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THE HE CUTENSATORY EDUCATION STUDY:

EVALUATION FOR DECISION-TAKING PURPOSES

UE. ARE HERE TODAY TO DISCUSS NIE's STUDY OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION)

AM) MORE SPECIFICALLY OF TITLE I CF THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY.

EDUCATION ACT, AS'A RESPONSE TO CONCRESSIONAL EVALUATION NEEDS,

BEFORE THE OTHER MENBER3 OF THE PANEL DESCRIBE INDIVIDUAL STUDIES

WHICH FORM A PART OF THE OVERALL EVALUATION, I WANT TO SPEND A FEW

MINUTES DISCUSSING THE RATIONALE FOR THE EVALUATION APPROACH WE ADOPTED.

I WANT TO DO SO BECAUSE ALTHOUGH THE QUESTIONS WE ARE ASKING ARE IN

MANY WAYS FAMILIAR) THE WAY IN WHICH WE ARE .TRYING TO ANSWER THE QUESTIONS

'IS NOT,

As A BACKGROUND TO THIS DISCUSSION, I WANT TO FIRST TOUCH BRIEFLY

UPON THE ORIGINS OF, TITLE InAND CONGRESSIONAL INTEREST IN EVALUATION

THEN I WILL TURN TO SOME PRIOR EFFORTS TO ASSESS THE EFFECTIVENESS

OF TITLE I, AND CONGRESSIONAL REACTION TO THOSE EFFORTS.

FINALLY, I WILL TELL YOU OF ')UR OM ATTEMPT TO BUILD. AN EVALUATION

STRATEGY INCORPORATING IFE LESSONS WE -LEARNED FROM THOSE WHO WENT BEFORE

US.

ORIGINS OF TITLE I OF ESEA

LooKING FIRST AT THE ORIGINS OF THE ELEMENTARY-AND SECONDARY

EDUCATION ACT, MOST OF YOU KNOW THAT SEVERAL POLITICAL, SOCIAL, AND

ECONOMIC FORCES.COALESCED IN 1965 TO CREATE AN AMAZING VARIETY OF NEW.'
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PROGRAMS AIMTD AT CORRECTING SEVERAL DONESTIC ILLS,

ONE RESULT OF THAT COALITION WAS THE/ENACThENT OF THE FIRST MAJOR

FEDERAL PROGRAM PROVIDING ASSISTANCE FOR bUCATIONAL EFFORTS AT THE

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY LEVEL, THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION

ACT OF 19E1 THE HISTORY OF THAT EVENT HAS BEEN PMPLY DOCUMENTED

ELSEWHERE, SO 1 WILL TOUCH SIMPLY UPON A FEW OF ITS HIGHLIGHTS,'

AFTER THE .OND WORLD WAR, ONE OF THE GREAT TENSICNS IN AMERICAN

POLITICS WAS BETWEEN THE PROGRESSIVES IN BOTH MAJOR POLITICAL PARTIES,

WHO SUPPORTED FEDERAL AID TO EDUCATION AS A "GOOD THING', AND THE OPPONENTS

OF FEDERAL EDUCATION AID, WHO FEARED FEDERAL DOMINATION OF THE SCHOOLS.

SUPPORTERS OF FEDERAL AID PUSHED SEVERAL SERIOUSATTEMPTS FOLLOWING

THE SECOND WORLD WAR TO ENACT A FEDERAL PROGRAM OF GENERAL AID TO

EDUCATION, THAT IS, AID THAT COULD_BE,USED AT LOCAL DISCRETION FORANYTHING

FROM EDUCATIONAuPROGRAME, TO TEACHEW SALARIES, TO CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION.

. BUT OPPOSITION WAS SO SEVERE THAT IT APPEARED DOUBTFUL AS LATE AS 1963 THAT

ANY SUBSTANTIAL FEDERAL ASSISTANCE FOR SCHOOLS WOULD BE FORTHCOMING FOR AT

LEAST A DECADE,

.ONE OF THE MAJOR FORCES OVERCOMING THIS OPPOSITION yAS_COMPOSED OF

ADVOCATES OF THE VIEW THAT SOCIETY HAD SPECIAL OBLIGATIONS TOWARD THE MOST

VULNERABLE OF ITS CITIZENS, THE POOR,

SEVERAL INDIVIDUALS, INCLUDING MICHAEL WRINGTON, PROVIDED VIVID

DETAIL ON THE INCIDENCE OF POVER7Y IN THE WELFARE STATE AND PE-'. TENSE

DEBATE ABOUT THE APPROPRIATE PUBLIC RESPONSE TO THIS PARADOX.

THE PUBLIC AND ITS OFFICIALS AARE, IN HARRINGTON'S WORDS, 1HAT:

.,.TENS OF MILLIONS OF AMERICANS ARE, AT THIS VERY MOMENT,
MAIMED IN BODY AND SPIRIT, EISTING AT LEVELS BENEATH THOSE
NECESSARY FOR HUMAN DECENCY.L.
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ONE OF THE DOMINANT THEMES OF THOSE LJNCERNED WITH POVERTY BECAME THE

DEBILITATING EFECT THAT POVERTY HAD ON THE LIVES OF CHILDREN. IN al GLAZER

AND CREEDON EDITED A SERIES OF ARTICLES AND ESSAYS DEVOTED TO THE SUBJECT OF
7

IMPOVERISHED CHILDREN.-) VIANY OF THE ARTICLES PRECEDED ENACTMENT OF ESEAJ AND)

IN FACT, SEVERAL OF THEM WERE FRCM THE 195C's,

1 WILL QUOTE EXTENSIVELY FRCV THE DISCUSSION OF THESE TWO AUTHORS BECAUSE,

IT SEEMS TO ME, THEIR VIEWS ARE AN EXCELLENT OUTLINE OF THE CONCERNS OF

- INFORMED POLICYMAKERS IN THE EEO's,

"THE DISADVANTAGED CHILD," THEY WROTE IS:

:XPOSED TO MATERIAL.DEPRIVATIONS WHICH GENERATE A FEELING
OF POWERLESSNESS. EVEN THOUGH POOR PARENTS MAY OFTEN HAVE
HIGH ASPIRATIONS FOR THEIR CHILDREN) CONTRARY TO POPULAR
BELIEF, THEY ALSO OFTEN BELIEVE THAT THEIR CHILDREN HAVE
LITTLE CHANCE OF SUCCESS,

SCHOOLING, THEy POINTED OUT, APPEARED IRRELEVANT TO THE POOR, ON THE ONE

HAND, MANY POOR CHILDREN DROPPED OUT OF SCHOOL BECAUSE OF FINANCIAL CRISES IN

THE HOME. CN THE OTHER:

IF THE POOR CHILD REMAINS IN SCHOOL, HE IS LIKELY TO HAVE THE
LEAST EXPERIENCED TEACHERS, MANY OF THE LATTER HAVE LITTLE HOPE
FOR THEIR STUDENTS, AND IN MANY CASES, ARE THEMSLVES DEMORALIZED
gy THE CONDITIONS UNDER WHkCH THEY MUST TEACH. roR THE NEGRO, 3HE
NEXICAN-PMERICAN, AND THE rUERTO RIM! CHILD, THERE IS THE ADDITIONAL
ONUS OF RACE PREJUDICE IN AND OUT OF THE CLASSROOM.

