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Preface

Title. I of the Elementary and Seconifry Education Act of 1965 has Lgon
‘ in operation for olightly more than a decade. During that peried, thousands -
' of documents have been written about 1t, so anajﬁr.ctane step in deciding on .
the cgrtont of this synthesis was the choice ‘of what small portion of the
reglevant’ ‘1iterature to focus attention upon, within the temporal and budget-
ary constraints of this effort. The project uonitor for the°National Insti-
" tute of Bducation, Alioon.Wblf; and the author jointly decided hpon~a
sat of fifteen major federal studies to be assimilated into this synthesis,
_llong with other relevant sources that intruded into the author s conscioua-
ness. Those fifteen studies are described by Robert J. Rosoi and his
colleagues in a companion document. We believe that these documents contain
much-of what is known about compensatory education; however, this synthesis
cannot | substitute for a thorough review of the experiﬁ'gtal research liter-

_aturé on educational disadvantage.

The initial draft of this synthesis was begun in May, 1977, after the
fifteen major studies had been summarized and about a dozen mothodologicdi )
issues had been discussed in companion documents. Kevin Gilmartin, on the
staff of the Americau'lnatitutos‘for Research, made valuable comsedts and
‘suggeotiono during the develqopment of that draft. In early June, 1977, the
draft voo»roviewed by Alison Wolf, Joy Frechtliig, and Marjorie Kulash, of

) NIE, by George Mayeske, of the Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation
in the U.S. Office of Education, acd by Al Chalupsky, of AIR. Again, in
producing the present draft, in July, 1977, Kevin Gilmarti: has provided

b ' essential counents,‘along with editorial improveuento. °

Enily Campbell and Joan Hansen were very helpful ir producing a final
typed versidn of the<nanuscript that was not only more legible but also
: more understandable thau what they were given.‘ I am very gratoful to them, A
to the reviewers, who made very useful commenta, and to my wife, who grace~
fully accepted the implications of +he temporal and budgetary constraints of'
this project. Of course, the rosponsibility for any errors in the final

contents of this aynthesis is mine glonme.

- Donald H. McLaughlir
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_ TITIE I, 1965-1975: ‘
R N
) A SYNTHESIS OF THE FINDINGS OF FEDERAL STUDIES *
5 % / A

&

» Introduction

A . 4

.

Ae & complement to its gathering of new information on the methods and
efécctiveness of compensatory education as mandaced by Congress (P.L. 93-380,
Section 821), the National Institute of Education contracted with the Ameri-

" can Iﬁ;titqtqg‘f;r Research to produce a summary ‘and synthesi® of the sub-

stantive and ngthodological results of previous federai evaluations of com~
pensatory education. This and two conﬁanion"rﬁpotts constitute that syn-

thesis. The other two documents are Summaries of Federal S_adies of Compen- oo
satory Education (Rossi,'ﬂbLaughlin, Campbell, and Everett, 1977), gontaining

a 5- to 10-page summary of eaqh of 15 major studies, and Centroversies in the
Pvaluation of Compensatory Education (MhLaugﬂiin, Gilmartin, and Rossi, 1977), ) L
centaining discussions of ten major methodological issues. The aim of this D

document is to present the consensus of the major studies results in terms
of policy-related questioms. At the outsget of the task,’ 1t was expected o
that a major portion of the effort would involve the reconciliation of con-
flicting resu]ts of different but apparently valid studies"however, this
}turned out mnot to be a substantial problem. For most issues, the. major pro-
blem was to draw any valid substantive conclusions from any of the studles. )
- Nearly universally, the authors of the evaluation reports pointed out serious
problems with their stuiies that limited their conclusions, and there were

other problemé not pointed out that ®uld have been. These are‘digcussed in

the companion’report on methodological issues. In spite of the methodologi-

cal problgps, this document is written- for the reader who needs and is willing
to settle for at least the partial answers to policy-related questions that

can be obtained'ﬁrqm,the studies. o ' ¢

In order to select a’reasonable format for presenting the miny detalls »
learned aﬂout the-federal compensatory education program through the evalu-
. ation studies, it Is aecessary first to consider the system referred to here .
as "Title I". Historically, the first major fgdefalAeffort to provide aid
to the -2alementary and secondary schools in the coudfry was théiEleﬁéntary'Bnd//——“‘s
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965. Title I of that law, its major ~_.....

N

-

'
’ 8' (J:.




“anponent, aurhorized approximately $1 biklion to be spent each vea; to meet '

the special educational needs of~educationa1 disadvantaged children in ~

low-inconerareas« ZBetveeu 1965 and 1975, th authorization rose to an .
) annual level of $4.4 billion, although approgriatiogs rose only to 3129

billion in that period.. Title I was last amended .in 1974 to produce incre-

mental improvements in its operation; and consideration by Conq;ess °fJPan?

. revisions is likely to precede its potential reauthorization in 1978.

The' Title I system, if it can be called a system with its diffuse
‘boundariés, is extremely complex and can best .be understood by starting with
. a simple, .idealistic image and showing how adaptations to problens have made
-1t wore complex. The idealistic model .is present n Figure 1, According

to that model, through the joint efforts of parents, ongress, federal, state,
‘ and local achool administrators, and teachers, eCugational disadvantage is :.
cured“. Such a system can be deficient in many ways,ihowever end many
potential deficiencies have, in fact, been demonstrated. Attempts to deal

“with these deficiencies have greatly complicated the system,
®

The only process in the.model that has not been subjeét to question is’

.the . first, at the top of ‘Z:\\\iral in Figure 1: it is clgar that many

'chfldren do not achieve cognitive skills at accegtable levels and that large 4
numbers of children who are substantially behind the national norms are in
poverty afzas--the need is ciear. The supposition that parents would be
sensitive to this-need and would effectively move Congress and local school
administrators to action is questidnable. Althongh poverty-related citizens'
groups managed to get resources directec into the poverty copmunities
through lobbying efforts, "their ability to monitor the activities and effsc-.
tiveness of the local school was questioned by Congress at -the outset, and

provision was added to the law to ensure that each Title I project would

be objectively evaluated once a .year. Prior to 1970, examples of active

> parental involvement fn Title I projegxs were rare, (Gordon & Koutrelakos (19713
In 1970, Congress di;ected local and stat\‘education administrators to-in-
volve parents in compensatory education planning, a direction that USOE trans-
_/9(/d invo guidelines for the formation of Parent’ Advisory Councils (Pth), .
however, despite the survey in 1973 by“the National Advisory Council on the
Education of Disadvantaged,Children (NACEDC, 1974), which indicated that *

_there is a great deal of parental involvement, there is no clear evidence

Q.
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Compensatory education becane one of the major vehicles by which the
“great society" was to be realized The amount Congress authorized was

far less than recognended levels, $10 P:Lllion to $50) biilion annualiy (Gordon
& Koutrelakos, l97l), to deal with the prbblem, however, and whe‘ the Vietnam

- war and later the reqession ‘of the mid-sevent?es decimated many great society'
A}

N the appropriatlons increased at a’snail’' s pace, falling behind tne
inflati ate for educat nal costs. In 1973, oaly 40% of eligible chil-
- dren were reported tq) be participating, because of limits on funds (NACEDC,

. 1974). Also, Congters did not specify what actions shoul&f be taken against ,

t],p 1 funds str?ctly for the purposé, of
meeting the needs’__j disadvmtaged childremd This omission left program ad-

districts that. do hot use the

ministrators with little s'upport in efforts 0 ensure that, Title I Would .
work as effect.ively‘as pos’ ble. In 1965/, C\ongress 5& ‘dpparently not .aware”
of the iunnensity Qf; the problem of. deveiopip ﬂand’ imp'léuénting a program to ’

e X4

deal successfully 4ith seducaticnal c;isadvantagq‘sf‘o‘hq;, al scop . Thére™

fore, numerous proﬂ;lems occurred and were ejueﬁ#l ‘_ nded to through -
h

legislative amend nts, revisioms of regulatio /techni al assistance
Y
from the U.S. Office of Education. »By 1975 indi\ations e thdt the prograpm
d/t’l:s'n /h,rl ier

is more nearly opprating in the ‘manner Congress ende

\' ’s-

Espécially n the early years of Title I, federal education adnrinistra-
tors, primarily n the U.S. 0ffice of Education, vere understaffed ’;o admin-
ister so large program" regulations and guidelines vere. pub_‘l}ish’}l gpora- °
dically and after much delay, and when they did appear. they were criticized
as based on too/ little forethought State and lacal administratofs yere
frequently left 4rith conflicting 1de as of what they were cplled upan tv do
under Title I. The uncertain stature of the U.S. Off'ice of Education (USOE),
ia its dealings with powet groups, such as the Council -of Chie£ State School

tOfficers, alpong with problems stemming from competition among power groups

‘ within USOE led t'o tentative and inconsistent leadership. Although these !
Statements are strong indictments of the administration o“‘ Title 1, they do
reflect concerns expressed by Martin arg McClure (1969), Wargh, Talhnadge,
Michaels, Lipe, and Morris (1972% riggs £2973), and Milbrey McLaughlin (1975)

In summarizing évidence on Ti:le I management in the period from 19’65 to

s ‘e
. .
9 , e

.
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€
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. to 1970, Warga, et al. (1972), wrote: . = R
i . 5 ! ‘, -
The Washington Research Project afid ‘several more receny’ stulles i
of Title I management seem to agree that many of the administra- ' -

tive problems associated with the program h:ve been or ara due to .
(u) the size, uniquenese, and sudden enactment of the program, (b) . -
a genéral failure at all management levels to accept alministrative,
“responsibility, (c) a state of local fear of domination by higher
levels of authority, ‘(d) negiigence in enforcing regulationN

~ lack of necessary .leverage to dc so, (e) uncertain and ineuffl,cient

funding, and (f) over-concern with tracking the federal dollar.,

By 1975, the _frequeéncy ef ndminietrative problene wu g:eatly dininiehed
as the 'program matured. S : v . -

-
AN

L Stnte education edninistratore have not been provided sufficient fund}\
)to '-erefully mandge the use of Title I funds :I.n local school districts in. ,
their sﬁetes (abOut 1Z of the total allocation goee to state adnfnietretion),
‘hovever, they have been charged with the responsibilities of ;pproving tocal
project deecriptions and assgmbling yearly evaluation reports nggregaging .

.the reeults of .local avaluations, in neither case with clear guidelineeg. .

In fact, state ,education adninietrators generehy ‘imited their role to,
ensuring that the local districts received ali che Title I funds allott)bd to
them while holding to a winimum‘'the effort required of local: dierricta to
comply with £edera1 regulations GAO (1975) found that there was ‘a need for
state ed,uéation agencies to estabiish monitoring systems to evaluate local N
performncc' meaningfully. - o

P

B

Local, administratore vere charged with the: reeponsibility for selecting
methods for traneforming the fiancial aid into instructional and rehteda
resouvces likely ;p meet the special educational needs of edua.ationnlly

_-disadvantaged children in poverty ateas in their dis’. ticte. They were elso I
charged with the responsibilities of (1) selecting as target schcols those” ™

vith the highest concentrations of needy th;lldren, (2 ensuring that Title
I funds were used to supplement rather than replace-the ‘school's resources,
and (3) conducting evaluations of ,'i‘itale 1 pro]ecte in their districts. They

.were to select representatives of parents of disadvaniaged children to form

Parent Advieory Councils “to provide perspective in planning, carrying out,
and evalueting Title I projecte. Many inatancea ‘of noncompliance wera found
by the BE" Audit Agency, especially in the fipgt five years (Martin and -

- . A

<~a
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McClure, 1969). After the 1n1tial period, however, noncompliance has
been greatly reduced, eapecially due to a greater understanding at all
5 E leveis of the purzoses and requirements of the program, A spot check ¢
nine statee by NACEDC (1974) showed that, while some expenditures were

5; 'ﬂbnstioned dn each state prior to 1970, expenditures in only one%f thé
£ states were questioned in the period from 1;:0 to 1972.
» In spite of all the managerial prublems in the program, a great deal

of money has been translated into conensatory education instructional re-

- d sources, such as special classes or extra teaching aides. The ¢ cr Lk

in the system is between teacher and pup{l: when the schoql provides com-

= pensatory instruction for its pupils needing such 1q§truction, do "these

‘ pdgdls benefit from the 1nstruction? At first, it was expected‘that the
"answer sould be affirmative, but as tbe early evaluations were performed,

cd

it became evident that the benefits would be difficult to demonstrate. Re-
actions to the ‘lack of findings varied. First, attempts; were made to find
some methods that would work. Gordon and Koutrelakos (1971) analyzed the

s

~ results of many studies of com;ensatory education fn terms of methods found
to be and not to be effeetive, and otﬂE;;\BEarcﬁed for particularly success-
) fuly projects. Results of the searches included the "It Works" series v
(Hawkridge,'Chalupsky, Qnd Roberts, 1968), the Project Information Packages
(Tallmadge, 1974), the Follow-Through models (Rivlin and Timpane, .974), and
"Educational Programs that Work" (Far West Laboratory for Education Research
and Develdpment [FWLERD], 1976). Second, many people began to believe that
compensatory educahion;CQuld not work. The very apparent need to help these

—’deprived chiidren, hbwever, oaupled with the impetus the program had built

up in the first few years in terms of supplements to the budgets of schools
aerving Yow income areas, precluded halting the program. The discourazing
evaluation results may, however, have slowed the expansion of Title I over
the last few years. Finally, there was the reaction that the evaluations
were badly done.and therefore were not to be trusced. Inceed, those who
) carried out the nationalvevaluations generally acknowledted the weakness of
- the data with which they wnrked, pointing ou. the need for more thorough
studies whiie reporting what results they could infer.

There are three major tasks that the Title I system'must accomplish:




(1) selection of participants, (2) delivery of compensatory education

to participants, and (3) reporting of results as a means for improving

the system.. Congress and USOE. haueigaid down general *ules for achieving
all of tt se, although the rules by themselves do not constitute a com-
pteﬂﬂneive guide for carrying out the tasks. USOE has provided an accumu-
lating amount of technical assistance caﬁabilitiiover the period of Title I
operation. This has taken the forh of formal re;ulations and guidelines in
the. case of participanc selection, the form of.dissemination of exemplary
project models in the case of treatment delivery, and the form of detailed

‘\ B
specification of evaluation models and the provision of regional evaluation

technical assistan.e centers in the case or reporting results.

»  The first t88k selection of participants, is accomplished in three
stages. First, funds are allocated to local Yool districts (LEAs) on the
basis of the number of children of.low—incomegégmiries residing in the
districts. Over 90X of the nation's students reside in districts that re-
ceive Title I funds. Second, funds are allocated to schools within cistricts
by local administrators. Regulations from the federal guvernment specify
that the funds are to be allocated to the schools serving the mc¢ .t economi-
cally disadvantaged children, and that except for Title I funds, the ex-
penditures at Title I and non-Title I schools are to be nearly the same.

The level of concentration of funds on a few or many schools in a district

"is at the discretion of the local administrators, althdugh federal guide-

lines suggest that each participating student receive the benefit of at

least a 50% increase in resources over nonparticipating students. The

discrepancy between congressional authorization and congressional appropria-
tion ofjfgnds, howevet, has meané that providing a 50X increase to sce stu-
dents necessitates limiting the aumber of participants to only some of the
disadvantaged students. Third, selection of participants within schools 1is
less formglly specified than selection qf schools, but the most education~-
ally disadvantaged children (e.g., those who are more than one year below
grade level in achievement) are supposed to be selected. Whether the allo-
cated funds should be concentrated on a féw. very needy childrén in order to
achieve large gains or should be sptead dcross many disadvantaged children

is a continuing controversy Because evidence is lacking that Title I

expenditures are correlated with project effectiveness, the case for




conczntration is weak. In order to determine appropriate levels of concen-

tration, it is necessary to establish "bench marks" consisting of specified

eurriculum packages whose costs and-effectiveness are well known.

The second major tasn? delivery of compensatory education, is left by
Congress to .the local school administrators and teachers, and schools differ
.both in their specific objectives for compensatory education and their me-
thods. The critical need for carrying out this task successfully is to pro-
videlteachers and local ' school administrators with information about compen=-
8atory:education treatments that are effective. In order to help teachers
select effective methods for meeting their compensatory education objectives,
USOE published a series of descriptions of successful projects in 1969, it
mounted a major effort (PIPs) to package the operations of successful pro-
grams in 1973, and it has established a national diffusion network to com-

- municate descriptions of projects approved by its joint* dissemination review
panel. Also, a comparison of the effectiveness of different methods has’ been
incl&ded in every major federal study of the effectiveness of compensatory
education. Thus, the federal role in this task has been one of support for .
developing and disseminaging local efforts. Nevertheless, although many

show potential, no methodd have been developed into unqualified successes

The third task, reporting of results in order to facilitate program

A improvement:\fii/%nly vaguely recognized as a need at first. During the
first ‘five years of Title I, the main thrust of evaluation reporting was to
provide information on the ways in which Title I funds might be purposefully

or mistakenly misused, so that legislative 4nd regulatory improvements could
be properly made and technical assistance could be provided where most needed.
As early as 1967, however, serious evaluative efforts were begun to determine
whether Title I was effective and td identify the most effective compenca-
tory education treatments. 1In nearly every case, such avaluations have

been based on the data collected for the annual reports required by the law
to be carried out in each district receiving Title I funds. This annual datir
collection effort was developed as a multistage process, with pupils' gain
scores‘sggregated by teachers, whose reports were aggregated by local dis-
trict administrators, whose reports were aggregated by state administrators,
whose *eports were aggregated by federal administrators into a report to Con-

gress. Withoyt precise guidelines, the evaluations and aggregations at each
L |
%
* with NIE 10
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level used different methods and units, rendering aggregations at each
further level more tentative and less valid. As late as 1974 (Thomad and
Pelavin, 1976), attempts to aggregate state reports were severely limited
by the lack of uniformity of reports across states and the general lack of
rigorous e 1luation designs at the local level. In the 1974 améndments to
Title I, Congress requested more usable evaluations. USOE commigsioned the
development of a few standard evaluation models (Hovst, Tallmadge, and
Wood, 1974) and establisted regional technical as#istance centers to help.

state and local education agencies conduct usable evaluations.

The structure of this synthesis of the results of a decade of federal ’
evaluations of compensatory educatiun follows these three major tasks,
participant selection, treatment delivery, and -evaluation reporting. In
addition, a section is'includéd on effectiveness, ;s measured by student g
achievement gains; both average effectiveness and -variation in effective- *13
ness across participants and treatments are cunsidered in that section. o
Alsq, a section is included that summarizes tfie problems tbat have’ con-
fronted the Title I program, as set forth in.the studie§ reviewed. To-
gether, these sections cover the topics on which Gamel, Tallmadge, Wood,
and Binkley (19/5) found that federal policymakers needed information.

"In essence, the major concerns expressed were centered on the Eecessity
of ﬁnawing how Title I funds are spent, how target groups have been dg-

fined, how needs of the groups have bee. assessed, and if the treatments

have resulted in significant educational gains" (Gamel et al., 1975,

pP.34). Methods used for needs assessment is one topic about which little
has been reported.

¢ . «

The primary sources of information for the synthesis are shown in o~

, Table 1. Thesé do not, of course, exhaust the literature relevant to

these questions; however, they include the large majority of the sources

of information reviewed in this study.

This synthesis is limited in four ways. First, it focuses on only
a part oijzitle I, namely, the main program category of aid to local school
districts gerving low-income areas; and Title I itself is only one: of several
federal programs to meet special educational needs; and the report virtually

ignores the numerous state and locally funded compensatory education programs.




