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PREFACE -

This volume presents the final report of 'rhe Ncmonol Ins'n'ru're of Education
(NIE) Compenso'rory Education Study, requested by Congress in the 1974
Elemen'rory and Secondary Education Amendments. It concludes a’ “series of
documents, termed "interim reports,” presenting infoFmation from the over 35 .

researc i projects making up the whole Compensatory Education Study.

This repor'r reflects the effor'rs of the mony mdnvnduol staff members and

contractors - who hove worked together over the last 4 years fo design and -
. lmplemen'r_'rhfa NIE Compenso'rory Education Study. The leadership of Paul Hill and
-'Ir.is' Ro'rbefg,j initiai .S'rudy Director and Associate’ Direc’ror, is especially
dcknowle.dged In the present volume, special credit goes to Ann Milne for
ou'rhorlng Chapter I on the third year of the demonstration studies; to Peirce
Hammond for ou'rhorlng Chapters Il and 1l on teacher training and the Instructional
Dimensions Study follow-up; to Gil Hoffman for Chop'rer IV on Parent Advisory
Couricils; and to Margot Nyitray for writing Chapter V on local odminiétrdﬁon of
Title I. Special recognition is given Richard Moss for his contributions to editing
and clarifying eoch of the z:hop'rers Thanks is also due to NIE support staff,
including Janet Toylor, Joyce Harris, Koren McKee, Evangeline Ring, Catherine
Blacknalli, ond Odeon White.

The research presented in this volume is based on studies conducted by Abt
Associates, Inc., National Opinion Research Center, ‘Policy Research Corporo'rion,
Kirschner A.ssocio'res, Education Turnkey Systems, the Syracuse Reseorch.
Corporcmon, Booz, Allen & Hamilton, and the Lowyers’ Committee for Civil Rights
Under Law. '

Tne final phases of the research studies, interpretation of findings, and
development of this report were overseen by Joy Frechtling, NIE Compensatory

Education Study Director.
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Finally, the advice and comments of many friends inside and outside of NIE--
James--is

Michael Timpdn'é, Todd Endo, Berlin Kelly, George Mayeske, and Veima

gratefully acknowledged.

S P
Joy Frechtling, Director

Compensatory Educc'i'rion Study
) | )

i
i

|
!
¥

'
)

v
<A



CONTENTS

PREFACE . . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e R 11
TABLES . . . .« ¢« v ¢ v v v v v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ix
FIGURE . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e xiii
INTRODUCTION . . . . . T e e e e e e s o e e ete e e e e e e
“ FUNDS-ALLOCATION - & v v e v v v h e e e e e e o o o 0 o o s o 2.-
SERVICE DELIVERY . . «'¢v ¢ & ¢ o . . T e e e e e e v e e e s 5
EFFECTS OF SERVICES ON STUDENTS S -3
ADMINISTRATION . ..o v v vi o 0 o o o o o o o o e e e e e e 7
BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . . . . . S i0
'CHAPTER |. DEMONSTRATION STUDIES. . . . . . . e e e e e e e e I
SUMMARY . « v v s v e s e o s o o o o o o o o o o o o c o o o o I
Number of Schools and Students Served . . . . « . « « « ¢ & ¢« « .+ & I
Characteristics of Students Served « « « « ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o 0 0 . 12
Coverage of Dlsodvonfoged Students. « v v ¢ 4 ¢ 4 e e e e e e e . e 12
Simulations of Alterhative Allocation Procedures . « « . « « « . . . 12
Services Received by Title | Students . . . . . . . . . e e e e e . . 13
INTRODUCTION . . . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e e 4.
District Selection. + « + « « v v ¢ v v v o o o .. P 14
Eligibility Changes . . . « « « ¢ « « & « . e e e e e e e e e eow 17
Concentration Changes . «.v & v ¢ ¢ ¢ o« o ¢« 0 e e e e e s oa e . 19
Research Design . . « v v v v v o o o o o o o o o o v o 0 0 0 o 19
EXPANSION OF PROGRAMS IN THE DEMONSTRATION .
DISTRICTS. v v v 4 e e e e v o v e o s o e et o e as e e .. 20
Expansion of Schools and Students. . e e e e e e e e e e e e . 21
Support of Program Expansion . . . . . . . . .+ . . . e e e e 24
CHANGES IN THE CHARACTERISTICS OF TITLE | STUDENTS. . . . . 26
Poor Children . . v ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o6 o o o o o &« e . . . 28
Minority Children. . « « « « « « ¢ « « « & e e e e e e e e e e . 28 -
Low-AchievingChildren ... « « « ¢ « ¢ ¢ ¢« o ¢ ¢ 0 o o o . . o oo« 3l
COVERAGE OF THE DISADVANTAGED . . . . « ¢« « « ¢« ¢« ¢ & o« & . 33
SIMULATED ELIGIBILITY AND TARGETING OPTIONS . . . . . . . . 38
School Eligibility, Percent Poor vs Percent Low Achieving . . ... . . . 40
. School Eligibility by Poverty, Targeting by Poverty vs
Achievement.. . . o o ¢ v 0 vt b b et e e e e e e e e e e e e 45



CONTENTS (Centinued)

Summary of Simulations. . . . .. . . . .. e e e . e e v . . . 48
; CHANGES INSERVICES . . . . . . . . . . . .. e e e e e e e e 49
j Quantity of Instruction . . . . . . . . ... . ... . 51
) Quality of Instruction . . . . . . . . . . .. e e . 53
Title | Students' Advantages vis-a-vis Non-Title | Students . . . . . . . 54
Support of Expanded Services. . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e . 57
BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . .. .. e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e . 6l
CHAPTER [I. TEACHER TRAINING . . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e . 63
SUMMARY. . .. L o s e e e e e e, 63
INTRODUCTION . . . o v o s e e e e e e e e e e e s, 64