LYNDON JOHNSON, BY A STROKE CF POLITICAL GENIUS, MELDED THESE AND OTHER

GROUPS INTERESTED IN CHILDREN AND EDUCATION INTO A FORCE STRONG ENOUGH TO OVER-

COME THE FEARS OF FEDERAL AID TO EDUCATION AND ENACT. THE ELEMEV1ARY AND SECONDARY

EDUCATION ACT.

ESEA HAD SEVERAL TITLES, OR PARTS. IT PROVIDED ASSISTANCE FOR PROGRAMS TO

IMPROVE LIBRARIES, TO FUND IMAGINATIVE EDUCATIONAL PROJECTS, TO STRENGTHEN

STATE DEPARTMENTS OF EDUCATION, AND TO FOSTER EDUCATIONAL RESENRCH.

BUT THE LARGEST PART OF THE ORIGINAL LEGISLATION, AND THE ONLY. AREA

WITH WHICH WE ARE CONCERNED, WAS TITLE I WHICHiNOW, PROVIDES OVER $2.BILLION
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ANNUALLY FOR EDUCATION, .THE FUNDS MUST BE USED IN SCHOOL DISTRICTS WITH

CONCENTRATIONS OF POOR CHILDREN IN ORDER TO IMPROVE THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

OFFERED TO A.LIMITED NUMBER OF CHILDREN "EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED"

CHILDREN, THAT IS, CHILDREN WHO ME NoT DOING WELL IN SCHOOL WHETHER OR NOT

'THEY ARE FROM LOW-INCOME FAMILIES,

IN BRIEF, THE PROGRAM WAS DEVELOPED OUT OF A HUMANE CONCERN FCR PRECISELY

THE CHILDREN'IN THE WORST ECONOMIC. AND EDUCATIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES DESCRIBED

BY GLAZER AND CREEDON,

BILLIOLOE11.11_1

INCLUDED IN TITLE I WAS A REQUIREMENT THAT WAS UNIQUE AT THE TIME: A

REQUIREMENT THAT PROGRAMS FUNDED WITH TITLE 1 BE EVALUATED ANNUALLY AT THE

LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL LEVELS,

THE EVALUATION REQUIREMENTS WERE WRITTEN INTO THE ACT AT THE INSISTENCE

OF SENATOR ROBERT KENNEDY, HIS MOTIVATION WAS TWO-FOLD: FIRST, A DESIRE TO

INSURE THAT TITLE I FUNDS WERE EXPENDED UPON EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED

CHILDREN IN POOR AREAS AND NOT SPENT AS GENERAL AID IN THE DISTRICTS

RECEIVING FUNDS. SECOND, A HOPE THAT ENFORCING ACCOUNTABILITY UPON SCHOOL

DISTRICTS WOULD RESULT IN ENHANCED ACHIEVEMENT OF TITLE I STUDENTS,

MILBREY FCLAUGHLIN HAS DONE AN EYLELLENT JOE OF DESCRIBING THE HISTORY

OF EVALUATION EFFORTS IN TITLE 114 HER ACCOUNT TRACES THE TENSION BETWEEN

THE SEVERAL SCHOOLS OF THOUGHT ABOUT THE APPROPRIATE ROLE OF EVALUATION IN A

LARGE PROGRAM sUCH As THIS THAT Is TO SAY DISAGREEFIENTS ABOUT WHETHER

EVALUATION SHOULD SERVE AS A PROCRAM MANAGEMENT DEVICE, OR AS A TOOL TO INSURE

THE PROGRAm WAs IMPLEMENTED AS INTENDED BY THE LEGISLATION,, OR AS AN INSTRU-

MENT FoR BASIC RESEARCH ON THEACHIEVEMENT GROWTH OF .DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS,
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FOR THE ';OST PART, EVALUATIONS OF TITLE I HAVE FOCUSED ON THE ACHIEVE-

MENT OF PARTICIPATING STUDENTS, HAD THOSE EVALUATIONS BEEN ABLE TO

DEMONSTRATE A CONSISTENT RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE PRESENCE OF TITLE I FUNDS

IN SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND INCREASED RATES OF READING ACHIEVEMENT, THE 'SUBSEQUENT

DISPUTES A:MT THE EFF.ECTIVENESS OP TITLE I WOULD NEVER HAVE ARISEN, HOWEVER)

EFFORTS TO DEMONSTRATE -FLAT RELATIONSHIP HAVE SELDOM BEEN SUCCESSFUL;

INITIALLY, HEW OFFICIALS THOUGHT THAT LOCAL EVALUATIONS COULD BE

AGGREGATED AT THE STATE LEVEL, AND THAT STATE EVALUATIONS COULD BE

AGGREGATED AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL IN ORDER TO DEMSTRATE THAT TITLE I HELPED

IMPROVE STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT AND HENCE DESERVED SUPPORT.

THIS APPROACH WAS UNPRODUCTIVE. FANY SCHOOL DISTRICTS DID NOT COLLECT

ACHIEVEMENT DATA IN USEABLE FORM, AND, IN FACT, ONEYEAR ONLY 1L4 STATES

PROVIDED DATA THAT COULD BE AGGREGATED UNIFOR1LY15 As A RESULT,- LEGISLATORS

AND THE PUBLIC GOT THE IMPRESSION THAT TITLE I COULD NOT BE SHOWN TO HAVE

AN EFFECT UPON THE ACHIEVEMENT OF PARTICIPATING CHILDREN,

RESEARCH TURNED IN OTHER DIRECTIONS.