- ' Table 1 - s

Primary Information Sourcee by Topic

5 . 6

1 2 3 4 . 7
" ® ) -Overal} Effectivenees of gffectivenese for
Studiee Perticipante Trestmente Reporting Effecttvansee Different Treetmente Different Participante Problems
1967-1968 Survey . o ‘f;.\; . U
- 1968-1969 Survey ce [ s \ o X
. CPIR 1970 . " e . ‘ ‘
N A CPIR 1972 ) . ,
. CPIR 1973 . . )
i ° TEMPO . ¢ °
- Washington Research [ _ [
Project
Exploretory Study . . ®
(McLaughlin) N
biferature Review . . ° -
(Gordon) . B
- * It Worke ° °
. 1965-1970- Synthesis . . * . [ . .
(Wargo)
o
Planar Reports . e
: State Reporte Review ] [] [] ]
(Gamel) .
State Reporte Review o . [
(Thomae)- ‘
Comp., Reading e [] [] [] ]
¥ GAO 1975 [] 4 ] [] [] ]
L ) ’ ) Fl . A}
: PIPs Evaluation ‘% ° . ° .

N ,
See Rosusi et ol.
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In addition/to the main Title I system described here, there are other
categories aimed at improving education for inetithtioualize& delinquents
and for children of migrant workers. That is not a severe restriction,
however, .because, in 1972-73 for example the main, ,'low-income" progvam
in Title I accounted for over 95% of Title I expenditures and for over
402 ef all federal financial support for education.

Second, the synthesis is based on a small, albeit central, portion of
the relevant literature. A search of ERIC for reports on "compensatory
education” or "Title I" yielded 1,754 reports during the period 1966-1976.
Although many of these reports were lotal evaluations, there were dozens of
apparently relevant,reporus that could not be reviewed within the ecope
of this project. Furthermore 4t has become apparent to the project Staff
that a deep fgmiliarity with the literature on reading research (and re-
search on other cognitive siills) is necessary for those who would eeek
to improve compensatory education. In particular, measuree of achievement
gain used in program evaluation will continue to be ambigupus until thef'
are based on acceptable models of the growth process, perhapa building on
the work of Carroll (1974) or Gibson (1970). A brief review of. theories
of the acquisition of reading ability was provided recently by Williams
(1973). .

- Third, the scope of this study precluded reanalysis of the data i
coilected in any of the studies reviewed. Although many qf the data pre-
gsented in those studies are transformed and re%ombined in thds synthesls, »
evaluation of the validiry of those data 1s primarily limited to noting the
authors' disclaimers and applying general rules for evaluation of validity
to the data collection and analysis operations described ir the reports.
Only in the case of the Compensatory Reading Study (Trismen, Waller, and
Wilder, 1975), the largest and most promising of the studies reviewed,
have more than superficial inquiries into the project's operations been made.

Fourth, and finally, the synthesis is limited to studies essentiaily

,comjleted by the ena of 1976. Two major current efforte are not incorpor-

ated into the synthesis, and it 1s to be hoped that their results will f£111

‘many 6f the gaps of knowledge that exist. These two efforts are the Sustain-

ing Effects Evaluag{gp, which USOE, through the 0ffice of Planﬁing, Budget-~
ing, and Evaluation, has contracted to have System Development Corporation

" .
I ,“( ‘A
.
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carry out, and the National Institute of Education's compensatory educa-
1ion assesasment project, of which this synth;sis is a small component. With
regard to the NIE assessment project, the conclusions reached and criti-
cisms made about evalpations of compensatory education in this document and
its companions may or may not apply to empirical evaluatiqns curéently
funded through NIE. The authors have operated essentiall& independently
of the other components of the NIE study.

¢
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- Participant Selection

-

»

Tﬁe purpese of Title I is to provide services for a small segme;t of
tﬁéuAnerican populatien, the 5 million school-aged children who live in
low-income areas and who are judge& to need compensatofy eaucation in order
to ‘bring their scholastic'achievement up to the 1eve1 typical of their age
group. Participation of childrem in Title I programs is clearly an inter-
mediate outcome of-the system, not an ultimate outcome. In }1eu of evi-
dence of impact on achievement, however, this is the most_logicalicriterion
variable to substituté as an indicator of program impact. By reasoning '
that there ig at least some positive effect of the progrem although not
evident in test scores (e.g., reduced absences, less violence, better attl-
tudes), the amownt of that (unmeasured) effect would be' proportional to
the number of participants. Moreovef, participation is a neeessary con~
comitant to achievement as an impact measure:. proper Title I impact is
limited to achievement gains of disadvantaged children; & project which

served other children and showed achieGEpent gaiﬁs would be misguided.

The primary quesgien concernie; ﬁarticipaeion is whether (1) substan-
tial numb.rs of children falling within the specified category are not par-
ticipating in Title I or (2) substantial numbers of other individuals are
receiving azd through Title I, to the detriment of disadvantaged children.

Because the rules for participant selection are hased cn a combination of f,;

econonic and educational disadvancqgnl.-l=c:i:azia,maigubsidiary queggipafif
some Importance concerns the strength of thd relationship between economic
disndvunthge and educatiodﬁl disadvantage. To the extent that they are
closely related, then allocation of resources according to either one or

__the other cri;efion 1s largely an academic question. If they are not re~

lated,fl‘primary assumption of the program (that economié’ -disadvantageleads —— .

-~ %
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to educacional disadvantage) is broughtﬂinto quéstion. A third question of
importance in ‘evaluation of- the participant selection processjconcerns
vhether any identifiable segment of the population is receiving an amolnt of
assistance not in proportion to their educationa%lgnd economic disadvantage.
Some segments of the population have greater uneeds and can be expected to

be participating-at greater rates; however, it is equally possible that some
groups with needs are being overlooked. In order to verify the fairness of
the allocation, it is necessary to examine the needs and ratesuof partici-
pation of different ethnic groups, different regions, different types of

communities, and even different age groups.

In addition to general questions about participant selection, there are

three specific problems that require particular dttention.

1. Because funds are limited, a choice must be made concerning how
many of a district's disadvantaged children are to be selected
to participate. It is not clear whether it is better tq concen-~
trate funds on services for the most severely disadvantaged chil-
dren orato spread funds to a larger set of children. Therefore,
being able to identify different levels of concentration for
different segments of the student population may be a crucial
step in identifying the effects of concentration, if the popula-
tion segments are found to benefit differentially from compensa-
tory education Although Tallmadge (1973) found virtually no
correlation between per-pupil expenditures. and effectiveness nor

" did Flynn, Hass and Al-Salam (1976), Kiesling (1972) did find
such evidence. Several squrces have suggested that small-group
or individualized .instruction and instruction by specialists
are components of successful compensatory educat§§:~:rojects, and - .

those types of instruction are costly. w1

2. Because Title I funds represent only a’'small portion of most schools' «_

budgets, the relationship between Title T expendit :8 and other ex-
penditures in the same district has been the focus of much atten-
tion. If, in fact, the funds are used for general instructional
resources, designation of students who were participating within the

district would be meaningless. In 1972, strict requirements were

e
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)

s set forth concerning this relationship. Basically, the con-
cept of the requirements was that Title I funds should not
3 uggl t other fu;Ling sources, paying for services that would
_have been provided in any case, but rather thai local and state
expendi‘ures fori;itle I schools pust be demonstrably comparable
to expenditures in non-Title I schools in the same district, so
that Title I would provide sugglementagz gervices for disadvan—
< e " taged <hildren. ¢ . . .
3. Because nearly 50% of the participants in Title I are black, and
because r~gregation has been s ch a difficult problem for schools
. to deal with, care must be takeu‘that strategies for compensatory
. education do not become strategles for segregation. Martin and
- McClure (1969) pointed out several ways in which this could occur;
Wargo et al. (1972) noted that de facto segregation occurred in
~ Title I schools; and Trismen et al. (i9]5) suggested an interpre- .
tation of their data as indicating that segregation migh. be occur-
“ring through assignment of;plécks to "separate" classes. There
i appear to be no data hvaildfle, however, to test the hypothesis
that there is more (or less) interracial contact because of Title I.
fhere are three methodological probems to be dealt with in assessing
participation in Title I. Pirst, there is the problem of 1dent1fy1ng
participants. When Title I funds are‘used to employ a teacher aide in an
elementiry classroom, it is {nefficient to set arbitrary rules about the
eitra time this allows for individual attention to particulqr "compepsatory
education participants Although the teacher is likely to designate a
few students as !!pecially in need of attention, that does not imply that )
all children in the classroom will not benefit. - In fact, the primary cri-
terion in the initial study of Title I impact (the TEMPO study) was class .
mean achievement gain, not the gains of a selected set of "participants", as
has later been the primary criterion for impact. The second pfoblem is in
- the measurement of amount of participation of an individual. So far, no
atfempt‘has been made to identify an amount of participaﬁ%bn by a pupil-to
be considered as a "full-time equivalent"; participants ate counted'kpe
same for most analyses in most studies no matter how many ho&rs of extra
atténéion are targeted to.their preblems or how many hours.they are actually
EKC P 23
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present for the instruction., Yet strong arguments have been made that ex-
posure tine to instruction is an important factor in achievement. " A third
,‘problen, which has been dealt with in some cases, concerns the participation
‘of a pupil in two or moré Title I projects within a Year. ﬁlthough an
argument can be made for counting each project/and pupil combination as a
participant, this makes impossible the analysis of- per’entage of participa-
tion-the number of participants would frequently be greater than the num-
ber of students in the sdhool Thus, interpretations of the numbetr of
participants reported in a survey should be.made cautiously. In attenpting
to present as much information as possible in this section, we have made sim-

plifying aaaumptions, such as that a11 participants can be counted equally.

There are two primary sources of data relating to these general quest- °
tions and several ancillary sources relating to more specific questionsr '
The primnry sources are (1) thé national surveys of the 1967-68 and 1968-69 .
school years (suqmarized by Wargo et al., 1972) and (2) the CPIR surveys of
1969=70, - 197&-72 ‘and '1972-73, by the National Ceuter for Educational Statis--
tics (NCES, 1971, 1975 1975) Some state reports have provided supplemen-
tary, corroborating, and contradictory evidence, as presented by Briggs (1973)

amel et al. (1975). The Compensatoty Reading Study (Trismen et al.‘1975),

although its sample was not, ‘strictly representative, produced data relevant
to the relational questions. Finally, the annual reports of the Nagional
Advisory Council-on the Education of Disadvantaged Children to the President

and Congress contain some relevant information. L

. The surveys of 1967-68 and 1968-69 and the Compensatory Reading Study
_were limited in 'focusing on three elementary grades (specifically, grades 2,
4, and 6). Thus, they do not' pertain to the total compensatorp education
program of many districts. The NCES surveys tend td treat questions of '
participant characteristics and of students' needs superficially,* presum—
ably because of their need to minimize the response burden on local school
adninistrators fhe NCES surveys are most helpful in obtaining giobal-
estimates of the scofle of program operations (Title 1 is merely three of
the fifteen different federal program categories covered in the CPIR).

)

* For example, economic disadvantage has been indicated only by the fact
that the child attends a school designated as e‘igible fotr Title I
assistance. y
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The small number of State Title I Anhual Evaluation REports that h&ve pro«
\\ vided aggregatable data on participants severely limits the utiliyy bf these

reports to assess participation a; the national level. According to Gamel )
‘®et al. (1975), they7

» o - .
Overall participation. As shown in Table 2, the number of childfen Lo

participating in Title I programs first increased and then decregsed. The '
expenditure per pupil has apparently risen over the years, although the
supporting data are mot clearly valid. The comparisqn of per pupil expendi—
tures across years based on different reports is particularly tentativeh
" because it is not clear which different categories of expenditures may have
been in’iuded in the total expenditures in different years (e.g., state ad— .
ministrative costs, institutionalized program funds, and Parts B and C)
nor what counts of students were used for the ratio. .The only source we °
reviewed that contained expenditures for the wholet‘lcade was the 1975
Annual Report of the Office of" Planning,rBudgeting, and Evaluaticn in the

—  U.S. Office "of Education Also shown in Table 2 is the estimated population

of ,chool-aged children in areas seryed by Tit1e~I eligible schools and of
all school-aged children. The large {number of children in Title I schools

s reported by NCES during the 1971-72 skhool year is unexplained.’ its devia--
tion from figures for 1969-70 and 197223 1is far beyond the levels
dom statistical error reported for the survey. Altzjggh the quéstionnair

f ran-

varied slightly frbm year to year: there is no obvi explanation in terms
of change of definition. lIf other errors of this magnitude (we asgume the '
. true figure for 1971-72 was no more than 20 million) are'present fi the
survey,:it dampens the con£idence that can be placed in conclusions based

dr the NCES CPIR survey, at least for the 1971-72 school year.

The most important generalization represented in the figures in Table
2 concerns the size of the program. although it 1is large, ‘it sill only re-
presents 20%2-30% of the educational costs for cnly 10%2-20% of the nation's
pupils—i.e. about 3% of all school expenditures. >

Later we shall refer to results from the Compensatody. Reading Study
(CRsS) (Trismen et al. 1975) cohcerning participation. Although the results
of- that study (in particular, of Phase 2 of that study, which asseﬁsed stu—

" dent characteristics) were not intended to be quantitatively xegresentative

-
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‘are neither sufficient nor consistent enough to form L.

~
" a nationally representative picture of Title I expenditures's (p. 88) “*’r—'
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% - " Table 2 .

Overall. Level of Title } Participation and Funding ‘ e
‘ “ '1965-66 1966-67 {967- 1968-69 1969-70  1970-71 1971-72  1972-73 1973-74  1974-75
Participants 8.3% 9.08 105 7.8 7.5 7. 5.9° 5.6 :
(in milliocns) : _ ! .
" Title I School - 198 24.6° " 18.2° B
| Population (in . ( .
f - millions)  *
- - 1 “+ L. . - , .
Total School® o8 45.0°  45.1®  as.9°  4s.9®  asiad  a5a® a8t o
Population P ) 45.6° 45.8° —
(in millions) . A . -
Title I Expen- 978 98% 0% 1007 1.095 1.42°, 130 1230 - i 1.76°
~  ditures (in .96°  1.04%°  1.14° *1.05 27 . 1.52° -1.11%- 1458 ° 1.59%
" billions of | ¢ - 1.3 ®
dollars) R ’ * ’ .
) y d d d P | ’
Title I Expen- 1n7* 108% 102 121 115 219 U3 - 206 291 ‘
ditures per . , 164 184 . N,220 231 v
participant N - . »
(in dollars) & ‘. . . C - ' o
6 . . TP , . :
Total Expenditures . 31° =34 C3% a0 4 . 48° | sute 5,3c T S 69°
by Elementary and .. Vo ¢ & -~ R : ~
' Secondary Schools 4 . . T e ) . .
- (1n billions of . . . : ‘ ; . , . —
dollars) o . . v . . C
o P | | e
aﬂargo et al. (1972), based on information euppiie/d\hy USOE. ) . / -
) 926 . byces cPIR survey reports. . ) LAy , , _ “ _ . YA
< CThe gondition of Education, vol.. 3 (1977) - * . C >
dcanel et al. (1975), unweighted mean of about 25 state reports per year, Only )3 reports for 1973-14. .
‘USOB Evsluation port 976), approprietions, not Lheluding nigrant aod neglected or delinquent .- .
children's prog er’ §han expenditures. : . ’ ¢
. ) f"rneludee public echo}alexﬁly, 1:%3& through®12th grade. L }' . -
‘ 8nacEDC repot:tl (1%9 v 1975, -1976). Bxpenditurel in Part A for l.m' progrm for low—incone ‘areas. )
N e L NF - :
'\ . N . . v -
: - ¢ - .
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saxple, and it provides the only felevapt data for some questions concerning

plrticipafion. Aithough the CRS oversampled schools not providing compensa-
| satory reading instruction, that should not affect conclusions about, for ex-
- ample, the relative participation of girls and of boys in compensatory read-
ing activities.

<

| . Participation and economic .and educational disadvantage. The surveys
of 1967-68 and 1968~69 identified six categories of relative need and esti-
~mated the proportions of children in each category, These proportions are . . ___

:ho?n in Table 3, along with the propiftions of each category of students
who were served by Title I. Although thes~ data rely on teachers' subjec-
tive estimates, pertain to the situation of 3 and‘9 years ago, and sﬂéuld
not be taken as indfcative of the situation in 1977, there are several im- - 0
portant points to”be noted from them that might be investigated in future
studies (no comparable data are available later than 1968—79). The points
are: (1) only 40% of economically disadvantaged children (categories I, II,
IV, and V) were in Title I schools; (2) about 1 in 4 educationally disad-~
vantaged qhildgen (categories I, II, and III) in Title I schools ;eceived
more than 100 hours of compensatory basic skills instruction in 1968-69,
but so di7 ;bout 1l in 10 children wh; were not educationally disadvantaged;
(3) the intensity (more than 100 hours) of'ccmpensatory basic skills in~
struction was greatest for severely econom’cally disadvantaged children
. (about 80% of participants recei&ed more than 100 hours--Column H divfGed

by /Lélum G) and least for nontgeéhoﬁiéalli disadvantaged children .(about

¢ §31),'a1though logic would call’@or differentiation of intensity on the basis

of educational disadvanfaéé; agg‘(d) per-pupil Title I expenditures were‘not
related to economic or educational disadvantagement levels. Note that these

probleﬁs in participation may be either in assignment ¢ individual students

within classrooms or in selection of program emphasis at a higher adminis-

trative level (e.g., dis t or state). The fgct that errors in assignment
of Title I funds and activities for pupils may have accurred“indicate a

need for a similar study of participation by categories of need 1n.1977 to
evaluate policy changes in the formula for allocation of finds and sqlection
of children. |

(]
~

In 1972, the Educational Testing Service collected somewhat relevant
data, focusing on compensatory reading programs rather than all of combensa-
tory education, in the Compensatory Reading Study (JSOE, 1976b). That study

L3
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Tabls 3 - i -
Perticipation in Titls I ss a Punction of Economic and Educstional D:sadvaptsge

Fy I 202 8785 258
& < < 4 & -
 FETT Lo F ETLE FEE $F TS EF88T £
Disadventagment’ Catsgory A \ c D ] r G - S 1 .
1. Under $3000 annual family / . . .
income and less than high '
school ability o X 392 512 $156 6% ez jox 6%
~-—-11, Between $3000 and $6G30 an-
nual fesily jncome and leas : . '
than high séhool ability 57 91 36X 492 8162 9 39 231 5%
I11. ‘Above 36000 annual family
income and lsss than high ' -
school sbility ° 5% 4% 132 41X $166 [} 34X 182 [}
IV.  Undsr $3000 snnual family ‘
income and at least high - , .
school sbility 62 10X 392 A7X $156 8% 262 202 13X
v. Between $3000 and $6000
annual family income snd st )
. least high school sbility 152 272 J6x 9z $166 29 202 132 £ 2
vI. No serious economic or “!’.g?
educationsl dissdventage 65% 44X 132 25X $164 44X 1x . X33 [} 4
1002 100X L Y . 100X

i{ .

1 ¢
| ;
1

Notes “The psrcentsges in coluwms C, D, G, H, and 1 are of thoss in the particulsr disadventsgsment cstagory.
‘{l’luutou. they ased not sum to 100. Coluans B, ¥, G, H, and I ars based on grades 2, 4, and 6. Column A is
bassd on en enalysis of csnsus dats.

