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ABSTRACT
This report focuses on the results of approximately

twenty central studies of compensatory education completed before
'1977 and pretents the major results of thbse studies am they relate

to ihportant policy questions for Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. The results arf presented first as they

relate to the major tasks of Title I; participant selection,
treatment delivery, 'and evaluation reporting. Then the results
concerning program effectiveness are reviewed: overall effebtiveness,
variation in effectiveness as a function of treatment method, and

variation in effectiveness across types of participants. Finally, a

series of eight major problems in the implementation of compensatory
education are'identified and discussed. The information on overall

program effectiveness, as measured in terms of increased achievement.
gains, by program participants, has been less than adequate to
determine the effectiveness of the-program. Concerning variation in
,effectiveness among treatment methods, the data also leave room for
Methodological improvement. Concerning variation in effectiveness

across population groups, little information is reported. The major
problems listed for Title I include misuse of funds, lackpf
cansisztent federal regulations and guidelines, invalid evaluations,

lack of parental involvement, lack of affective treatment Methods,
lack of knowledge about individual differences in the processes by
which children acquire cognitive skills, and the exclusion of
disadvantaged children in low income areas. (Author /k3)
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Preface

TitleI of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 has been

in operation for slightly more than a decade. During that peried:thousands

of documents have been written about it, so an,,10:-..rtane step in deciding on

the cnytent of this synthesiS was the choice of what small portion of the

relevant ' literature to focus attention upon, within the temporal and budget-

ary constraints of this effort. The project monitor for the4National Insti-

tute of Education, Alison Wolf, and the author jOintly decided iipona

set of fifteen major federal studies to be assimilated into this synthesis,

along with other relevant sources that intrudes into the author's conscious-
.

ness. Those fifteen studies are described by Robert J. Rossi and his

colleagues in a companion document. We believe that these documents contain

muchof what is known about compensatory education; however, this synthesis

cannot -substitute for a thorough review of the experiltal research liter-
.

atUri on educational disadvantage.

The initial draft of this synthesis was begun in May, 1977,- afterthe

fifteen major studies had been summarized and about a dozen methodologicii

issues tad been discussed in companion documents. Kevin GiXartin, on the

staff of the American Institytesfor Research, made valuable comments and

sUggestions during the development of that draft. In early June, 1977, the

draft was reviewed by Alison. Wolf, Joy Prechtlidg, and Marjorie Kulash, of

NIB, by George Mayeske, of the,Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation

in the U.S. Office of`Education, and by 'Al Chalupsky,.of AIR. Again, in

prOducing the present draft, in July, 1977, Kevin Gilmartii has provided

essential comments, along with editorial improvements.

Emily Campbell and Joan Hansen were very helpful in producing a final

typed versidn of the manuscript that was not only more legible but also

more understandable than what they were given. I am very grateful to them,

to the reviewers, who made very useful comments, and to my wife, who grace-

fully accepted the implications of the temporal and budgetary constraints of

this project. Of course, the responsibility for any errors in the final

contents of this synthesis is mine alone.

Donald H. McLaughlin



Preface

TitleI of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 has been

in operation for slightly more than a decade. During that peried:thousands

of documents have been written about it, so an,,10:-..rtane step in deciding on

the cnytent of this synthesiS was the choice of what small portion of the

relevant ' literature to focus attention upon, within the temporal and budget-

ary constraints of this effort. The project monitor for the4National Insti-

tute of Education, Alison Wolf, and the author jOintly decided iipona

set of fifteen major federal studies to be assimilated into this synthesis,

along with other relevant sources that intrudes into the author's conscious-
.

ness. Those fifteen studies are described by Robert J. Rossi and his

colleagues in a companion document. We believe that these documents contain

muchof what is known about compensatory education; however, this synthesis

cannot -substitute for a thorough review of the experiltal research liter-
.

atUri on educational disadvantage.

The initial draft of this synthesis was begun in May, 1977,- afterthe

fifteen major studies had been summarized and about a dozen methodologicii

issues tad been discussed in companion documents. Kevin GiXartin, on the

staff of the American Institytesfor Research, made valuable comments and

sUggestions during the development of that draft. In early June, 1977, the

draft was reviewed by Alison. Wolf, Joy Prechtlidg, and Marjorie Kulash, of

NIB, by George Mayeske, of the,Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation

in the U.S. Office of`Education, and by 'Al Chalupsky,.of AIR. Again, in

prOducing the present draft, in July, 1977, Kevin Gilmartii has provided

essential comments, along with editorial improvements.

Emily Campbell and Joan Hansen were very helpful in producing a final

typed versidn of the manuscript that was not only more legible but also

more understandable than what they were given. I am very grateful to them,

to the reviewers, who made very useful comments, and to my wife, who grace-

fully accepted the implications of the temporal and budgetary constraints of

this project. Of course, the responsibility for any errors in the final

contents of this synthesis is mine alone.

Donald H. McLaughlin



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Preface

List of Tables and Figures

A

Page

Introduction
1

Participant Selection
13

Treatment Delivery
37

4

Evaluation Reporting
49.

11

Effectiveness
ti 51

Overall Effectiveness
51-

Variation in Effectiveness with Treatment ? .. 60

Variation in. Effectiveness among Types of Participants 69

Major Problems .c!
75

Summary .
83

References
87



ti

$

V

LIST OF TABLES AND FIGURES

Loi

Page

-Table 1. Primary Information Sources by Topic 10

Table 2. Overall Level of Title I Participation and Funding 18
?

Table 3. Participation in Title T as a Function of Economic and

Educational Disadvantage . 20-

Table 4. Relations,between Education and Economic Disadvantaged

and Compensatory Reading Participation, among 4th and

6th Graders, in 1972 22

Table 5. Per-Pupil Title I Expenditures, Related to Regular School
141

District Expenditures and Pupil Participation 23

Table 6. Percentages of Title I Shools with Vawying Concentrations

of Educationally and Economically Disadvantaged Childien . . . 24

Table . Percentage of Students in Title I Schools with

Particular Critical Needs, 1968-69 Z6

Table 8. Number of Participants in Title I Activities in Four-

Ethnic Categories ` 27-,

Table 9; Percentages of Ethnic Groups in Differefit Disadvantage ,

Categories, for 1967-68 and 1968-69 28

Table 10. Percentages of Ethnic Groups in the Lowest 30% of Reading

Achievement and in Compensatory Reading Programs, Grades 2,

4, and 6, in 1972 -73 29'

Table 11. Percentage of Title I Participants in Different Ranges

of Grade Levels 31

Table 12. Distribution of !articipation,in Title I by Size

of District 32

Table 13. Title I Academic Program Participation Rate for Children

in Different Community Types and with Different Levels

of Disadvantage 33

Table 14. Percent Expenditures by Category and Year and Staff

Numbers for the Title I Low IncOme Program 39

Table 15. Participation and Costs for Various Types of Compensatory

Reading Activities, Grades 2, 4,'and 6, 1972-73 46'

Table 16 Percentage of Schools Using Various Agents for Compensatory

Reading Assistance
46



e

List of Tables and-Figures, continued

Page

/ Table 17. Evidence Concernir3 the General Effectiveness oft

Compensatory Education 54 4

Tible 18. Methods Reported as Effective for Compensatory

Education

Figure 1. Idealistic model. fdt fedgl support of compensatory

I

education

ye.

9

n.

I

65

3



o '-

TITLE I, 1965-1975;
-

A SYNTHESIS OF THE FINDINGS OF FEDERAL STUDIES'

- Introduction
.

BAs k complement tb its gathering of new Information on the methods and

effectiveness of compensatory education as mandated by Congress (P.L. 93-380,

Section 821), the National Institute of Education contracted with, the Ameri-

can I;stitutes for Research to produce a summary:and synthesis of the sub-
.

stantive and methodological results of previous federal evaluations of com-

pensatory eduCation. This and two companion" sports constitute that syn-

thesis. The other two documents are Summaries of Federal S.udies of Competi

satory Education (Rossi, McLaughlin, Camptiell, aid Everett, 1977), containing

a 5- to 10-page summery of each of 15 major studies, and Controversies in the

Evaluation of Compensatory Education (McLaughlin, Gilmartin, and Rossi, 1977),

containing discussions of ten major methodological issues. The aim of this

document is to present the consensus of the major studies' results in terms

of policy-related questions. At the outset of the task, it was expected

that a major portion of the effort would involve the reconciliation of con-
.

flicting results of different but apparently valid studiecrhimeve, this
o

turned out not to be a substantial problem. For most issues, the.major pro-
.

blem was to draw any valid substantive conclusions from any of the studies.

Nearly universally, the authors of the evaluation reports pointed out serious

problems with their studies that limited their conclusions, and there were

other problem; not pointed out thdikuld have been. These are,discussed in

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

cal problems, 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 obtaineditronthe studies.

In order to select a reasonable format for presenting 'the many details

learned about the-federal compensatory education program through the evalu-

ation studies, it is necessary first to consider the. system referred to here

as "Title I". Historically, the first major federal effort to provide aid

to the Alementary and secondary schools in the country was the EleMintarOle/

Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965. Title I of that law,'its major

8
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4111ileOMponent, Authorized apProxiately $1 bi1,1ion to be spent each ye tom`

the special educational needs of educational disadvantaged children in

low- -income aTeaa Between 1965 and 1975, th authorization rose to an

annual level of $4.4 billion, although,appro riatioas rose only to $1.9

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

mental- improvements in its operation; and consideration by Congress ofmajor

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

TherTitle I system, if It can be called a system with its diffuse

boundaries, is extremely complex,and can best,be understood by starting with

a simple, idealistic image and showing how adaptations to problems have made

it irDre complex. The idealistic model ,is present n /Figure 1. According

to that model, through the joint efforts of parents, congress, federal, state,

and local school administrators, and teachers, eeace onal disadvantage is

"cured ". Such a System can be deficient in many ways,lhowever, end many

potential deficiencies have, In fact, been demonstrated. Attempts to deal

'with these deficiencies have

The only process in t

,the.first, at the.top of

greatly complicated the system.

model that has not been subjeA to question is

spiral in Figure 1: it is clear that many

children do not achieve cognitive skills at acceptable levels and that large

numbers of children who are substantially behind the national norms are in

ov
poverty areas--the need is clear. The, supposition that parents would be

sensitive to this.,need and would effectively move Congress and local school

administrators to action is questidnable. Although poverty- related citizens'

groups managed to get resources directed into the poverty communities
T

through lobbying efforts,their ability to monitor the a'tivities and effec-

tiveness of the local school was questioned by Congress atthe outset, and

a 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 to Title I projects were rare,(Gordon & Koutrelakos (19714 o'

In 1970, Congress directed local and stat\education administrators to.in-

volve parents in compensatory education planning, a direction that USOE trans-

lAd into guidelines for the formation of'Parent Advisory Councili (PACs);

however, despite the survey in 1973 by'lhe National' Advisory Council on the ,

Education of Disadvantaged,Children (NACE1C, 1974), which indicated that 4

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

9
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of the extent to which PACs have taken an active role in ,compensatory educa-

tion planning. '

. .

Compensatory education became one of the major V'ehiCles by which the

great society" was to be realized. _The amount Congress authorized was

far less than recommended levels, '04 ,pillion to $50AAllion annual4 (Gordon
4

es Xoutrelakos, 1971Nto deal with the prbblem, hpiever, and whet the Vietnam
, ,..f

-war and later the recession 'of the mid-sevent!erdecimated many great society'

pro the appropriations Increased at a'snail's-pace, falling begind tne

ieflati ate for educe; nal costs: In 10.3, only 40X of eligible chil-
.

Atenvere reported t§ be par cirating,because of limits, on funds (NACEDC,
.

..1.

/1074). Also, Congrers- dAd:not specifywhet actions shoui be taken against
... .

..;, districts that. do hot use the' dip I funds str&tly4or..the purpose, of
1. . i t.

P , S

meeting the needs_211 disaftntaged children, This omissibn left program ad-
t.',,Y"' '

ministrators with little sUppoit in efforts ,to ensure 6haiTitle I 'Would 4 *

workras effectivelyrat pO4ible' In.196,;angxeisis'ime -Apparently not .aware' .

of the iftensity olthe problem ;E-4e44oilin 42(t:impTaMenting-a program to
.1 .,. -4;.,--

...

deal successfully Withteducatinnal 4isepdvantaW0w, ai scoff. . Thare-

fore, numerous prolems occurred and wexecbi-14441el .nd d to through
fr 0 - 10

legislative amend nts, revieioes of regulation , an .techni al assistance

from the U.S. Off ce of Education. :slay 1975, in cat-ions e theft the prograp

.. t

is more nearly operating in the 'manner Congress in ende .thah Orlier.
. i

,,,,, - ''.

Espcialiy

tors., primarily

later so large

dicallY and aft

n the early years of Title I, federal educationadministra-
.

n the U.S. Office of Education, were understaffed* admin-
,

program regulations and guidelines were. puiiish4,epora-

r much delay, and when they did appear, they were criticized

as base on tocilittle'forethought. State and local administrators vere

frequently lefttrith conflicting id{ as of what they were palledilpon't., do

under Title I. The uncertain stature of the'U.S: Office of Education (USOE),

iu its dealings with ,powet groups, such as the Councilof Chief State school

Officers, along with problems stemming from competition. among power groups

within USOE, led

statements are strong indictments of tpe administ

reflect-concerns expressed by Martin add McClure4
Michaels, Lipe, and Morris (1972)kiggs .97.3),

In summarizing evidence on Ti-de I manigement in

ti

eo tentative and inconsistent leadership. Althougftthese

ration of'Title L'they'do

(1969), Wa4, Tallmadge,

and Milbrey McLaughlin (1975).

the period fiom /9155. 50

r

*.,
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to 1970, Wargo, et al. (1972), Wrote:
9

The Washington Research Project and:Several more recenpfstuates
of Title I management aeem to agree that many of .the administre- r -

tive problems associated with the program have been or ara due to
(at) the size, uniqueness, and sudden enactment of the program, (b)
a general failure at all management levels to accept alministrative,

'responsibility, (c) a state'of local fear of domination by higher
levels of authority, '(d) negligence in enforcing regulationerAr

-lack of necessary - leverage to de:. so, (e) uncertain and insuffttimat

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

By 1975, the frequency tf administrative piohlems was greatly diminished
I ' t. = ,

an theprogram matured. . .

.
.

--- State education administrators have not been provided sufficient fUndNN
. rs,

1

to` carefully manage the use of Title,' funds in local school districts in,

-( -3 their sintes (about 1% of the total allocation goes.to state administration);

however, they have been eharged with the responsibilities of epproving local .

project deacriptions and assembling yearly evaluation reports aggregaing

.the-results of local evaluations, fa_neither case with clear guidelines.