ONE WAS AN. EFFORT TO COLLECT .UNIFORM DATA THROUGH NATIONAL SURVEYS,

KATHRYN HECHT HAS POINTED OUT THAT THESE NATIONAL SURVEYS WEREIDESIGNED TO

AVOID VANY OF THE PROBLEMS Or THE EARLIER EVALUATION EFFORTS, ANO INCLUDED

PLANS FOR PUPIL CENTERED INSTRWENTS AND PROJECT DESCRIPTORS TO PROVIDE

DETAILED INFORMATION ON STUDENTS SERVED AND THE PROGRAMS SERvING THEMi3'

BUT THE DESIGN WAS NEVER FyLLY IMPLEVENTED. As A CONSEQUENCE, "ACCURATE

AND DETAILED DESCRIPTIONS OF PROGRAMS WERE NOT POSSIBLE, NOR COULD THEY BE

RELATED TO pOPIL ACHIEVEMENL" rUREOVER, "PROGRPV PARTICIPATION AND ITS

EFFECTIVENESS WERE STILL NOT BEING MEASURED."

THE RESULT: TITLE I COULD NOT BE DEMONSTRATED TO RAVE AN EFFECT ON

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT,
7



A DIFFERENT EFFORT WAS INITIATED TO IDENTIFY SEVERAL SUCCESSFUL roDELs

OF CCMPENSATORY EDUCATION WHICH COULD BE REPLICATED ELSEWHERE,

BUT WHEN. A FEW YEARS LATER. THE HEW CONTRACTOR RETURNED TO THESE

MODELS, MOST OF THE SU'SSFUL PROGRAMS WERE NO. LONGER FUNCTIONING. FOR

ONE REASON OR ANOTHER.?

BY NOW MY THEME SHOULD EE FAMILIAR: RESEARCHERS ANXIOUSLY SEARCHING

FOR EVIDENCE TO DEMONSTRATE .-AT TITLE WASIEFFECTIVE IN RAISING ACHIEVE-

MENT WERE THWARTED BY THE INTRINSIC DIFFICULTY OF THE RESEARCH PROBLEM. THEY

BEGAN HOPING TO JUSTIFY THE PROGRAM'S EXISTENCE BY SHOWING THAT IT RAISED

STUDENTS' ACHIEVEMENT, THEIR RESULTS WERE INCONCLUSIVE, BUT DESPITE RESEARCHERS'

CAUTIONS ABOUT HOW-THEIR RESULTS SHOULD EE INTERPRETED, THE PRESS CONSISTENTLY

REPORTED THAT "COMPENSATORY PRCGRAMS FAIL," OR "TITLE DOES NOT WORK" OR

ANOTHER PITHY SUMMARY THAT MET THE AVAILABLE SPACE,

CONEESIODAL REKTION

THE REACTION OF CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES TO THESE EVALUATION:RESULTS

WAS PERHAPS PREDICTABLE: EXTREME DISSATISFACTION.

CLEARLY. IF THE EVALUATIMS HAD FOUND TPAT TITLE MONEY LED TO

SPECTACULAR INCREASES IN STUDENTS' READING ACHIEVEMENT, CONGRESS WOULD HAVE

NOT HAVE BEEN UNHAPPY, BUT CCNGRESSIONAL EXPERTS ON EDUCATION WHO SUPPORTED

THE TITLE CONCEPT WERE CONFRONTED WITH THE FACT THAT TITLE .1 COULD NOT BE

SHMN TO RAISE THE READING /-CHIEVEMENT LEVEL OF THE AVERAGE TITLE STUDENT

IN THE 'AVERAGE SCHOOL DISTRICT. PND THIS EVIDENCE WAS BEING INTERPRETED

BY RESEARCHERS AND THE PRESS AS PROVING THAT TITLE DID NOT WORK, AND,0PERHAPS)

COULD NOT WORK.

CONGRESSIONAL EXPERTS WERE NOT PREPARED TO ACCEPT THESE EVALUATIONS AS

VALID FOR SEVERAL REASONS, FIRST, BECAUSE THE EVALUATIONS FOCUSED UPON ONE
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OUTCOME TO Ti: EXCLUSION OF OTHERS. SECOND, BECAUSE CONGRESSMEN.SENSED THAT

TITLE I IN OPERATION WAS A COMPLICATED PROGRAM WHOSE EFFECTS ON CHILDREN AND

ON THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM COULD NOT BE NEATLY SUMMARIZED IN SIMPLE ACCOUNTS

OF STUDENT READING ACHIEVEMENT GAINS, AND THIRDLY, BECAUSE THE EVALUATIONS

SENT TO CAPITOL HILL PROVIDED VERY LITTLE USEFUL INFORMATICN WHICH THEY

-COULD USE TO IMPROVE THE PROGRAM.

LET ME SAY A WORD ABOUT EACH OF THESE CONCERNS.

FIRST, PRIOR EVALUATIONS TYPICALLY FOCUSED UPON ONE.ROSSIBLE OUTCOME

OF TITLE I PROGRAMS: THE EFFECT ON CHILDREN'S READING AND MATHEMATICS

ACHIEVEMENT,

ALITIOUGH STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT WAS CLEARLY AN IMPMTANT PURPO7 OFTHE

STATUTE, CONGRESS HAD OTHER GOALS.IN MIND, AS WELL, IN ESTABLIHSING 1E

TITLE I PROGRAM,

THIS :S NOT A. STARTLING REVELATION NEW TO US AS LONG AGO AS 1970,

DAVID COHEN WAS SAYJNG THE SAME THING18 coR, COHEN SAID1

"IT IS...DIFFICULT TO CONCLyDE THAT IMPROVING SCHOOLS ,

PRODUCTION 9F POOR CHILDREN S $CHIEVEMENT WAS THE
LEGISLATION S MAJOR PURPOSE, IHE LEGISLATIVE INTENT
EMBRACED MANY OTHER ELEMENTS: IMPROVING EDUCATIONAL
SERVICES IN SCHOOL DISTRICTS WITH MANY POOR CHILDREN,
PROVIDING FISCAL RELIEF FOR THE CENTRAL CITIES AND
PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS) REDUCING DISCONTENT AND CONFLICT
'APOUT RACE AND POVERTY, AND ESTABLISHING THE PRINCIPAL
OF FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR LOCAL SCHOOL PROBLEMS.
THE FACT THAT THESE WERE EMBODIED IN A SINGLE PIECE
OF LEGISLATION CONTRIBUTED HEAVILY TO ITS PASSAGE, BUT
IT ALSO MEANT THAT THE RESULTING PROGRAM MS NOT SINGLE-
PURPOSE OR HMOGENEOUS. IF ANY SUPPOSITION IS IN ORDER,
IT IS PRECISELY THE OPPOSITC;

PI\ID, HE ADDED:

"THE MAIN POINT.,.IS THAT THE PURPOSES OF THE LEGISLATION
WERE MUCH MORE COMPLEX; MOST OF THEM COULD BE SATIFIED
WITHOUT ANY EVIDENCE ABOUT CHILDREN'S ACHIEVEMENT,.
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SECOND, CONGRESS APPEARED CONVINCEL, THAT THE COMPLEXITY OF PROGRAMS

FUNDED UNDER FITLE 1 DID NOT READILY LEND THEMSELVES TO SUWARY MEASURES OF

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT.