! Estimatss by teachars provided the baeis for classsificstion of whether s child posssssed the sbilitiss
tscssssry to complste high schnol snd for claseification of family income. All data are derived from tha USOE
#urvcya of compenaatory sducstion during 1967-68 end 1968-69.
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vas especlally important in that it compared compensatory reading programs
at schools that did not receive Title-I funds with fhuse that did.* The
nog;on some aay have that Title I 1s the main source of funds for compensa—
tory education can be dispelled by examining the numbers in Table 4: for
example, 35X of students in non-Title I schools were rqgeiving.such assis-
tance, comparad to 45% of'étﬁaents in Title I.schools.. A surprisingly large
percentage of children 1n grades "4 and 6 weres 2 year or, more below grade
level 1n reading. Of those who were a year or more below grade level, only
about two in three received compenaatoty reading assistance, even in schools
vith Title I funds while one in fouvr of the other children also received
such assistance, Before concluding that compensatory efforts were being
misallocated, however, the reader should remember (1) that achievement tests
are not ?grfectly religble and~possibly not -as valid as careful teacher
judsnents of need for compensatory instructian and (2) that the classifica~
tion of a particular child as a "participant" in compensatory reading was
4 also a teacher’judgment, and although it was a st’aighgforward judgment
whenever children were pulled out of class for special 1hstruction, children

receiving in-class treatments afe more difficult to identify.

A particularly distressing problem of funding allocation pointed out
in the survey of the 1967-68 school year was the dilution of per-pupil
Titlé'I expenditures in just those districts where pupils would need it
most. The resulte-are reproduced in Table 5. As stated in the report éf
that survey (USOE, 1970), "the poor child in a low expenditure district .
é&nds himself disadvantaged in at least four ways: (1) he and his family
- Q@g poor; (2) his school is poor: (3) his echool district receives propor-
‘ tﬁé&ntely fewer Title I dollars with which to provide special services, and
“\(4) he receives a smaller share of those fewar Title I dollars" (p. 10).

\\\‘ The relation between economic and educational disadvantage 18 an impor-

tant \rationale for the Title I funding formula. Data in Tables 4 and 6,

from fke Compensatory Reading Study and 1968-69 USOE survey (Glass, 1970) .
respectlyely, indicate a strong relationship. Thus, allocation according

to teonomic disadvantage does assure that a large number of educationally

disadvantgisd pupils will be served. Finally before turning to factors other

X ] : o
* The result® quoted that are based on the Compensatgry Reading Study may be
somewhat biased in that they represent schools that indicated their willing-
ness to participate in the study earlier thar others.
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Table 4 .

Relations between Educational and Economic Disadvantaged &

and Compensatory Reading Participation, among 4th and 6th Graders, in 1972',

. Title I Schools

Non-Title I Sche

b

*

Percentage >f students receiving
compensatory reading instruction

Reading National Percentile Ranks

Reading National Percentile Ranks
of other students

Percent of students how were one or

more years below grade level in
-grades 4 and 6 (1.e., educationally
disadvantaged)

Percent of-educationally disadvan-
taged children who receive compen-
satory reading assistance

Percent of noneducationally dis-

1 advantaged children who receive
| compensatory reading assistance

Percent of Free Lunch participanca
who are educationally disadvantaged
Percent of Free Lunch nonpartici-
pants -who-are educationally
disadvantaged

Percent of Free Lunch particip ‘gnts
who receive compensatory read
assistance

Percent of educationally disadvan-
taged Free Lunch participants who
receive compensatory reading
assistance

of compensatory reading participants

45%

21%

46%

31z

64%

252

63%

38%

55%

69%

352

24%
53z —

37%

602

20%

44z
332
38%

60%

Source: The Compensatory Reading Study (USOE, 1976b).

* -
Term used for this table only; not used in original.
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Table 5

Per-Pupil Title I Expenditures, Related tb
Regular School District Expenditures and Pupil Participation

Percent of Pupils Who Participate in Title I Programs

T

. Regular Average
“Per-Pupil . . Percent of
Eipégditums 0-25 26-50 51-75 76-100 , Total Participation
Less \than $425 $225  $158  $158  $66 $108 68%
$425-$825 $241  $160  $171  $83 $174 392
Greater then $625  $282  $152_ _ §$268  $107 —— $226 477

Total Y $243 $200  $70 $142 44%

$158

—

NOTE: Data from the USOE survey of compensatory education during 1967-68..
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oL ’ ‘ - Table 6 -

Percentages of Title I Schools with Varying .
Concentrations of Educationally and Economically Disadvantaged Children -

@ Poo gy

- - -

I
- K

-

Concentration Concentration of ngxcitionally Disadvantaged Pupfls* Total***;
M’“‘"““’“**%M:;dfz:;;:::?‘ll’t:ns** . (Less thtgw3 110) {Between 3 l::dil(;mand 7 in 10) (More tuh:gh7 in 10) z?r‘s::gg:g:
a None ) kY 4 1z ox - ‘ | 5%
Some, but less than ) ° |
1l1in 4 312 s - 38% . 9% .18%
More than 1 in 4 ‘_ 21 7% ’ no. Com
Total Percentage®** T

of Schools : / 36 47% . 16X 1002

. .
Expressed as proportion of the school's pupils who were one or more years below grade level in reading.
' 1) . ! .

Expressed as proportion of the school's pupils whose families were on welfare. ;
ARk .
Totals may differ from sums, dge to round-off ertor.

Note: Data from the 1968-1969 survey (Glass, 1970). :

34 )
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- than economic and educational disadvantage, we can seec from another table
based on the 1968-569 survey (Glass, 1970), Table 7, that compensatory reading,
’language, and math instruction were the most prevalent critical needs noted
-by teachers, and all the needs were more frequent among pupils with. severe
economic disadvantage (categeries I and IV in Table 3).

t

Participation by ethnic groups. The number of participants in Title I

programs from four ethnic categories is shown as Table 8. The evidence sug-
gests the tentative conclusions that (1) more whites than blacks participated
in Title I activities; (2) blacks and Spanish-aurnamed children have parti;
cipated in far greater pereentages than they are represented ip the total
population of the country; (3) the overselection of ethnic gdgorities has
been both in the selection of districts and in selection o; students for
conpenaatory academic instruction within discricts; and (4) the focus on
ethnic minorities did not change between 1968 and 1972.

The reason for oversele:tion and overparticipation of ethnie minorities

o 18 clearly their greater need for compensatory education. Figures in Table

9, from 1967-68 and 1968-69, show that they have serious disadvantages of
both economic dand educational types more frequently thanhﬁﬁitea. Percen~
tages of disadvantaged students who actually participated in Title I aca- :
demic programs during 1967—68 did not vary greatly ‘between blacks and whites.
However, a larger proportion of the most seriously disadvantaged Spanish-
surnamed children participated than of their white and black counterparts;

and among blacks, there was very poor discrimination of need levels in se-

lection for participation.

Corro)oratiVe data\on ethnic differential economic needs were collected
by Root "#nd Cata (1970) (reported in Wargo et al., 1972). During 1969-70,
397 of black school-aged children were members of families that were ''below

N

the poverty line", compared to 10% of whites.

Corroborativé data on ethnic differential educational needs and par-
ticipation were provided in the Compensatory Reading Study (Trismen et al.,
1975) as shown in Table 10. Apparently,” general participation in academic
compensatory education programs has not been based on ethnic group member-
ship, other than because of its correlation thh need. Trismen et al. (1975)
suggested, however, that the type of program dethodology might vary between
ethnic groups. They found that ambng blacks and Spanish-surnamed students

30




Table 7 . -

Percentage bf Students in Title I Schools
with Particular Critical Needs, 1968-69

L)

: P
. ercentage with Need N

& ) Pupils. wuh” Severe
Critical Need : All Pupils Economic Disadvantage
. Reading ‘ ' 43% . | 672

Language ~ : L3 ) .. 642
Math . 372 ' 392
Cultural enrichment 272 < A
Health oo R 112 ; N\ 282
- Psychological counseling . . 1072 . ' 142
Food _ 6% 27%
Special education 5% P 117
None ‘ 34% ‘ 92

Note: Data from the 1968-69 survey (Glass, 1970).
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‘ L P Tabie 8 e : " ¢
] Number of Participants in Title I Activities in-Four Ethnic Categories
N b T
Ethhic Gategory
Y ¢ '
. Black White' Spanish-Surnamqa' _* Other
Number of Public School Students, 1968-69, 6,282,173 34,697,133 12,002,776 371,486
~_grades prek-12 €14%) (80%) (52) i ax)
® - . . . '
Number in Title I School Districts, 1967-68, 1,399,209 4,480,232 393,755 .
grades 2, 4, 6 (22%) (72%) (6%) .
Number in Title I School Districts, 1968-69, 1,299,114 . 3,999,59f 370,432'
grades 2, 4, 6 (232). (712) (62) .
} » !
Number ¢f Participants in Special Title I, 439,939 899,668 131,238
Programs, 1968-69, grades 2, 4, 6 (30%) (61%) (92)
= Number Receiving More Than 100 Hours of 270,809 . 361,298 77,515 i
Title I Academic Instruction, 1968-69, (38%) {51%) (11%)
grades 2, 4, 6 ® .
Estimated pef&entages~of €ompensatory Reading 26% ~ 622 “ '10% 22

-  Participants in grades 2, 4, 6 in 1972-73
. ¢ )

S

)

Notes:
6th graders.
to row totals.

programs," "activities," and "participants,

figures risky. :

L
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Study.
The different terminology "special

" between 1968@99 and 1974-75 makes comparison of the

v \ N . > N .
1967-68 and 1968-69 data were based on the national surveys and therefore include only 2nd, 4th, and
1972-73"dv*a were based on the Compensatory Reading

"Whites" refers to non-Spanish surnamed whites!

Percentages are relative

+
a
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o - J - Table 9 ’ .
' 'Percentages of Ethnic Groups in Different Diead\aatage Caregorieo, fcr 1967-68 and 1968-69 \
) ’ . 3 Spanish-Surnamed
‘ Blacks . ‘ "~ Whites and OtRer
Categories of Disadvantage 1967-68 1968-69 1967-68 1968-69 1:57-68 1968-69
%‘ I. Under $3060 annual family income 16 (52)* 13 | 3 (52) 3. 12 (64) 9 ,
.. . _and lese than high school ability ) ) . ¢ -
‘ - L] - ; . . - . - . - . . . . . - - -
: II. Betseen $3000 and $6000 snnual 12 (44) .13 7 (51) ‘7 15 (62) 15
family income and less ghan high :
. school ability . .
III.. Above $000 aonual family income 2 (45) -2 % 3 .(40) 4 . 3.(47) 2
and les. than high school ability ‘ . . . ~
) . : ‘ . . ) N ©® !
IV. Under $3000 annual family income _ 26 (53) 21 5 (45) 3 . 15 (50) 12 .
and at least high school ability ) . ) . ‘ .
V. Between $3000 and $6000 annual 3l (46)‘ 36 25 957) 26 37 (47) 40
family income and at least high
school ability - ‘
VI. No serious economic or educational 12 (40) 14 5 (23) 51 18 (40) 21
disadvantage ; - . i
~
100 100 * 100 “100 100 100

*Numbers in parentheses are the percentage of those with needs who actu&lly"participated in Title I

academic piograms.

«. A Note: Estimates by teachers provided che basis for classification of whether a child posseased the 4.1
z

abilities necessary to ~~gpléte high school and for ciassification of family Xncome. Data
are from the USOE surveys 3f compensatory education during 1967-68 and 1968-69.

/»
.,
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Table 10

Percentages of Ethnic Groups in the Lowest 30% of Reading Achievement
. and ir Compensatory Reading Programs, Grades 2, 4, and 6, in 1972-73

Blacks Whites  Spanish-Surnamed

‘ L}
Percentage in Lowest 30X of the 65% 21% 60%
Population in Reading Achievement .

Percentage Recelving Compensatory , 69% 33% 707
Reading Instruction h

NOTE: Data are from the qualitatively representative sample selected for
the Compensatory Reading Study (Trismen et al, 1975).

@
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there was a greater tendency for compensatory and noncompensatory reading
instruction to be carried on in separate classrooms chan for whites.* Tris-
men et al.; (1975) inferred from this that "such student assignments are >
being made at least in part on the basis of etanicity, apart from reading
levél" (p.75). Although that conclusion might be partially true, it does
not follow from the data analyses they reported. A reanlysis of their data
within those schools in which compenéatory and regular reading students are
separated, searching for instances of misassignment in order to achieve eth-
nic howogeneéity (or ethnic heterogenelty) of the tnstructioaal environment;
is called for.

Participatica by grade level. As shown in Table 11, the emphasis so

far has been on the early grades, and that emphasis increased between 1968
and 1974. Where conflicts among data sources exist, the figures from the
national surveys by NCES are probably more accurate than the figures based
on subsets of state reports (Wargo et al., 1972; Gamel et al., 1975) be-
cause those state reports were not weiglited to remove bias when aggregating.
The increasing number of Title I participants in the early grades contrasts
with the decrease in the percentage of the total population in those grades:
from 1969-70 to 1972-73, the percentage of the nation's pupils who were in
pféﬁfﬂhergarten through third grade declines from 30.5% o 28.5%.

Participation by size and'location of school distri.t. According to
the NCES surveys of 1971-73, as shown in the left-hand columns of the body
of Table 12, Title I participants tended to be in smaller districts. This

result is misleading, howevér, because ‘t ignores base rate expectations:
in fact, overall, more children were in the smaller districts, and it was
among children in the largest school districts that the participation rate
was greatest!

The 1967-68 survey collected inform tion on needs and participatica
in different types of communities. Based on those results, the data in
Tsbie 13 indicate that genera'’ly the same proportion of children with severe
needs participated in all community types other than suburbs, where more of
the children with severe needs vere missed; however, there tended to be

greater participation by the nondisadvantaged in larger cities.

n-school

% It is not clear from their report whether this tendercy was a withi
phenomenon or a between-gchool or even a between-region prenomenon.

LI
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Table 11
Percentage of Title I Participants in Different Ranges of Grade Levels
Grade School Year
Level ’ ’ .
1968-69 1969-70 . 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74
Pre-K - 3 39%,379 43,409,385 429,46 438,52  4s59,50°,43° 47°
(38)* (4C) 44y ') (43), (47
4-6 29®  30%,28° 29° R P T 33
(29) (29) (29) (30) - (30) (33)
7-9 222,19 19,199,225 189,15 14132 164,13°,20° 13°
' (22) ‘ «(20) azy - . (15) a”n (13)
10 - 12 102 93,11° 7P 4® 4®,8¢ 4° '
(10) (10) M) (4) ¢! (4)

Note: In some cases, data were presented for lagge} spans (pre-K-6 and 7-12), and these cases
have been divided proportionally based on the proportions from other sources. Thus the
figures in this table are slightly more regular than the true figures.

*
Figures in parentheses are best estimates, which are weighted averages based cn subjective

judgments of the representativeness of the data from the several sources.
¢
Sources: OWargo et al. (1972); bGamel et al. (1975); cNC§§ surveys; dLarson and Dittmann (1976).
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- Table 12 ~« 3
' Distribution of Participation in Title I by Size of District

*

+

Percent of all Title I Participatioﬁ Rate
lstrict Participants® iz Title I**
Enrollment ‘ i
S 1971-72 1972-73 1971-72 1972-73 ‘
125,000 £ 162 172 . 212 212
35,000 - 125,000 15% 122 172 132
9,000 - 35,000 192 22% ’ 112 122
3,000 - 9,000 242 242 142 122
300 - 3,000 262 25% 162 162
TOTAL:, 100% . 1002 MEAN:  -15% 142
- o 1

* ‘ )
Ratio of the number of Title I participants in districts of the particular

size to the tot71 aumber of Title I participants in all districts.

*

Ratio of the number\i Title I participants in dis’ Icts of the particular
size to the total number of pupils in districts of .che particular size.

~

Note: Data based on CPIR surveys (NCES, 1975, 1976).

r
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A significan;ly smaller percentage of the disadvantaged students in
3 suburbs were participating than in other communities, probably éue tS‘thqir
achools' not ﬂting sufficiently impoverished to qualify for Title I funds. .
On the other hand, it might be argued that these particular students are ,
not the targets for ‘Title I, because they are attending relatively affluent
schools. Title I is designed to aid schools in low-income aread that are
financially incapable of supporting adzquate compensatory services for their
educationally disadvantaged pﬁszis, not to aid ‘'hildren in low-income ‘
families directly. A fundamental redirection of Title I funde to compénsaté

for the spécial educational neéds arising from ecénomic disadvantage in a
child's family weuld shift more funds to suburban school areas, according
to these results. . ‘

Participation by region. In the NCES survey for 1972-73, participation

was reported for four regions of the country. Of children in the North
Atlantic stgtes-and in the West and Southwest states, 14% participated in
Title I; in the North Central states, li. of the children pérticipated;
however, in the Southeastern states, 21% of the children participated. In
1972-73, the Title I expenditures per participant were highest in the North
‘ltlantic states, about $3N0, and dropped off to $240, $230, and §215 in the
North Central, Southeast, and West and Southwest, respectively.

There was a significant interaction between region and school district
.size.in the Title I participation rating.* In the North Atlaptic ahd Central
’ regions, participation rate was especially high i{n the largest districts,

but in the Southeast, partic;pation rate was especially high in small
districts. g -

Other corrélates'of participation. The staff of the Compensatory

Reading Study estimated the correlations of a large number of variables with
participation in compensatory reading (Trismen et al., 1975). Although the
overall participation rates in that study were higher than the national
average, the relations of participation to other variablqp are not clearly

biased. Among their most interesting results are the following;

L4

# The total enrollments in the five strata of district size (see Table 12),
in millions of pupils, were for the North Atlantic: 2.2, 9.5, 2.5, 3.6,
and 2.3; for the North Central: 1.1, 1.2, 2.7, 3.3, 4.2; for the South-’
east: 0 s, 2.4, 2.8, 2.9, 1.3; and for the West and Southwest: 1.4, 1.9,
3.8, 2.2, and 2.2. Participation rate is the ratio of participants to
total enrollment.
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1. Boys tended to participate more frequently than girls (45% va 35%),
and although no pretest comparisons between the sexes were reported,
other research suggests that this corresponds to a slightly lower

average reading achievement among boys than among giris.

{~ The average age of compensatory reading participants was slightly
higher than their grade-mates, suggesting that 5%, 17%, and 22%
* of 2ad, 4th, amd &th gradeis, respectively, in compensatory reading'

had already been held back a year in school.

3. ‘Among 4th and 6th graders in comPEnsatory reading, 702 had had
prior compensatory reading experience, and 25% of the 4th graders
and 302 of the 6th graders in compensatory reading had had three

or more years of compensatory particiﬁation.

: Summary. Not all children with educational agd'ecdnomic disadvantages

have participated in Title 1 programs. Although there are not~recent‘data

to related participation to needs, roughly half the‘childrenhwitﬂ severe needs
were being served in 1968. Among blacks-and in the large city sthool districts,
there was poor discrimination between those with and without needs in the se-
lection of children to participate, or else teachers' judgmenté of needs in
those groups were poor. Results of the Compensatory Reading Study also in- ‘
dicated a substantiaf’overlap, in 1972-73, between compensatory and regular
reading pupils on standardized reading achievement tests. On the other hand,
there 1s no question:that Title I participanii tended to be educationally

and economically disadvantaged; and the conclusion that some children with
greater needs were not served while others with lesser needs were served must
be viewed with extreme caution because of the fallibld measures of educacionaf
end economic need. (;;‘ a\\

N

There is no evidence that selection for compensatory education par-
ticipation was being made on any grounds other than educational of economic -
disadvantage: all other observed correlates of participation were equally
likely to be correlates of heed. One minor exception to this was the empha-
sis on participation;of children at early ages; this exception 1s minor in

that it does not in the long run exclude any individuals from participation. »

Finally, results based on the Compensatory Reading Study (USOE, 1976b)
indicate that, in 1972-73, about 70% of the third of the children in Title I

43 ‘
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funded schools who were both one or more years below grade level and par- \\
ticipants in a free lunch program received compensatory readiﬁg assistance;
however, a sixth of the children in non-Title I funded schools’alse had the
same needs, and 60% of them received compensatory reading assistance. Thus,

it 1s clear that Title I 1s but one of several sources, formal or informal,

~of support for compensatory reading assistance.
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Treatment Delivery
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_local achool districts are given the responsibility, under Title I,

\ . ’
of selecting strat:g}es for using the allocated funds as they deem best for

meeting the special
in poverty areas. They may, on the basis of needs assessment, choose to

focus on a single objective, such as improving reading achievement, or -to
attack a-broader range of objectives. For the selected objectives, they may
choose to implement any of a variety of treatmé‘ts, such ‘i buying curricu-
lum packages, hiring a reading specialist, or hiring teaching aides. In order
to describe the range of activities succinctly, we shall use two methods:
first, a ﬁresentation of expenditures in terms of the formal categories

uséﬁ in various surveys and reports (Wargo et al., 1972; Gamel et al.,

1975; NCES, 1975, 1976); and second, a series of 40 very brief descriptions

of exemplary pgpjecfs described in reports of the It Works series (Hawk~
ridge et al., 1968, 1969; Wargo 2t al., 1971). The results of the surveys

serve to cbnvey the relative fre«uencies of treatmeqtg\ﬂg;;;gied across

the hountry; however, they lack the detail to provid; us with an idea of

what Title I treatments actually consist of. The very brief project descrip-
tions, on the other hand, at least begin to give an idea of what a Titlg I
reatment looks like. The list of descriptions can not be interpreted

quantitatively represercative of the country, however, because the pro-
jebtte were aglected as exem*lary and they were selected by informal

sampling procedures. ?