Inflect, itate educa,tion administrators generakly limited their role to,

eneuring that the local districts received all ale Title I filnds allot&ci to'

them while holding to a minimumithe effort required of rocal.districpa ,to

comply with federal regulationa. GAO (1975) found thai there was a need for

state.etuaation agencies toestablish monitoring systems to evaluate lOcal :

performancerseapingfully. -

Local,administrators were chargedlwith thereaponsibility for selecting

methods-for transforming the fitancial aid into instructional end relstedA
Ne

resources likely tp'meet the ipecial eslucational needs of educationally

-disadvantaged childrenin poverty areas in their districts. They were also

charged with the

.

responsibilities'of (1) selecting as target schools those'

with the highest concentrations of needy thAIdren, (2) ensuring that Title

I funds were used to supplement rather than replace- the 'school's resources,

and (3) condpicting evaluations of,Iitle I projects in their districti. They

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

Parent Advisory Councils to provide perspective.in planning, carrying out, .

and evaluating Title I projects. Many instances'of iencompliande were found

by the HEW Audit Agency, especially :in the fitly five years (Martin and

0
12

S;
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McClure, 1969). After the initial period, however, noncompliance has

been greatly reduced, especially due to a greater understanding at all

leweis of the purposes and requirements of the program. A spot check cf

nine states by NACEDC (1974) showed that, while some expenditures were

Ntestioned In each state prior to 1970, expenditures in only onelhf the

states were questioned,in the period from 1470 to 1972.
5

In spite of all the,managerial pmblems in the program, a great deal

of money has been translated into compensatory education instructional re-
.

sources, such as special classes or extra teaching aides. The c71 '

in the system is between teacher and pupil: when the school provides com-

pensatory instruction for its pupils needing such instruction, do'these

pdkils benefit from the instruction?, At first, it was\expecteeihat the

'answer ewould be affirmative, but as tte early evaluations were performed,

it became evident that the benefits would be difficult to Aemenstrate. Re-

actions to thelack of findings varied. First, attemptslwere made to find

some, methods that,would work. Gordon and Koutrelakos (1501) analyzed the

results of many studies of compensatory education in terms of methods found

to be and not to be effective, and otreT;gtarched for particularl success-
,

fuly projects. Results of the searches included the "It Works" series

(Hawkridge, Chdaupsky, sad 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 Development [FWLERD], 1976). Second, many people began to believe that

compensatory educe44on,could not work. The very apparent need to help these

,deprived children, hbwever, deupled with the impetus the program had built

up in the first few years in terms of supplements to the budgets of schools

serving low income arean, precluded halting the program. The discouraging

evaluation results may, however, are slowed the expansion of Title I over

the last few years. Finally, there was the reaction that the evaluations

wire badly done.and therefore were not to be truhzed. tweed, those who

carried out the'nationaL,evaluations generally acknowledted the weakness of

the data with which they worked, pointing ou, the need for more thorough

studies while reporting what results they could infer.

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

fif
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(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.hameaid down general rules for achieving

all of ti se, although the rules by themselves do not constitute a cow-

pre..nsive guide for carrying out the teaks. USOE has prOvided an accumu-

lating amount of technical assistance capability over the period of Title I

operation. This has taken the forth of formal regulations and guidelines in

the,case of participant selection, the form of dissemination of exemplary

project models in the case of treatment delivery, and the form of detailed
-1

specification of evaluation models and the provision of regional evaluation

technical assistance centers in the case or reporting results.

The first task, selection of participants, is accomplished in three

stages. First, funds are allocated to local retool districts (LEAs) on the

basis of the number of children of low-inco lies residing in'the

districts. Over 90% of the nation's students reside in districts that re-

ceive Title I funds. Second, funds are allocated to schools within districts

by local administrators. Regulations from the federal government specify

that the funds are to be allocated to the schools serIing 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 schooda in a district

is at the discretion of the local administrators, although 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 of "funds, howevet, has meant that providing a 50% increase to sc,e stu-

dents necessitates limiting the number of participants to only some A the

disadvantaged students. Third, selection of participants within schools is

less formally specified than selection of 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 few, very needy childr4n in order to

achieve large gains or should be sptead across many disadvantaged children

is a continuing controversy. Because evidence is lacking that Title I

expenditures are correlated with project effectiveness, the case for

4
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concentration is weak. In order to determine appropriate levels of concen-

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

'curriculum packages whose costs and. effectiveness are well known.

The second major task, 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-

vide teachers and local'school administrators with information about compen7

satory
t

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

inclUded in every major federal study of the effectiveness of compensatory

education. Thus, the federal, Kole in this task has been one of support for

developing and disseminating local efforts. Nevertheless, although many

show potential, no method have been developed into unqualified successes.

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

improvement, was only 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 and 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 to identify the most effective compensa-

tory edUcation treatments. In nearly every case, such evaluations 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 data

collection effort was developed as a multistage process, with pupils' gain

scores aggregated by teachers, whose reports were aggregated by local dis-

trict administrators, whose reports were aggregated by state administrators,

whose 4eports were aggregated by federal administrators into a report to Con-

gress. Without precise guidelines, the evaluations and aggregations at each

* with NIE :;
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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 (Thorned 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
4

rigorous e- iluation designs at the local level. In the 1974 amendments to

Title I, Congress requested more usable evaluations. USOE commissioned the

development of a few standard evaluation models (Horst, Tallmadge, and

Wood, 1974) and established regional technical assistance centers tq 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 education follows these threes major tasks,

participant selection, treatment delivery, and.evaluation,reporting. In

addition, a section is .included on effectiveness, as measured by student

achievement gains; both average effectiveness and variation in effective-

ness across participants and treatments are considered in that section. .-

Alsq, a section is included that summarizes tfie problems that havecon-

fronted the 'title I program, as set forth in the studies reviewed. To-

gether, these sections cover the topics on which Gamel, Tallmadge, Wood,

and Hinkley (19i5) found that federal policymakers needed information.

"In essence, the major concerns exptessed were centered on the necessity

of knowing how Title I funds are spent, how target groups have been de-

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

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

p.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

Table 1. These 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 limitedin four ways. First, it focuses on only

a part ofeitle I, namely, the main program category of aid to local school

districts serving low-income areas; and Title I itself is only oneof several

federal programs to meet special educational needs; and the report virtually

ignores the numerous state and locally, funded compensatory education programs.

1(i



Table 1

Primary Information Sources by Topic.

Studies
*

1

Participants

2 3

Treatments Reporting

4

Overall
Effecttveness

5

Effectiveness of

Different Treatments

6
Effecttveness for

Different Participants

7

Problems

1967-1968 Survey
16.4

1968-1969 Survey

CPIR 1970

CPIR 1972

CPIR 1973

TEMPO

Washington Research
Project

Exploratory Study I.

(McLaughlin)

Alifirature Review
(Gordon)

It Works

1965-1970Synthesis
(Wargo)

0

Planar Reports

State Reports Review

(Gamel)

State Reports Review
(Thoma0

Comp. Reading

GAO 1975

PIP* Evaluation - is

See Rossi et al. (1971) for descriptions of these studies.

4
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In addition/to the main Title I system described here, there are other

categories aimed at improving education for institutionalized delinquents

and for children of migrant workers. That is not. a severe restriction,

however, .because, in 1972-73 for example the main, plow-income" progliam

.n Title I accounted for over 95% of Title I expenditures and for over

40% of all federal financial support for education.

Second, the synthesis is based on a email, albeit central, portion of

the relevant literature. A search of ERIC for reports on "compensatory

education" ur "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.reporta that could not be reviewed within the scope

of this project. 'Furthermore, °it has become apparent to the project Staff

thava deep familiarity with the literature on reading research (and re7

search on other cognitive skills) is necessary for those who would seek

to improve compensatory education. In particular, measures of achievement

gain used in program evaluation will continue to be ambiguous until they

are based on, acceptable models of the growth process, perhaps building on

the work of Carroll (1974) or Gibson (1970). A brief review of.theories

of the acquisition of reading ability was proAded recently by Williams

(1973).

Third, the scope of this study precluded reanalysis of the data

collected in any of the studies reviewed. Although many of the data pre-

sented in those studies are transformed and recombined in this synthesis, so

evaluation of the validity of those data is primarily limited to noting the

authors' disclaimers and applying general rules for evaluation of validity

to the data collection and analysis operations described in 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 essentially

. ,completed by the end of 1976. Two major current efforts are not incorpor-

ated into the synthesis, and it is to be hoped that their results will fill

'many of the gaps of knowledge that exist. These two efforts are the'iustain-

ing Effects Evaluation, which USOEL_through the Office Of Planning, Budget-

ing, and Evalation, has contracted to have System Development Corporation

19
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carry out, and the National Institute of Education's compensatory educe-
s

tion assessment project, of which this synthesis is a small component. With

regard to the NIE assessment project, the conclusions reached and criti-

cisms made about evaluations of compensatory education in this document and

its companions may or may, not apply to empirical evaluations currently

funded through NIE. The authors have operated essentially independently

of t'he other components of the NIE study.

9.)
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Participant Selection

A
The purpose of Title I is to provide services for a small segment of

th,.Anericau population, the 5 million school-aged children who live in

low- income areas and who are judged to need compensatory education in Order

to'bring their scholastic achievement up to the level typical of their age

group.. Participation of children in Title I programs is clearly an inter-
n-

mediate outcome of-the system, not an ultimate outcome. In lieu of evi-,

deuce of impact on schievement,however, this is the most logical criterion

variable to substitute as an indicator of program impact. By reasoning

that there iE at least some positive effect of the program although not

evident in test scores (e.g., reduced absences, lees violence, better atti-

tudes), the amoent of that (unmeasured) eflect would bekproportional to

the number of participants. Moreover, participation is a necessary con-.

comitant to achievement as an impact measure:. proper Title I impact is

limited to achievement gains of disadvantaged children; a project which

served other children and showed achievement gains would be misguided.

The primary question concerning participation is whether (1) substan-

tial numb2rs of children falling within the specified category are not par-

ticipating in Title I or (2) substantial numbers of other individuals are

receiving aid through Title I, to the detriment of disadvantaged children.

Because the rules for participant selection are ;,ased on a combination of

economic and educational disadvantagammea-aricazia-a-subsidiary quesliam-to- f

some importance concerns the strength of the.relationship between economic

disadvantage and educatiaAl disadvantage. To the extent that they are

closely related, then allocation of resources according to either one or

the other criterion is largely an academic question. If they are not re-
t _

lated,e primary assumption of the program (that economic disadvantage -leads

ie
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to educational disadvantage) is brought into question. A third question of
.

importance in'evaluation of the participant selection process.conMrns

whether any identifiable segment of the population is receiving an amount of

assistance not in proportion to their educational and economic disadvantage.

Some segments of the population have greater needs 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 rates of 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 attention.

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 betterta,concen-
..

trate funds on services for the most severely disadvantaged chil-

dren or to 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), Riesling (1972) did find

such evidence. Several squrces have suggested that small-group

or individualized,instruction and instruction by specialists

are components of successful compensatory education projects, and.

those types of instruction are costly.

°

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

budgets, the relationship between Title T expendit a 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

29

6-
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set forth' concerning this relationship. Basically, the con-

cept ortherequirements was that Title I funds should not
_ .

supplant other fu ding sources, paying for services that would.

have been provided in any case, but rather thili. local and state

expenditures for Jitle I schools 'tun be demonstrably comparable

to expenditures in non-Title I schools in the same district, so

that Title I would provide supplementary services for disadvan-

taged thildren.

3. Because nearly 502 of the participants in Title I are black, and

because ^gregation has been s ch d difficult problem for schools

to deal with, care must be take that strategies for compensatory

education do not become strategies for segregation. Martin and

McClure (1969) pointed out several ways in which this could occur;

Wargo at al. (1972) noted that de facto segFegation occurred in

Title I schools; and Trismen at al. (1975) suggested an interpre-

tation of their data as indicating that segregation migh be occur-

.ring through assignment of _blacks to "separate" classes. There

appear to be no data available, however, to test the hypothesIs

that there is more (or less) interracial contact because of Title I.

-There are three methodolOgical probems to be dealt with in assessing

participation in Title I. First, there is the problem of identifying
. .

participants. When Title I funds are used to employ a teacher aide in an

elementary classroom, it is inefficient to set arbitrary rules about the

extra time this allows for individual attention to particular "compensatory

education participants". Although the teacher is likely to dedignate,a

few students'as lipecially 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 eet of "participants", as

has later been the primary criterion for impact. The second ptoblem is in

the measurement of amount of participation of an individual. So far, no

attempt has been made to identify an amount of participation by a pupil to

be considered as a "full-time equivalent"; participants aie counted'khe

same for most analyses in most studies no matter how many hours of extra

attention are targeted to,their problems or how many hours they are actually

23
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present,for the instruction:, Yet strong arguments have been made that ex-

posure time to instruction is an important factor in achievement.' A'third

_problem, which has been dealt with in some cases, concern's the participation

of a pupil in two or mord Title I projects within a year. Although an

argument can he made for counting each project/and pupil combination as a

participant, this makes impossible the analysis of-peeCantage of participa-

tion--the number of participants would frequently be greater than the num-

ber of students in the school. Thus, interpretations of the nunbei of

participants reported in as survey shoUldbe.made cautiously. In attempting

to present as much information as possible in this section, we have made sim-

plifying assumptions, such as that all 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 questions..

primaryprimary sources are (1) thd national surveys of the 1967-68 and 1968-69

school years, (summarized by Wargo et al., 1972) and (2) the CPIR surveys of

1969-70,-1971772f and'1972-73, by the National Center for EducationarStatiir
.

tics (NCES, 1971, 1975,1.976). Some state reports' have provided supplemen-

ta corroborating, and contradictory evidence, as presented by Briggs ,(1973)

amel et al. (1975). The Compeitsatoty Reading Study (Trismen et al. J975),

although its sample was not:strictly representative, produced data relevant

to the relational questions. Finally, the annual, reports of the National

Advisory Council-on the Education of Disadvantaged Children to the President

and Congress contain some relevant information :
,

- The surveys of 1967-68 and 1968-69 and the Compensatory Reading Study

. were limited in focusing on three elementary grades (specifically, grades 2,

a

4, and 6). Thus, they do not to the total compensatory education

program of many districts. The NCES surveys tend 6 treat questions of

participant characteristics and of students' needs superficially,* presam-
.74./"'

ably because of their need to minimize the response burden on local schoo

administrators. Ale NCES surveys are most helpful in obtaining global-

estimates of the scope of program operations (Title I 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 eligible fot Title I

assistance.
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4,, The small rumber of State Title I Annual Evaluation Rfiports that hirve pro

A\ vied aggregatable data on participants severely limiti the utility t4ihese

reports to assess p rticipation ap the national level. AcCordirig. to Gamel '

1'et al. (1975), they "are neither sufficient nor consistent enough to form

a nationally representative picture of Title I exp'enditures'. (p..88).
.,./

4 4., it

rONO

Overall participation. As shown in Table 2, the numbef of childten

participating in Title I programs first increased and then decreased. The :

expenditure per pupil has apparently risen over the years, although the

supporting data arenot clearly valid. The comparison of per pupil expendi-

tures across years based on different reports is particularly tentative

because it is not clear which different categories of expenditures may have

been infAuded in the total expenditures in different years (e.g., state ad-

ministrative costa, 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

Annual Report of the Office of-Planning,.