THE 1974 HOUSE REPORT, FOR EXAMPLE, REJECTED THE CRITERION FOR

EFFECTIVENESS USED IN SEVERAL TITLE I EVALUATIONS19 THE REPORT STATED:

"REGRETFULLY, THERE ARE FEW EVALUATION REPORTS WHICH
CAN SHOW SCIENTIFICALLY THE SUCCESS OF TITLE I ON A
NATIONAL LEVEL; BUT THAT FAILURE IS NOT SO MUCH A
FAILURE OF THE PROGRAM AS IT IS A FAILURE TO UNDER-
STAND THE NATURE OF THE PROGRAM.

TITLE 1PROVIDES DIRECT AID To LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS
'TO USE AS THEY SEE FIT TO IMPROVE THE EDUCATION OF
EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILDREN. rANY SCHOOL DISTRICTS,,.
HAVE DECIDED THAT IT IS MORE IMPORTANT TO USE SUBSTAN-,
TIAL AMOUNTS, OF MONEY TO MEET THE HEALTWAND NUTRITIONAL
NEEDS OF THEIR STUDENTS THAN TO CONCENTRATE SOLELY ON
REMEDIAL READING ,INND MATHEMATICS. THEREFORE, TO JUDGE
THOSE PROGRAMS ACCORDING TO THE SOLE CRITERION OF
READING ACHIEVEMENT IS AN INVALID EVALUATION OF THEIR
EFFECTIVENESS,

A 1971 URBAN INSTITUTE DISCUSSION OF EVALUATION APTLY SUMMARIZES THE

DIVERSITY OF PROJECTS FUNDED WITH TITLE 11°:

'AT THE 1,0CAL PROJECT LEVEL, WHERE ALL EVALUATIONS MUST
START, IITLE I FUNDS CAN BE USED TO FINANCE A BROAD
RANGE OF ACTIVITIES FROM PRESCHOOL THROUGH HIGH SCHOOL,
INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS.MAY DIFFER IN ALMOST EVERY DIMENSION,
LEVELS OF FUNDING VARY FROM A FEWDOLI0ARS TO SEVERAL
HUNDRED DOLLARS PER CHILD BUT THE IITLE I EXPENDITURES
ARE ORDINARILY RELATIVELY MERGER COMPARED TO REGULAR
EXPENDITURES FROM STATE AND LOCAL FUNDS, THESE ARE BUT
A FEW OF THE PROPLEMS WHICH CONFRONT THOSE WHO ATTEMPT TO
EVALUATE TITLE I PROJECTS,

AS IF TO CONFIRM CONGRESSIONAL SUSPICIONS OF THE VALIDITY OF

EVALUATIONS EASED SOLELY ON ACHIEVEMENT GAINS, A 1969 REPORT ON TITLE

IN 28 DISTRICTS FOUND THAT FUNDS WERE NOT BEING SPENT ON THE MAJORITY OF

ELIGIBLE CHILDREN, WERE NOT.BEING CONCENTRATED SUFFICENTLY, AND WERE

PURCHASING EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES AND NOT EDUCATIONAL SERVICES. THE
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REPORT WAS PREPPRED BY THE CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND AND THE NAACP.11

PREDICTABLY, THE RESULTS OF THIS REPORT REINFORCED THE PUBLIC

CONSCIOUSNESS THAT TITLE I FAILED, RUT CONCERNED CONGRESSMEN WERE MORE LIKELY

TO CONCLUDE THAT EARLIER EVALUATIONS WERE WORTHLESS BECAUSE THEY MEASURED

OUTCOMES OF SERVICES THAT WERE NOT BEING DELIVERED.. IN OTHER WORDS, OTHER

EVALUATIONS SEEMED TO IMPLY THAT COMPENSATORY EDUCATION DID NOT AND PERHAPS

WOULD NOT WORK. THE 1969 REPORT IMPLIED THAT COMPENSATORY PROGRAMS WERE NOT

IMPLEMENTED AS INTENDED AND HENCE IT WAS THOUGHT VERY USEFUL FOR CONGRESSIONAL

PURPOSES, LIKE CHRISTIANITY, TO ABUSE SHAW'S FAMOUS APHORISM, TITLE I HAD

NOT BEEN TRIED,

WHICH BRINGS ME TO MY FINAL POINT, NAMELY THAT THE FORMATION PRESENTED

IN PRIOR EVALUATIONS PROVIDED LITTLE HELPFUL INFORMATION FOR CONGRESSIONAL

-DECISION-MAKING PURPOSES,

THE TITLE I PROGRAM, TO SLWARIZE MY EARLIER CWMENTS, WAS PART OF A

COMPLEX FEDERAL RESPONSE TO A DIVERSE'SET OF POLITICAL, SOCIAL, ECONOMIC,

EDUCATIONAL AND PUBLIC POLICY PROBLEMS, IT INCLUDED A CORRECTIVE MECHANISM

EVALUATION SO THAT ADJUSTMENTS COULD BE MADE AS THE PROGRAM DEVELOPED.

BUT THE EVALUATIONS FUNDED AS A RESULT OF THIS CORRECTIVE MECHANISM HAVE

NOT MET CONGRESSIONAL NEEDS, FOR AT LEAST TWO REASONS.

THEY HAVE FOCUSED UPON ONLY ONE OF THE CONCERNS THAT PROMPTED ENAC1MENT.

OF THE PROGRAM, NAMELY THE EFFECTS-OF INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES, AND WITHIN THAT

AREA PRINCIPALLY UPON CHANGES IN STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT,

AND, SECONDLY, THEIR RESULTS HAVE BEEN INTERPRETED IN SUCH A WAY AS TO

ANSWER THE GUESTION OF WHETHER OR NOT TITLE I SHOULD BE CONTINUED, AND NOT

HOW IT MIGHT BE IMPROVED.