”, <

\\\ e

There are-three -distinct reasons for attempting to repor: the\cate—

Formal Categories

gories of resources for which Title I funds have been used,‘even though

50 ’

educational needs of educationélly disadvantaged.childrén ]

»
-
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there is no conclusive evidence about the relative e@fectiueness.of”
different tr¢atment methods. First, there.is the need to knou'wheth

he fugds are being used to meet defined problems. For example, in yiew of
the problem that many young peobple leave school without mastering t £ basic
skills of reading, writing, and hathematics, it is important to know vhat
percentage of funds have been used for instruction in these basic skills.
Second, there 1s the need to know what emphsses have been in the past in
order to decide on Policies of changing allocation ‘strategies. If nearly

all funds were ‘already bein% spent on basic skills instruction, it would be
meaningless to propose allocating a larger percentage to basic skills in-

‘ strugtion Third, the act of obtaining and reporting this information serves
a management function of communicating to she local decisionmakers the need

to account for the expenditure of public funds. . -

.

. The allocation of funds by category for the years from 1965-66 to
1973-74 are shown in Table 14. After the initial year (1965-§6) in which
funds were appropriated two months prior to the end of the school year,
the percentage of expenditures that were designated directly for ihstruction
has been fdirly stable at about 702 (Cfsregarding the 1973-74 results in
the RMC report, because they are based on only 5 state reports) There has
been a steady decrease in expenditures for con;truction and equipment over
the years, and the emphases in noninstructional pupil services have chagged
from health and food to coumseling. So-called "fixed charges" have risen
steadily from 5% to 8%. These inc1ude, for_pefmple, "retirement, insurance,

rent, and interest on curreat and short-term loans'" (NCES, 1976, p. 105)

Approximately 60%Z of/ihe instructionc]l expenditures have been for the

teaching of English language arts, including readipg. Another 15Z has been

spent for mathematics and natural science. The remaining 25% was spent om-
combinations of subject matter that were categorized differently in differ-
ent reports. The dramatic increase in expendl:ures for mathematics ‘instruc-
tion reported by RMC for 1973-74 is a function of fhe small sawple size and,
in particular, the fact that Mississippi allocated 37% of its Title I instruc-
tional bugds to mathematics that year. ‘ !

Breaking the expenditures down in other ways, it appearE that from
1971-72 "through 1973—74 about 85% of the funds were spent on programs during
the school year and 152 on programs during the summer. As pointed out in

|}
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. v . Table 14
. Percent Expeaditures by Category and Year, :
and Staff Wumbars for the Title T Low Incrme Propiea
Perceatages 1965-66  1966-67  1967-68 196869, ' 1969-70 197071 1971472 1972-73'“1973-74
Y < — - X ,
Tastreetion - Total s " " 7 ", e ‘et wte®  ac
. .(English Lemguage Arts) S a* »t atab et ws
Otath & Nacural Scisnce) ( r o * B R ST R TLINT
(~ leweal Activities) ” . 0 . 2 2%, 3% T16, 2% - 0%
>
Other Services - Tetal ¢ 10* 10* 1w T 10t - n® wcas® fad s¢
. (Yood) " ?° * * * * P LR LIS UL o°
¢ (Counseling) l 3" ‘3" .
- ‘ ]
. a a a -4 “aC b C . ad * <€ L
Adsinistration 3* s* s s y €. 195,10 3%,10 s
- * ‘ z
Coustruction & Equipment 33* 13 9o* * & ¢ L LI LA L ¢
Fizad Chasges 3* s* PLEEN s'; o 2 us, 1 s, e 1¢
other -t 1* 1* " g8 * * e 2,42 19, 2P 1©
Parceatags for Regular Term . s8¢ asf” 8t 86"
. “
Paxcentage for Summer Term ) ¢ 3 15¢ 14¢ 14¢ .
Bumber of Professionsl Staff ) o . ’
1a Regular Term (in thousands) - 160 152 J
. ° - -
/ Wmber of Banprofesaionsl Staff . b b v
ia Regular Term (ia thoussnds) - 123 117
<
Mumber of Professional Staff b b
. © {n Susmer Term (ia thousands) 84 [ 7
Busber of Nonprofessional Staff b b
in Summer Term (ia thousasds) R 53 31
ot
\, a4
Data sources: ‘Wargo et fnn " .
- 'nczs CPIR survays "
*CCanel at al., 1978 - .
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“the Compensatory Reading Study (Al-Salam & Flymn, 1976), the costs per par-

ticipant—hour tend to, be lhrger for summer programs. In t~rms of the agents

.of inotruction, about an equal number of teachers and teacher #ides were

supported by Title I, funds during the regular school term, but a smaller

.proportion ox teacher aides were uséd during’ the summer, at least in 1971~
_72 dnd 1972—73 Although there 1ls no Information available on the relative
cns:—eifectiveness of employing additional teachers versus teacher aides for

. -conpensatory education, Hiatt 1977) has reported (1) that teachers who have

aides working with them are generally -more satisfied with their jobs, but

(2)'that teachE}s tend to deploy teacher aides to.tasks at do not maxi-

.mize the teaching. effectiveness of the team. She sug8ested that teachera\;-

ue instructed in the proper use of teacher aides .as " par} of' their training

In order to understand the nature of the’ Title I contribution to educa-

tion, it weuld be ‘useful to cgmpare the data in Table 14 to the amounts

spent from other sources for various categories of resnurces. However, these

data appear to be awailable only for federal programsa\ Using the NCES re- .

port for the 1972-73 school year, one finds that the Title I "low-income"

program accounteq for 41% of federal aid to local educatior agencies that

year .The categories in which the Title I expenditures were relatively much

higher thar other’ federal programs were English language arts (44X of Title
I expenditures vs. 72 of other&expenditures), other basic skills (22% vs.

92)‘ the pupil support services QF nonvocational guidance, health, -attendance,
and transportation (5% vs. 2%), *ﬁnd fixed chargeé3(7 6% vs. 2. 42) The fune-

tional categories toward which other federal programs were substantiall,

more targeted than Title I included food (42% vs. 0.6%), vocational gkills '
and guidance (13% vs. O. 7z), student subsidies (1.9% vs. 0.1Z), non-textbook

materials (4.62 vs .5§y\ and construction and equipment (4.1% vs' 1.4%).
Thus, the functj6nal profile of Title I'expenditures, with its focus on
basic skills instruction, is st stantially different from that for other

federal aid to local education agencies. i ‘ '

[ 4

Project Descriptions

In order to supplement the information provided by’éﬁe categotrization

of Title I expenditures we have included a set df descriptions of exemplary

~
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coupensatory 20ucation proiects. The proj?cté or models described were
developed from a variety of funding sources and with a rariety of objectives.
They have in common that at one time vr another they have shown evidence of
success, although .10 methods have proven to be unequivocal sugcesses. There

are no data on the relative frequency of projects like the ones desgtribed.

- The descriptions are baéég)primarily on those given by the authors of
the It Hbrks serles summaries. Insofar as possible, we have included (¢D)
the site and originator ~f each project; (2) its level of structure and
orientation; (3) 1its studert:teacher ratio; (4) the primary operational
objectives of the project; (5) ~ target age-group; and (6) the inteasity
and length of the child's participation. We hope that thie sec of descrip-
tions wiil provide readers with a basis for interpreting the meaning of
abstract terms such as "participacion rate" and "compensatory readirg

assistance'”. The 1list 1s ordered approximately in terms of increasing age of

the target group.




PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

£ ucat earch Project 8.
hington, D.C.) (Schaefer): <a

unctructured turoring program for 1 hour
per day in the child’'s home. Targets vere
children bstween the ages of 15 and 36 -
months. Toys, games, books, and verbal
stimulation we 2 used to stabalize and
improve IQ tesc scores. -

Mogther-Child Home Program (Freeport, New )
York) (Lavenstein): a moderately r.ruc- 9.

tured pro a in which a "Toy Demonstrator”
prow ted v bal interaction betwaen wothers
and theiv 2-3 yeer ola children during 2
half-hour sessions par week for a year.

Aim was to improve IQ tast performsnce.

Perry Preschool Project (Ypsilaitd, Michi-
gan) (Weikart): an unstructured activity

ceniter (Plus a 90-minute home visit once a
weak) using "verbal bombardment” in highly
structured thematic unite for 15 hours per 10.
vesk over 2 years with functionally retard-

ei 3= and 4~year olds. Aim wvas to improve
performance on 1Q tests and reading, 1.

guaga, and math achievemsnt tests. Used

4§ specialized teachers with 24 children.

This is ralated to the Cognitive Curricu-

Jum Follow-Through model.

Preschool Program (Fresno, California)
h.-'orruur): a program using teacher aides
and psrants (student;teaching parsonnel

ratio 4:1) o improve ths language abili- 1ll.
ties of 3= to S-year olde, primarily from
Spanish-sraaking families, during "-hour

daily se.sions. Used typical pres. ool
saterials.

Preschool Program (Oakland, California)
(Waters): a program using a tesm consist-

ing of a teacher, a teacher aide, and a par-
ent with éach 15 children of ages 3 to 4,

four hcurs daily for a ysar, in teacher- 12.
directed siall-group activities with indivi-
duslized learning unit serie. emphasizing
language skills, in order to improve IQ

test performance. Included many enrichment
activities and field trips.

Academic Praschool (Champaign, Illinois)
(Bersiter and Edgelmann): a highly struc- 13.
tured. ce- 1er-directed’ (student:teacher

ratio of .:1) two-hour-psr-day program

aimed to improve the readiness of 4- and 5-
year olds who were recarded in reading,
language, or math. This is related to the

Direct Instruction Follow-Through model.
i 14.

Ameliorative Pres.hool Program (Champaign,
T1linois) (Karnes): a highly structured,
teacher-directed (student;teacher ratioc 5:1)
prograa in w'.ich 2 hours per day were Spent
1n praschool, thedt 1 hour per day in kinder-
garten. Aim was to improve readiness of 4=
year-olds in readir3, language, and math.

A special game format was -sed.

Diagnostically Based Curriculus. (Bloomington,
Indiana) igpIchrsz a teache directed
(student :teacher ratio 15:1) behavior modi-
fication Program using diagn 1s of problems
in language, concepte, and fi & motor devel-
opment in a ycar-lorg, 4-hour-y r~dvy
prograx with S-year-olds to improve IQ and
language performance. Activities wers
similar to a regular kindergarten.

Leszaing to Learn Pro-ram (Jacksmuville,
Florida) (Sprigle)’ a mainly child-directed
set of activities for 3 hours per day for 3-
year-olds, using toys, games, and books in a
structured sequence tO guarantee successes
for all children. Ths aim waa improvemsat
of IQ test performance. Short (15 minute)
small-group (student:teacher ratio 3:1),
teacher-directed sessions were interspessed
in each sesaion.

Project Breakthrough (Chicage, Illinois)
(Tracy): a combination of highly structured
"Edison Responsive Environment"” sessions

of 1-1/2 hours daily, including "Talking
Typewriters", and intensified social services
for welfare parents, aimed at improving the
parformence of &= to S-year-olds ou IQ and
readiness tests. Used a Laboratory Super-
visor in a varying ratie (1l:1 to 10:1) with
children. This is relsted to the Responsive
Environment Follow-T.. ough Model.

Project ®arly Push (Ruffalo, New York)
(Discrice staff): a low-structured,
child-directed program of activities, four
hours daily for a ycar, usiag typical pre-
school practices to improve the perforaance
of 4-year-olds on rsadiness tests. Used 2
visiting teacher, home-school coordins ¢, aad
teacher aides with-'a student:teachiny er-
sonnel rario of 13:1.

PS 115 Alpha One Reading Program (New York,

) (Reiss): a moderately structured, Seme-
oriented program, two hours daily for first
graders, aimed at improving reading skills.
Based on a commercial self-containaed kit of
lesson plan” and materials to be used by

the regulac teacher.

Language Stimulation Program (Auburm, Alabama)
(Carter): a highly structured language im-
provement program, four hours per weei for
ten weeks, for first graders, us..g the Pea-
body Language Development Kit instead of
regular language inetrucciom.

Programmed Tutorial Reading Projec (Indian-
apolis, Indiana) (Ellson): a highly struc=

tured reading improvemant program, one half-
hour daily for first graders, in which heavily
supervised paraprofessivnal tutors followed

a tightly programmed sequence of "lesson
plans”" 1in one-to-one tutorial sessions. This
became one of the b original FIPs.
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ch aad Develo t Program 21.
(Mllwaukee, Wisconsin) (District stasf):
experiaenced speech zherapista worked vith
groups of 6 to 8 first~ and second-gradsrs
with low oral language facility, three
hours pet week for 15 wesks, in order to
iwprove jverbsl language skill.

Early g?,mg Project (New York, N.Y.)
(Deutsch): & moderately structured pro-

gram emphasizing eelf-paced, individualized, 22.
and small-group iustruction with much feed-
back and'with crestive dramatica, for five
hours per wesk over five years from pre-
kindergarten to third grade. Aimed vo im-
prove language and concept skills, then

math and acience—skilis. Used a college-
graduate asaistant teachers with a regular
teacher in each clasa. ' 23.

Malabar Reading Prograa for -xicnn-
Amgrican Children (Loa A 1is, Californis)

(Oaxaca): & low-structured program of self-
directed activities emphasizing oral and

crwritten language aimed st improving reading

and language performance over a five-year
period from prekindergarten to third grade.
Used parent volunteers to reduca student:
teaching personnel racio below 30.1.

Augmented Reading Project (Pomona, Califor-
nia) (District staff): a cowbination reme-

dial reading and commnity activation pro-

graa for children in grades one through six,
mostly from Spanish-spesking families.
Counselors, psychologists, remedial reading
specialists, a "helping teacher”, and

teacher aides were employed to assist the 25.
regular teacher.

2.,

More E!fective Schools (New York, N.Y.)

Fox): a major reorganization ot teaching

of alementary school students, emphasizing
language skills and reading, heterogeneous
student groupiag, moderats stident-teacher
ratio (15:1 to 22:1), remedial, tutorial,

and enrichment instruction, and emcourage- 26.
sent of teachers to use innovative techniques;
aimed to improve reading achievement.

Protset Conquest (East St. Louis) (Spann):
taachers received up to a year of special
training in methods of diagnosia snd :reat-
ment of reading problems. Afterwards,
pupils in grades 1 through 6 with reading
problems were identified and assigned to
clinics or "other classrooms" for 1-1/2 to
3 hours per week for small-group (studeat: 27.
teacher ratio 6:1) instruction by reading
teachers using a variety of materials. This
becams one of the 6 original PIPs.

 ford, Connecticut) (District staff):

Project MARS (Dominster, Massachusetts)
(Ellis): pupils in grades 1 through 4

vho vere diagnosed as having rsading problems
received 3/4 hour of remedial imstruction
daily from reading specialiats (student:
teacher ratio 6:1) using & variety of
materiala. Aim vas to reduce the discrepancy
between their ability and performagce in
reading. -~

Self-Directive Dramatizstion Projsct (Joliet,
Iliinoie) (Carlton z2nd Moore): pupils in
grades 1 to 4 worked {n an unstructured small
group and dramatizad storias they read por-
tvaying self-chogen characters, 3 to § times
per wek f ° 7 wonths, in order to improve
reading s wament.

Projsct ;rn (Hartford, Connecticut)
(Paraiise,: pupils from largely black inner-

city elementary schools wvere brsed to sub-
urban white schoola vhere they entefed classes
in emall numbers. They.were accompanied by &
teachsr and an aide vho assisted the regular
staff of the suburban school in order to im-
prove the 1Q, readinesa snd achievement per-
formance of the bused children thzough their
regular teaching methods.

School and lome Program (Flint, Michigan)
(Smith) : texchera sssigned home resading
exercises and provided guides to parsnts on
how to support their children's learning,
every evening for five months, for elemsn-
tary schoo) students, in order to improve
reading achievement.

_fter School Study Centers (New York, N.Y.)
(District staff): pupils in grades 2 through
6 volunteered for up to 2 hours daily remadial
reading instruction between 3 and S p.m.,

in which teachera tutored students indivi-
duallv or in small groups using the SRA
Reading Labs and other materials aimed to
improve reading achievement.

Intensive Reading Instructional Teams (Hart-
pupils
frou grades 3 through 6 with reading problen~
spent 3 hours daily for 20 weeks . 8 struc~
tured program using a variety of scrategies
to increase reading achievement. A reading
specialist workad with two reading teachers
and focused on three arsas: decoding,

basal reading, and individual motivation.
This becams one of the 6 original PIPs.

Yomework Helper Program (New York, N.Y.)
(Deering): 1in this program, needy but able

high school students were paid to tutor
failing pupils in grades 3 through 6, 2 to 4
hours per week after school for 5 months,

in order to improve reading achievement.
Both pupils and tutors gained significantly.
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Afumoc}n Remadial and Enrichment Prograa
alo, New York) (District stsff) and
Plus P1 .gram (Buffalo, New York) (Dis-
trict staff): two remedial reading s:d
sacthematics programs for ‘Pupils in gradas
3 through 8 (1 chrough 8 for Plus Program),
ia which regular teachers taught 1-1/2
hour sessions after school daily (extra
teachers taught 1-1/2 hour sessions during 35,
the school day in the Plus Program), with
a 6:1 pupil:teacher ratio.

28. 34.

29. Perunald School Remediation of Lesrning

. Disorders Progr.~ (Los Asgeles, California)
(Fesht .ch): pupils iz grades 2 through 8
of average intelligence but lagging schieve-
msnt wers bused to a laboratory school for
6 hours of daily instruction for one Year.
Highly structured, broad-based, indivi-
dualized instruction by specially trsined
teachers (studunt:teacher rstio of 5:1)
wss designed to improve reading, language,
and math achievement.

36.

Diagnostic Raading Clinics (Cleveland,
Ohio) (Davis): pupils in grades 4

through 7 below expected resding level

but not with "low IQs were given an in-
dividual l-hour-per-day highly structured
remedial resding session vith a reading
specislist, speech therapist, psychologist,
social worker, or aide, lasting 3 to 5
months, in order to improve i1eading
achievement.

37.

Rlementary Reading Centers (Milwaukes,
Wisconsin) (District stsff): reading cen=
ters with specially trained resding teachers
were provided in schools so that pupils in g,
grades 4 through 8 with resding problems

could receive small group (studant:teacher
ratio 6:1) instruction one~half hour daily

to deal with their individusl problems.