U.S, Office of Education, Also shown in

the whole4Icade was the 1975

Budgeting, and Evaluation in the

Table 2 is the estimated population

of'school-aged children in areas served by Title I eligible schools and of

all school-aged children. The large umber of children in Title I schools

reported by NCES during the 197.1 -72 hool year is unexplained: its devia-

tion from figures for 1969-70 and 1972 73 is far beyond the levels f ran7

dom statistical error reported for the survey. Alt ough the quest onnair

varied slightly 'frbm year to year; there is no obvi explanation in terns

of change of definition. If other errors of this magnitude (we as ume the

- . true figure for 1971-72 was no more than 20 million) are'present in the

survey,,it dampens the confidence that can be placed in conclusions based
0

on 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 is large, it sill only re-
-,'

presents 20%-30% of the educational costs for cnly 10%-20% of the hationls

pupils--i.e. about 3% of all school expenditureg.

Later, we shall,refer to resulti from the Compensato*, Reading Study

(CRS) (Trismen et al. 1975) cobcerning participation. Although the results

of- that study (in particular, of Phase 2 of that study, Which assersed,stu-,'

dent charncieristi6S) were not intended to be quantitatively 4e resentative

r

0



Table 2

OverallLevel of Title/ Participation and Funding

4
'1965-66 1966417 967 -68 1968-69 1969-7b 1970-71

Participants
(in millions)

8.3a 9.0 10.5a
7.9a 7.4a, 7.1b

Title I School
ab

Population (in
millions) ,

Total School 43.1c 45.0c 45.7
b

45.9c

Population
(in millions)

et 45.6c

Title I Expen-
ditures (in

.97
a

.966

- .98a

1.04a

,1.07a

1.14a

1.00a
1.05a

1.09.
a

1.42e,

1,27-

billions of
C

dollars) -

.

Title I Expen- 117a 108a 192a 127
a
d

147
a .

219
d

d
ditures per
participant
(in dollars):.

164 184

Total Expenditures 31- ..°34c
3)C

40 44c 48
c

by Elementary and :

Secondary Schools
(in billions of
dollars)

1971-72 1972-73 19,73-74 1974-75

5.9b

24.6
b

45.9
b

1.30.
b .

1.52"

,.;21(1)

5.6
b

18.2
b

45.4
b

45.1c 44.8c

45.8c

b - e
1.23 ler 1.76

'1.71:- 1. 5g 1.59g

1.39*

- 276
d

291
d

231
b

55c .-\64c 69c

.

aWargo et al. (1972), based on information supPliedby USOE.
.

.

.....----"

b
NCES CPIR survey reports. '

, .-

,

/ .

The Condition of Education, vol.. 3 (1977). *
,,

;c

(
d
Camel at al. (1975), unweighted mean of about 25 state reports per year, only )3 reports for 1973-44. .

.

e
UWE Evaluation port' 976), appropriations, not lbeluding.plgrant and neglected or delinquent. ,

Children's'prog s, roialD.er'han expenditures. ' :
'

.

SpeAudes public schoOls ly,,,prIFIC throughl2th grade. I' , v.,

gNACEDC reports (1973, 9 ,/ 1."175;',. 1.9.76). Expenditures in Part A for LEAs' programs for low- income 'areas.

%
.

...
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sample, and it provides the only relevant data for some questions concerning

participation. Although 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.

Marticipation and economic and educational disadvantage. The surveys

of 1967-68 and 196869 identified six categories of relative.need and esti-

mated the proportions of children in each category. These_proportions'are

shown in Table 3, along with the proportions of each category of students

Who were served by Title I. Although thee- data rely on teachers' subjec-

tive estimates, pertain to the situation of 3 and 9 years ago, and should

not be taken as indlcative of the situation in 1977, there_are several im.--

portant points to be noted from thei that might be investigated in future

studies (no comparable data are available later than. 1968-79). The points

are: (1) only 402 of economically disadvantaged children (categories I, II,

IV, and V) were in Title I schools; (2) about 1 in 4 educationally disad-

vantaged children (categories I, II, and III) in Title I schools received

more than 100 hours of compensatory basic skills instruction in 1968-69,

but so di, about 1 in 10 children who were not educationally disadvantaged;

(3) the intensity (more than 100 hours) of compensatory basic skills In-

struction was greatest for severely economtcallz disadvantaged children

(about 80% of participants received more than 160 hours--Column H divided

by, lama G) and least for non- economically disadvantaged children Xabout

55%),"although logic would calrfor differentiation of intensity on the basis

of educational disadvantage; and (4) per-pupil Title I expenditures were not

related to economic or educational disadvantagement levels. Note that these

problems in participation may be either in assignment Z.e individual students

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

trative level (e.g., disrgstate). The fact that errors in assignment

of Title I funds and activities for pupils may have accurred°indicate a

need for la similar study of participation by categories of need in 1977 to

evaluate policy changes in the formula for allocation of finds and selection

of children.

In 1972, the Educational Testing Service collected somewhat relevant

data, focusing on compensatory reading programs rather than all of compensa-

tory education, in the ComPensatory,Reading Study (USOE, 1976b). That study

111
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Table 3

Participation in Title I as a function of Sconomic and Mutational q:sadvantage

Disadvaatagoant° Category

I. under $3000 annual tinily
income sad less than high
school ability

/I. Bete 's* $3000 and $6090 an-
nual family4Bacome an4 less
then high '0'0°1 ability

. III. Above $6000 annual family
income and less than high
school ability 3

IV. Under $3000 annual family
income and at least high

school ability

V. Between $3000 and $6000
annual family income and at
least high school ability

VI. No serious economic or
educational disadvantage

A , 1

42 72 392 512 4156 62' 382 302 62

59 92 362 492 $162 92 392 232 52

52 42 , 132 412 $166 42 342 182 42

62 102 392 472 $156 c112 262 202 132

152 272 362 392 $166 292 202 132 92

'1.) e4

652 442 131 252 $164 442 112 , 62 02

1002 1002 4L 1002

Notes: The percentages in colurns C, D. 0, 8, and 1 are of those in the particular disadvantagement category.

Therefore, they mod not sum to 100. Columns I, F, C, 0, and I ire based on grades 2, 4, and 6. Column A is

based on an analysis of census data.

Intimates by teacher, provided the basis for classification of whether a child possessed the abilities

necessary to complete high sehool and for classification of family intone. All data are derived from the USOR

{surveys of compensatory education during 1967-68 and 1968-69.
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was especially important in that it compared compensatory reading programs

at schools that did not receive Title-I funds with those thet.did.* The

noon some may have that Title I is the main source of funds for compensa-

tory education can be dispelled by examining the numbers in Table 4: for

example, 35% of students in non-Title I schools were reEeiving.such assis-

tance, compared to 45% orittIdents in Title I'schools.. A surprisingly large

percentage of children in grades'4 and 6 were a year or,more below grade

level in reading. Of those who were a year or more below grade level, only

about two in three received compensatory reading assistance, even in schools

with Title I funds, while one in fOur of the other children also received

such assistance. Before concluding that compensatory efforts were being

aisallocated, however, the reader thould remember (1) that achievement tests

are not perfectly reliable ands possibly not as valid as carefpl teacher

judgments og need for compensatory instruction and (2) that the classifica-

tion of a particular child as a-':participant" in compensatory reading was

also a teacherAudgment, and although it was a st-aightforward judgment

whenever children were pulled out of class for special instruction, children

receiving in-class treatments are 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

Title'I expenditures in just those districts where pupils would need it

most. The results-are reprOduced in Table 5. As stated in the report of

that survey (USOE, 1970), "the poor child in a low expenditure district

!ands himself disadvantaged, in at least four ways: (1) he and his family

Lills poor; (2) his school is poor: (3) his school district receives propor-

ti4ately fewer Title I dollars with which to provide special services; and
,\
\(4) he receives a smaller share of those fewer Title I dollars" (p. 10).

The relation between economic and educational disadvantage is an impor-

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

from tie Compensatory Reading Study and 1968 -69 USOE survey (Glass, 1970)

respectively, indicate a strong relationship. Thus, allocation according

to stono4c disadvantage does assure that a large number of educationally

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

* The results\ quoted that are based on the Compenset9ry Reading Study may be
somewhat biised in that they' represent schools that indicated their willing-
ness to participate in the study earliei that others.
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Table 4

Relations between Educational and Economic Disadvantaged A;;,

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

Percentage students receiving
compensatory reading instruction

Reading National Percentile Ranks
of compensatory reading participants

Reading National Percentile Ranks
of other students

Percent of students how were one or

more years below grade level in

\ grades 4 and 6 (i.e., educationally
disadvantaged)*

.111110111111w

Percent ofeeducationallk disadvan-
taged children who receive compen-

satory reading assistance

Percent of noneducationally dis-
advantaged children who receive
compensatory reading assistance

Percent of Free Lunch participants
who are educationally disadvantaged

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

Percent of Free Lunch participants
who receive compensatory reacting

assistance

Percent of educationally disadvan-
taged Free Lunch participants who

receive compensatory reading

assistance

Title'I Schools
*1

Non-Title I Scho

45% 35%

ollkat

2)% 24%

46% 53%---

51% 37%

64% 60%

25% 20%

63% 44%

38% 33%

55% 38%

69% 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 to
Regular SChool District Expenditures and Pupil Participation

Regular
''.Per -Pupil

Expenditures

Percent of Pupils Who Participate in Title I Programs

Average
Percent of

0-25 26-50 51-75 76-100 Total Participation

.L. Less $425 $225 $158 $158 $66 $108 68%

,$425-$625 $241 $160 $171 $83 $174 39% _

Greater\rhen $625 $282 $152 _4268 $1O7- $226 47'

Total $243 . $158 $200 $70 $142 44%

NOTE: Data from the USOE survey of compensatory education during 1967-68.,

,./



Table 6'

Percentages of Title I Schools with Varying

Concentrations of Educationally and Economically Disadvantaged Children

Concentration
of Economically

Disadmantaged Pupils**

Concentration of Educationally Disadvantaged Pupils* Total***
Percentage
of SchoolsLow Medium High

Less than 3 lit 10) (Between 3 in 10 and 7 in 10) (More than 7 in 10)

None 3% 1%'" 0% 5%

Some, but less that*

1 in 4 31% 38%. 9% .78%

"re than 1 in 4 2% 7% 7% 1111.
17Z

Total .Percentage * **

of Schools 36% 47% 16% 100%

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

* *Expressed as proportion of the school's pupils whose families were on welfare.

***
Totals may differ from sums, due to round -off error.

o

Note: Data from the 1968-1969 survey (Glass:1970).
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- than economic and educational disadvantage, we can see from another table

based on the 1968-69 survey (Glass, 1970), Table.7, that compensatory reading,

'language, and math instruction were the most prevalent critical needs noted
0

. by teachers, and all the needs were more frequent among pupils with.severe

economic disadvantage (categories I and IV In Table 3).

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-surnamed children have partite

cipated in far greater percentages than they are represented ip the total

population of the country; (3) the overselection of ethnic miiiorities has

been both in the selection of districts and in selectioi-bfistudents for

compensatory academic instruction within districts; and TO' the focus on

ethnic minorities did not change between 1968 and 1972.

The reason for overseleCtion and overparticipation of ethnic minorities

is 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 And educational types more frequently than whites. 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.

Corr° orative data on ethnic differential economic needs were collected

"11°by Root a d Cate (1970) (reported in Wargo et al., 1972). During 1969-70,

39% of slack school-aged children were members of families that were "below

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

Corroborativd 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 th need. Trismen et al. (1975)

suigestid, 'however, that the type of program ethodology might vary between

ethnic groups. They found that among blacks and Spanish-surnamed students
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Table 7

Percentage bf Students in Title I Schools

with Particular Critical Needs, 1968-69

I

Percentage with Need

Critical Need All Pupils

Reading

Language

Math

Cultural enrichment

Health

,Psychological counseling

Food

Special education

None

Pupils, w4th Severe

Economic Disadvantage

43% .
67%

37%' 64%

37% 39%

427% 3%

11% 28:

10% 14%

6% 27%

5% o 11%

34% 9%

Note: Data from the 1968-69 Burley (Glass, 1970).

3 i



Table 8

Number of, Participants in Title I Activities in'Four Ethnic Categories

I

Ethnic Cmtegoxy

Black White Spanish-Sumnamed Other

Number of Public School Students, 1968-69, 6,282,173 34,697,133 2,002,776 371,486

grades preK-12 (14%) (8px) (5t) (1%)

Number in Title 'I School Dibtricts, 1967-68,

grades 2, 4, 6

1,399,209

(22%)

4,480,232
(72%)

393,75i
(6%)

Number in Title I School Mistricts, 1968-69,
grades 2, 4, 6

1,299,114 ,
(23%).

3,999,50'
(71%)

370,432

(6%) . 14

Number 9f Participants in Special Title I, 439,939 899,668 131,238

Programs, 1968-69, grades 2, 4, 6 (10%) (61%) (9%)

Number Receiving More Than 1d0 Hours of 270,809 361,298 77,515

Title I Academic Instruction,' 1968-69,

grades 2, 4, 6
. .