THESE FACTCRS LEAD ME TO THE' CONCLUSION THAT THE EVALUATION PROCESS HAS

NOT BEEN NEUTRAL AND, IN FACT, HAS HURT THE TITLE I EFFORT IN AT LEAST ONE

IMPORTANT RESPECT: THE OUTCOMES THAT RESEARCHERS CAN MEASURE CONVENIENTLY,

NAMELY, ACHIEVEMENT, HAVE COME TO BE PERCEIVED AS THE SOLE PURPOSE OF THE

PROGRAM,

As A RESULT, EVALUA,IONS DESIGNED WITH THE BEST OF INTENTIONS TO HELP

IMPROVE THE PROGRAM WERE, IN TRUTH, BIASED AGAINST IT IN THAT THEY EMBARASSED

ITS ADVOCATES AND SUPPORTED THOSE WHO OPPOSED IT,

flEMBARASSED" MAY APPEAR TO BE A PECULIAR TERM IN THIS CONTEXT) NEVERTHELESS

IT APPEARS APPROPRIATE, IT IS APPROPRIATE BECAUSE EVALUATION UNFAIRLY FORCED

TITLE I ADVOCATES TO DEFEND THE PROGRAM AS THOUGH ITS SOLE PURPOSE WAS THE

ENHANCEMENT CF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT. cONGRESS, AS COHEN POINTED OUT, CLEARLY

HAD OTHER PURPOSES IN MIND AS WELL, AND THESE PURPOSES WERE SLIGFIED BY THE

ATTEMP1 TO CONCENTRATE SOLELY ON ACHIEVEMENT,

ICRE TO THE POINT, EARLY EVALUATIONS ATTEMPTED TO SAY SOMETHING ABOUT

.ACHIEVEMENT OUTCOMES WITHOUT DOCUMENTING THE EXISTENCE OF SPECIAL SERVICES

OR, IN FACT, THE PARTICIPATION OF THE STUDENTS BEING ASSESSED, EVEN IF

CONGRESS WERE TO AGREE THAT INCREASING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT WAS.THE SOLE

PURPOSE OF TITLE I, EVALUATIONS MICK IGNORE THE REALITIES OF HOW SUU-1 A

PROGRAM IS IMPLEMENTED RUN THE RISK OF SERIOUSLY MISREPRESENTINC; THE

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTIONS TO THAT GOAL OF ADEQUATELY FUNDED AND WELL MANAGED

EDUCATIONAL SERVICES,

IN SPITE OF THE RESEARCHERS' CAUTIONS REGARDING THE ME,ANNG OF THE RESULTS

OF ACHIEVEMENT BASED EVALUATIONS OF TITLE I, MANY PEO'LE CONCLUDED FROM THE

RESULTS THAT COMPENSATORY EDUCATION DID NOT WORK, OTHERS WENT FURTHER AND

DECIDED THAT COMPENSATORY EDUCATION COULD NOT WORK,
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THIS IS NOT TO SAY THAT THE HISTORY OF TITLE I EVALUATION IS NOT

UNDERSTANDABLE GIVEN THE INITIAL OPTIMISM ABOUT WHAT IT MIGHT FE ABLE TO

ACCOMPLISH.

IT IS UNDERSTANDABLE, ALSO, THAT SOCIAL SCIENTISTS VOID

AMBIGUITY IN FAVOR OF SINGLE EASILY-MEASURED OBJECTIVE- THE

MOST CONVENIENT IS STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT GROWTH.

HOWEVER, LEGISLATORS CAN LIVE QUITE COMFORTABLY WITH WEIGUITY OF

PURPOSES; To ENACT PROGRAMS LIKE lITLE I, LEGISLATORS MUST BUILD COALITIONS

OF DIVERSE GROUPS AND INTERESTS; SUCH COALITIONS ARE POSSIBLE CNLY IF 'THE

PROGRAM'S PURPOSES ARE DIVERSE AND IF CONTROVERSIAL QUESTIONS APE RESOLVED

AMBIGUOUSLY.

THE TASK OF THE EVALUATOR, FACED WITH THE AMBIGUITY OF LEGISLATION, IS

TO LIVE WITH THE FACT THAT PROGRAMS HAVE DIVERSE OBJECTIVES, AND NOT AS HAS

BEEN THE CASE IN THE PAST, TO FORCE-FIT A COMPLEX PROBLEM INTO AN OVER-

SIMPLIFIED ANALYTICAL MODEL.

THOSE OF US IN GOVERNMENT AND THE PRIVATE SECTOR HAVE.LEARNED A GREAT

DEAL FROM TITLE I'S EVALUATION HISTORY. OUR OWN WORK REFLECTS-OUR UNDER-

STANDING OF THE NEED TO DOCWENT THE NATURE OF THE PROGRAM IN OPERATION IN TERMS

OF THE SERVICES PROVIDED AND THE PARTICIPATION OF'STUDENTS. THE TWO MOST RECENT

STUDIES FUNDED BYTHE U. S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION'S OFFICE OF PLANNING, BUDGETING,

AND EVALUATION ARE BASED ON SIMILAR LOGIC; THE TWO STUDIES ARE AN EVALUATION OF

READING OUTCOMES IN TITLE I PROGRAMS, AND AN EVALUATION OF THE SUSTAINING EFFECTS

OF TITLE I.

Tb AVOID THE BIAS INVOLVED IN FOCUSING EVALUATION ON ONLY ONE ASPECT OF

A PROGRAM, RESEARCHERS MUST FIRST CONSIDER WHAT TITLE I OR OTHER COMPENSr-ORY
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EDUCATION PROGflMS ARE IN PRACTICE; THAT IS, HOW FUNDS ARE DISTRIBUTED,

PROGRAMS MANAGED, AND STUDENTS AND SERVICES SELECTED. WITH THIS INFORMATICA.

IT IS POSSIBLE TO IDENTIFY THE RANGE OF OUTCOM:S THAT TITLE I IS BEING

IMPLEMENTED TO PRODUCE, AND THUS TO PLAN EVALUATIONS THAT GIVE A BALANCED

OVERALL PICTURE OF PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS,

NIE EVALUATION

As A RESULT OF CONGRESSIONAL DISSATISFACTION WITH PRIOR EVALUATIONS.

AHD AS A RESULT OF CONGRESSIONAL INTEREST IN THE POSSIBLE CONSEQUENCES OF

ORGANIZING TITLE I DIFFERENTLY, SECTION 821 OF THE EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF

1974 REQUESTED NIE TO STUDY COMPENSATORY EDUCATION.

WE WERE ASKED TO:

EXAMINE THE FUNDAMENTAL PURPOSES AND EFFECTIVENESS OF

CeMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

ANALYZE THE WAYS OF IDENTIFYING CHILDREN IN GREATEST

NEED OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

14
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o
rONSIDER ALTERNATIVE WAYS OF MEETING THESE CHILDREN'S NEEDS

o
CONSIDER THE FEASIBILITY, COSTS, AND ONSEQUENCES OF

ALTERNATIVE MEANS OF DISTRIBUTING FEDERAL COMPENSATORY

EDUCATION FUNDS.