.

Lafayette Bilingual Center (Chicsgo,

T1linois) (Picchiotti): pupils in grades

6 through 8, who as recent immigrants spoke
Spanish, were initislly taught in Spanish,
with a gradual transition to English over a
period of 1 to 3 years. Anglo pupils

learned Spanish and participated as models 39,
and tutors.

Communication Skills Center Proiect
(Detroit, Michigan) (Thomas): pupils in

grades 2 through 11 were disgnosed for
resding oroblems and given individual

or small-group instruction st clinics or
in special classrooms, about 2 hours per
wesk (1 hour daily in summer sessions),
by special resding tescliers aided by psy-
chologist, social therspists, snd lay aides.

32.

49.

Q
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Remedisl Reading Laboratories (EL Paso, Texas)
(Steirnagel): pu;ils in grsdes 4 through 12
diagnosed by counselors sas having reading
problens were given highly structursed indivi-
dualized instruction, one hour daily for 8
months, by lab teachers, ‘half of whoa were
credeatialad readirg specialists.

Higher Horizons 100 (Hartford, Connecticut)
(White): 100 ninth graders enctering high
school more than a year behind in reading
we ‘e invited to ente™ a year-long "school
within a school" in which intensive language
training was included in all subjects 4
hours daily. A counselor worked full time
with these 100 students.

Profect R-3 (San Jose, California) (District
staff): eighth and ninth graders who were 1
to 2 years behind in reading or math were :
given gstructured instruction esphasizing
“readiness, relevance, and reinforcement",
during 3 morning class periods for a yesr.
Real-world problems were included in the
curriculum, and structured field trips were
taken. This Lecame one of the 6 original

PIPs.

Sunmer_Junior High Schools (New York, N.Y.)
(Fox): pupils in gradas 7 through 9 who were
behind in reading or who had failed a course
were given highly structured instruction,
1-1/2 hours daily for 4 weeks duriag the
susmer. Tescher aides used by the progranm
ware high school graduates from impoverished
communitias who vere in need of financial
assistance to continue their education.

College Bound Program (New York, N.Y.) (Hill-
gon): pupils in grades 9 and 10 with good
sttendanca but somawhat lower than aversge
schievement (on the sverage) were motivated
to pursue a college prep curri~ulum and pro-
vided with intensive individualized summer
instruction, 3 hours dailv for 6 weeks, to
assist them in reslizing this goa.. Lnocal
colleges were persusded to commit themselves
to accepting and providing financial aid to
8 percentage of the participants.

Expanded language Arts Program (Buffalo, N.Y.)
(Heintz): extra teschers were hired to re-
duce the pupil:teacher ratio to 10:1 in
language srts classes, 1 class per day, in
grades 7 through 12. Teachars were heavily
supervised, and sudiovisual materials were
used extensively.

Summer Upvard Bound (Terre Haute, Indians)
(District staff): high school students with
college potential spent all day daily for 8
weaks in each of 3 summers on a college cam-
pus, in a highly structured innovativa pro-
grsm of ac>lemic and ext acurriculsr activi-
ties d«signed to increase their aspirations
for and likelihood of success in a college
cducation. College students were used 2as
cators.
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Models for projects discussed at length by M. McLaughlin (1971) were
Research for Better Schools, Inc., which produced IPI, a carefully seque: -
program of 1ndiv1&ually prescribed instruction designed for general studeat
use but used in many Title I schools; and the Demonstration and Research Cen-
ﬁf\\‘ ter in Early Education (DARCEE) in Nashville, Tennessee, which developed pro-

A}‘kéects emphasizing the involvement of parents in the teaching of their children.

\ The Compensatory Reading Study (Trismen et al., 1973) recoraed several

varigtions of methods of administering compensator, reading instruction, some
of which are shown in Tables 15 and 16. The Compensatory Reading Study also

categorized overall reading programs into 11 clusters based on combinutions

of attributes. However, they did not report which of the clusterg were more

frequently aimed at compensatory target groups of children. On the other hand,
\

the program characteristics closely related to Title I vs. other funding gour-

ces were use of audiovisual equipment and empliasis on basic reading activities.

There are, of course, other sources of exemplary project descriptions.
Over 200 cne-page descriptions of "Education Programs That Work" have heen
published by the U.S. Office of Education (FWLERD, 1976). Also, the NACEDC
has included exemplary project descriptions in each of their annual reperts

to Congress.

Summary

The lack of centralization of design of methods in the Title I .8ystenf
has accomplished the goal of covering a wide range of activities to be tried.
The treatments can be characterized as particular combinations of functionms,

agents, subjects, environments, and activities.

Fuuctions: increasing cognitive abilities, increasing the rate of
achievement, improving the self/ideal image, and improving attitudes

toward school work.

Agents: (regular) teachers, teaching aides, parents, paraprofessional
tutors, peer tutors, peer models, reading specialists, speech thera-

pists, counselors, social workers, and computers.

Subjects: primarily reading, lar.guage arts, and mathematics, but also
natural science, social studies, cultural eanrichment, and other non-

basic skill areas.

[
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Table 15

Participation and Costs for Various Types of
Compensatory Reading Activities, Grades 2, 4, and 6, 1972-73

Average ' Percent of Cost
Method Class Size Children in Sample per Pupil

In separate classrooms 26 23% $148

In mixed classrooms (with
regular reading pupils) 27 202 $152

In small, special reading
groups (separate) 8 2 4 $664

In small, épecial reading ]
groups (mixed) ] 12 22 $580

Note: Data from the Compensatory Reading Study National Sample of 226 schools
(USOE, 1976).

Table 16

Percentage of Schools Using Various
Agents for Compensatory Reading Agsistance

Schools with Schools with Schools with
Title I Funded Title I and other non-Title I Funded
Comp. Reading Only Funded Comp. Reading Comp. Reading Only

oy

Use of volunteers
. in the compensatory
reading classroom 45% 48% 54%

Use of pupils as
tutors 53% 32% 40%

Noté: Data from the Compensatory Reading Study (Rubin et al., 1973).
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‘
* Environments: (regular) classroom, “laboratory", library, special
3 classroom, home, field trips, college campus; child c%ntered,'struc-

tured, open, small groups, and individual interactiona,

Activities: (regular) lessons, kits of special lessons, audiovisual
- experiences, games and toys, dramatics, paying children to learn,.

parent training, busing, tutoring, and counseling.”

K Other pupil services, such as health, food, and clothing, have accoen:ed

for a small and decreasing percentage of the Title I effort. Finally, about
1.3% of Title I expenditures have been for the purpose of preservice and’ in- .
service training, which has included the large majority of teachers and
Ef:fhing aides providing compensatory education. ) L

Aithough the methods‘have varied, the primary focuses of Tit;g I pro- -
jects have been on directly improving the reading and other language skills
of children in the primary grades. This focus has increased over the decade
of Title I operationm.

Q (SC




Evaluation Reporting

Annual evaluation reports are required in Title I. These evaluat}on
reports were intended from the beginning to provide continuing checks that
the funds were being used to help children (M.McLaughlin, 1975). An impor-
tant component of the evaluations has been the measurement of the improve-

““ment of children's performance as a function of participaticn in compensatory

education programs. National summary evaluations (USOE, 1970; Glass, 1970;
Wargo et al., 1972; Planar, 1973° Gamel et .al., 1975; GAO, 19753 and Thomas
and Pelavin, 1976) have been based on aggregations of these local evaluation
reports. The information needs thut the reports of evaluations might serve
are discussed in a companion document (McLaughlin, Gilmartin, and Rossi,
1977).

The unanimous opinion of _hose who attempted to aggrégate the rep&fts
to present a national picture is that evaluation reporting]has been far less
than adequately implemeated. We have discussed in the companion document
many specific problems in evaluation and will not repe.c them here.

In the case of the national surveys of local school diégr{éts in 1967-68
and 1968-69, oqu about 7% of the sampled districts provided usable data on
program effectiveness. In their analyses of state reports, Wargo et al.
(1972) found that out of the 91 reports for 1969 and 1970 (comoined) omly
24 reported achievement data that were "possibly representative of their
state," and only » of these pfesented data In such a way that they could be
combined across states. Without common guidelines, states had developed
many creative ways of presenting their results, and only the preseatation
of average grade-equivalent gains occurred frequently enough to warrant
aggregation. That, it has been pointed out by a number of authors, is

unfortunate because of the distortions that can occur in interp.eting

L]
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grade-equivalent gains.* In its analysis of 26 state reports for 1972,_the
Planar Corporation (1973) found 14 of th& reports to provide pr?sehtable
data. In a major study of the evaluation reporting system, Gamel et-al?
(1975) analyzed achievement data from 187 state reports for the period

from 1971 to 1974. Only 64 of these were evaluated as either representative
or on}y'"possiblf biased." Of these, 27 reported reading achievement gains
that Gére sufficiently similar to warrant combining the results; average
monthly gains were reported, however, in only 16 of - the reports. As in
Wargo's analysis, Gamel et al. (1975) found grade-equivalent gains to be the
oniy frequently used metric. An important conclusion that Gamel et al.

(1975) reached was that state reports had not improved over the period frem
1971 to 1974. Thomas and Pelavin (1976) extendedﬂthe previous analyses by
considering how conclusions might be changed if different criteria of '"data
—adequacy" were used. Starting with 283 reports, they compared an initial
sumple of acceptable reports, essentially the same as Wargo'é and Gamel's,
with (1) an extended sample including'ébout 5 extra state reports per year
from which inferences could be made, (2) a high-quality sample limitec to
aboutrhalf of the reports is the initial saqple that were judged to be most
likely to be representative, and (3) a longitudinal sample of states with
adequate;data for all foﬁr of the years 1971 through 1974. They found that

results were essentially the same using any of the samples.

In response to the difficulties that had been pointed out in using the
local and state evaluation reports to construct a national picture of Title I
effectiveness, the Congress included in the Educatioa Amendments of 1974 a
request for improvement; subseque- 'v, USOE contracted with RMC Rgsearch Cor-
poration to produce several standard evaluation models that would be feasible
for local ;chool districts to implement. USOE also contracted with educational
research organizations across the country to provide ten regional technical
assisfance centers to help improve evaluations and specifically to help
implement the RMC-produced gvaluation models. In 1977, these asodels are in
the process of being adopted in many states and may be expected to improve
the ability to aggregate local evaluations into a national evaluation of

Titie 1 effectiveness,

*A grade-equivalent score is the grade level for which the score is typical
(e.g., 4.5 means typical of a student in the fifth month of fourth grade).
A grade-equivalent gain 18 expressed in terms of grade-equivalent months
gained per month in school or grade-equivalent years gained per school year.

£
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Effectiveness

Overall Effectiveness &

In its FY75 annuai evaluation report, the U.S. Office of Education
"stated that "the evidence is now mixed vhereas in prior times the only evi-
dence available indicated that disgdvantaged students had not improved or
fell further behind" (USOE, 1976a, p. 94). Behind this rather weak statement
of positive prdgram effects lies the content of tens of thousands of pages

of reports by reputablé\ evaluators over a ten;year span. Some reports have
indeed indicated the existence of positive eghgcts and otherg negative, and
nearly every report has ackowledged the existence of severe problems.in

. §gcquiring interpretable data sufiicient to answer the question.
4 )

The measurement of effectivecess of Title I has in.almost every case
involved scores on ability and achievement tests taken by participating
children. This, in addition to the identification that the appropriate
children -are participating (discussed earlier), is the essential outcome
sought by the program. Whatever the other effects of Title 1 are, they are,
according to the law, of secondcry.importance to the goal of helping children
(in low-income areas) having difficult& with school to do better‘ﬁn school.
There have been frequent arguments that arhievement tests are sensitive té
only a subset of the ways in uhich children can do better in school, omit-

ting such factors as 1mproved attendance, not dropping out, greater interest

in holastic persuits, and 1mproved self-image. -However. there appears to
b 1 general consensus that these factors are more important as means to the
o er f improving + <nitive achievement. Generally, the results of studies
that have meas .a2d both affective and cognitive impact have sroduced ambigu-
ous result- In Project LONGSTEP (Coles et al., 1976) and the Follow- l
Through Planned Variations Study (Anderson, 1977), affective and cognitive
» gains appeared to be'positively related, but in the Compensatory Reading

9. - i
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Study (Trismen et al., 1975), attitude and achievement scores tended to be
negatively correlated (+.13, -.49, and -,46 in grades 2, 4, and 6, respec-
tively). Other sources of relevant data are discussed in a companion volume
(McLaughlin, Gilmartin, and Rossi, 977).

In a broader cont»xt in which one considers the motivations of the many
designers and supportexrs of the original legislation-and the program's con-
tinued operation. direct impact én children's performance in school may be
only one of several forms of impact of Title I. That law and program also
serve to (1) redistribute the resources of society generally to the people

most in need, (2) add to the total income of poverty areias, in the form of
~ teaching aide employment, (3) provide further federal leverage to‘achieve
ngtional goals such_as equality of opportunity for all ethnic groups, (%)
~focus a larger percentage of society's resources into education, and (5)
focus tnhe research and development activities of the education sector on
particular problem areas. None of the studies reviewed has clearly addressed
any of these goals, and‘it is beyond the écope of this study to investigate

them, however important they are.

Vérious studies have used various measures of achievement gain. Except
for the .Compensatory Reading Study and the-PIPs evalhation, all the studies
reviewed relied on whatever test happened to have been selected by the local
district in order to measure achievement. Although the Anchor Test Study
(Loret, Bianchini, and Vale, 1974) produced tables relating eight major test .
series in 1975, the problem of aggregating gains across districts remains com-
plicated, because no standardized test measures exactly the skills tadght in
any particu%ar cla;sroom. In order to solve this problem in the(long run, °‘
it will probably be necessary to complicate evaluation further by allowing
each teacher or school to use the most appropriate test it can find or con-
struct, and then to compare both the extent to which children gain on that
test and the differenc-s in measured objectives between teachers. Such compari-
sohs can only be‘meaningful in terms of an acceptable global taxonomy of

eductional objectives.

One rarticular question about the definition of impact concerns the de-
cision by USOE tc focus its evaluative resources on the particular skill area
of reading. It could reasonably be argued that compensatory education is

likely to be more effective in some subjects than in others. For example,
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preliminary results from the impact evaluation of ESEA Title VII (the Bi-

lingual Program) (American Institutes for Research, 1977) found it to be
effective in mathematics but not in language arts.f However, theré is a gen-
eral consensus that the ability to read is the single mast ?mportant cogn;-
tive skill that schools in;our society are responsible for imparting, and

as long as there aré many children who are only marginally learning to read,
it - seems reasonable to evaluate the overall impact of Title I in terms of its .
effects on reading achievement. The focus on a single subject area for
evaluation was dictated by the need for an intensive investlgation of an )
area narrover than all of Title I in order to produce interpretable impact
data. - ‘ ’

Nine studies that have to some extent addressed this question are listed
in Table 17. The conclusion reached in each 1is presented, along with a a
description of the ddza baée and a listing of :béﬂmost'sévere problems pre-
venting acceptance of the conclusion. Th? most dramatic aspect of the in-

- formation presented in Table 17 is that no studies have been completed thaf

provide an unequivocal answer to the question of how much effect Title I has

had on achievement. Thus the situation is not one in which there are some

valid studies that found positive results and some that found negative re-.
sults. There is nc starting point of a single study with a definitive answer.
Tha: does not imply, however, that the studies have nothing valid to say about

the general level of success of compensatory education programs.

In this situation, a proper strategy is to list possible answers to the

%

question and evaluate which are more likely to be true. In the area of read-

ing achievement, the following are seVenfhbssible answvers.

1. At the end of a year's compensatory instruction, most students are

performing at levels superior, to other children of their age.

At the end of a year's compensatory instruction, most Students are

performing at levels typical\for children of their age.

Students in compensatory programs tend to be closer to thé&r peers

in achievement at the end of the instruction than @t the beginning.

Students in compensatory programs tend_to be about as far behind

their peers at the end of instruction as at the beginning.
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. Table 17
Evidence Concarning the Ceneral Pffectiveness of Compensatory Yducation
Study Measure of Success Conclusion Validity* ;_ Moat Serious Defects**
- hl ——
— -~
- TEMPO School rcading te-}ing in 1966-67 Decline except in bottom Clenrly/’d‘ilid Small, unrepresentative un-#ﬁe; invalid

1968 USOE survey

.

1969 USOE survey

-~

- ’

‘Planar examina-
tion of state
reports

AIR examination
of state reports

S
I
£

( RHMC examination
; of state reports

SRI examination
of state reports

1975 GAO report

o

Compensatory Read-
. ing Study

Gu

vs. in 1965-66 (whole classes)

Achievement in gains per wonth

Achievement in gains per month.
and genchera' reports of improve-
ment’. .
‘Eﬁievelent-1n~slinn pef month
relative to norms (1972)

Acliievement in gains per month
relative to norms (1969-70)

Achievement in gains per month
relative to norms (1969-74)

“

Achievement in gains per month
relative to norms (l969—74l\

\/

Achievement in gains per month
relative to, norms (1974-75)

Reading test acores, compariason
between compensatory and noncom-
pensatory groups, posttest cor-
rected for pretest

decile

Less than 1.0 -onth-pet
wonth, but teachers
reported positive gains

Abdﬁt 1.0 month per month

Between 0.7 and 1.4 wmonth
per month

2

As great or g}eater than

1.0 month per month

)
great or greateg_;‘an'

1.0 month per month

Léss than 1.0 month per
month

e

Probably invalid

Probably invalid

.

Clearly invaldd

Probably invalid

3

4

‘Probably invalid
—

Probably invalid

Clearly invrlid

.

No subs:antial or aignif- <Queu‘!{onable

icant difference

. intg;pal validity

/

criterion (comparison with previous year
without correction); did not identify
participating children

Fewer than 10X of diatricta reaponded with
adequate achievement dats ®

Fewer than 10X of districta reapcnded with
adequate achievement data; questionable
validity of teacher judgmwents

State reporta have unknown biases; 3-1&1
nusber of adequate reports; aggregation in
terws of grade-equivalent score: relative
tq‘publinhed norms

State reporta have unknown biases; small
nusber of adequate reports; aggregation in
terms of grade-equivalent scores relative
to published norms

nusher of adequate reporta; aggregation in
te.ns of grade-equivalent scores relative
to published norms

s;;&: reports have unknown biases; small

State reports have unknown biases; small
number of adequate reports; aggregation in .
terms of grade-equivalent scores relalive

to published norms

Swmall, unrepresentstive gample; aggregation
in terms of uncorrected months gained; com—
parison to published norms in terms of grade
equivalents

Inadequate statistical analysis of the data

(model for pretest: posttest relations, treat-

ment. of probless with class means)

1 Ut

A

#The author's subjective evaluation. The reader may aet different overali'otundards. bu
study, the Planar study, and the 1975 CAO study have the weskest data bases and most ques

than any of the other studies,

*ﬁThéae defects were nearly nluaf- noted by the authors of the respactive reports.

serious in thia author's opinion.

!

t would probably agree, upon seeing the reports,
tionable analyses and (2) that the CRS has greater validity

They are not the only gerioua defecta in the atudies, but are the siost

(1) that the TEMPO

w
&
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5. Students in compensatory programs tend to fali behind other e’ udents,

but not as fast as if they had received no compensatory instructions.

6. Students in compeusatory programs tend to, Sall behind cther students

at the same rate they would without compensatory instruction.

7. Students in compensatory programs tenc to fall behind other students

faster than they would without compensatory instruction.