(38%) (51%)

'10%

(11%)

Estimated percentagesof Compensatory Reading 26% . 62% ....
2%

Participants in grades 2, 4, 6 in 1972-73

Notes: 1967-68 and 194-69 data were based on the national surveys and therefore include only 2nd, 4th, and

6th graders. 1972-73"dsta were based on the Compensatory Reading Study. Percentages are relative

to row totals. "Whites" refers to non-Spanish surnamed whites: The different terminology "special

programs,." "activities," and "participants," between 1968769 and 1974-75 makes comparison of the

figures risky.
O

3.3
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Table 9

Percentages of Ethnic Groups in Different Disadvantage CaPegoileo, icr 1967-68 and 1968-69

Spanish-Surnamed

Blacks Whites and Otiter

Categories of Disadvantage 1967-68 1968-69 1967-68

I. Under $3000 annual family income 16 (52)* 13 3 (52)

and lss.thsn.high school ability

II. Between $3000 and $6000 annual 12 (44) ,13 7 (51)

family income and less, than high

school ability

III. Above ,(000 annual family income 2 (45) 2 3.(40)

and les-, than high school ability

IV. Under $3000 annual family income 26 (53) 21 5 (45)

and at least high school ability

V. Between $3000 and $6000 annual 31 (46) "36 25 £37)

family income and at least high

school ability

VI. No serious economic or educational 12 (40) 14 f6 (23)

disadvantage
"Sce

100 100 100

1968-69 1167-68 1968-69

3 '12 (64) 9

7 15 (62) 15

4 347) 2

NJ

3 . 15 (SC) 12

26 37 (47) 40.

57 18 (40) 21

-100 loo 100

Nuibers in parentheses are the percentage of those with needs who actually participated in Title I.

academic programs.

Note: Estimates by teachers provided the basis for classification of whether a child possessed the

abilities necessary to ^.11plate high school and for classification of family income. Data

are from the USOE purveys of compensatory education during 1967 -68 and 1968-69.

4
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Table 10

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

Blacks Qhites. Spanish-Surnamed

Percentage in Lowest 30% of the 65% 21% 60%

Popular...ton in Reading Achievement

Percentage Receiving Compensatory 69% 33% 70%

Reading Instruction

NOTE: Data are from the qualitatively representative sample.selected for

the Compensatory Reading Study (Trismen et al, 1975).

L.

4')
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there was a greater tendency for compensatory and noncompensatory reading

instruction to be carried on in separate classrooms than fOr whites.* Tris-

men et al., (1975) inferred from this that "such student assignments are oft

being made at least in part on the basis of ethnicity, apart from reading

level" (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 compeniatory and regular reading students are

separated, searcning for instances of misassignment in order to achieve eth-

nic homogeneity ;or ethnic heterogeneity) ofthe instructional environment;

is called for.

Participatt.n 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'clata 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 weighted 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

prekindergarten through third grade declines from 30.5% to 28.5%.

Participation by size and location of school distrl,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, however, because 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 :ion on needs and participations

in different types of communities. Based on those results, the data in

Table 13 indicate that generally the same proportion of children with severe

needi participated in all community types other than suburbs, where more of

the children with severe needs were missed; however, there tended to be

greater participation by the nondisadvantaged in larger cities.

* It is not clear from their report whether this tendercy was a within-school

phenomenon or ,a between-school or even a between-region pl-enomenon.

'40



Table 11

Percentage of Title I Participants in Different Ranges of Grade Levels

p

Grade
Level

School Year

1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74

Pre-K - 3

4 - 6

`a d
39 ,37

(38)*

29
a

(29)

43
a
,40

d
,38

c

(4G)

30a,28c

(29)

42
d
,46

b

#44)

29
b

(29i

43
d
,52

b

(47)

30
b

(30)

45
d
,50

b
,43

c

(45)/

33
b
,29

c

' (30)

47
b

(47)

33b

(33)

7 - 9 22
a
,21

d
19

a
,19

d
,22

c
18

d
,15

b
17

d
,13

b
16
d
,13

b
,20

c
13
b

(22) (20) (17) .(15) (17) (13)

10 - 12 10a 9a,11c
7b

4
b

4
b
,8
c

4
b

(10) (10) (7) (4) (7) (4)

Note: In some cases, data were presented for larger spans (pre-K-6 and 7-12), and these cases

have been divided proportionally based on the proportions from other sources.

figures in this table are slightly more regular than the true figures.

Thus the

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: aWargo et al. (1972);
b
Gamel et al. (1975);

c
NCES surveys;

dLarson and Dittmann (1976).

41*
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Table 12 e

Distribution of Participation in Title I by Size of District

Diatrict
Enrollment

Percent of all Title I
Participant3*

Participation Rate
4r. Title 1**

1971-72 1972-73 1971-72 1972-73

125,000 5 16% 17% 21% 21%

35,000 -,125,000 15% 12% 17% 13%

9,000 35,000 19% 22% 11% 12%

3,000 - 9,000 24% 24% 14% 12%

300- 3,000 26% 25% 16% 16%

TOTAL: 100% 100% MEAN: 15% 14%

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

size to the total number of Title I participants in all districts.

**
Ratio of the number f Title I participants in.dis' icts of the particular

size to the total num er of pupils in districts of che particular size.

Note: Data based on CPIR surveys (NCES, 1975, 1976).
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A significantly smaller percentage of the disadvantaged students in

suburbs were participating than in other communities, probably due t' their

schools' not ling sufficiently impoverished to qualify for Title I funds. /-

On the other hand, it might be argued that these particular students are
- ,

not the targetsfor'Title I, because they are attending relatively affluent

schools: Title I is designed to aid schools in low-income areab that are

financially incapable of supporting adequate compensatory services for their

educationally disadvantaged pupils, not to aid thildren in low-income

families directly. A fundamental redirection of Title I funds to compensate

for the'speciel educktiOnal'needs-arising from economic di3adVantage-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 states and in the West and Southwest states, 14% participated in

Title I; in the North Central states, 11,: of the children participated;

however, in the Southeastern states, 21% of the children participated. In

1972-73, the Title I expenditures per participant were highest in the North

Itlantic 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 Atlantic and Central

/regions, participation rate was especially high to the largest districts,

but in the Southeast, participation rate was especially high in small

tdistricts.

Other correlates-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 reldtions of participation to other variable? are not clearly

biased. Among their most interesting results are the following:

* The total enrollments in the five strata of district size (see Table 12),

in millions of pupils, were for the North Atlantic: 2.2, 0.5, 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: 0.5, 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 (45Z vs 35%),

and although no pretest comparisons between the sexes were reported,

other research suggests that this corresponds to a slightly lower

average readitig achievement among boys than among girls.

tt The average age of compensatory reading participants was slightly

higher than their grade-mates, suggesting that 5%, 17%, and 22%

' of 2nd, 4th, and 6th graderi;, respectively, in compensatory reading

had already been held back a year in school.

3; -Among 4th and 6th graders in tompensatory reading, 70% 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 participation.

Summary. Not all childrenWith educational and economic disadvantages

have participated in Title I programs. Although there are not recent data

to related participation to needs, roughly half the'childrenwith severe needs

were being served in 1968. Among blacks and in the large city school districts,

there was poor discrimination between those with and without needs in the se-

lection of children to participate, or else teachers' judgmentd of needs in-

those groups were poor. Results of the Compensatory Reading Study also in-

dicated a substantiatoverlap, in 1972-73, between compensatory and regular

reading pupils on standardized reading achievement tests. On the other hand,

there is no questionnthat Title I participant( 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 fallibl measures of educational

and economic need. C/7-

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 is 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

48
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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 reading assistance;

however, a sixth of the children in non-Title I funded schools °also had the

same needs, and 60% of them received compensatory reading assistance. Thus,

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

of support for compensatory reading assistance.

44.
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Treatment Delivery

- . Local school districts are given the responsibility, under Title I,
;

.

k).

of selecting strategies es for using the allocated funds as they deem best for

meeting the specie educational needs of educationally disadvantagei children

in poverty areas. The)i, 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 ob ectiies, they may

choose to implement any of a variety of treatmAks, such s buying curricu-

lum packages, hiring a reading specialist, or hiring teaching aides. In order

to describe the range of activities succinctly, we shall bee two methods:

f rst, a presentation of expenditures in terms of the formal categories

used in various surveys and reports (Wargo et al., 1972; Camel et al.,

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

of-exemplary prjects described in reports of the It Works series (Hawk-

ridge et al., 1968, 1969; Wargo at al., 1971). The results of the surveys

serve to convey the relative frequencies of treatmeptsivered across

the country; however, they lack the detail to provide 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 Titlq I

k
ereatment looks like. The list of descriptions can not be interpreted

quantitatively represercativo of the country, however, because the pro-

jte were skelected as exemplary and they were selected by informal
(

sampling procedures.
;

Formal Categories

There are-three--d-istinct reasons for attempting to report the\cate-

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

50
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there is no conclusive evidence about the relA6e etfectiveness of

different tratment methods. First, there is the need to know'wheth

the funds are being used to meet defined problems. For example, in, ew of

the problem that many young peoPle leave school without mastering t basic

skills of reading, writing, and lithematics, it is important to know what

percentage of funds have been used for instruction in these basic skills.

Second, there is the ngecc to know w+vit emphases have been in the past in

order to decide on VIolicies of changing allocation strategies. If nearly

all funds were already being spent on basic skills instruction, it would be

meaningless to propose allocating a larger percentage to basic skills in-
4111:

struaion. Third, the Act of obtaining and reporting this information Serves

a management function of communicating to ye local deciiionmakers the need

to account for the expenditure of public funds.

0 The allocation of funds by category for the year's from'1965-66 to

1973-74 are shown in Table 14. After the initial year (1965-66) in which

funds were appropriated two stepths prior to the end of the school year.,

the percentage of expenditures that were designated directly for instruction

has been fdirly "stable at about 70% (Lieregarding the 1973 -74 results in

the RMC report, because they are bilsed on only 5 state reports). here has

been,a steady decrease in' expenditures for conItruction and equipment over

the years, and the emphases in noninstructlional pupil services have chained

from health and food to counseling. So-called "f.xed charges" have risen

steadily from 52 to 8%. These include, forotimple, "retirement, insurance,

rent, and interest on current and short-term loand'(NCES, 1976, p. 105).

Approximately 60% of4he instructionrl expenditures have been for the__
teaching of English language arts, including reading. Another 152 has been

spent for mathematics and natural science. Tie remaining 25% was spent on-

combinations of subject matter that were categorized differently in differ-
.

ant reports. The dramatic increase in expenditures for mathematics instruc-

tion reported by RMC for 1973-74 is a function of the stall sample size and,

in particular, the fact that Mississippi allocated 37% of its Title I instruc-

tional bls to mathematics that year.

Breaking the expenditures down in other ways, it appearS that from

1971-72'through 1973-74 about 85% of the funds were spent on programs during

the school year and 15% on programs during the summer. As pointed out in

5
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Table 14

a

Percent Expeaditursa by Category and Tear.,
sad Staff Maher, for the Tit,* T tow T.elT po,,Toes

Percentages 1963 -44 196647 1967-46 190-119., 1969-70 1470-71 197142

Imetsmatiem.- Total Se 66a 08
7

728

c:
738. de .ilc.i2b

. LINIVAS Arts)
328

'418 408 314 32c 41b

Math 6 Natural Seisms) 78 78 78 78 ic. 9b

f' Metal Activities) 78
sa 38

.
t 92c

2c. 3b

Other Services - Total le le le Le
14c ,13b

00040 28
3a 3a 38 38 3c 2c: lb

4

(C401111.4iiiej

3b

Admiaistratiou
. 3a 5 58

sa 6e 16c.10

Construction 4 Equipment
338

138 98
sa 48

5c 2c, 2b

.

(lard Chagas 38 5* :.& 67 68. 7c 11c, 7b

Other
la

18 ' 28 28 2a
be 2c. 4b

Perceatadi for legular Tara
Alc SS V

Percentage for Summer Ten
32c 15c

Number of Professional Staff
in legular Tara (in thousands)

1
60b

0/ lumbar of Noaprofassional Staff
is %solar Term pa thoosAnds)

123
b

Number of Professional Staff
is Ulmer Tara (in thousands)

64b

Number of Nouprofessiocal Staff
in Summar Term (In thousands)

53
b

1972 - 73''1973 -74

604.67b plc,'

40c.44b 414',

.10c.11b 10
-2c. 2b , - '00 c

74 .lib

lc, 2b

b
3

Se

3c.10 Sc

2c. lb 2c

5c. Sb
7c

1c, 2b 1c

Se

14c 14c

1.2b

117
b

58
b

31
b

Osta sources: &Wargo st ir°1972

bNCES CPIS surveys
.cCamel at al.. 1975

J.

VV.
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th. Compensatory Reading Study (Al-Salam & Flynn, 1976),, the costs per pa-

ticipant-hour tend to,be lkrger for summer programs. In t^rms of the agents

of instruction, about an equal number of teachers and teacher aides were

supported'by Title Ijunds during the regular school term, but a smaller

,proportion oeteacher aides were used duritg'the'summer, at least in 1971-

72 and 1972-73. Although there Is no Information available on the relleive

cost-effectiveness 0 employing-additional teachers versus teacher aides fot

. toppensatoryteducation, Hiatt '(1977) has reported.(1);that teachers who have

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

1

(2) that teachors,tend to deploy teacher aides to,tasks at do not maxi-

Mize the teadhing.effectivenessof the team. .Shesu ested that teachers,- °
.

De 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 educe-
,

tion, it would be useful to c9mpare the data in Table 14 to the amounts

spent from other sources for various categories of resources. However; these

data appear to be available only for federal progratesing the NCES re- .

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

program accounted for 41% of federal aid to local education agencies that

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

higher that other-federal programs were English language arts (44% of Title

I expenditures vs. 7% of otheexpenditures), other basic skills (22% vs.

92),.the pupil support services &3f nonvocational guidance, health,-attendiince,
C. 0.

and transportation (5% vs. 2%)And fixed charge (7.6% vs. 2.4%). The !tint-
.

tional categories toward which other federal programs were substantially

moretargetedthanTitle%Iitcluded food (42% vs. 0.6%), vocational skills

and guidance (13% vs. 0.7%), student subsidies (1.9% vs. 0.1%), non - textbook

materials (4.6% vs .5%),,, and construction and equipment (4.1% vill.4%).

Thu's, the funct nal profile of Title I expenditures, with its focus on

basic `skills instruction, is st-'3tantially different from that for other

federal aid to local education agencies.

Project Descriptions

In order to supplement the information provided by the categotization
4

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

4,*
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compensatory ,education projects. The projects or models described were

developed from a variety of funding sources and with a 7:,ariety of objectives.

They have in common that at one time ur anot er they have Shown evidence of

success, although AO methods have proven to b unequivocal successes. There

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

-The descriptions are ba4t)primarily on those given by the authors of

the It Works series summarids. Insofar as possible, we have included (1)

the site and originator 'f each project; (2) its level of structure and

orientation; (3) its student:teacher ratio; (4) the primary operational

objectives of the project; (5) target age-group; and (6) the intensity

and length of the child's participation. We hope that this set of descrip-

tions will provide readers with a basis for interpreting the meaning of

abstract terms such as "participation rate" and "compensatory reading

assistance". The list is ordered approximately in terms of increasing age of

the target group.
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1. Infant Education Research Prolate
(Washington, D.C.) (Schaefer): -n

umetrueturad turoring arogram for 1 hour

per day in the child's home. Targets were
children between the ages of 15 and 36

months. Toys, games, books, and verbal
stimulation we A used to stabalize and
improve IQ test scores.