IN A WORD, THIS MANDATEPUT US IN THE POSITION OF BEING A CONTRACTOR,

-n.70 SUBMIT A PROPOSAL----LWITH CONGRESS AS OUR SOLE CLIENT. IE WERE n'

TO CONGRESS FOR APPROVAL; FUNDS FOR THE ;ECIALLY SET ASIDE BY

CONGRESS; AND OUR REPORTS GO DIRECTLY TO CONGRESb, WITHOUT CLEARANCE OR

FORMAL REVIEW BY ANY OTHER AGENCY OF THE GOVERNMENT.

CLEARLY, CONGRESSIONAL NEEDS FOR INFORMATION ARE PARAMOUNT AND DRI"E THE

RESEARCH, NOT OUR NEEDS OR OUR PREFERENCES.

ESSENTIALLY SECTION 821 CAN BE CONCEIVED OF AS TWO MAJOR REQUESTS FROM

CONGRESS.

THE FIRST REQUIRES US TO ASSESS THE EFFECTIVENESS OF COMPENSATORY

EDUCATION PROGRAMS IN MEETING THEIR FUNDAMEWAL PURPOSES.

THE SECOND CHALGES US WITH AN EXAMINATION OF ALTERNATIVE METHODS BY

WHICH THE EFFECTIVENESS OF CON,PENSATORY EDUCATION MIGHT BE IMPROVED,

THE INTERIM REPORT WHICH WE SUBMITTED TO CONGRESC LAST.DECEMBER DEFINED

THE FUNDAMENTAL PURPOSES OF TITLE I AND HOW WE PROPOSE TO EXAMINE THE

EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROGRAM IN ATTAINING THOSE PURPOSES AND THE CONSEQUENCES

OF POSSIBLE CHANGES.

OTHERS HERE WILL DISCUSS HOW WE ARE LOOKING AT EACH OF THE PURPOSES OF

TITLE I. MY PURPOSE IS TO EXPLAIN WHAT THOSE PURPOSES ARE, AND TO LAY OUT THE

GENERAL STRATEGY OF RESEARCH BY WHICH WE EXAMINE THEM.



FURIVENTAL PUTOSES

To EXAMINE THE FUNDAMENTAL PURPOSES OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

PROGRAMS, ONE MUST DISTINGUISH THE BROAD PHILOSOPHICAL CONCERNS THAT

MAY HAVE MOTIVATED THE PRO6RAM'S ORIGINATORS FROM THE MORE CONCRETE

OPERATIONAL PURPOSES THAT ARE BUILT INT- PRMRAM.

THE RIGINATORS OF SUCH 2ATION PROGRAMS AS TIM. I

MAY HAVE HAD IN MIND SOME VERY GENERAL PURPOSES, INCLUDING HELPING TO

ELIMINATE POVERTY; CONTRIBUTING TO THE REDISTRIBUTION OF WEALTH AND OPPOR-

TUNITY; REFORMING EDUCATION AND SYMBOLIZING SOCIETY'S COMITMENT TO

HELPING THE DISADVANTAGED. ALTHOUGH IT IS POSSIBLE TO SPECULATE ABOUT

WHAT THE BASIC OBJECTIVES MIGHT BE, THE DEBATES, STATUTES., AND OFFICIAL

LEGISLATIVE REPORISTHAT ESTABLISHED THE PROGRAM CONTAIN A SPECIFIC SL

OF FUNDAMENTAL PURPOSES.

FINLANCIAL ASSISTANCE IS CL MY ONE OF -HE ELEMENTARY AND

n7CONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 19E FORMALLY ENTITL77 "AN ACT TO STUNG-

AND IMPROVE EDUCATIONAL QUALi:' D EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES IN THE NATI

ELEMENTARY,AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS." IT THUS WAS A CORNLIRSTONE CF AN EMERGING

-N
FEDERAL INTEREST IN EQUALITY CF-EDUCATIONAU OPPORTUNITY.: ENACTMENT OF THE

ESEA WAS THE CULMINATION OF DECADES OF CONFLICT CONCERNING WHETHER THE

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD. PRO7IDE AID TO ELEMENTARY 'IND SECONDARY SCHOOLS AND

WHETHER STUDENTS'IN PRIVATE L2-1).A_S SHOULD BENEFIT, THE ACT ESTABLISHE THE

LAL INTL::EST IN ELEYLT (;ECOHDARY EDUCATI-,1 AND CLEARLY INCLUDED

:N.,::\TE SCHOOL STUDENTS Aa)NG BENEFICIARIES.

SECTION 101 OF TITLE I, :FLED "DECLARATION CL POLICY," IS A STATEMENT

OF THE PROGRAM'S FUNDING OBJECTIVES. SECTION 101 STATES:

IN RECOGNITION OF THE SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OP CHILDREN OF LOW-INCOME
FAMILIES, AND THE IMPACT MAT CONCENTRATIONS OF LOW7INCCME FAMILIES
HAVE p THEABILITY

OF LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES TO. SUPPORT.ADEOUATE 1 6



EDUCATIuNAL PROGRAMS, THE CONGRESS HEREBY DECLARES IT TO BE
THE POLICY OF THE.UNITED STATES TO PROVIDE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
...TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES SERVING AREAS WITH CONCENTRA-
TIONS OF CHILDREN FROM LOW-INCOME FAMILIES,,.

THE 1965 HOUSE REPORT ACCOMPANYING THIS LEGISLATION REFERRED TO THE

VIEW OF THE CMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR THAT "AID TO THE ECONOMICALLY

DISADVANTAGED CHILD REPRESENTS THE-BASIC APPROACH TO WIDESPREAD EDUCATIONAL
13

IMPROVEMENT IN THIS COUNTRY." TITLE I, THE .LIST OF THE ESEA PROGRAMS,

THEREFORE, WAS INTENDED TO BE THE PRINCIPAL I-EDERAL METHOD FOR IMPROVING EDU-

CATIONAL QUALITY AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES FOR CHILDREN IN SCHOOL

DISTRICTS SERVING AREAS WITH.LARGE N!iMBERS OF LOW-INCOME CHILDREN..

THE Hous OF IPRESENTATIVE'S :-"PORT ACCOMPANYING THE .197Li EDUCATION

AMENDMENTS REITERATED THAT "A PRIN

BUTE SUBSTANTIAL FEDERAL AID TO SCH

FUNDING ADEQUATE EDUCATIONAL PRCGR

FAMILIES]," THE REPORT ALSO SPOKE
1L4

THE EDUCATION OF -RE POOR1 Efl :T SHOULD BE NOTED THAT THE MAN-

flr
/ATION.,,46 THE DESIRE TO DISTRI-.

7:ST .ICTS EXPERIENCING DIFFICULTY IN

'CONCENTRATIONS OF LOW-ICOME

NATIONAL cowl IMENT TO UPGRADING

DATE FOR THIS STLDY IS ITSELF EVID1

MULATING ITS.FUNDING OBJECTIVES. TO

THE BASIS OF, THE NUMBERS OF tOW-ACHIA ;

FROM EE DECLARATION OF POLICY

STATEMENTS EMERGES THE FIRST FUNDA1.

,TARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT: 'T

DISIRICILLILBELATELLIcLIEELMEEE

THOSE DIS1RICILMITHE_KEDDia_MELII-1:

WERE THE PROVISION OF THIS ASS"'

EVALUATION WOULD SIMPLY REQUIRE AN AC.-_-=

BUTION OF FUNDS. As THE LEGISLAT[ON

CEIVING TITLE I ASSISTANCE ARE OBLICATE7

CONGRESS HAS CONSIDERED REFOR-

FWDS TO LEAS AND SCHOOLS ON

STiDENTS,

7SEQUENMFORMAL CONGRESSIC
.

A'OSE OF:TITLE I OF THE LINEN-

= FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO CHOOL

nW-I.LICOLIE CHILDREN AND

iI5LNIELLILS2E-L2±-71ELENI.a.

THE ONLY PURPOSE OF TITLE I,
.

71G OF ITS EFFECTS ON THE DISTRI-

. CLEAR, HOWEVER, DISTRICTS RE-

: SPEND IT IN CERTAIN MAYS, AND
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THESE REQUIRErENTS IMPLY THE EXISTENCE OF ADDITIONAL FUNDAMENTAL PURPOSES

FOR TITLE I.

ERQUDINLEDUCATIMAL_SERVICES APPEARS TO,BE THE NEXT PURPOSE.

THE DECLARATION OF POL!CY ALSO STATES THAT LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES

ARE REQUIRED TO USE TITLE I FUNDS "TO EXPAND AND IMPROVE THEIR EDUCATIONAL

PROGRAMS BY VARIOUS MEANS...WHICH CONTRIBUTE PARTICULARLY TO MEE1ING THE

SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OF EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVE CHILDREN." ALTHOUGH

THE CONGRESSIONAL ORIGINATORS OF TITLE I MAY HAVE DIFFERED ABOUT THE DEGREE TO

WHICH SCHOOL DISTRICTS SHOULD BE RESTRICTEL IN THEIR USE OF FUNDS, CONGRESS

CLEARLY INTENDED THAT FUNDS BE USED FOR PROGRAMS TARGETED ON CHILDREN WITH

SPECIAL NELDS. THE EXACT NATURE OF THE SERVICES WAS LEFT TO ME JUDGMENT OF

LOCAL EDUCATORS,

SECTION 141 OF TITLE I EXPANDS UPON THE GENERAL 'INSTRUCTION CITED IN

THE DECLARATION OF POLICY AND.MAKES SCHOOL DISTRICT ELIGIBILITY FOR TITLE

I GRANTS CONTINGENT UPON ASSURANCES THAT FUNDS woup BE USED FOR PROGRAMS:

(1) DESIGNED TO MEET THE "SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OF CHILDREN IN SCHOOL

ATTENDANCE AREAS HAVING HIGH'CONCENTRATIONS" OF LOW-INCOME.CHILDREN) AND

(2) OF "SUFFICIENT SIZE, SCOPE, AND PUALITY TO GIVE REASONABLE PROMISE OF

. SUBSTANTIAL PROGRESS TOWARD MEETING TkpsE NEEDS."

IN ADDITION, THE SAME SECTION REQUIRES ASSURANCES THAT TITLE I

FUNDING SUPPLEMENT RATHER THAN SUPPLANT NON-FEDERAL FUNDING. AVAILABLE FOR

TITLE I STUDENTS, AND "TO THE EXTENT PRACTICAL, INCREASE THE LEVEL OF

FUNDS THAT WOULD BE MADE AVAILABLE FOR THE EDUCATION OF PUPILS PARTICIPATING"

IF FEDERAL FUNDS WERE NOT AVAILABLE.

,BASES ON THE CONSISTENT AND ,RECURRING INTENT OF CONGRESS FROM

1965TO 1974) THE SECOND FUNDAMENTAL,PURPOSE OF TITLE I IS: ID FUND

18



SPECIAL SERY.IrELCHEYING CHI1URFN IN THE POOREST SCHOOLS...

SIURENT DEVFIOPMENT IS THE LAST OF THE PURPOSES I WANT TO MENTION.

CONGRESS DID NOT SPECIFY THE EXACT NATURE OF THE SERVICES TO BE DELIVERED

UNDEk TIT I, NOR DID IT PRECISELY DEFINE EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED

CHILDREN. HOWEVER, IT SEEMS CLEAR THAT CONGRESS WAS CONCERNED WITH

THE CONNECTION BETWEEN POVERTY AND LOW ACHIEVEMENT AND HOPED THAT THE

PROVISION OF TITLE 1 SERVICES IN AREAS WITH CONCENTRATIONS OF POVERTY

MIGHT HELP IMPROVE THE SCHOOL PERFORMANCE OF CHILDREN IN POOR AREAS.

THE 1955 HOUSE REPORT ACCGMPANYING ESEA SPOKE OF THE "CLOSE RELATION
., , lb

SHIP BETWEEN CONDITIGN OF POVERTY,..AND POOR ACADEMI: PERFORMANCE.

rOREOVER, VEBERS OF THE HOUSE COMIIIEE 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,"
1.7

ARE THE "MORE IMPORTANT AND MORE FREQUENTLY TISCUSSED FACET OF THE PROGRAM,"

NEVERTHELESS, THE COMMITTEE STRESSED THAT T:TLE I IS NOT SOLELY A PROGRAM

TO ENHANCE BASIC SKILLS IN READING AND MATHEFATICS.

IN THE SENATE, THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARECOMMENTED

UPON .THE SAME SUBJECT IF DISCUSSING WHY THE COVMITTEE REJECTED A PROPOSAL_

TO CONCENTRATE 75% OF TITLE I FUNDS ON READING Als0 MATHEMATICS. /fHE 1974
18

SENATE REPORT NOTED.

...LOCAL OFFICIALS ARE CHARGED WITH DEVELOPING LOCAL SOLUTIONS TO
MEET-THEIR SPECIFIC NEEDS. ,OFTEN THE SOLUTIONS INVOLVE REMEDIAL
EDUCATION PROGRAMS IN THE BASIc SKILLS. BUT MANY LOCAL OFFICIALS
HAVE FOUND THAT THEIR CHILDREN S EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS ALSO DEPEND:
ON PROVISION OF AUXILIARY SERVICES SUCH AS GUIDANCE AND-COUNSELING
PROGRAMS OR CULTUFL_ ENRICFEENT, TITLE I IS NOT BASICALLY A-
SOCIAL SERVICES F :PAM; HOWEVER, SUCH SOCIAL SERVICES ARE NECESSARY.
IF EDUCATION. IS Ti TAKE PLACE.'