No studies that were reviewed provided data that would support the
first, second, or seventh cgnclusions. The fourth alternative answar has
the greatest support, in t‘g form of the Compensatory Reading Study's find-
ings of no substantial differences bétween ’compensatory and noncompensatory.-
groups (Tfismeg ét al., 1975). The analysis of Arnual State Reports by SRI
suggests that the third alternative answer may be plausible; on the other
hand, the USOE surveys for the 1967-68 and 1968-69 school years, the AIR
reana}ysis and synthesis (Wargo et al.,’1972), and the 1975 GAO ‘eport tend
to indicate the fifth or sixth alternative. Between 1965 and 1976, expecta-
tions have changed from the second of the seven levels of success to the
fifth. If students are chown .to f«ll back not as fast as would be predicted
by their pretest percentile level, t' . the project is viewed as effective.

One is tempted to compare the validity of studies that had alternative
findings in some quantitative way to arrive at a conclusion based on "the
preponderﬁnce of evidence'. However, that procedure would be based on a
confusion between "'validity" and ''reliability" of results. The reliability
of a study is the extent to which replications of the study (e.g., on a dif-
ferent sample of students) would produce the same results. The validity of a.
study is the extent to which generalizations sed on the data are true. In
general internal validity refers tc validity with respect to statements about
the sample s 'udled; external validity refers to validity with respect to gene:al-
izations to a 'arger population. Of two valid studies, one based on a sample
of 10 school districts and another based on » sample of 100 school districts,
. one would correctly‘select the conclug?~n of the latter study in case of con-
' flict, because . the greater 'reliability'" of its results--i.e., the smaller
likelihood that the results would be different if a different sample of the
same size had been selected. Validity, on the other hand, is a quality of .

a study thdaL is not easily quantifiable; each cited study is subject to a ‘
particular set of threats to validity, and the results are not, therefore,

strictly comparable. In order to reach a conclusion, therefore, we attempt
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to determine the extent to which various threats to each study'sJQalidity

are likely to have distorted the results.

The single cited study with the greatest opﬁortunlt, co achieve valid
conclusions Was the Compensatory Reaaing Study. In that study, data collec—
tion was under the control of the evaluator, whereas all other studies relied
c1 data collected for other purﬁ%ses (1.e., annual local evaluarions) with-
out clear evidence of quality control. In the Compensato.y :eading Study,
conpensatory reading instructional effectiveness was evaiuated by comparing
pretest to posttest changes in standardized reading achievement tests (MAT,
STEP) between students receiving compensatory reading (CR) ipstruction and

‘those not receiving compensatory reéding instruction (NCR). Five different

analy:ical methods were employed (USOE, 1976b); however, all suffered from

the various faults that arise when the Students receiving one treatment are
different frum those receiving the other treatment: effects of the CR ia-

¢truction are confounded by differences in the populat?~ns.

There are five particular problems with the Compensatory Keading Study
of which readers should be aware. The implications of these problems are
discussed in more detail in a companion. document (McLaughlin, Gilmartin,
and Rossi, 1977). First, analyses were based on instructiosnal group means;
those means inclrded different‘individuals at pretest and posttest adminis-
trations; and: the types of individuals who tended to miss one or the other
of the tests were significantly lower achievers than those who were present
for both tests. Thus, comparisons between compensatEry and regula; reading
instructional}groups were affected in unexplained ways by student mobility.
Second, posttest scores tended to be much more variable among children with
low pretest scores than among children with moderate or high scores. This
"heteroscedasticity" 1is an important violation of the assumptions underlying
the analyt?-al metiiod used (analysis of covariance). Third, there was a
ceiling effect that operated mainly in the regular reading instructionrl
groups: students who obtained perfect or nearly perfect scores, especially
on the posttest, may actually have gained much more tlan was measurable
using the tests. The impact of this effect was complex because of the ana-
lyses used, and:it may have caused ‘-he results either to be biused in
favor of or agaﬁnst the compensatory reading instructional gr~-p Fourth,
the well-documented fact +hat children with lower achizvenent t the time

of the pretest) can be expected to learn at a slower rate than other children

‘in the absence of a special treatment was rot considered. In fact, the

AR
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statiatical comparisons carried out by ETS (Trismen et al., 1975) were aimed
purély at the alternative criterion level "#4 out of the seven levels listed
above. \§§::equent analyses by USOE (USOE, 1976b) considered other alterna-
tives. 11y, there was the problem of "d)fferential regression to the
mean", discussed in deta;l, for example, by Campbell and Frlebacher (1970).
To put it simply, tests do not measure perfectly; they all have some random
error; and that error, by the nature of the evaluation design used, tends to
make it appear that groups move farther apart from pretest to posttest. Be-
cause the compensatory reading instructional groups started out with sub-
stantially lower schievement scores, this means that, ceberis paribus, they
would tend to appear further behind at the time of posttest. Readers should
be cautioned in interpreting these five problems that they are more complex
than these very brief descriptions might imply. There are arguments and
counterarguments that must be taken into consideration before a final judg-
ment of the validity of the study's results can be made. It is this author's
opinion, however, that these and other problems seriously impair the utility
of the study.

In spite of these faults, the Compensatory Reading Study results rule
out two of the answers to the question posed--the first and second. One
could consider that the problems noted constitute not so much an indictment
of the Compensatory Reading Study as a demonstration of the small difference
between different cr.teria of success. In the Compensatory Reading Study,
the difference in posttest score means between results indicating the third
answer (closing the gap) and the fifth answer (falling further behind) was
less than one-fifth of a standard deviation (for total MAT score ia the
fourth grade). While sufficiently large sample sizes can ensure reliability
gufficient for the detection of a difference this small, there are numerous
threats to validity that have effects larger than this., For example, the
effects of attrition might rot have been critical in the search for large
effects (85% of scudents with either prectest or posttest scores had both),
but in this study the differences in results that might be due to nonresponse
bise were larger than the sizes of effects sough.. Therefore, an accounting
of nonzesponse bias should have been included in the statistical model used

for analyzing program effectiveness.

A point that should be emphasized ¢ 1c raing most of the other studies

presented in Table 17 is the importance of the distorticns caused by reliance
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on grade-equivalent scores for analyses. Detailed discus&ipns of these dis-
tortions are included in McLaughlin, Gilmartin, and Rossi (1977) and need not
be repeated here. To provide a brief image of the problem, one should realize
that if the average grade-equivalent gains reported for ome group are greater
than for another, it could be that (1) the first group learned faster, or (2)
the teacher of the first group frcused on helping the faster learners in the

_ group, ot (3) the raw scores were translated into grade-equivalents before
averaging in the first gr;up and after averaging in the second group, or (4)

the two groups were at diffe-ent stages of development.

Due to the many methodological problems in addressing the question of
general effectiveness of comp2nsatory education through treatment/control
comparisons, it is questionable whether effectiveness can ever be validlya'
assessed by this method, It {s important, however, to have some form of
answer in order to guidé decisions on allocaticn of nationzl resources. Would
education for disadvantaged children improve with a iarge increase in Title I
appropriations? Would it deteriorate if Title I were abandoned? The answers

to these policy-relevant que :ions relate to effectiveness, but only indirectly.

Consider the expansion of Title I: one basis for expansion would be evi-
dence not for general effectivencss but for the effectiveness of particular
methods at a few sites, which would neet the needs of greater numbers of chil-
dren if their widespread dissemination and utilization could be subsidized.

The identification of particuiarly effective methods is discussed in the next
section of this synthesis. Another basis for expansion would be evidence that
only a fracticn of the target population was receiving services. This requires
data, not on general effectiveness, but on participant selection procedures. A
third basis for expansion would be evidence of a correl~tion between cost-per-
student and gains. This, again, does not require demcnstration of the gengral

effectiveness of the program.

On the topic of gencral cost-effectiveness, results have been equivocal
due primarily to limitations on the validity of effectivene.s measures. The
cost-effectiveness study in the CRS reached the conclusion that "no relation-
ships were uncovered between cost and program effectiveness. However, this
is not conclusive proof of mo relationship. Our inability to find such a re-
lationship may be the direct result of the limitation: ia the data" (Flynn et
al., 1976, p. xix). 1In one study of California projects, Tallmadge (1973)

~1
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found no significant correlation between cost and effectiveness, and in

another, Kiesling (1972) found a significant relation only when the expendi-

tures were for particular methods.

Consider the abandonment of Title I. First, we .eed to differentiate
between (real) abandonment of special efforts to improve the achievement of
educationally disadvantaged children in poverty areas and (apparent) abandon-
ment of the current program in favor of a new effort. One basis for real
abandonment would be the finding that nothing w-rks; if not a single demon-
stration of an effective method could be identified, the usefulness of the —
large effort would have to be reconsidered. Again, general effectiveness is
not the issue. In actuality, there are a number of different treatment methods
that have proven potentially effective, at least in some settings. Another
reason for real abandomment would be a finding that the need no longer exists:
many expenditures are one-time expenditures, and if the major need is for ra-
training or re-equipping teachers.rather than for more teacher-student inter-
action time, then it might be reasonable to expect the need for federal effort
to decline. The evidence needed for this decision is related to services and
service-eifectivene:s, not general effectiveness. Bz2cause there are still
many .« achievers in low income areas, the need remains; and the mosf gener-
ally agread upon category of service, providing more teaching time for each

Jisadvantaged child, is clearly a recurring expenditure.

The apparent abandonment of Titlie I in {avcr of a new effort, which is
merely a method for shifting the administration of an effort to a new system
of individuals, is one policy area for which general program effectivgness is
relevant. If, within the budgetary iimits. there is a substantial discrepancy
between the expected results of the program and its actual effectiveness, and
if the expectations are valid, then changes are warranted. (Whether th._
should be ''formative' changes in which new methods are tried within the Title I
structure or "summative! changes consisting of complete reorganization of the

effort is a question beyond the scope of this synthesis.)

So far, although incremental changes have been made in response to the
lack of demonstrated effectiveness oi Title I, no large-scale reorganizations
(e.g., eliminating the role of the state education agencies in program adminis-
traticn) have been undertaken; rather, the validity of expectations and of

evaluation data have been questioned.

72




60-

In surmary, Title I has not lived up to the expectatlons of the opti-
mists of 1965, which has caused a hard look to be taken at the assumptions
and obje~tives of the program and at the ways in which the performance of
children in the program are measured, While the objectives have not chan ied
" greatly,* expectations have been lowered as the relative intractability of
the problem has become apparent. Isolated instances of substantial impact
have been-identified, and USOE has taken steps to disseminate the concepts
and practices in those instances to all school districts (e.g., the PIPs de-
veloped by RMC).

The assessment of the overall e=ffectiveness of compensatory education,
however, has yet to be accom~'‘shed. The current studies by USOE (the Sus-
taining Effects 3tudy being carried out by SDC) and NIE can be expected to

help answer the question of effectiveness.

Variation in Effectiveness with Treatment

Many different treatment methods have becn suggest=Z as crucial to suc-
_cessful compensatory education, based on an author's intuition or on hard
experimental evidence or on something in between. Jsecause 80 many curricula
have been constructed without sound research and development and have failed
in prac.ice, schools are justifiably skeptical about spending scarce resources
to implement new methods. Thus, in examining the various methods proposed, we

shall try to assess the validity of their support and their replication costs.

There are four general problems to be dealt with before considering
Spécific treatment methods: (1) the validity of supporting evidence, (2)
particularly, the problem that several studies have focused only on positive
instances, (3) the difficulty in specifying what the treatment methods actually
consisted of, and (4) the problem of lack of focus on coméensato;z educaticn.

Generally, the conclusions reached by evaluators about the relative effec-
tiveness o: u. ferent methods can be assumed to have greater validity than con-
clusions about overall effectivemess for two reasoms, but less validity for a
third reason. First, when comparisons are made, ttey are made on more pearly

equivalent groups. Whereas evaluation of overall effectiveness has employed

* There has been a trend toward greater emphasis on intervention in the
earliest grades, however. ¢
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comparison groups of more able students, alternative treatment methods are
compared on a priori similar groups of students. For example, in the Compen-
satory Reading Study, the comparison of compensatory instruction delivered
separately or in a class combined with regular instruction was subject to
fewer threats to validity than the overall comparison between compensatory
and regular instruction for this reason. Second, the demand characteristics
of the studies of overall program effectiveness, sponsored as they have been
by the administrative agency responsible for program management, ensure that
’EBnclugions about program effectiveness will suffer loss of credibility,
whether or not warranted. This loss.of credibility does mot rtain to the
relative comparisons of differeﬂ' treatment methods, however, because the

agency does not stand to gain from any particuiar finding.

On the other hand (the third reasom), with- the exception of the studies
by Gordon and Koutrelakos (1971), McLaughlin (1971) , and Gr+thrie et al.
(1976) . th= question of which treatment wethods were most effective was of
seccnia. ¢ ‘mportance to some other goal of the study, and less care was taken
in arriving at answers to this question tham to others. The selection of
which dimensions of treatment methods to investigate, and even in some caseg
what evidence to accept was frequently subjective. For example, -in qualifying
thcir conclusions about relative treatment effectiveness, Hawkridge, Tallmadge,
and Larsen (1968) cautioned that "investigator bias may have influenced the

analysis of data from the programs.”

One serious source of misinterprgtation may, in fact, invalidate all
conclusions abcut *he effectiveness of methods based on field observations
rather than co'trolled experiments. Lip service is frequently paid to the
concept that co-rclation does not imply causality, but that caution is ignored

* in many researci. or evaluation situatiouns be;ause the particular causal ex-
planation offered ‘3¢ a correlation is more plavsible than any of the alter-
natives. The evaluation of compensatory education is not one of those situa-

tions.

Firsf, different methods are usually applied to groups that, though
similar, are not exactly equivalent. Therefore, whenever one metnod appears
to be more closely relar»? o achievement gains than another, it is plausible
to argue that this was because the students receiving the first method were

likely to gain more in any case. As noted above, group nonequivalence is less

7
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likely to distort comparisons between compensatory treatments than compari-

sons between compensatory and regular treatments.

Second, and this is pdrticularly damaging, any method that is flexibly
and sensitively applied as the need arises in a particular child is less
1ikely than other methods to appear to be corrclated with achievement. 1In
the extreme case, when a method is applied in such flexible amounts that
each child's needs are exactly gqually met, then each child will achieve at
the same rate (except for randoﬁ variation) and the correlation of the amount

of the method and achievement ga*hs will be zero!

To take an example, suppose that there are 20 students in a particular

classroom, A; and
10 (fast learners) gain 1 month for every 20 instructional hours,
10 (slow learners) gain 1 month for every 40 “instructional hours,

and the teacher spends 20 hours per month instructing the first group and 40
hours instructing the second; that is, s/he responds in complete sensitivity
and flexibility to students' needs. Then all 20 students will gain the same
amount, and no relation between i{nstructional time and gains will be observable.
Suppose on the other hand, there 1is another identical classfoom, B, with 10
fast learners and 10 slow learners, snd that within each class (A and B)
instructional time is forced to be the same for all students, but that ‘in’
classroom A, 20 hovrs per month are desoted to the particular imstruction
while in classroom B, 40 hours are devoted (because, say, an extra teacher is
available). Then the averag. gain per month in classroom A will be 3/4 month
-and in classroom B will be 1-1/2 months. 1In this case, there is a per fect
correlation between instructional time and gain. Thus, the likelihood of

the effectiveness of a method's being observed is greatest when its applica-
tion is inflexible: That is especially ironic for research on compensatory

education,

Turning now to the second of the four methodological problems, the focus
on positive instances, we must note that in some cases results have consisted
of descriptiong of effective programs without comparison with ineffective
programs. Finding that a method 1s present in effective programs conscitutes
only very tentative evidence of its relation to effectiveness: one must then

determine whether the method is also present in ineffective programs. This




problem'is especially important for making inferences from exemplary projects,
such as the "It Works" searches, Follow Through planned variations, the PIPs
effoft, and the part of the Compensatortheading Study that focused in-depth
observation on five effective schools. The‘pr051em was recognized in the-

"It Works" searches, as Hawkridge, et al., (1968) carried out a supplementary
comparison between selected projects and similar but unsuccessful projects.
Conclusive evidence on the contribution of a particular method must include
comparison between the method and a situation that is the same eycept for
absence of the method.

The third problem concerns the specification of what the treatment methods
actually consisted of. As pointed out in the Follow Through evaluations and
in the LONGSTEP study of innovative education, the content of an imﬁlementation
of a method cannot be validly inferred from some label assigned to it, but

must depend on careful observation of the process. Individualized instructionm,
for example, can vary from careful diagnostic testing followed by highly struc-
tured, relevant instruction sequences to a léissqz—faire environment in which
the student does what he or she chooses to do. Another problem is that the
specification of some methods is multidimensional, such ds in the "It Works"
series, in PIPs, and in the Follow Through planned variations, so that it 131
difficult to determine which are the crucial components of effective methods.
The careful research studies, such as those reviewed by Gordon and Koutrelakos
(1971), are ultimately of more value in addressing this question than compari-
sons of vaguely épecified méthods in actual operation. Although one can ques-
tion the generalizability (extermal validity) of results from controlled
experigents, they at least provide the firm foundation of basic knowledge
about the learning process upon which curricuia can be developed and put #pto

practice.

The fourth problem concerns the general lack of focus oé methodr specifi-
cally designed for compensatory instruction as opposed to instruction in general.
Nearly all the recommended strategies, such as careful planning, clear objec-
tives, individual attention, and inservice training, apply to instruction for
any students in any situation. Perhaps those who make the recommendations have

felt that there was a general need to improve instruction, or perhaps there are

no distinct treatments that help only disadvantaged children, but it would seem
important to isolate particular methods for dealing with the particular prob-

lems faced by educationally disadvantaged children, if possible. The only
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treatment method clearly recommended by several sources and clearly of particu-
lar releéan;; to disadyantaged children is the fostering of support in the home
for the child's learning. One possible reason for the lack of focus 6n the
particular problems of the disadvantaged.is the political comnnotation of
pointing out those problems. The reaction te Arthur Jensen's recommendation
that disadvantaged children should be:taught by different methods becausé-they
have different learning capabilities should be sufficient to warn any politi-
cally astute researcher to avoid th%s area carefully. It i~ unfortunate for
the disadvantaged children of today that such research into differential
teaching methods has been tainted by the association with racism’ it has inherited
<

Various treatment methods found effective in studies of compensatory educa-

from genetic or heritability research.

tion are shown in Table 18. 'Because of differences in terminology across dif—
ferent studies, we have chosen t- define a set of categories of treatment
method, and the names of the methods.require some clarification. The method
of "more teachers" refers to lowering the teacher:student ratio, possibly to

> the point of allowing individual instruction. It does not refer to the use of
teacher aides or parents or peer tutors for instruction. Evidence presented
by McLaugﬁlin (1971) suggests that parental involvement in the clasérodﬁ may
primarily be for the pur;OSe of helping the parent to help her/his ownpchildpgp
to learn. Evidence from Follow Through (Anderson, 1977) suggests that>peér
tutoring may not be a particularly effective strategy. Gordon and Koutrelakos

(1971) noted two peer tutoring projects in New York City that had mixed results.,

The term "more time" refers to the amount of relevant instruction received
in a specified time period, such as a year. Wiléy and Harnischfeger (1974)
have made a strong case for the importance of time as a determinant of achieve-
ment. Data on time spent in a compensatory reading (or math) program arg
particulafly questionable, howe;er, because of the necessity of careful r;—
cords of absences, the necessity of assuming students' attention to a topilc
18 closely related to a teacher's focus on the topic, and the necessity of a
recording time spent in related activitgzs, such as a regular reading (or math)
program. Moreover, the result found by Guthrie et al. (1976) and by
Coles et al. (1976) that there is a positive relationship of instructional

time and achieyement only in the early grades suggesis an artifactual expla-

nation: Possibly, more time was spent in the upper grades with just those
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problen is especially.important for making inferences from exemplary project§,
such as the "It Works" searches, Follow Through piﬁnned variations, the PIPs
effort, aud the part of the Compensatory Reading Study that focused in-depth
oPservatibn on five effective schools. The problem was recognized in the

flé Workq" searches, as Hawkri&ge, et al., (1968) carried out a supplementary
comparison between selected projects and similar but unsuccessful projects.
Conclusive evidence on the conFributiqhﬂqf a particular method must in®lude

comparison between the method and a situation that'is the same except for

M [

absence of the ﬁethod.u

The third proplﬂm concerns’the specification of what'the treatment methods
actually coqsisted of. As pointed out in the Follow Through evaluations and
in the LONdSTﬁP study of imnovative edu?:afion, the cdntent & an implementation
of a method cannot bé validly inferred from some label assigned to it, but
must dépend on careful obseyvation of the process. Individualized instruction,
for example, &an vary from careful diagnostic testing followed by highly struc-
tured, relevant instruction sequencés to a laissez-faire environment in which
theostudent does what he or she chooses to do. Another problem is that the
séecification of some methods is multidimensional, such as in the "It Works"
series, in PIPs, and in the Follow Through plamned variatidns, so that it is
difficult to detefmine which are the crucial comﬁonents of effective methodsa
The careful research studies, such as those reviewed by Gordon and KOutrelakoé
¢1971), are ultimately of‘mofe value in addressing this question than compari-
sons of Qaguely specified methods in actual operation. Although one can ques-
tion the 'generalizability (external validity) of results from controlled
experiments, they at least provide the firm foundation of basic knowledge
about the learning procass upon which curricula can be developed and put into

practice.