2. Ebrh;r-Child Bose Program (Freeport, New

York) (Levenstein): a moderately r.ruc-

tured pro m in which a "Toy Demonstrator"
promrted ve:bal interaction between mothers
and their 2-3 year ole children during 2
half-hour sessions par week for a year.
Mamas to improve IQ test performance.

3. Perry Preschool Prolate (Ypailatti, Michi-
gan) (Weikart): an unstructured activity
costa. (plus a 90-minute hese visit once a
week) using "verbal bombardment" in highly
'Structured thematic units for 15 hours per

reek over 2 years with functionally retard-
/ ed 3- and 4-year olds. Aim was to improve

performance on IQ tests and reading, 1 .

guess, and math achievement tests. Used

4 specialized teachers with 24 children.
This is related to the Cognitive Curricu-
lum Follow-Through model.

8. Diagnostically Based Curriculum (Bloomington,
Indiana) (Spicker): a teethe directed

( student:teacher ratio 15:1) behavior modi-
fication program using diagm is of problems
in language, concepts, and fi e motor devel-
opment in a year-lots, 4- hour -;. r-y
program with 5-year-olds to improve IQ and

language performance. Activities were

similar to a regular kindergarten.

9. Leer-din to Learn Pro-ram (Jacksonville,

Florida) (Sprigle a mainly child-directed
set of activities for 3 hours per day for 5-

ylar-olds, using toys, games, and books in a
structured sequence to guarantee successes

for all children. The aim was improvement

of IQ rest performance. Short (15 minute)

small-group (student:teacher ratio 3:1),
teacher-directed sessions were interspersed

in each session.

10. pralect Breakthrough (Chicago, Illinois)
(Tracy): a combination of highly structured
"Edison Responsive Environment" sessions
of 1-1/2 holgs daily, including "Talking
Typewriters", and intensified social services
for welfare parents, aimed at improving the
performance of 4- to 5-year-olds on IQ and

readiness tests. Used a Laboratory Super-
visor in a varying ratio (1:1 to 10:1) with

children. This is related to the Responsive
Environment Pollow-T, ough Model.

4. Preschool Program (Fresno. California)
(Forrester): a program using teacher aides

and parents (student;teaching parsonnel
ratio 4:1) to improVe the language abili- 11.

ties of 3- to 5-year olds, primarily from
Spanish - sneaking families, during "-hour

daily ...slots. Used typical prem. tool

materials.

5. Preschool Program (Oakland, California)
(Waters): a program using a team consist-
ing of a teacher, a teacher aide, and a par-
ent with each 15 children of ages 3 to 4,
four hours, daily for a year, in teacher- 12.

directed shall- group activities with indivi-
dualized learning unit series., emphasizing
language skills,lin order to improve IQ

teat performance. Included many enrichment

activities and field trips.

6. Academic Preschool (Champaign, Illinois)

(Bereiter and Engelman): a highly strum- 13.

turgid, ce- le;-directed:(student:teacher
ratio of ,:1) two-hour- per -day program
aimed to improve the readiness of 4- and 5-
year olds who were retarded in reading,
language, or math. This is related to the

Direct Instruction, Follow*Through model.
14.

7. Ameliorative Pries-hool Program (Champaign,

Illinois) (Karnes): a highly structured,
teacher-directed (student;teacher ratio 5:1)
prosrea in w.ich 2 hours per day were spent
in preschool, then 1 hour per day in kinder-

garten. Aim was to improve readiness of 4-
year- olds in readira, language, and math.
A special game format was -sed.

Project Early Push (Buffalo, New York)
(District staff): a low-structured,
child-directed program of activities, four
hours daily for a year, using typical pre-
school practices to improve the performance
of 4-year-olds on readiness tests. Used a

visiting reacher, home-school coordinr r, and

teacher aides witha student:teaching er-

sonnel ratio of 15:1.

PS 115 Alpha One Reading Program (New York,
N.Y. ) (Reiss): a moderately structured, game-
oriented program, two hours daily for first
graders, aimed at improving reading skills.
Based on a commercial self-contained kit of
lesson plan,: and materials to be used by

the regulst teacher.

Language Stimulation Program (Auburn, Alabama)

(Carter): a highly structured language im-
provement program, four hours per week for

ten weeks, for first graders, us-Ag the Pea-

body Language Development Kit instead of

regular language instruction.

Programmed Tutorial Reading Projec (Indian-

apolis, Indiana) (Ellson): a highly struc-

tured reading improvement program, one half-
hour daily for first graders, in which heavily
supervised paraprofessional tutors followed
a tightly programmed sequence of "lesson

plans" in one-to-one tutorial sessions. This

became one of the b original PIPS.
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15. Speechsed Language Development Program
(litiosuks Wisconsin) (District staff):
esjiarianced speech therapists worked with
groups of 6 to 8 first- and second - graders
with low oral language facility, three
hours pet week for 15 weeks, in order to
improvelverbel language skill.

16. Early Childhood Prolate New York, N.Y.)
(Deutsch): a moderately structured pro-
gram emphasizing self -paced. individualized,
and small-group instruction with much feed-
back and.with creative dramatics, for five
hours per week over five years from pre-
kindergarten to third grade. Aimed to Jar
prove language and concept skills, than
math and scimmerendlim. Used a college-
graduate assistant teachers with a reviler
teacher in each class.

17. Malabar Reading Program for Kxican-
American Children (Los IMples7aTifornia)
((Mesta): a low - structured program of self -

directed activities emphasizing oral and
written language aimed at improving reading
and language performance over a five-year
period from prekindergarten to third grade.
Used parent volunteers to reduce student:
teaching personnel ratio below 30.1.

21. Project MARS (Dominster, Massachusetts)
(Ellis): pupils in grades 1 through 4
who veie diagnosed as having reading problems
received 3/4 hour of remedial instruction
daily from reading specialists (student:
teacher ratio 6:1) using a variety of
materials. Aim was to reduce the discrepancy
between their ability and performance in
reading.

22. Self-Directive Dramatization Project (Joliet,
Illinois) (Carlton zed Moore): pupils in
grades 1 to 4 worked in an unstructured small
group and dramatized stories they read por-
traying self-chosen characters, 3 to 5 times
per week f r 7 months, in order to improve
reading a

23. Project arm (Hartford, Connecticut)
(Para:deep pupils from largely black inner-
city elementary schools were homed to sub-
urban white schools where they entdWed classes
in small numbers. They were accompanied by a
teacher and an aide who assisted the regular
staff of the suburban school in order to it
prove the IQ, readiness and achievement per-
formance of the bused children through their
regular teaching methods.

24.

18. Augmented Reading Project (Pomona, Califor-
nia) (District staff): a combination reme-
dial readint, and community activation pro-
gram for children in grades one through six,
mostly from Spanish-speaking families.
Counselors, psychologists, remedial reading
specialists, a "helping teacher", and
teacher aides sere employed to assist the 25.

regular teacher.

19. More Effective Schools (New York, N.Y.)
(Fox): a major reorganization ca teaching
of elementary school students, emphasizing
language skills and reading, heterogeneous
student grouping, moderate student-teacher
ratio (15:1 to 22:1), remedial, tutorial,
and enrichment instruction, and encourage- 26.

mint of teachers to use innovative techniques;
aimed to improve reading achievement.

20. Pr:4ict Conquest (East St. Louis) (Spann):
teachers received up to a year of special
training in methods of diagnosis and 'treat-
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 (student:
teacher ratio 6:1) instruction by reading
teachers using a variety of materials. This
became one of the 6 original PIPS.

6

School and Rome Program (Flint, Michigan)
(Smith): teachers assigned hose reading
exercises and provided guides to parents on
how to support their children's lamina,
every evening for five months, for elemen-
tary school 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 remedial
reading instruction between 3 and 5 p.m.,
in which teachers tutored students indivi-
dually or in small groups using the SRA
Reading Labs and other materials aimed to
improve reading achievement.

Intensive Reading Instructional Teams (Hart -
ford, Connecticut) (District staff): pupils
from grades 3 through 6 with reading problem;
spent 3 hours daily for 20 weeks :a a struc-
tured program using a variety of strategies
to increase reading achievement. A reading
specialist worked with two reading teachers
and focused on three arose: decoding,

basal reading, and individual motivation.
This became one of the 6 original PIP..

27. Homework Helper Program (New York, N.Y.)

(Deering): in 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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28. Afternoon Remedial and Enrichment Program 34.

(Buffalo, New York) (District staff) and
Plus Pt-gram (Buffalo, New York) (Dis-

trict staff): two remedial reading s.:d

mathematics programs for pupils in grades
3 through 8 (1 through 8 for Plus Program),
in 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.

29. Fernald School Remediation of Learning
Disorders Progr,,, (Los Angeles, California)

(Feshi.ch): pupils L grades 2 through 8

of average intelligence but lagging achieve-
ment were bused to a laboratory school for
6 hours of daily instruction for one year. 36.

Highly structured, broad - based, indivi-

dualized instruction by specially trained
teachers (stuthatt:teacher ratio of 5:1)

was designed to improve reading, language,

and math achievement.

30. Diagnostic Reading Clinics (Cleveland,

Ohio) (Davis): pupils in grades 4

through 7 below evicted reading level
but not with "low IQs were given an in-
dividual 1-hour-per-day highly structured
remedial reading session rith a reading
specialist, speech therapist, psychologist,
social worker, or aide, lasting 3 to 5
months, in order to improve Leading

achievement.

37.

31. Elementary Reading Centers (Milwaukee,
Wisconsin) (District staff): reading cen-

ters with specially trained reeding teachers
were provided in schools so that pupils in 38.

grades 4 through 8 with reading problems
could receive small group (student: teacher
ratio 6:1) instruction one -half hour daily

to deal with their individual problems.

32. Lafayette Bilingual Center (Chicago,

Illinois) (Picchiotti): pupils in grades

6 through 8, who as recent immigrants spoke
Spanish, were initially 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.

33. Communication Skills Center Project
(Detroit, Michigan) (Thomas): pupils in

grades 2 through 11 were diagnosed for
reading problems and given individual
or small-group instruction at clinics or
in special classrooms, about 2 hours per 40.

week (1 ho'ir daily in summer sessions),
by special reading teachers aided by psy-
chologist, social therapists, and lay aides.

Remedial Reading Laboratories (El Paso, Texas)

tSteirnagel): pu;ils in grades 4 through 12
diagnosed by counselors as having reading
problems were given highly structured indivi-
dualized instruction, one hour daily for 8
months, by lab teschers,'half of whoa were
credentialed reading specialists.

Higher Horizons 100 (Hartford, Connecticut)
(White): 100 ninth graders entering high
school more than a year behind in reading
welt invited to ante- 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.

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

Summer Junior High Schools (New York, N.Y.)
(Fox): pupils in grades 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 during the

summer. Teacher aides used by the program
were high school graduates from impoverished
communities who were in need of financial
assistance to continua their education.

College Bound Program (New York, N.Y.) (Hill-
eon): pupils in grades 9 and 10 with good
attendance but somewhat lower than average
achievement (on the average) were motivated
to pursue a college prep curriculum and pro-
vided with intensive individualized summer
instruction, 3 hours daily for 6 weeks, to
assist them in realizing this goa-. Local

colleges were persuaded to commit themselves
to accepting and providing financial aid to
a percentage of the participants.

Expanded Language Arts Program (Buffalo, N.Y.)

(Heintz): extra teachers were hired to re-
duce- the pupil:teacher ratio to 10:1 in
language arts classes, 1 class per day, in
grades 7 through 12. Teachers were heavily
supervised, and audiovisual materials were
used extensively.

Summer Upward Bound (Terre Haute, Indiana)
(District staff): high school students with
college potential spent all day daily for 8
weeks in each of 3 thinners on a college cam-
pus, in a highly structured innovativ, pro-
gram of ar.lemic and ext acurricular activi-
ties designed to increase their aspirations
for and likelihood of success in a college
education. College students were used as
Lators.
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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 sequel

program of individually prescribed instruction designed for general student

use but used in many Title I schools; and the Demonstration and Research Cen-

'\ ter in Early Education (DARCEE) in Nashville, Tennessee, which developed pro-

jects emphasizing the involvement of parents in the teaching of their children.

\ The Compensatory Reading Study (Trismen et al., 1975) recoroed several

variations of methods of administering compensatory 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 combinations

of attributes. However, they did not report which of the clusters 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 sour-

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

There are, of course, other sources of exemplary project descriptions.

Over 200 one-page descriptions of "Education Programs That Work" have been

published by the U.S. Office of Education (FWLERD, 1976). Also, the NACEDC

has included exemplary project descriptions in each of their annual reports

to Congress.

Summary

The lack of centralization of design of methods in the Title I ,aystem

has accomplished the goal of covering a wide range of activities to be tried.

The treatments can be characterized as particular combinations of functions,

agents, subjects, environments, and activities.

Functions: increasing cognitive abilities, increasing the rate of

achievement, improving the self/ideal image, and improving attitudes

toward school work.

Agents: (regular) teachers, teaching sides, parents, paraprofessional

tutors, peer tutors, peer models, reading specialists, speech thera-

pists, counselors, social workers, and computers.

Subjects: primarily reading, language arts, and mathematics, but also

natural science, social studies, cultural enrichment, 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

Method
Average Percent of Cost

Class Size Children in Sample per Pupil

In separate classrooms 26 23% $148

In mixed classrooms (with
regular reading pupils) 27 20% $152

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

In small, special reading
groups (liaised) 12 2% $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 Assistance

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

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

Use of pupils as
tutors 53% 32% 40%

Nati': Data from the Compensatory Reading Study (Rubin et al., 1973).



47

4

Environments: (regular) classroom, "laboratory", library, special

classroom, home, field trips, college campus; child c-Intered,struc-

tured, open, small groups, and individual interactions.

Activities: (regular) lessons, kits of special lessons, audiovisual

experiences, games and toys, dramatics, paying children to learn,

parent training, busing, tutoring, and counseling,-

Other pupil services, such as health, food, and clothing, have accounted

for a small and decreasing percentage of the Title I effort. Finally, about

1.32 of Title I expenditures have been for the purpose of preservice and'in-

service training, which has included the large majority of teachers and

teaching aides providing compensatory education.