PERHAPS THE MOST -2.EFUL BRIEF SUMMARY OF.THE USES CF TITLE I FUNDS

19



'FOUND ACCEPTP6LE BY CONGRESS CAN BE FOUND IN THE SAME SENATE REPORT.

IT SAID: "IN APPROPRIATE CIRCUMGTANCES, TITLE I FUNDS MAY EVEN BE USED

FOR AUXILIARY SERVICES, SUCH AS FOOD, MEDICAL On DENTAL SERVICES, AND

CLOTHING, BUT.THE EMPHASIS IS ON EDUCATION."

HENCE, THE THIRD'FUNDA.MENTAL PURPOSE IS CLEARLY ESTABLISHED IN

.L,LINTENT:

A

V ^

OF PI

THESE THREE FUNDAVENTAL FURPOSES OF TITLE 1 ARE CONSISTENT WITH ONE

ANOTHER, EjT THAT IS NOT TO SAY THAT EACH IS ECUALLY IMPORTANT TO EVERY

MEMBER OF CONGRESS. CONGRESSIONAL DEBATES, AND EVEN THE LANGUAGE OF DIFFER,

ENT PARTS OF COMMITTEE AND CONFERENCE-REPORTS, SUGGEST THAT FEMBERS OF

CONGRESS DIFFER OVER THE RELATIVE IMPORTANCE C= THE SEVERAL KiRFOSES.

ALTHOUGH SOME CONGRESSIONAL STATEMENTS LHY THAT THE PURPOSES FORM

A HIEPARCHY IN WHICH TITLE 1 DELIVERS FUND'S/AD EERVICES ONLY TO INCREASE

CHILDREN'S ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT
>Ff1US MAKING T 71 THIRD:PURPOSE THE

MOST IMPORTANT OTHER STATEIENTS MAKE IT CLEAR THAT THE ALLOCATION OF

FUNDS AND DELIVERY OF SERVICES ARE MPORTANT ENDS IN THEMSELVES.

EVALUATIal MD POLICY

AS 1 HOPE I HAVE NIADE PLAIN, EVALUATION OF TITLE 1 MUST START FROM THE

RECOGNITION THAT THE PRJGPAM HAS SEVERAL PURPOSES, AND TO FOCUS.EXOLUSIVE-

LY ON ONE IMPROPERLY IGNORES THE OTHERS. WE HAVE, THEREFORE, INITIATED

SEVERAL INVESTIGATIONS INTO EACH OF THE AREAS JUST DESCRIBED.

IN ADEJTION; EVALUATION MUST ACKNOWLEDGE THAT TITLE I OPERATES THROUGH

THE FEDERAL :YSTEM, AND THAT STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS DETERMINE WHATJT

WILL BE IN PRACTICE BY DELIVERING -HE SERVICES THEIR OWN STUDENTS NEED.

ALTHOUGH THERE IS ONLY ONE FEDERAL TIT_FI Ir-I:jGRAM, I.E., ONLY ON=

-40
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BASIC FRAMEWCRK OF LAWS AND POLICIES, IT OPERATES DIFFERENTLY IN EVERY

STATE, IN 14,000 SCHOOL DISTRICTS, AND IN COUNTLESS CLASSROOMS,

THUS TO UNDERSTAND AND EVALUATE TITLE T TT :ssi.?" TO CONSIDER

"c; Ir wTCH FEDERAL POLICY INTERACTS WITH THE ACTIONS.OF --ATF AND LOCAL

EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES THAT ACTUALLY IMPLEMENT THE PROGRAM, YE:41A

THEREFORE, DEVOTED CONSIDERABLE ATTENTION TO A FIRTH MA:CR SUE,TOT: THE

ADMINISTTION OF THE PROGRAM.

Tr. STRATEGY FOR EXAMINING COMPENSATORY EDUCATION CAN BE VIEWED AS

AN EFFOFT TO RESTORE EVALUATION- TO ITS PROPER ROLE AS A NEUTRAL ELEMENT

IN THE FC_ICYMAKING.PROCESS.

TH ATTEMPT IS BASED ON THE. RECOGNITION THAT STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

IS BUT C OF THE ELEMENTS IN. WHICH CONGRESS-IS INTERESTED, AND THAT SOCIAL

SCIENTISS SERIOUSLY MISREPRESENT THE PJRPOSES OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS IF

THEY CONCENTRATE ON ONLY ONE MEASURABLE OUTCOME.

MOREOVER, SINCE THE CONGRESSIONAL CLIENT DISPLAYS LITTLE INCLINATION

TO DELEGATE JUDGMENTS ABOUT 12HETHER TO CONTINUE TITLE : TO SOCIAL SCIENT:STS

IND REPORTERS, WE MAKE NO ATTEMPT TO SET OURSELVES UP AS FINAL ARBITERS,

OF THE PROGRAM.

IN OMER WORDS, IT IS CLEAR THAT THE FUTURE OF TITLE.I WILL BE DETER

MINED BY A VARIETY OF EDUCATIONAL, POLITICAL, SOCIAL, AND ECONOMIC

FACTOES WHICH CONGRESS MUSTCONSIDER, AND NOT BY EVALUATION-RESULTS-ALONE.

-IENCE, OUR JOB IS TO PROVIDE CONGRESS: WHICH IS FAR REMOVED FROM

ACTUAL LOCAL PROGRAMS, WITH AN ACOURATE UNDERSTANDING CF *i.AT THE PROGR,:l

IS IN _PERATION As wELL ,s OF WHAT IT r: HiT BE.

o :ONCLUDE, THE NIE STUDY OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION IS NOT AIMED AT

PROVIE:c EVIDENCE ON WHETHER OR NOT TITLE I HAS JLSTIFIED ITS EXISTENCE.

INSTEAD, IT WILL HELP MEMBERS OF CONGRESS THEIR STAFFS ANSWER TWO

RATHER D:FFERENT QUESTIONS,.
21
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FIRST, IF THERE IS TO BE A Fb "TDRESSING EDL -AL

PROBLEMS IN POOR AREAS, WHAT IS THE BEST WAY TC DESIGN IT IN TEIS OF

FUNDS DISTRIBUTION, MANAGEMENT, AND SERVICE DELIVERY?

SECOND, HOW CAN LOCAL PEOPLE MOST EFFECTIVELY USE THE FEDERAL

PROGRAM TO GUARANTEE THAT IT HAS THE BEST POSSIBLE IMPACT ON THE GROWTH

AND WELFARE OF THE CHILDREN IT IS INTENDED TO SERVE?

2 2
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