The fourth problem concerns the general lack of focus on methods specifi-
cally designed for compersatory instruction as opposed to instruction in general.
Nearly all the recommended strategies, such as careful planning, clea; objec~-
tives, individual attention, and inservice training, apply to instruction for
any students in any situation. Perhaps those who make the recommendations have
felt that there was a general need to improve instruction, or perhaps there are
no djistinct treatments that help only disadvantaged children, but it would seem
important to isolate particular methods for dealing with the particular prob-
lems faced by educationally disadvantaged children, if possible. The only
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{treatment method clearly recommended by several sources and clearly of particu-
lar relevance to disadvantaged children is the fostering cf support in the home
for the child's learning. One possible reason for the lack of focus on the‘
particular problems 6f7fbé'disadvantéged'is the'political connotation of

pointing out those problems. The reaction to Arthur Jensen's recommendation

thdt disadvantaged children should be taught by different methods because they
have different learning capabilitieé should be sufficient to warn any politi-
cally astute rese;rcher to avoid this area carefully. It is unfortunate for

the disadvantaged children of today that such research into differential

téachipg methods has been tainted by the assoclation with racism it has inherited

t\“frpm'genetic or heritability research.

\ Various treatment methods found effective in studies of compensatory educa-
l tion are shown in Tabla~l8. -Because Bf differences in terminology across dif-
\ferent studies, we have chosen t¢ define a set of categories of treatment
hethod, and the names of the methods require some clarification. The method
£ "more teachers" refers to lowering the teacher:student ratin; possibly to
the point of allowing individual instruction. It does not refer to the use of
teacher aides or parents or peer tutors for instructiomn. Evidence presented
. by\McLaughlin (1971) suggests that parental involvement in the classroom may
primarily be for the purpose of helping the parent to help her/his own children
to learn. Evidence from Follow Through (Anderson, 1977) suggests that peer
tut&fing may not be a particularly effective strategy. Gordon and Koutrelakos

’ (197§) noted two peer tutoring projects in New York City that nad mixed results.

The term "more time" refers to the amount of relevant instruction received
in a specified time period, such as a year. Wiley and Harnischfeger (1974)

have made a strong case for the importance of time as a determinant of achieve-

ment . \Data on time spent in a compensatory reading (or math) program are
particularly questionable, however, because of the necessity of careful re-
cord; og absences, the necessity of assuming students' attention to a topic

- is closély related to a teacher's focus on the topic, ‘and the necessity of
recording, time spent in related activities, such as a regular reading (or nsth)
program. . Moreover, the result found by Guthrie et al. (1976) and by
Coles et al. (1976) that there 1s a positive relationship of instructional
time and achievement only in the early grades sugg-sts an artifactual explaJ

. nation: Possibly, more tine was spent in the upper grades with just those -
!
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- : VL . Table 18 ‘
Methods Reported as Effective for Compensatory Educat

ion

. -t , Hethod ' ‘ ,
Basic Skille ‘ ' |
Stud Moras More Dirsct Ipdividual Clear Mixing Patentsl Quality of Uss of Human Inssrvics Remedisl
Y Teschers Tims Relevancs escription Objsctives Students InYolvement Adminirtration Rewsrds Concsrn Training Innovatiom. Specislists

] al N S
"It vorks" (1968) / / / ™) / / /

' 3
Gordon & Koutrelskus (1971) 7 / / / / / . /

/
. 3 ,
McLaughlin (1971) / / / K / // / .
R 1 - )
AxE,Syntheuia (1972) / / / / / / v ;o / .
8 7 ;
Compensstory Resding (1976) / / / // .
v /
Yollow-Through (1977) v / b's // /
’ . -

ESAA In-Depth Study (1976) x / ) / .7 x /

g /
LONGSTEP (1976) / x X

k] L] 5
Guthris (1976) / / X / / o/ . .

/ 7lpolltlvu effect observed X = leas than expected effect observed (s.g., none) : (blenk) = no clesr reeults from the study
lreterred to ss "high inteneity"
2gmount of time the child spends rvesding
3eupeclally in ssrly grades .
“gnstructionsl emphauis had less effect then inettuctional
time L4 \
' Sbresking the reading tssk into "subskills" . N ’ e

Smusc involve parents actively im uupport{n; children's -~

lesrning

7yncluded strong, leadership, Righ prioiity of bssic skills,
snd cross—{ertgllzatlon of idess ncross grades

8gttributes of 5 effective echools; see text for other results of the CRS




students‘who were the most in need of that time. As a resvlt, according to
the discussion at the begiining of this section, the negative results in the

upper grades are questionable.

ES

tha: attends to basic skills is crucial to achieve impact. This finding
should be completely obvinus, because it is the teaching of these basic skills
fﬂat tne sch;gls are reaponsible for and that achievement tests directly
assess. At many times,, however, egpecially in the 1940s, there has been an
emphasis on other goals fo the schools, such as building an indfvidual's
self-iﬁﬁge, emphasizing cultural heritages, or promoting more "relevance to
~real life." In the late 19709,'thefe }s a growing realization by the public
- of the implications of these firdings and an increasingly stringent cal;‘for

schools to teach "ttt basics."”

“he mext coluun in the table, "indivic ial prescription,’ refers to methods

that @re particularly tuned to the special needs -of indivigi 1i-students. It

has been referred to ae individualized instruction ana as indiviiual diagnosis.
Althoug.. individual prescription has been cited as effective i~ several tudies, ~-
other studies have found it to be ineffective. In fact, wiéh a given amount of
time for instruction, “he teacher who spends more time with the slower students

1s not likely tc increase the class average achievement gains. Logically,
spendi.'g most time with the fastest leirners should maximize class average .
gains. Studies ol individua{ﬁyrescription are needed that are more sensitive

31

to individual performarce géiﬂs<;han ar~ existing studies.
1l

T-2 fext process in Table refers to #".lear objectives." Gordon and
Routrelakos (1971) refer -ed to this as the need for t: achers to kave more
planning time. This is a particularly difficult process to :_sess because many
teachers have "clear objectives" that they are not easily abie to translate

into behavioral terms, either because of the multiplicity of different behaviors
that they accept as alternative indicatoxs of learning or because they do not
wish (o emphasize the differeﬂ;es in goals they set for different children by
mﬁiing them explicit. 1 may be that, where a teaqber's ability to verbalize
clear obiectives is related to effective ‘mstruction, it is because s “ing
clear objéctfves is icself an in@icétor_pf understanding of the children's

+

le.rning p}qcess. On the other "iand, possessing ciear objectives does provide

<
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teachers with a basis for continuing assessment of their rate of progress

toward their teacking goals.

"Mixing students" refers to providing imnstruction to children with
different ability levels within the same classroom setting. The results
~f the Compensatory Reading Study indicated that mixing students was related
to significantly greater achievement ga ns by compensatory students with no
corr :sponding loss by noncompensatory students. Although these results were
obtained by the same analyses that were evaluated as likely to be invalid for
deciding whether compensatory instruction Jas generally effective, in the pre-
sent cese they are more nearly valid because the two gvoups being compared
are more nearly alike at the time of pretest. The distortions due tc¢ non-
eqeivalence of trearment groups are greatest when the groups are most differ-
ent from each other. -
"Parental involvement'" refers to several different tactics, such as
“ involvement in project planning, presence in classrooms, and learning tv
teach in the home. Milhrey McLaughlin (1971) distinguished between effec~
tive and ineffective meihods for parental involvement: the former emphasize

the content of involvement, whereas the latter emphasize the form of the in-

volvement. For parents to learn how to help their children by being present

in the classroom, they need to do more than clear erasers and take attendance.

| However, it has been pointed ouf by Hiatt (1977) that if the parent is being
counted upon as a classroom resource, greater instructional effectiveness is
achieved by assigring menial, nonprofessioual tasks to the parent. Thus,
different reasons for parental involvement (to educate the parent or tec help
the teacher) are in corflict. Results appear to indicate that teaching psarents
how to teach their own children may be very important. However, if this can
only be accomplished by invoiving parents directly ir classroom teaching
activities, compensation is neeaed for the children whu a e therefore receiving
less professional teaching expos re. Tarhsps the use of curriculum materials

_that are foclproof for use by nonprofessionals is a solution. Such materials

have not yet been developed.

"Quality of administration’ has been noted as an :uportant contributor to
_ifective programs. The cuthors of the Compensatory Reading Study (Trismen,
et al., 1976) placed a great deal of emphasis on this factor, assigning it
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-

greater importance than the quality of individual teachers. Although it

is fairly obLvious that systems generally benefit from:good administration,
the school setting is particularly dependent on good administration because .
of the opportunities for cooperative maximizing of "productivity" as childfen

carry their particular needs and resources from one teacher to the next.

"Use of rewaris" refers to explicit positive reinforcement of children
for the achievement of learning goals. The use of rewards was a stratery
characteristic of the more effective variations in the Follow Through planned
variation study. This is distinct from the 'human concern" that Gordon and
Koutrelakos (1971) called for in compensatory education. It may be true that
children need positive reinforcement in order not to become discouraged in
school, and more specifically, the behaviorist point of view w0u1& suggest
that the positive reinforcement should be contingent upon achievement gains.

» On the other hand, some research (e.g., Lepper, Greene, and Nisbett, 1973)
suggests that external rewar” may be harmful to learning when children al-
ready possess intrinsic iaterest in the tasks to be learned. More research
into the level of motivation children have for learning basic skills and how

motivation relates to educational and economic disadvantage is needed.

"Tnservice t.iining' has been reported to be valuable when it is oriented
to the particular methods to be used in a compensatory educaticn project.
New methods require more than superficial attention by teachers if they are
to achieve the outcomes for which they are intended. One finding of the PIPs
evaluation (Stearns, 1977) was that the best implementations of packages
cccurred when local groups internalized and "re-created" the packaged methods

rather than trying to follow written directioms.

Finally, a vecently completed longitudinal study of "innovation'" in the
schools (Coles et al., 1976}, although not directly aimed at compensatory
education, found a somewhat negative correlation between the innovativeness

of a school's program and the level of achievement of the students.

As a part of the Compensatory Reading Study (not included in Table 18),
29 schools were selected from among the most effective and least effective

schools, and various characteristics of the classrooms in these schools were

observed (Trismen et al., 1976). The correlations of process variables with




inequality of teacher attention to different ‘children, adult centered
of the classroom, and posltive classroom affect. In fourth grade, the most
salient correlates were adult centerednéss, but without the use of punitive
control. In the cixth grade, the most salient ci ‘relates were student

autonomy, lack of teacher warmth, and lack of positive classroom affect.

An adequate sumaary of all the research potentially relevant to compen-
satory education is beyond the scope of this presentation. Realers are
referred to Gordon and Koutrelakcs’ §yn;hesis (1971) for a more extensive
coverage of the research up to that time. The present study focuses on the
federal evaluation studies, and &ue to the quasi-experimental and correla-
tional nature of those studies, the recommendations to be obtained from them
should be considered tentative and in need of careful verification before
widespread utilization--not just to refine and sharpen generalizations but
also to determine whether those generalizations are fossibly completely mis-
leading. Many of the results have an aura of obviousﬁess, such as the need
for a lower teacher:student ratio, for more instructional time to be directed
to basic skills, for a high quality of administration, and for sensitivity to
individual students. Perhaps the most urexpected result is the recurrent
finding that parental involvement is important; aﬁparently, education is not

an endeavor that schools can un- 2rtake alone.

© .°  More refined informat. 1 about the.relative effeétiveness of different
ireatment zethods is rlearly needed, and rigorously designed experimental .
studies are the only means of obtaining that information. Such studies need
not be large nor exactly nationally representative;‘they must , - however, rule

out the alternative explanations that .so often lead to ambiguous conclusions.

Variation in Effectiveness among Types of Participants.

This is really a double quest.on: first, are there some characteristics
of students that have beeh found to‘predict their success or failure in com~
pensatory education settings; and second, are there characteristics of certain
individuals that call for use of particular methods of compensatory education
for them? It i.. certainly the case that all children are not alike and that

there are muny ways to learn basig skills, and to suppouse tnat compensatorw

8 '-)
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education by any method would be equally effective for all is absurd. Indeed,
a key concept in rany of thé successful projects 3dentified by Hawkridge‘et
al. (l92§) was sensitivity to individual problems and adaptive treatment for

those problems.

Identification of general traits that are cqorrelated with 3uccess or
failure of compensatory education could be dangerous as well as useful. The
danger lies in applying the generalization to all cases, which can be a s"b-
stitute for careful individual diagnosis. While in some cases it is defensible
to apply the generalization to individuals (é.g., blind childzen will of course
not be able 1o learn from visual materials), in most cases it clearly is not
defensible (e.g., the genmeralizations. that girls learn language arts more
quickly than boys or that white learn more quickly than blacks). Tﬁé useful-
ness of generallzations lies af broader levels. First, if certain segments
of rhe population are shown to benefit most from compensatory gducation, then
resources should be allocated to.treat all who need it in those segments, and
research should be focused on new forms of compehsatory education for other
segments. As a hypothetical example, if ic¢ were found that known compensatory
education methods produce dramatic gains in mathematics for girls who are be-
hird in m;thematics but not for boys; then the program could attain 1its
greatest eftect on mathem~tics achievement by focusing instruction on girls
while supporting development of new methods of teaching boys. Second, com-
parisons of different projects and their me*~ods could be made more nearly .
fair by taking into account differences i- expectatioms of success between
the treated populations. In the same hypothetical example given above, it i -
one project were dealing with classes of 60% girls «:nd another prcject 60%
boys, this discrepancy might mask any greater eéffectiveness of the second

project.

In its bilingual education pfogram and its aid to education for handi-
capped children, the federal government has, i1 fact, identified particular
populations and allocated resource; stecifically to them. Those allocations
are in terms of needs, however, not in terms ol expectation of success. In-
formation on expectations of success nas yet to affect legislative direction
of aid to parg}cular segments of the populétion. One reason may be that lack
of information on differential expectations of success. In none of the central
studies reviewed was this question addressed, although the Compensatory Reading

Study collected data that would allow ome to compare effectiveress across

SNy
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subpopulatione. This lack of information indicates the implicit recognition
by the federal government and, in particular, Yy the program administrators
. of the danger of such information becoming a basis “»r teacheré to respond
’ to children in tcwms of stereotypes. However, that denger is far outweighed
by the potential, both short<term and long-term, for improving the level of

achievement of the nation's dicadvantaged pupils.

Five dimensions of variation among compensatory education participants
appear worthy of investigation: (1) level of economic disadvantage, (2)
ethnic group membership, (3) sex. (4) urban or rural context, and “S) grade

level of treatment. In order to provide conclusive evidence concerning the

relations of each of these with the effectiveness of compensatbry education,
carefully controlled studies would be necessary. Tentative hypotheses and
dire.tions for further research, however, could be developed from further

analyses of the resulfs of studies such as the Compensatory Reading Study.

The level of economic disadvantage might be expected to relate to the
effectiveness, for example; of home-oriented compensatory educatiun methods.
Educationally disadvantazed students from l;ss impove;ished home environments
might (hypothetically) derive less benefit from such programs than students
from severely impoverished homes, suggesting that home-oriented programs be
especially recommended for areas of most extrewe poverty. (But we do not know

that, because the appropriate study has still not been done.)

Studies of differential iearning patterns between blacks and whites have
been controversial. Questions concerning the relative<effectiveness of
compensatory instruction vs..reguler instruction for different ethnic groups
are not nearly so controver31a}, however. They can be addressed by making
comparisons of treatment and "control” groups within ethnic groups and then
evaluating the results across ethnic groups. If it were found, for example,
that ceteris paribus the effectiveness of known compensatory education methods
was greate: for blacks than whites, then allocating greate' funds to regions
with greater concentrations of disadvantaged blacks while supporting develop-
ment of better methods for dealing with the needs of disadvantaged whites
would increase the effectiveness of a compensatory education program such as
Title I. (Again, we found no evidence relevant to this question in the studies

reviewed.)
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Similar results for the two sexes or for students in different types of
community settings (large city, small city; suburban, and rural) might be
expected. Different types of children in different enviromments are, to a
certain extent, likely to have correspondingly different deficiencies re-
quiring particular remediation. The more exactly particular problems or
speclal neeés of categories of disadvantaged children are identified, the
more effectively choices of allocation of Title I funds can be made. Tﬁis
is the same principle that underlies the use of individually prescribed

instruction at the individual student level.

The dimension of grade level is unlike the other dimensions, primarily
because every child passes through every grade level. Thus, the danger of
stereotyped response is not as clearly present for this dimension; ir fact,
dat; on the relative effectiveness of compensatory eduQ?tion at different
grade levels have been reported in several studies (e.g., Wargo,et al., 1972;
Gamel, et al., 1975; Thomas and Pelavin, ;076). Whether the youngest school
children should ;eceive the bulk of compensatory education efforts, as they
do, relates to basic assumptions of the Title I program. If children who
participate in compensatory education thereby become able to join the main-
stream of instruction in the schools, then it is obvious that efforts should
be heavily concentraéei at the earitest stages. However, 1f joining the méini
stream is not possible (and evidence suggests that it is not Qith present
instructional strategiesj, then the goal of the prograz ought to be to ensure
that all economically &isadvantaged children leave school with the highest
level of skills the schools can help tbem to attain; that implies a continued
effort across all grade levels. Larson and Dittman (1976) have discussed this
problém. Two possible criteria for allocatioa across grades are (1) relative
needs and (2) expectations of gains in -achlevement to result frpm compensatory
<nstruction. Establishment of relative need -is extremely difficult (e.g.,
there will be 10% of the children in the bottom decile at all grades), because
it must be based on an acceptable theory of normai growth in cognitive achieve-
ment . Aithough Carroll (1974) has worked on such a model, more research is
needed. Likewise, establishment of expected gains is problematic because of
the lack of an absolute scale on which normal growth in different grades can
be compared. Data presented by Thomas and Pelavin (1976) and cited by Larson

and Dittman (1976) would appear to suggest that larger gains from compensatory
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education occur at the higher grade levels. Thomas and Pelavin found grade
equivalent gains of 1.0 to 1.1 in grades 1 through 6 and of 1.1 to 1.4 in
grades 7 through 12. Wargo, et al., (1972) reported grade-equivalent gains
from seven annual state Title I reports in 1969 and 1970 that averaged .9

for second graders, 1.0 for fourth graders, and 1.1 for sixth graders. Gamel
et al., (1975) reported grade-equivalent gains for 1971 through 1974 that ?°
ranged from about 1.0 to 1.2 for grades i.thrOugh 6 and from about 1.1 to 1.8
in higher grades.* Results are probably artifactual, however, because they
were based on grade-equivalent gains: for example, a child who moved up from
the 20th percentile to the 30th percentile during the second grade may actually
have appeared to learn at a rate of only 0.9 months of achievement per month
of instruction (compared to the average, or 50th percentile, student), while
a ninth grader who méyed from the 20th to the 30th percentile in a year might
appear to have learnedwat a2.0 month-pér-mopth rate. (This artifact is dis-

cussed in McLaughlin, Gilmartin, and Rossi, 1977.)