Although the methods have varied, the primary focuses of Title I pro-

jects have been on directly improving the reading and other language skills

of children in the primary grades. This foetal has increased over the decade

of Title I operation.

6 0
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Evaluation Reporting

Annual evaluation reports are required in Title I. These evaluation

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-

sent of children's performance as a function of participation in compensatory

education programs, National summary evaluations (USOE, 1970; Glass, 1970;

Wargo et al., 1972; Planar, 1973; Gamel et-al., 1975; GAO, 19751 and Thomas

and Pelavin, 1976) have been based on aggregations of these local evaluation

reports. The information needs that 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 aggregate the reports

to present a national picture is that evaluation reporting has been far less

than adequately implemented. 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 districts in 1967-68

and 1968-69, only 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 (combined) only

24 reported achievement data that were "possibly representative of their

state," and only 17 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 presentation

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 interpreting

61
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grade-equivalent gains.* In its analysis of 26 state reports for 1972, the

Planar Corporation (19.73) found 14 of the reports to provide presentable

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 only "possibly biased." Of these, 27 reported reading achievement gains

that were 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

out? frequently used metric. An important conclusion that Camel et al.

(1975) reached was that state reports had not improved over the period from

1971 to 1974. Thomas and Pelavin (1976) extended the 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

sample of acceptable reports, essentially the same as Wargo's and Gamel's,

with (1) an extended sample including about 5 extra state reports per year

from which inferences could be made, (2) a high-quality sample limiter : to

about half of the reports is the initial sample that were judged to be most

likely to be representative, and (3) a longitudinal sample of states with

adequate data for all four of the years 1971 through 1974. They found that

results were essentially the same using any of the samples. 4or

In response to the difficulties that had been pointed uut in using the

local and state evaluation reports to construct a national picture of Title I

effectiveness, the Congress included in the Education Amendments of 1974 a

request for improvement; subseque lv, USOE contracted with RMC Research Cor-

poration to produce several standard evaluation models that would be feasible

for local school districts to implement. USOE also contracted with educational

research organizations across the country to provide ten regional technical

assistance centers to help improve evaluatiOnG and specifically to help

implement the RMC-produced evaluation models. In 1977, these ,models 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

Title I 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 is expressed in terms of grade-equivalent months

gained per month in school or grade-equivalent years gained per school year.

r 2
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Effectiveness

In its FY75 annual evaluation report, the U.S. Office of Education

stated that."the evidence is now mixed whereas in prior times the only evi-

dence available indicated that disadvautaged students had not improved or

fell further behind" (USOE, 1976a, p. 94). Behind this rather weak statement

of positive preigram effects lies the content of tens of thousands of pages

-.'....a\

of reports by reputabl evaluators over a ten-year span. Some reports have

indeed indicated the existence of positive e4icts and ',they negative, and
:::

nearly every'repori has adkawledged the existence of severe problems. in

recquiring interpretable data sufficient to answer the question.
Vil

The measurement of effectiveness of Title I has in-almost every case

involved scores on ability and achievement tests taken by participating

children. This, id 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 I are, they are,

according to-the law, of secondcry importance to the goal of belting children

(in low - income areas) having difficulty with school to do better 1n school.

There have been frequent arguments that achievement tests are sensitive to

only a subset of the ways in which children can dobetter in school, omit-

ting such factors as improved attendance, not dropping out, greater interest

in holastic pirsuits, and improved self-image. However. there appears to

F i general consensus that these factors are more important as means to the

er f improving ' anitive achievement. Generally, the results of studies
A

that have meas .dd both affective and cognitive impact have produced ambigu-

ous result In Pro1ject LONGSTEP (Coles et al., 1976) and the Follow-

Through Planned Variations Study (Anderson, 1977), affective and cognitive

gains appeared to be positively related, but in the Compensatory Reading
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Study (Triamen et al., 1975), attitude and achievement scores tended to be

negatively correlated (+.13, -,49, and -,46 in grades 2, 4, and 6, respec-

tively)k. Other sources of relevant data are discussed in a companion volume

(McLaughlin, Gilmartin, and Rossi,4977).

In a broader context in which one considers the motivations of the many

designers and supporters of the original legislation.and the program's con-

tinued operation. direct impact on 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 areal, in the form of

teaching aide employment, (3) provide further federal leverage to achieve

national goals suckas equality of opportunity for all ethnic groups, (4)

focus a larger percentage of society's resources into education, and (5)

focus the 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 scope of this study to investigate

them, however important they are.

Various studies have used various measures of achievement gain. Except

for the.Compensatory Reading Study and thePIPs evaluation, 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 taught in

any particular classroom. 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-

sons 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 to 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.:. However, there is a gen-

eral consensus that the ability to read is the single mast important cogni-

tive skill that schools in our society are responsible for imparting, and
it

as long as there are 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 investigation of an

area narrower 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 is presentell, along with a

description of the data base and a listing of the',most severe problems pre-

venting acceptance of the conclusion. The most dramatic aspect of the in-

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

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.
. -

That 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 seven possible answers.

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

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

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

performing at levels typical for children of their age.

3. Students in compensatory programs tend to be closer to their peers

in achievement at the end of the instruction than gat the beginning.

4. Students in compensatory programs tend,to be about as far behind

their peers at the end of instruction as at the beginning.

a .
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Table 17

Evidence Concerning the General Effectiveness of Compensatory tducation

Study Measure of Success Conclusion Validity*

TEMPO

1968 USOE survey

1964 USOE survey

ment'., .

lliievement per month

relative to norms (1972)
' 'Planar examina-

tion of state
reports

School reading testing in 1966-67

vs. in 1965-66 (whole classes)

Achievement in gains per month

Achievement in gains per month.
and teachers' reports of improve-

AIR examination
of state reports

-31

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

RHC examination Achievement in gains per month

of state reports relative to norms (1969-74)

SRI examination Achievement in gains per month

of state reports relative to norms (1969-741,, 1. 0 month per month

Decline except in bottom

decile

Less than
month

.40

Most Serious Defects**

Clearly jvalid Small, unrepresentative sam4e; invalid
criterion (comparison with previous year
without correction); did not identify

participating children

invalid Fewer than 102 of districts responded with

adequate achievement data
1.0 month ImaN Probably

Less than 1.0 month per
month, but teachers
reported pos,itive gains

Abd'ut 1.0 month per month Clearly invalid

Probably invalid Fever than 102 of districts reaprnded with
adequate achievement data; questionable'
validity of tearher judgments

State reports have unknown biases; soil
number of adequate reports; aggregation in

terms of grade-equivalent score relative

to published norms

Probably invalid State reports have unknown biases; alall

number of adequate reports; aggregation in

terms of grade-equivalent scores relative

to published norms

between 0.7 and 1.4 month
per month

As great or g)ester than

1.0 month per month

great or greater_san

1975 GAO report

Compensatory Read-

.ing Study

Achievement in gains per month Less than 1.0 month per

relative to, norms (1974-75) month

Reading test scores, comparison
between compensatory and noncom
pensatory groups, posttest cor-

rected for pretest

'Probably invalid Sta reports havb unknown biases; small

number of adequate reports; aggregation in

te_ of grade-equivalent scores relative

to published norms

Probably invalid State reports have unknown biases; small
number of adequate reports; aggregation in

terms of grade-equivalent scores relative

to published norms

Clearly invalid
,

Small, unrepresentative sample; aggregation

in terms of uncorrected months gained; doer

parison to published norms in terms of grade

equivalents

No substantial or signif- ' ionable InadeqOate statistical analysis of the data

icant difference internal validity (model for pretestposttest relations, treat-
;- ment.of problees,with class means)

0 I

*The author's subjective evaluation. The reader may set different
overelfstandards, but would probably agree, upon seeing the reports, (1)that the TEMPO

study, the Planar study, and the 1975 GAO study love the weakest data bases and most
questionable analyses and (2) that the CRS has greater validity

than any of the other studies.

**These defects were nearly always noted by the authors of the respective reports.
'They are not the only serious defects in tha studies, but are the most

serious in this author's opinion.
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5. Students in compensatory programs tend to fall behind other s'adents,

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

6. Students in compensatory programs tend to,4fall behind other students

at the same rate they would without compensatory instruction.

7. Students in compensatory programs ten( 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 c n,lusions. The fourth alternative answer has

the greatest support, in t e form of the Compensatory Reading Study's find-

ings of no substantial differences between .compensatory and noncompensatory_

groups (Trismen et al., 1975). The analysis of Annual 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

reanalysis 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 ehownto fEll back not as fast as would be predicted

by their pretest percentile level, t' .1 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

preponderance 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 ged on the data are true. In

general internal validity refers tc, validity with respect to statements abOut

the sample w:ueled; external validity refers to validity with respect to general-

izations to a larger Population. Of two valid studies, one based on a sample

of 10 school districts and another based on a sample of 100 school districts,

one would correctly select the concluenn of the latter study in case of con-

flict, because 1- 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 thin_ 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

6 3
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0
to determine the extent to which various threats to each study's4alidity

are likely to have distorted the results.

The single cited study with the greatest opPortunit, co achieve valid

conclusions Was the Compensatory Reacting Study. In that study, data collec-

tion was under the control of the evaluator, whereas all other studies relied

c% data collected for other purPloses (i.e., annual local evaluations) with-

out clear evidence of quality control. In the Compensatoxi reading Study,

compensatory reading instructional effectiveness was evaluated by comparing

pretest to posttest changes in standardized reading achievement tests (MAT,

STEP) between students receiving compensatory reading (CR) instruction and

those not receiving compensatory reading instruction (NCR).; Five different

analytical methods were employed (USOE, 1976b); however, all suffered from

the various faults that arise when, the students receiving one treatment are

different fr...m those reLaiving the other treatment: effects of the CR in-

Etruction are confounded by differences in the populat4'ns.

There are five particular problems with the Compensatory Reading Study

of which readers should be aware. The implicationr of these problems are

discussed in more detail in a companion document (McLaughlin, Gilmartin,

and Rossi, 19 7). First, analyses were based on instructirtnal group means;

those means incl "ded different individuals at pretest and posttest adminis-

tzations; andlthe 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 compensatory and regular 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" is an important violation of the assumptions underlying

1 the analytital method 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 than 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 biased in

favor of or against the compensatory reading instructional grr-tp Fourth,

the well-documented fact that children with lower achievehsnt 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
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statistical comparisons carried out by ETS (Trismen et al., 1975) were aimed

purely:let the alternative criterion level #4 out of the seven levels listed

abover. Ubsequent analyses by USOE (USOE, 1976b) considered other alterna-

tives. F lly, there was the problem of "differential regression to the

mean",-discussed in detail, for example, by Campbell and Erlebacher (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 rchievement scores, this means that, ceberia 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 cri.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 in the

fourth grade). While sufficiently large sample sizes can ensure reliability

sufficient for the detection of a difference this small, there are numerous

threats to talidity 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 students with either pretest or posttest scores had both),

but in this study the differences in results that might be due to nonresponse

bias were larger than the sizes of effects sough. Therefore, an accounting

of nonresponse bias should have been included in the statisticn1 model used

for analyzing program effectiveness.

A point that should be emphasized c lc ruing most of the other studies

presented in Table 17 is the importance of the distorticns caused by reliance

7 0
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on grade-equivalent scores for analyses. Detailed discussions 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 one group are greater

than for another, it could be that (1) the first group learned faster, or (2)

the teacher of the first group fr.cused on helping the faster learners in the

group, of (3) the raw scores were translated into grade-equivalents before

averaging in the first grog) and after averaging in the second group, or (4)

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

Due to the many methodological problems in addressing the question of

general effectiveness of comFansatory education through treatment/control
*

comparisons, it is questionable whether effectiveness can ever be validly*

assessed by this method, It is important, however, to have some form of

answer in order to guide decisions on allocation of national resources. Would

education for disadvantaged children improve with a large increase in Title I

appropriations? Would it deteriorate if Title I were abandoned? The answers

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

Consider the expansion of Title I: one basis for expansion would be evi-

dence not for general eUectivencss but for the effectiveness of particular

methods at a few sites, which would beet the needs of greater numbers of chil-

dren if their widespread dissemination and utilization could be subsidized.

The identification of particularly effective methods is discussed in the next

section of this synthesis. Another basis for expansion would be evidence that

only a fraction 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 correlPtion between cost-per-

student and gains. This, again, does not require demonstration of the general

effectiveness of the program.

On the topic of general cost-effectiveness, results have been equivocal

due primarily to limitations on the validity of effectiveness measures. The

cost-effectiveness study in theCRS reached the conclusion that "no relation-

ships were uncovered between cost and program effectiveness. However, this

is not conclusive proof of no relationship. Our inability to find such a re-

lationship may be the direct result of the limitatiow in the data" (Flynn et

al., 1976, p. xix). In one study of California projects, Tallmadge (1973)
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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 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 abandonment would be a finding that the need no longer exists:

many expenditures are one-time expenditures, and if the major need is for re-

training or re-equipping teachers rather than for more teacher-student inter-

action time, then it might be reasonable to expect the reed for federal effort

to decline. The evidence needed for this decision is related to services and

service- effectiveness, not general effectiveness. B'cause there are still

many 1.47 achievers in low income areas, the need remains; and the most gener-

ally agreed upon category of service, providing more teaching time for each

disadvantaged child, is clearly a recurring expenditure.

The apparent abandonment of Title I in Zays.:r 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 effectiveness is

relevant. If, within the budgetary limit s. there is a substantial discrepancy

between the expected results of the progrtm and its actual effectivenesi, and

if the expectations are valid, then changes are warranted. (Whether th,_

shcluld 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 or 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 expectationn and of

evaluation data have been questioned.

2
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In summary, Title I has not lived up to the expectations 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 chanted

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 effectiveness of compensatory-education,

however, has yet to be accom- 14shed. The current studies by USOE (the Sus-

taining Effects Study 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 been suggested as crucial to suc-

cessful compensatory education, based on an author's intuition or on hard

experimental evidence or on something in between. Jecause so 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

specific 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 compensator education.

Generally, the conclusions reached by evaluators about the relative effec-

tiveness oc ul'ferent methods can be assumed to have greater validity than con-

clusions about overall effectiveness for two reasons, but less validity for a.

third reason. First, hen comparisons are made, tl-ey are made on more nearly

equivalent groups. Whereas evaluation of overall effectiveness has employed

* There has been a trend toward greater emphasis on intervention in the

earliest grades, however.

7:i
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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

conclusions about program effectiveness will suffer loss of credibility,

whether or not warranted. This lossbof credibility does not rtain to the

relative comparisons of differ,' treatment methods, however, because the

agency does not stand to gain fkom any particular finaing.

