- item 37 (e) the assignment of spéicfiar
learning objectives or activities to individual children -- item 4; and

(d) the use of diagno

stie and prescriptive activities —= items 5,6, and
7.
(Table 4 here)
It is clear from the results that several of these dimensions
7 were defined in such general terms that many teachers could report that
they individualized their instruction. There are, hgwefef; s;ma o
iﬁteresting variations and some features of individualization were less

~‘likely't6-bevusedrthag others. ﬁgte, in particular, that saquéncing and

paéing for individual children are reported in widespread use, while the

28



other dimensions indicate much less individualization of compensatory
r2ading instruction. Less than 407 of the gompgnsatar? reading teachers
astéblish Epacificrperfarmange objectives, ané even those who do often
also report that they set these objectives fﬂrrtha whole class, as well as
for individual children. With respect to the use of diagnostic and
prescriptive activities (items 5,6, and 7), it should belﬁated thét‘whila
a number of teachers report the use of indiv;iuaiiéeérskill inventories
for initial placeient; many more repofé uéiﬁé standardized achigvement test
scores which reflect a student's performance in relation to others as

- opposed to measuring individual abilities. In addition, in assessing pro-

_ gress during the school year, most do not use the tests which are most

‘referenced tests.
Table 5 presents the pefééntages of compensatory mathematics teazheré
who fepéft using various individualized practices in previding this instruét
;“}““”““””Thé“Patterﬂ‘Gf‘f&SpOﬂSES”fEPﬁftédAii”fﬁié"tabie*ﬂDES'ﬁ@t differ signisv~
ficantly from that reported‘fmt“agmpensatafy reading instructioﬁ.
(Table 5 here)

. Variations in the use of these techniques associated with differences
in setting, class size, amount of time, and type of instructiomal staff
will be analyzed using the survey data. The ralatianship be;ween these
instructional processes and studentragheivement is a major fﬂ;us of ’
gseveral fesearch projects in student development. A sjnthesié of Pfevigus
evslﬁatiens will help to summarize the features shared by fndividualized
prdgrams/préviously identified as "successful". Secondary analyses.o?

‘data from feadiﬁg programs will further address the relationship between
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these processes and achievement. Finally, and most importantly, the

Instructional Dimensions Study will look directly at the relationship
between features of direct individualized instruction and both aEhiEVE—

ment and attitude outcomes.

Lost-- Title I funds have never been sufficient to serve all eligible schools
or children; ways of maximizing the return from available monies have there-
fore baén sought. A number of studies have attempted to describe the
ralatianship between costs and learning and whether some critical mass

of resources must be made available to the student béfbfera positive

impact can be expected to occur. Early studies of exemplary or successful
~Title I programs which found high costs associated with success appeared

to PIOVidE support for this assumption. Yet findings from a large number
réf atﬁet studies have been inconclusive or inconsistent. Unfortunately,
they have also suffered from defects in design, sampling, analysis or
interpretation. For example, frequently these studies have taken an

input-output approach that treates school as a "blaek b@x" into which

._J". B e e Je—

resources inputs are made and.froﬁlwhich autputs, in'the farm‘af
student achievement, are derived. The problem with this approagh is that
it ignores the practices which the dollars buy. The same amount of money
may buy a variety of different treatments or it may buy increased
in,fﬁsi ty of a parti:ular instructional treatment.

Dther studiea, which have focused on thasg rasources which con-
Eribu:e_mast of the cost vafiaﬁiaﬁs in p;ggrams (i.e. class sigé, or

aalary dgtéfmiﬁiﬁg characteristics of teachers such as Educational

attainment, experience, etc) have also produced inconclusive results,
with equal numbers of studies finding a significant relationship or
no reiationship between various resources and achievement,

_3 0




In the NIE Compensatory Education Study we will be examining

I

questions of program cost in a number of ways. The National Survey
collected cost information on Title I programs from applications and
financial statements. It is n cessary to make corrections in these data
to more accurately reflect the number of students served and cost
differences across districts. Work is currently being done which will
alléw us to estimate Title I per pupil expenditures for various types
of instructional services and to assess the degree to which there is
variation in these expenditures natioanlly. 1In additioﬁ, analysis of the
survey gata will indicate the extent torwhigh higher expenditures are in
fact related to diffetenjes in the intensity of the services delivered to
students, including the number of suchrsérvicas students receive, amount
of time, class size and type of instructional staff.

The felatianshigzbetwgem cost and outcomes will be directly examinaé

in the Instructional Dimensions Study. Two kinds of cost data will be

gathered. Data-an per pupil expenditures will be collected iﬁ order to
compare the expenditures in the specially selected sample with those in

the representative survey. The questi@n»of interest here is how the

per pupil expenditureiln districts with more effective programs compares

to per pupil expenditures nationally. Do more affegtive,programg cost

~more than districts typically spend? More detailed cost daﬁé will also

be gathered to spécify'mgreréleagly the program resources %ésessary for-
program implementation. This data will aid ES'iﬁrfiliing in'éﬁe bléﬁk box
rgléting cogtito‘outcggés and help to claiifvahat it is about how resources
are allocated that relates to more effective programs. | |



For each of the four variables discussed abovE; NIE's research

se of results from our studies of effects of

=

strategy involves the
services on children to interpret the national picture of compensatory
education programs provided by the survey data. Depending particularly
on the results of the Iﬁstfucﬁianal Dimensions Study, we hope to examine
the extent to which practices indicated as effective in raising Stuéen:

“achievement in that study are typically found in Title I reading and
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. . Tablel
:ﬂTLE | EXPENDITURES ON INSTRUCTION IN DISTRICTS
CLASSIFIED BY AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME

; _ Average Title |
Average Fam’ Percent Instructional

Inceme Within Spent on Expenditure per
District Instruction Participant

Less than $6,749 69.6 §212.91
$6,749-$ 9,765 82.8 303.03
$9,765-$12,789 89.2 ' 319.58
More than $12,780 9].1 363.74




Table 2

VARIOUS SUPPORT SERVICES

FUNDED BY TITLE |

Percent ~ Percent
of of
Districts : Districts
Type of Providing Type of Providing -
Service ' Service Service Service

Resource center 28.5 Social work 12.2
Libraries 21.3 Counseling 9.5 ~
Medical/dental 9.6 Community 9.4
Psychiatrict and 18.8 services
diagnostic Student body 1.9
Transportation 14.6 activities
Food 14.2 - Clothing 5.5
Speach and 13.8 ,
hearing therapy ;

_Table 3 . H

INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES ... |

Percent : Percent
of _ of _
Districts Districts
“Instructional Offering Instructional Offering
Growp A . Services Group B Services

Preschool/kindergarten 38.1 . Remedial reading 69.1

readiness activities , Math L - 45

- General enrichment 8.5 Language arts/ 29.7

Follow-through - 6.9 , communication .
Music and/or art - - 3.8 .- English as a second = 10.2

Special instructional = 1.9 © language , ‘ ‘

program for dropouts Special education/ 7.
Health/nutrition 1.3 learning - disabilities

- Industrial arts/home | Social/cultural

-economics ) : Science '

OO o

]




Table 4 B

DIMENSIONS CHARACTERIZING INDIVIDUALIZATION
OF INSTRUCTION IN CE READING PROGRAMS

F’ercen‘r t:f
Teachers
Instructional ' ' Employing

(Z‘u:mc*terlshc - Chqraf—fenshc:

A!! approximately some level 20.9
Vary in level of difficulty 78.4

2. Sequence in which skills are taught:*

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

3. How tasks are assigned:*
To whole class 17.0
“To small groups 32.0
To individual students 2.0
4. Use of performance objectives:
Specific performance objectives usac 38.5

- Of those using snecific objectives,
~goals are set for:

Each child - 90.4%

Subgroups 64.9%
: Whole class 73.1%
Flex?ble definition of @bjecﬁves o 61.0

5.  Measures used by fecchers to assess. pérfarman:e
- level: crr begmnmg of msfructmn-

. Stqndardnzed. achievement test scores | N
Standardized diagnostic test scores 4
Criterion or objective referenced tests 19.
Students age : |

... Teacher judgment " 7

. " Individualized skill inven?c’:ry 4

*These quesfmns ‘were nsked anly of Teachers uq%" 'ﬁorfb 1han !
- three siudenfs, so the percenmges do not cid hDD.




~Table 4 (cont'd) -
DIMENSIONS CHARACTERIZING INDIVIDUALIZATION
OF INSTRUCTION IN CE READING PROGRAMS

Percent of
Teachers
Instructional Employing
Characteristic - Characteristic

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

Review of homework/workbook 17.1
Criterion or objective referenced 24.8
tests - o
Students oral participation in class 31.9
] Student self-evaluation 5.0
" Other methods 20.6

7. Frequency with which student progress

is systematically recorded:

5 or more times a week . 23.1
-4 times a week 46.0
1-3 times @ month 21.6
Less than |-3 times a month 8.8




laptie 5 L et \\
DIMENSIONS CHA?ACTEF{IZING INDIVIDUALIZATION
QF !NSTRUCTIQN IN CE MATHEMATICS PRQGRAMS

.F’ereen’t of

~ Teachers
Instructional . Employing
Chereefensﬁe Characteristic

; I. Level of difficulty of instructional
materials: , ~

All approximately same level 217
Vary in level of difficulty . 75.8

2. Sequence in which skills are taught:*

All students-receive in same order ~ 31.0

¢ Students receive in different sequence 57.0
3. How tasks are assigned:*- _ i S ol
To whole class o - 17.0 . ‘,ff_
To small groups 29.0
Te individual sfudenfs . 43._0
4. Use of perrermenee eejechves
Specific perfermence GbJEEfIVES used 44.0
- Of those using specific ebjeehves, o
goals are set for: v
Each child = 83.8%
Subgroups 59.4% - . : g T
Whole class 70.0% - R
: Flexible definition of objectives 55,9 |

5. Measures used by teachers to Qssess -
performance level at begmnlng of

mefruetlen'
,Sfenderdlzed GChIeVEFﬁEﬁT test scores 63.9
Standardized dlegnesﬂe Tesf 35.1
- scores ' : )
Criterion or DbJECTIVE referenced 24,5

: “tests -
. Sfudenfs age




7 Iable 5 (cant'd)

DIMENSIONS CHARACTER!ZING !ND!VIDUALIZATIDN
QF INSTRUCTION IN CE MATHEMATICS PRQGRAMS

F’ercenf r::f
L . Teachers.-
" Instructional . o Emplcy’mg
Chmasfermhc o Chqrat:fenshc
E 6. -Measures used tc assess sfudenfs
B pragress durmg the year: =
Rewew of hcméwark/warkbcak ” 15.0
Criterion or cbjecﬂve reférenced o 31.9
tests S
__Students-oral- pqrhcxpahcn'"” s 3240
: "in class : -
t ~ Student self-evaluation . 4.3
6.6

“Other- rﬂefhcds . : 7 : i 6,

Frequem:y with which sfuderﬁ prcgress
is sysfemqﬂcqlly reaerded

§ o rhore times a. week R 250 :
-4 times a week .1
. 1=3 times a month . - 23.3

Less than 1-3 times o mcnfh . 6.5
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