Summary ’ ‘ -

Although little is known about the differential effectiveness of compen-
satory education for different types’ of childref, such information would con-
tribute to improving the effectiveness of compensatory education programs by
focusing allocations of particular resources where they would* be most effec-
tive. It would also help to improve the validity of evaluation3 and to iden-
tify the most critically needed research and development.

Use of such information as an input to the further development of Title I
policy must be made in the context of the multipurpose nature of this progrim:
it may be that, although effectiveness in terms of achievement gains is
greatest for one segment of the population, program impact in terms of

truancy or vioience reduction may be greatest in a differext segment. To the

' extent that a consensus on the relative importance of dif‘erent purposes of

Title I can be reached, however, information on how most effectively to atta’‘n

"those purposes is relevant, incluﬁing information on differentizl effectiveness

across population segments.

i{
* Gains based on fewer than 300 actual students were not included.
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B Major Problems

One cannot hope to improve a system without first identifying its
problems. The facilitative impact of policy changes will depend on the
extent to which those chénges addresé the system's most serious problems.
Therefore, in this section we reiterate the problems for Title 1
\operation raised in the previous sections along with other problems pointed
out in the studies reviewed, in order to provide whatever basis for policy
planning can be &istilled from federal evaluations of compensatory education
to date.

Q

Because problems have been pointed out at various timés thioughout the

last decade, it is necessary to diacriminate between the transient and
enduring problems; the latter are the ﬁore important considerations for
future planning. Also, rather than leaving the reader to infer that problems
not mentioned have not occurred. we shall try to 1l st potential problems that
have~-apparently not occurred. Finilly, in order to guide search for solu-
tions, we have attempted to point out relations among the problems (e.g.,

"A" ig a problem only so long as "B" is a problems).

. Three studies that have not been mentioned in previous gections because
their results do not add to our knowledge about participant characteristics,
treatment delivery, or evaluation reporting provide the clearest statements
of some of the problems in Titlerl operations: the Washington Research
Project report (Martin and McClure, 1969); ihe Planar reports (19723 1973);
and a historical study of the USOE role in Title I evaluation dur‘ng the
first five years (Milbrey McLaughlin, 1975). . In addition, the reports by
Wargo et al. (1972), Gamel et al. (1975), and GAO (1975) have focused on
jdentification of particular problems, however, }n any of the studies

reviewed. .

Administrative Problems ,

1. Misuse of funds. Especially in the initial yea ' of Title I, and

20
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continuing through the first few years, there were numerouq>instances of
use of funds for purposes other than those intended. The Washington
Research Project report (Martin and McClure, 196%) named and described many
such cases, and the DHEW Audit Agency identified many examples of noncom-
pliance eacn year. Clear cases were uncovered of use of funds eith r to pur- -
chase resources that were used by nondisadvantaged pupils or to purchase’
resources for disadvantaged pupils that other district funds purchaeed

) for nondisadvantaged students. According to the Plamar study, however,
many of the audit exceptions were nonsubstantive violations due to inconsis-
tent signals frem USOE and the Audit Agemcy. -Of a total of $174 million im -
audit exceptions ziace 1965, only about 58 million were sustained on review,

and only about $700,000 has’ been returned to the treasury (NACEDC, 1976).

In recent years, federal administrators report only rare instances of clear
misuse of funds; although audit exceptions continue to occur, they are small
. or nonsubstantive. This is true in spite ‘of the fact ttat there has been
. only very mild federal action taken in cases of misuse of funds (other than
generally to make regulations tighter for all). Rather than requej; return
of funds to the treasury, the NACEDC has recommended that they be spent to
help disadvantaged children in the dist;ict found to be not in compliance.

. Technical ass}stance would be provide& to help the district comply.

Y

2. Lack of consistent federal regulations and guidelines. The Planar

reports carefully examined the federal administration of Title I in 1972
and found not only hundreds of instances of vague and indeterminate lan-
gnage in the regulations and guidelines* but also a lack..ef orderly process
in the development of regulations and a la of awareness of reality in the
requests made of local dsitricts. In Septeiver 1976, USOE published a draft
of new regu-ations for Title I and invited comments. At this %ime, it is
not clear whether these regulations are satisfactory improvements on prior

regulations.

3. Invalid evaluations. Title I broke new ground 10t only in sending

substantial federal aid into most school districts across the ¢ untry but

. *Regulations are formal extehsions of the law, and guwidelines are admia-,
istrative suggestions for procedures. Both are published by USOE, and
at times the practical distinction between them has been lost.
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also in"requiring each local project to conduct annual evaluations of its
use of the money. As the companion document on evaluation methodology
(McLaughlin, Gilmartin, and Rossi, 1977) shows, valid evaluation of compen-
satory education's impact on children is extremely complex, requiring not
- only rigorous data collection but also‘testing of numerous subsidiary
assumptions ‘and performing analyses mot included in standard statistical
texts. As discussed in that methodological presentation, tpe only valid
comparisons of Title I treatment groups with control éropps have been the
rare cases of randomly’ assigned treatment and control pupils. Absolute

criteria for successful impact have not yet been developed.

o

As Wargo et al. (1972)sand Gamel et al. (1975) pointed out, the existing
reports(tannot be aggregated to produce a national summary. USOE has taken
steps to solve at least part of the evaluation problem, the need to have
well-gpecified, comparable evaluations carried out at all project sites, so
that result. can be aggregated to form an overall assessment of Title I
impact. - USOE contracted with RMC Research Corporation in 1974 to develop and
package evaluation data collection and analysis models to be used by districts

' throughout the country and then established regional technical assistance
centers in 1976 at which evaluation experts would deal with the problems of
implementing the‘%MC models. Although substantial problems of validity
remain, a significant step has been takenm to provide meaningful information

from local Title I evaluations.

»

L3

4. Lack of a strategy for developing effective methods. When the ESEA

of 1965 was passed, it was enpected that professional educators would be ab 2
to translate the additional funds flowing ¥n.. r-.: achools into effective ‘
compen3atory educatiocn practices- Therefors t.. law did not include adstrong
research ang deveiopment component, and'it wrs . & until 1968 that a projecttvas
set up to iéentify successful. pra:tices in existing orojects (Hawkridge
’ et al, 1968). At about the same ! -me. ‘he Follc;w Through Planned Variation
study was initiated in order to compare alter .ative methods for achieving
lasting effects of early childhood basic skills instruction Howevet,
neither effort developed into-a comprehensive program to investigate the
most effectivesconfigurations of alternative methods.. Other efforts, the
! PIPs development and NIE's Basic Skills Division's research program, have .

aiso not been developed as comprehensive, systematic efforts to deternine

¥
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the most effective methods. £

Welks~+ and Banet (1975) have suggested that a 10~ to 12-year research
and development effort 1s necessary in order to ptoduce a curriculum that
is clearly successful for a broad range of children. Such a systematic R&D T
effort may well be necessary, bechuse less rigorous and thorough attempts
. have yet to. succeed. While it would be costly, such an effort would ‘have .

the potential to dramatically improve the overall impact of compemsatory

educarion A clear tlan specifying the concrete objectives and the methods

to be used in such an effort As needed.

5. Lack of pareantal involvement. Although professional educators have

been enthusiastic about participatidh.in the Title I program, they have
generally been less ‘enthusiastic about sharing their role with parents.
Although a case can be made that professional educators are the most com-
‘petent individuals to design and implement educatfon programs, parents in )
fact play a critical role in the education of the&r children, as pointed

out by Milbrey McLaughlin (1971), among otWers. The few colipensatory

education projects that have involved parents in teaching their own children
have,generally been among the most successful. There is clearly a need for

more ‘extensive development of gu*delines for the irvolvement of parents,

based on a well-thought-out rationale for the most cffective ways of their
contributing to compensatory education. That rationaie will need to involve

an increased understanding of the actual processes that result in the strong\

correlation in society between parents'. socioeconomic status and children's

early academic achievement . ;
s ’ g . v

~\

6. Lack of knowledge about individual differences in the procesgses

by which children acquire c_gnitive skills Statements like 'If we/can
send a man to the moon, why can't we teach our children to readlh are
commor slace. They display a fundamental, underestimation of the complexity
of the human mind. Although a triﬁ to the moon is an‘extremely complex
undertaking, it is based on known pathémat tcal formulas and physical con-
structions. Analogous theoretical bases for human achievement are far more-
complex, and although a great deal 1s already known ab%pt the teaching of
AN basic .skills, 3, far greater amount remains to be learned. Existing com-
_pensatory education practices are merely- heuristic, actistic guesses con~
cerning what will work and as pointed out in an earliet secfibn, valid - - !

~N .
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data on the relative effectiveness of different compensatory education

methods are virtually nonexistent.

. The types of questions that\muét be answered include at least the
following: What basic component skills constitute reading ability, for
example? What alternative combinations of component skills can achieve
the same performance? What are the processes by which basic component
skills-are acquired? Which component skills are easy or difficult to
- acquire? What is the range’of individual differences on the potential
for acquiring basic component skills, and what are the correlates of those ]
- . e individual differences? What external events lead td the improvement of

basic component skills? What role does motivation play in the acquisicion

of various skills? _What external events affect motivation to learn? tht

are the barriers that inhibit learning to read? Wiat are the causes of
’ these barriers? What types of learning processes occur in children as a result

of -Anteraction with teachers? To each of these questions and to many related

" . questions, the;literature in psychology, sociology, and education offer
a plethora of prelinﬂnary answers. Perhaps a thorough review of the
research literature“would move a long way 1in the direction of pr-ducticn

of knowledge necessary to develop effective compensatory education. Such

- a 7evi§w was not included in any of the federal studles reviewed, although

-

the Compensatory Reading Study included a narrow literature review (Farr 4
‘et aly 1974).' . ) c

§
.2 i
7.7 Lack of effective compensatory instructional methods. This pro

-

lem, which welarguewis a consequence of not having solved t.e preceding
problem, is the most crucial of all 1f we had effective methods imple-
' mented‘ﬁE}osslthe country, then the achievement of disadvantaged children
. would-be risimg as intended by the originators of Title I, and the problems
. that remained would be. of secondary importance The Follow Through study
and -the PIPs evaluatiod’were intended to‘provide demonstrations of methods

“that worked, but ,heir,iesults were not positive.
| |

The argupent that some methods have really been effective .and that the
fault lies in|the imprecision of measurement has been frequently voiced
and was . iscussed in the section of general effecfzfenees, above. yt is
certainly true that, after the first and second grades, individual /differ- R

| A :
ences in achiFvement among pupils in a single grade greatly exceed the

I

! .
l *
'
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amou~t that is learned during a single year on the aug\age. * As pointed out !
by Tallmadge and Horst (19775, the potency of instructio\‘that would bring /
pupils performing at the U5th percentile up to, say, the 40th percentile

would have to U!}much greater than 'he.potency of normal instruction. How- /’
ever, that level of potency is what was desired by the proponents ox compen- /
Jatory education, and demonstrating a method fer achievinj it even though at /
more rhan moderate expense would provide the rationale for increasing the
compensatory education effort to meet the special needs of all educationally

disadvantaged children in poverty areas.

8. Spécinl educational nceds outside of low-income areas. Not‘only are

there many children from moderateéincome families who have need for compen-

satory education, but also thﬁre are many -hildren from low-income families

who reside in communities whose general economic level excludes them from

7itle I particip~ “on. Although there is a correlation between educational

and edoJomic disadvantage, and although a large proportion of the low-income

familie# are clustered in low-income areas, limiting the aid to low-income N
. areas eucludes millions of children from the program who might benefit froJ

it. In fact, too rigid an interpretation of the comparability regulations

may inhibit school districts and states from providing other aid to these . :

millions for fear of losing the much needed Title T assistance.

The problem is not easily solved. For one thing, /providing a program
for just a few childnen in a school is much less effilient than “providing a
program for many ohildren; fundir based on the number of economically dis-

advantaged children \gerved would not add up to the ‘minimum needed to imple-

ment any kind of effective project in magy schools serving mainly affluent
children. The solution has been proposed of changing the funding formula so

that all educationally disadvantaged cl. .dremn, regardless of economic sack-

o ground, would have an equal sha§: of the funds. The technical problems . y
- associated with that solution iN) the area of assessing educational disadvan- v
tage (e. g., are the same criteria applied throughout che country?) arh
substantial. ’
Nonexistent Protlems .. ,
/

As a balancing note in this section, it seems approprtate to point out
several problems that mighkt have occurred in Title I, but do not scem to have

actually OCCurrgi. First, there is no lack of manpower in the teaching field o

'
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to carry out imstruction designed for indivicdual pupils or small groups.
There is, in fact, a large surplus of }naividuals trained as teachers, and e
the’ large proportion of Title I funds spent on teachers and teacher aides

may reflect attempts to tap this labor reserve.

-

Second, there appears to be little difficulty in identifying lowf
income areas (at least approximately) and identlfying children who are . '~
lagging behind their peers in the acquisi¢¥0n of basic skills. There 1is
no question about the identification of need, although some argue that the
priority of needs to receive federal attention may be misplaced. (For
example, there havé recently been suggestions for including aid to educa-

tionally disadvantaged children in high-income areas).

Third, local school districts have not been hesitant to participate
in the Title I system. The additional focus of society s resources onto
education is welconng by educators, and the insistence that those resources
be used to help the most needy students has not met substantial opposition,

although cases of misuse of funds were icentified in the early years.

Fourth, and finally, there has been no lack of ideas for ways to y
implement compensatory educatioﬁ' The breadth of ideas shown in the sec-
tion on methods, above, indicates the fertility of the minds of professional

educators. What needs to be done is a careful sorting of the eqsential ’

effective componpents from the rest.

)

Q : . . .
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This report focused on the results, of approximately twenty central studies
of compensatory education completed before 1977 and -zttempted to present the

major results of those studies ag they relate 'to important policy questions

for Title I. "As the authors of those studies have repeatedly pointed outL
there are'severe limitations on the validity of conclusiq‘; that can hs—rdcched
using politically and economically feasible and available evaluation methods.
Therefore, all the results presented should be viewed as estimates awaiting

verification.

) .The results were presented first as they relateato'the major tasks of '
Title I; participant selection, treatment delivery, and evaluation reporting.
Then the results concerning program effectiveness were reviewed: overall
effectiveness, variation in effectiveness as a function of treatment method,
and variation in effectiveness across types of participants. Finally, a series
‘of eight major(problemo in. the implementation of compensatory education were

identified and briefly discussed. - ’

The prinary concern in the area of participant selectfion 1s whether appro-
priate children are participating. The data that are available indicate that
the-5 million participants each year tend to be those with educational and
economic disadvantage. How perfectly participation matches needs cannot be
ascertained because of inevitable errors in measurements of needs performed ’
in evaluation studies. There are undoubtedly large numbers of children who
would benefit from compensatory education who are excluded from the program,
however,. because they do not reside in "low-income areas." Reaching these °

children would recuire substantive changes in the law.

The deaign of compensatory education treatmeat methods has been a very
‘decentralized effort, although federal efforts have recently increased (e.8+»
PIPs and the National Diffnsion Network). 4s a result, many different
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tthatnents have been tried. Forty projects that have been‘judged exemplary
are briefly described in che text.’ The primary objective of most coﬁpeﬁ-
satoryeducationprojects has been to improve reading skills in the elementary
grades, although substantial eéfforts in mathematics and other basic skills ~
have been included. Noninstructional objectives, although prevalent in the '
early years of the programs, have become only a small part of the Title I

effort in recent years. ’

The "agents" . involved in providing compensatory education include
teachers, teacher aides, parents, remedial specialists, peer tutors, and

counselors. Compensatory instruction has taken place in regular classroums,

special classrooms, laboratories, homes, and field trips.- Instruction has °

been teacher-centered, child-centered, structured unstructured in large
groups, in small; groups, ant individual. Activities have included regular
lessons, kits of special lessons, uudiovisual experiences, games, toys, ‘
dramatics, tutoring,. counseling, and parent training. These have been
employed in many combinations as schools have. tried to meet the needs of -

e

their educationally disadveantaged pupils.

a Evaluation -reporting has proven to.be much more difficult than was

expected at the outset of Title I. Many of the problems for compensatory
education are discussed in a companion document (McLaughlin, Gilmartin,
Rossi 1977), aﬁd this topic was only briefly discussed in this syuthesis(
With the new emphasis on vglid evaluations derived from the Education Amend-
ments of 1974 (P.L. 93-380,&151), USOE efforts: are currently directed toward
improving evaluation by providing technical assistance to local districts in

their efforts to carry out ‘evaluations.

The information on overall program effectfveness, as measured in terms
of 1ncreased achievement gains by program participants, has been 1ess ‘than
adequate to determine how effective the program is. “Of the studies reviewed
(which did not include the current Sustaining Effects Study and the NIE

evaluation of compens education), only the Compensatory Reading Study
carried out by the Educatio?al Testing Service had the‘potential for producing

valid conclusions concerning achievement. Due to several aevere problems with
the interpretation of the data from that\study, however, its conclusions can-

not be accepted us definitive. -

If we were to disregard the threats to the validity of the various reports

o © 1090 | /
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and accept their conclusions at face value, they have tended to be "hopeful." -
. Much of the available data (which we believe to be questionable) supports the
conclusion that Title I participants achieve at a._rate’ cqpparable to non-
disadvantaged children, vhich leaves them a constant distance behind the
population average, but is a faster rate;than disadvantaged children in
general attain® . ' )

a

Concerning variation in effectiveness among treatment methods, the data
also leav; room for methodological improvement. However, there ‘have been

- recurrent findings that should be noted. 1In general, treatment methods
recommended for compensatory education are very«s.milar to generally good
educational methods (e.g., smaller student:teacher ratios, clear oBYectives,
directly relevant instruction, good school administration). One exception
to this is the emerging comsensus on the importance ‘of increasing parental .
invoIvement<as»an.eifective_way of treating educationally disadvantaged
children in Title I schools.

cm

. 7Concerning varlation in effectiveness across population groups, l.ttle
information has been reported. One apparent varfation is that»participating~

students in higher grades tend to show larger gains in grade-equivalent units
than participants in earlier grades. This result 1s almost surely an arti-

fact of the use of grade-equivalent scores in ahalyses of achievement.

Finally, the major problems listed for- Title I, some of whicb are now
apparently solvgd but others of which continue, include misuse of funds,
lack of consistent federal regulations and guldelines, invalid evaluations,
lack of parental involvement, lack of effective treatment methods, lack of
a strategy for developing effectivé treatment methods, lack of knowledge
about individual diferences in the processes by which children acquire
cognitive skills, and the exclusion of disadvantaged children not in low_
income ‘dreas. Of these, ‘the misuse.of funds is the one which appears to -~
have been eliminated. The adequacy of f?deral regulations, the validity of
evaluations, the involvement of parents, and inclusion of all disadvantaged
children could conceivably be -ensured through appropriate congresaional and
administrative actions. The other three problems, which concern the develop-
ment of effective treatment methods, could be expected~§:jgually toyield to
the implementation of rigorous, experimental designs for research and develop-
ment, but are likely to remain as severe limits to Title I effectiveness with-r

out such efforts. .
a

4
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