On the other hand (the third reason), with-the exception of the studies

by Gordon and Koutrelakos (1971), McLaughlin (1971), and Gthrie et al.

(1976)_ t1 !! question of which treatment methods were most effective was of

seconAls,! Importance to some other goal of the study, and less care was taken

in arrivin3 at answers to this question than to others. The selection of

which dimensions of treatment methods to investigate, and even in some case'

what evidence to accept was frequently subjective. For example,-in qualifying

thcir conclusions about relative treatment effectiveness, Rawkridge, Tallmadge,

and Larsen (1968) cautioned that "investigator bias may have influenced the

analysis of data from the programs."

One serious source of misinterpretation may, in fact, invalidate all

conclusions abcut the effectiveness of methods based on field observations

rather than coitrolled experiments. Lip service is frequently paid to the

concept that cc relation does not imply causality, but that caution is ignored

in many researci, or evaluation situations because the particular causal ex-

planation offered '3r a correlation is more plausible than any of the alter-

natives. The evaluation of compensatory education is not one of those situa-

tions.

First, different methods are usually applied to groups that, though

similar, are not exactly equivalent. Therefore, whenever one metaod appears

to be more closely relay''' to 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

'1
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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

likely than other methods to appear to be corrUated with achievement. In

the extreme case, when a method is applied in such flexible amounts that

each child's needs are exactly equally met, then each child will achieve at

the same rate (except for random variation) and the correlation of the amount

of the method and achievement galhs 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 instructional time and gains will be observable.

Suppose on the other hand, there is another identical classroom, B, with 10

fast learners and 10 slow learners, end that within each class (A and B.)

instructional time is forced to be the same for all students, but that'im-

classroom A, 20 hours per month are devoted to the particular instruction

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. In this case, there is a perfect

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 descriptions of effective programs without comparison with ineffective

programs. Finding that a method is present in effective programs conbcitutes

only very tentative evidence of its relation to effectiveness: one must then

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

°7t;



63-
1

problem'is especially important for making inferences from exemplary projects,

such as the "It Works" searches, Fallow Through planned variations, the PIPs

effort, and the part of the Compensatory Reading Study that focused in-depth

observation on five effective schools. The problem 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 except 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 implementation

of a method cannot be validly inferred from some label assigned to it, but

must depend on careful observation of the process. Individualized instruction,

for example, can vary from careful diagnostic testing followed by highly struc-

tured, relevant instruction sequences to a laissez-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 gs in the "It Works"

series, in PIPs, and in the Follow Through planned variations, so that it is

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 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 process upon which curricula can be developed and put ito

practice.

The fourth problem concerns the general lack of focus on 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

7ti
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treatment method clearly recommended by several sources and clearly of particu-
v

lar relevance to disadvantaged children is the fostering of support in the home

for the child's learning. One possible reason for the lack of fo..lus on the

particular problems of the disadvantaged is the political connotation of

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

that disadvantaged children should be,taught by different methods because they

have different learning capabilities should be sufficient to warn any politi-

cally astute researcher to avoid this area carefully. It 1- 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

from genetic or heritability research.

Various treatment methods found effective in studies of compensatory educa-

tion are shown in Table 18. 'Because of differences in terminology across dif-

fezent studies, we have chosen define a set of categories of treatment

method, and the names of the methods. require some clarification. The meilwd

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 McLaughlin (1971) suggests that parental involvement in the classrooi 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

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. Miley 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 art)

particularly questionable, however, because of the necessity of carefUl re-

cords of absences, the necessity of assuming students' attention to 'a topic

is closely 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 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 achievement only in the early grades suggests an artifactual expla-

nation: Possibly, more time was spent in the upper grades with just those
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Conclusive evidence on the contributiqn of a particular method must include
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to

The third problem concerns the specification of Ohatthe treatment methods

actually consisted of\. As pointed out in the Follow Through evaluations and

in the LONGSTtP study of innovative eduCation, the content a'an implementation

of a method cannot'be validly inferred from some label assigned to it, but

must depend on careful observation of the process. Individualized instruction,

for example, can vary from careful diagnostic testing followed by highly struc-

tured, relevant instruction sequences to a laissez-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 as in-the "It Works"

series, in PIPs, and in the Follow Through planned variations, so that it is

difficult to determine which are the crucial components of effective methods.

The careful research studies,,, such as those reviewed by Cordon and Koutrelakos

(1971), are ultimately of more value in addressing this question than compari-

sons of vaguely 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 process upon which curricula can be developed and put into

praCtice.

The fourth problem concerns the general lack of focus on methodi 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 relevance to disadvantaged children is the fostering et support in the home

for the child's learning. One possible reason for the lack of focus on the

particular problems of the disadvantaged is the political connotation of

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

that disadvantaged children should be taught by different methods because they

haveidifferent learning capabilities should be sufficient"to warn any politi-

cally astute researcher to'avoid this area carefully. It is 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
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genetic or ,heritability research.

Various treatment methods found effective in studies of compensatory

are shown in Table-4.4. -Because of differences in terminology across dif-

ferent studies, we have chosen to define a set of categories of treatment

aethod, and the nadesof the methods reqUire some clarification. The method

f "more teachers" refers to lowering the teacher:student ratio, possibly to

t e point of allowing individual instruction. It does not refer to the use of

cher aides or parents or peer tutors for instruction. Evidence presentedto

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

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. 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-
,

cords of absences, the necessity of assuming students' attention to a topic

is closely 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 kuth)

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 achievement only in the early grades suggests an artifactual expla-

nation: Possibly, more tine was spent in the upper grades with just those r
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Table 18

Methods Reported as Effective for Compensatory Education

Study

Method.

Seale Skille I

More More Direct I ividual Clear Mixing Parental Quality of Use of Sumo Insarvice Remedial

Teachers time Relevance ascription Objectives Students Inlyolvement Adminletration Rewards Concern Training Innovation.. Specialists

"It Works" (196S) / / ii /'
1

Cordon 6 Routrelaltue (1971) / ei

1

/

McLaughlin (1971) / /2 ei

All/Synthesis (1972) / ei

1

ei / /

8

Compensatory Reading (1976) / /

Follow-Through (1977)
e / X

RSAA In-Depth Study (1976) X / /

LONGSTRP (1976) /
3

I

Guthrie (1976) / /
3

X / iM

5

/6

/7

////

/

yipositive effect observed

'referred to as "high intensity"

2anount of tine the child spends reading

%specially in early grades

"instructional emphaeie had leas effect than instructional

time
#

Streaking the reading task into "suOskills"

%usc involve parents actively in supporting children's

learning

7included strong,leadership, btlgh prio:ity of basic skills,
end cross-fertilization of ideas scrota grade.

lens than expected effect observed (e.g., none) (blank) no clear results from the study

°attributes of 5 effective schools; age text for other results of the CRS

Pie

80

a

9'

81

0'
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studgnts-who were the most In need of that time. As a result, according to

the discussion, at the beginning of this section, the negative results in the

upper grades are questionable.

There is pearly unanimous agreement that "di,-,,,ctly relevant instruction"

tha' attends to basic stills is crucial to achieve impact. This finding

should be completely obvious, because it is the teaching of these basic skills

that the schools are responsible for and that achievement tests directly

assess. At many times,, however, especially in the 1960s, there has been an

emphasis on other goals fo-- the schools, such as building an individual's

self-atge, emphasizing cultural heritages, or promoting more "relevance to

real life." In the late 1970s, there is a growing realization by the public

of the -Implications or these firdings and an increasingly stringent call for

schools to teach "th basics."

The "ext coluan in the table, " individual prescription," refers to methods

that itre particularly tuned to the special seeds of indivicital students. It

has been referred to as iniividualized instruction and as indiviival diagnosis.

Althoug- individual prescription has been cited as effective 1,- several tudies,,,

other studies have found it to be ineffective. In fact, with a given amount of

time far instruction, he teaches who spends more time with the slower students

is not likely to increase the class average achievement gains. Logically,

spendiLg most time with the fastest learners should maximize class average

gains. Studies of individual prescription are needed that are more sensitive

to individual performance gains han ar-, existing studies.

T!--e next process in Table 1 refers to 'clear objectives." Gordon and

Koutrelakos (1971) refer ed to this as the need for t,tchers to have more

planning time. This is a particularly difficult process to E-sess because many

teachers have "clear objectives" that they are'not easily able to trau.late

into behavioral terms, either because of the multiplicity of different behaviors

that they accept as alternative indicators of learning or because they do not

wish co emphasize the differences in goals they set for different children by

milting them explicit. 1 may be that, where a teacher's ability to verbalize

clear objectives is related to effective instruction, it is because s -ing

clear objectives is itself an indicator of understanding of the children's

le-rning process. On the other 'land, possessing clear objectives does provide

r4
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teachers with a basis for continuing assessment of their rate of progress

toward their teaching goals.

"Mixing students" refers to providing instruction to children with

different ability levels within the same classroom setting. The results

nf 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 was generally effective, in the pre-

sent case they are more nearly valid because the two vaups being compared

are more nearly alike at the time of pretest. The distortions due tc non-
,

equivalence of tres*ment 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 to

tea^h in the home. Milhrey McLaughlin (1971) distinguished between effec-

tive and ineffective methods 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.

i
However, it has been pointed out by Hiatt (1977) that if the parent is being

counted upon as a classroom resource, greater instructional effectiveness is

achieved by assigning menial, nonprofessional tasks to the parent. Thus,

different reasons fog parental involvement (to educate the parent or to help

the teacher) are in conflict. Results appear to indicate that teaching parents

how to teach their own children may be very important. However, if this can

only be accomplished by invoiving parents directly in classroom teaching

activities, compensation is neeaed for the children who a e therefore receiving

less professional teaching expos .re. -::chaps the use of curriculum materials

that are foolproof for use by nonprofessionals is a solution. Such materials

have not yet been developed.

"Quality of administration" has been noted as an ?mporrant contributor to

_ffective programs. The authors 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 olevious that systems generally benefit from good administration,

the school setting is particularly dependent on good administration because

of the opportunities for cooperative maximising of "productivity" as children

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

"Use of rewards" refers to explicit positive reinforcement of children

for the achievement of learning goals. The use of rewards was a strategy

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 would 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 rewarr' may be harmful to learning when children al-

ready possess intrinsic interest in .the tasks to be learned. More research

into the level of motivation children have for learning basic ski113 and how

motivation relates to educational and economic disadvantage is needed.

"Inservice tLaining" has been reported to be valuable when it is oriented

to the particular methods to be used in a compensatory education 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 (steams, 1971) was that the best implementations of packages

occurred when local groups internalized and "re-cteated" the packaged methods

rather than trying to follow written directions.

Finally, a recently 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
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effectiveness (measured as achievement scores) varied across gr es 2, 4,

and 6. In second grade, the most salient correlates of effective s were

inequality of teacher attention to different' children, adult centered

of the classroom, and positive classroom affect. In fourth grade, the most

salient correlates were adult centeredness, but without the use of punitive

control. In the sixth grade, the most salient c( -relates were student

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

An adequate summary of all the research potentially relevant to compen-

satory education is beyond the scope of this presentatiOn. Readers are

referred to Gordon and Koutrelakos' synthesis (1971) for a more extensive

coverage of the research up to that time. The present study focuses on the

federal evaluation studies, and due 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 ( ssibly completely mis=-

leading. Many of the results have an aura of obviousness, such as the need

for a lower teacher:student ratiol 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; apparently, education is not

an endeavor that schools can un-lrtake alone.

More refined informat, 1 about the.relative effectiveness of different

treatment methods is clearly 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 thatso 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 been 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 many ways to learn basic skills, and to 'oppose twat compensator,

8,)
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education by any method would be equally effective for all is absurd. Indeed,

a key concept in rany of the successful projects identified by Hawkridge et

al. (198) was sensitivity to individual problems and adaptive treatment for

those problems.

Identification of general traits that are cqrrelated with auccess 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 (e.g., blind children will of course

not be able ia learn from visual materials), in most cases it clearly is not

defensible (e.g., the generalizationathat girls learn language arts more

quickly than boys or that white learn more quickly than blacks). The useful-

ness of generalizations lies at broader levels. First, if certain segments

of the population are shown to benefit most from compensatory education, then

resources should be allocated to,treat all who need it in those segments, and

research should be focused on new forms of compensatory education for other

segments. As a hypothetical example, if it were found that known compensatory

education methods produce dramatic gains in mathematics for girls who are be-

hind in mathematics but not for boys, then the program could attain its

greatest eftect on mathematics achievement by focusing instruction ou giris

while supporting development of new methods of teaching boys. Second, com-

parisons of different projects and their merlods could be made more nearly

fair by taking into account differences i expectations of success between
y'

the treated populations. In the same hypothetical example given above, if e

one project were dealing with classes of 60% girls end another project 60%

boys, this discrepancy might mask any greater effectiveness of the second

project.

In its bilingual education program and its aid to education for handi-

capped children, the federal government has, LI fact, identified particular

populations and allocated resources slecifically to them. Those allocations

are in terms of needs, however, not in terms of expectation of success. In-

formation on expectations of success has yet to affect legislative direction

of aid to particular segments of the population. One reason may be that lack

of information ou 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 one to compare effectiveness across
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subpopulatione. This lack of informatiou indicates tae implicit recognition

by the federal government and, in particular, '-*/ the program administrators

of the danger of such information becoming a basis for teachers to respond

to children in terms of stereotype.). However, that danger is far outweighed

by the potential, both short=term and long-term, for improving the level of

achievement of the nation's disadvantaged 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

lev.b1 of treatment. In order to provide conclusive evidence concerning the

relations of each of these with the effectiveness of compensatory education,

carefully controlled studies would be necessary. Tentative hypotheses and

direLtions for further research, however, could be developed from further

analyses of the results of studies such as the Cnmpensatory Reading Study.

The level of economic disadvantage might be expected to relate to the

effectiveness, for example, of home-oriented compensatory education methods.

Educationally disadvantaged students from less impoverished 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 extreme poverty. (But we do not know

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

Studies of differential yearning patterns between blacks and whites have

been controversial. Queutions concerning the relative effectiveness of

compensatory instruction vs. regular instruction for different ethnic groups

are not nearly so controversial, 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 method.,

was greater for blacks than whites, then allocating greate funds to regions

with greater concentrations 3f disadvantaged blacks while supporting develop-

ment of better methods for dealing with the needs of disadvantaged writes

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.)

0

1
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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 environments are, to a

certain extent, likely to have correspondingly different deficiencies re-

quiring particular remediation. The more exactly particular problems or

special needs of categories of disadvantaged children are identified, the

more effectively choices of allocation of Title I funds can be made. This

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; it fact,

data on the relative effectiveness of compensatory education at different

grade levels hive_been reported in several studieS (e.g., Wargo,et al., 1972;

Gamel, et al., 1975; Thomas and Pelavin, :976). Whether the youngest school

children should receive 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 concentrates at the earliest stages. However, if joining the main-

stream is not possible (and evidence suggests that it is not with present

instructional strategies), then the goal of the program ought to be to ensure

that all economically disadvantaged children leave school with the highest

level of skills the schools can help them to attain; that implies a continued

effort across all grade levels. Larson and Dittman (1976) have discussed this

problem. Two possible criteria for allocatioa across grades are (1) relative

needs and (2) expectations of gains in achievement to result from 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 normal growth in cognitive achieve-

ment. Although Carroll (1974) has worked on such a model, more research is

needed. Likewise, establishment of expected gains is problematic because of

the lack oean absolute scale on which normal growth in different grades can

be compared. Data presented by -homas and Pelavin (1916) 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. Camel

et al., (1975) reported grade-equivalent gains for 1971 through 1974 thw: Is"

ranged from about 1.0 to 1.2 for grades 1 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 moved from the 20th to the 30th percentile in a year might

appear to have learned%t a 2.0 month-per-month 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 typesrof childreii, such information would con-

tribute to improving the effectiveness of compensatory education programs by

focusing allocations of particular resources whete they woUldbe 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 program:

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 violence reduction may be greatest in a differerx segment. To the

extent that a consensus on the relative importance of different purposes of

Title I can be reached, however, information on how most effectively to atta4n

'those purposes is relevant, including information on differential effectiveness

across population segments.

* Gains based on fewer than 300 actual students were not included.
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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 changes address the system's most serious problems.

Therefore, in this section we reiterate the problems for Title I

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 distilled from federal evaluations of compensatory education

to date.

Because problems have been pointed out at various times throughout the

last decade, it is necessary to discriminate between the transient and

enduring problems; the latter are the more important considerations for

future planning. Also, rather than leaving the reader to infer that problems

not mentioned have not occurred. we shall try to lfat potential problems that

have-apparently not occurred. Finally, in order to guide vearch for solu-

tions, we have attempted to point out relations among the problems (e.g.,

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

Three studies that have not been mentioned in previous sections 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 Title I operations: the Washington Research

Project report (Martin and McClure, 1969); the Planar reports (1972; 1973);

aad a historical study of the USOE role in Title I evaluation dur4ng 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

identification of particular problems, however, in any of thestudies

reviewed.

Administrative Problems

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

90
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continuing through the first few years, there were numerous instances of

use of funds for purposes other than thoSe intended. The Washington

Research Project report (Martin and,McClure, 1969) named and described many

such cases, and the DREW Audit Agency identified many examples of noncomr.

pliance each 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 purchased

for nondisadvantaged students. According to the Planar study, however,

manyof the audit exceptions were nonsubstantive violations due to inconsis-

tent signals from USOE and the Audit Agency: -Of a total of 8174 million in--

audit exceptions : :ace 1965, only about $8 million were sustained on review,

and only about $700,000 has"b"een returned to t'e 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 aat there has been

only very mild federal action taken in cases of misuse of funds (o er than

ll'ifgenerally to make regulations tighter for all). Rather than reque return

of funds to the treasury, the NACEDC has recommended that they be spent to

help disadvantaged children in the district found to be not in compliance.

Technical assistance would be provided to help the district comply.

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-

guage in the regulations and guidelines* but also a lamk,of orderly process

in the development of regulations and a la of awareness of reality in the

requests made of local dsitricts. In Septet' er 1976, USOE published a draft

of new regulations for Title I and invited comments. At this time, it is

not clear whether these regulations are satisfactory improvements on prior

regulations.

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

substantial federal aid into most school districts across the c entry but

*Regulations are formal extensions of the law, and guiidelines are admia-_

istrat-Ive suggestions far procedures. Both arc published by USOE, and

at times the practical distinction between them has been 16st.
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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 not included in standard statistical

texts. As discussed in that methodological presentation, the only valid

comparisons of Title I treatment groups with control groups have been the

rare cases of randomly:assigned treatment and control pupils. Absolute

criteria for successful impact have not yet been developed.

As Wargo et al. (1972)%and Gamel et al. (1975) pointed out, the existing

reports cannot be aggregated to produce a national summary. USOE has taken

steps to solve at least part of the evalustion problem, the need to have

well-specified, comparable evaluations carried out at all project sites, so

that result: can be aggregated to form an overall assessment o 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 RMC models. Although substantial problems of validity

remain, a significant step has been taken to provide meaningful information

from local Title I evaluations.

4. Lack of a strate: for' develo in effective methods. When the ESEA

of 1965 was passed, it was expected that professional educators would be ab

to translate the additional funds flowi-rig schools into effective

compensatory education practices. Therefoct- t!,.. law did not include a strong

research and development component, and .0: Ws tultil.1968 that a project was

set up to identify successful, pro:tices in existing prb]Pcts (Hawkridge

et al, 1968). At about the same't...ale. :he Follow Tbrou4a Planned Variation

stjidy was initiated in order to compari altet.ative methods for, achieving

lasting effects of early childhood basic skills instruction. However,

neither effort developed into-a comprehensive program to investigate the

most effective,configurations of alternative methods., Other efforts, the

PIPs development arid NIE'S Basic Skills Division's research program, have

also not been developed as comprehensive, systematic efforts to determine

92
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the most effective methods. 4

We/k.- and Banet (1975) have suggested that a 10- to I2-year research

and development effort is necessary in order to p$oduce a curriculum that

is clearly successful for a broad range of children. Such a systematic R&D

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 compensatory

education. A clear plan specifying the concrete objectives and the methods

to be used in such an effort As needed.

5. Lack of parental involvement. Although professional educators have

been enthusiastic about participatio'n 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 eduat on programs, parents in

fact play a critical role in the education of their children, as pointed

out by Milbrey McLaughlin (1971), among others. The few compensatory

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 guidelines for the involvement of parents,

based on a well-theught-out rationale for the most ,ffective ways of their

contributing to compensatory education. That rationale will need to involve

an increased understanding of the actual processes that result in the strongN

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

early academic achievement.

6. Lack of knowledge about individual differences in the processes

by which children acquire cognitive skills. Statements like 'If we/can

send a man to the moon; why can't we teach our children'to read?" are

commor;lace. They display a fundamental. underestimation of the complexity

of the human mind. Although a trip to the moon is an extremely complex

undertaking, it is based. on known matliAmatical formulas and physical con-

structions. Analogous theoretical bases for human achievement are far more-
,

complex, and although a great deal is already known about the teaching of

basic ,skills, afar greater amount remains to be learned. Existing nom-

pensatoryeducation practices are merely-heuristic, catistic guesses con-
dc,

cerning what will work, and as pointed out in an earlier sec
on,

valid
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data on the relative effectiveness of different compensatory education

methods are virtually nonexistent.

The types of questions thatoluSt 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

individual differences? What external events lead to the, improvement of

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

of various skills? What external events affect-motivation to learn? Whit

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, theiliterature in psychology, sociology, and education offer

a plethora of preliminary answers. Perhaps a thorough review of the

research literatureswould move a long way in the directiop of pt.-Auction

of knowledge necessary to develop effective compensatory education. Such

- a yevilw was not included in any of the federal studies reviewed, although
4

the Compensatory Reading Study included a narrow literature review (Farr

'et al,' 1974).'

7. Lack of effective compensatory instructional methods. This pro

lem, which we'argue_is a consequence of not having solved t_e preceding

fRroblem,
is the most crucial of all. If we had effective methods imple-

;

menteettlkossIthe country, then the achievement of disadvantaged children

would-be risiig as intended by the originators of Title I, and the problems

that xemained!would be of secondary importance. The Follow Through study

apdthe PIPs evaluatiodl(were intended to provide demonstrations of methods

"that worked, tut Oreirdiesults were not positive.

The argu nt that some methods have really been effective and that the

fault lies in cpe imprecision of measurement has been frequently voiced

and was .isc sed in the section of general effecti ss, above. It is

certainly tru that, after the first and second gr eess'individual/differ-

ences in achigvement among pupils in a single grade greatly exceed the

rt 9 .1
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amount that is learned during a single year on the ;mkt...age. 'As pointed out

by Tallmadge and Horst (l9/75, the potency of instructi47that would bring

pupils performing at the 5th percentile up to, say, the 40th percentile

would have to "much greater than the.potency of normal instruction. How-
.

ever, that level-of potency is what was desired by t4e proponents o compen- /

eatory education, and demonstrating a method for achievin3 it even though at

more *hen 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. SpecAal educational needs outside of low-income areas. Not only are

there many children from moderateincome flies who have need for compen-

satory
,

1
education, but also thrc2 are many children from low-income families

. 1

who reside in communities wholse general economic level excludes them from

Title I particip- 'on. Although there is a correlation between educational

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

famil(e are clustered in low - income areas, limiting the aid to low- income
k'

areas iiiccludes millions of childreR from the program who might benefit frol
k*,

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 I assistance.

The problem is not easily solved. For one thing,

_f

a program
.

for just a few children in a school is much less effi ient than providing a

program for many ildren; fundir based on the number of economically dis-

advantaged children served would not add up to the'minimum needed to imple-

ment any kind of effective project in may schools serving mainly affluent

children. The solution has been proposed of changing the funding formula so

.that all educationally disadvantaged cL Aren, regardless of economic aack-

ground, would have an equal sha e of the funds. The technical problems ---

, 1

associated with that solution i the area of assessing educational,disadvan-

tage (e.g., are the same criteria applied throughout the country?) atI

substantial.

Nonexistent Problems

As a balancing note in this section, it seems appropriate,to point out

several problems that might have occurred in Title I, tout do not seem to have

actually occurred. First, there is no lack of manpower in the'teaching fiele

e)

A
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to carry out instruction designed for individual pupils or small groups.

There is, in fact, a laige surplus of pidividuals trained as teachers, and

,the-large proportion of Title I funds spent on teachers and teacher aides

may reflect attempts to tap this labor reserve.

Secondt' there appears to be little difficulty in identifying lowA,

income areas (at least approximately) and identifying children who are

lagging behind their peers in the acquisietn of basic skills. Theie is

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 hav4. recently been suggestions for indluding 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 welcomed 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 identified in the early years.

Fourth, and finally, there has been no lack of ideas for ways to

implement compensatory educatiod:. The breadth of ideas shown in the sec-

tion on methods, above, indicates the fertility of the minds of professional

educators. That needs to be done is a careful sorting of the essential

effective components from the rest.

11,
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Summary

This report focused on the results, of approximately twenty central studies

of .compensatory education completed before 1977 and ittempted to present the

major results of those studies a, they relate-to important policy questions

for Title I. As the authors of those studies have repeatedly pointed out;,

there aresevere limitations on the validity of coaclusilA that can bi-raached

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 relate to 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 effectivenesp as a function of treatment method,

and variation in effectiveness across types of participants. Finally, a series

of eight majorproblems'in.theimplementation of compensatory education were

identified and briefly discussed.

The primary concern in the area of participant selection is whether appro-

priate children are participating. The data that are available innicate 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 require substlantive changes in the law.

pe design of compensatory education treatment methods has been a very

aecentralized effort, although federal efforts have recently increased (e.g.,

Mrs and the National Diffusion Network). As a result, many different
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treatments have been tried. Forty projects that have been4judged exemplary

are brlefly described in the text."

Bator), education projects has been to

grades, although substantial efforts

The primary objective of most compen-

improve reading skills in the elementary

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 classrooms,
.

special classrooms, laboratories, homes, and field trips.7- Instruciion has

been teacher-cantered, child-centered; structured, unstructured; in large
4

groups, in smalligroups, anl individual. Activities have included regular

reasons, kits of special lessons, audiovisual experiences, games, toys,

dramatics, tutoring, counseling, and parent training. These have been

employed in many combinations as schools have. tried tb meet the needs of,
their educationally disadvantaged pupils.

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

expected et the outset of Title I. Many of the problems for compensatory

education are discussed in a companion document (McLaughlin, Gilmartin,

Rossi; 1977), /ilia this topic was only briefly discussed in this synthesiii:

With the new emphasis on valid evaluptions derived from the Education Amend-

, ments of 1974 (P.L. 93-380,1151), USOE effortsare currently directed toward

improving evaluation by providing technical assistance to local districts in

their efforts to carry out.evalustions.

The information on overall program effectiveness, as measured in terms

of increased achievement gains by program participants, has been less 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 1 Testing Service had the potential for producing

valid conclusions concerning achievement. Due to several severe problems with

the interpretation of the data from thatstudy, however, its conclusions can-

not be accepted as definitiVe.

If we were'to disregard the threats to the validity of the various reports4."

1 0
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and accept their conclusions at face value, they have tended to be "hopeful."

Much of thea4ailible data (which we believe to be questionable) supports the

conclusion that Title I participants achieve at a_rateccipparable to ntni-
,

disadvantaged children, which leaies them a constant distance behind the

population average, but is a faster rate than disadvantaged children in

general attain:

Concerning variation in effectiveness among treatment methods, the data

also leave room for methodological improvement. However, there tave been

:recurrent findings that should be noted. In general, treatment methods

recommended for compensatory education are very - similar to generally good

educational methods (e.g., smaller student:teacher ratios, clear alectiveS,

directly relevant instruction, good school administration). One exception"

to this is the emerging consensus on the importance of increasing parental ,

involVement-as-an effective. way of treating educationally disadvantaged

children in Title I schools.

Concerning variation in effectiveness across population groups, 1....ttle

information has been reported. One apparent variation is that participating,

students in higher grades tend to show larger gains in grade-equivalent units

than participants in earlier grades. This result is almoit surely an arti-

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

Finally, the major problems listed forTitle-I, some of which are now

apparently solved but others of which continue, include misuse of funds,

lack of consistent federal regulations and guidelines, invalid evaluations,

lack of parental involvement, lack of effective treatment methods, lack of
4

a strategy for developing effective treatment methods, lack of knowledge

about individual differences in the processes by which children acquire

cognitive skills, and the exclusion of disadvantaged children not in low-
a

income lireas. Of these, the misuse of funds is the one which appears to

have been eliminated. The, adequacy of fgderal regulations= the validity of

evaluations, the involvement of parents, and inclusion of all disadvantaged

children could conceivably be ,ensured through appropgriate congressional and

administrative actions. The ogler three problems, which concern the develop-

ment of effective treatment methods, could be expected gradually to yield 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-

out such efforts.

1 0
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