TRAINING AND QUALIFICATIONS OF COMPENSATORY :
EDUCATION TEACHERS . . . v v o v v vn ... e e e e e . 66
District Programs for Special Training. . . ... . Y 14
Types of Training Offered by Districts. . . . . . . e e e e e e e . 67
~ Criteria and Process for Selecting Teachers . . . . . . . e e e . . 68
Compensatory Education Teachers' Guohflcohons ........ P i
CONCLUSIONS. . . .. ... .. .. e e e e e e e e e e e . 74
BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . . . . o i e e e e e e e e e e e e 77
CHAPTER IIl. THE INSTRUCTIONAL DIMENSIONS FOLLOW-UP. . . . . . 79
CSUMMARY. o L s s s s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e . 79
INTRODUCTION . . . . . . v v v v e e e w .. e a e e e e . 79
THE FOLLOW-UP STUDY . . . . . & v v v et v e e e e .. . 81
RESEARCH METHODS AND DATA COLLECTION. e e e e .. . 82
STUDY RESULTS . & & v ) e e e v e v e e e v e e e e e e u .. 83
. PARTICIPATION IN SUMMER INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS . . ... . 84
. DISCUSSION &, . . . .. .. e e e e e e e e e e e e e .. 87
‘BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . . .. ... ... e e e e e e e e e e e . 9l
CHAPTER IV. TITLE I PARENT ADVISORY COUNCILS . . . . . . . . . 93
SUMMARY................u......‘-.....93
INTRODUCTION . . v i v v e v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e . 94
DEVELOPMENT OF FEDERAL PAC REQUIREMENTS . . . . . . . ... 95
NIE STUDY FINDINGS. « v v v v v v v v v o . . e e e e e . 96
Membershipof PACs . . . . . . . . .. ... ... e e e e e . 96
Meetings. . . . . . . . . L L e e e e e e e e e e e . 98
Varying Interpretations of theRole of PACs . . . . . . v v« . « . . . 99
Planning. . . . . . . o o L o e e e e e e e e e e 100
Training. . . . . . . . . e e e e e s e e e e e e e e e e e 102
Evaluations . "1 . . . . . .. L 0L ... .. e e o+« . . 103
DISCUSSION . . & . vt s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 104
BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . . & o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 106

vi




2

CONTENTS (Continued)

CHAPTER V. LOCAL ADMINISTRATIONOF TITLE Il . . . : . . . . . . . 107
) SUMMARY. © & v v v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 107
INTRODUCTION .+ & v v 0 e vttt e e o e e e e e e e e e e 108
LOCAL PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION. . . . . . . . . . . .. 11
Scope of Local Administrative Effort . . . . . . . . . . . .. “w oo 1
District Planning Activities and Participants . . . . . . . . . . . PP B
School-Level Administration . . . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e 117
LOCAL EVALUATIONS . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 122
DISCUSSION . . . . . . . . . .. e e e e e e e e e e e e . . 125
BIBLIOGRAPHY ........... e e e e e e e e e e e 127
.APPENDIX A.- SECTIONS 821 AND 159 OF PUBLIL LAW 93-380- . . . . . C. 129
APP-ENDIX B. ADDITIONAL TABLES FOR.DEMONSTRATION STUDY . . . 133 4
APPENDIX.C. TECHNICAL NOTE ON SIMULATIONS . . . . . + .+ . . - . 149
APPENDIX D. BACKGROUND: NIE NATIONAL SURVEY OF '
COMPENSATORY EDUCATION . . . . . . . . .. e b e e e e e e 153
APPENDIX E. DISTRICT ESTIMATES OF EXPENDITURES OF TITLE I
FUNDS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976 . . . v v e v v vt o vt o e e 157
APPENDIX F. TRAINING AS IT RELATES TO COMPENSATORY
EDUCATION TEACHER SELECTION & & ¢ v v v % v v v v o o o 0 o o 159
’APPENDIX G. SUMMARY OF THE SCHOOL YEAR STUDY . . .. .... 167
APPENDIX H. SUBSAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS ........ . - .. 173
APPENDIX I. PERCENTAGE OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION
STUDENTS WHOSE TEST SCORES INCREASED OR DID NOT
CHANGE FROM AN EARLIER TO A LATER TESTING PERIOD . . . . . . 177
APPENDIX J. A STUDY OF THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE ELEMEN-
TARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT (ESEA), TITLE |
INEIGHT STATES . . . v v v v e e it ettt h e e e e o e e 179

APPENDIX K. AN ANALYSIS OF THE NECESSITY, CLARITY AND
RESTRICTIVENESS OF THE PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS APPLI-
CABLE TO LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS APPLYING FOR GRANTS
UNDER TITLE ! OF THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION ACT '

vil’




CONTENTS (Continued)

, APPENDIX L. ESEA TITLE | ALLOCAT!ON POLICY:  DEMONSTRA-
TIONSTUDY. . . . i it e e e e e e e e e e e e e e . 183

APPENDIX M. SECTION 116a.25 OF THE TITLE | RULES AND
AND REGULATIONS . . . . . . ... ...

viii ,



w

TABLES:

Propérﬁohol Chonges.in the Number of Public Elementary Schools

Served »by Title 1. v % 0 v v 4 6 v e o o o s o o s o e e e e e

Proportional Changes in the Number of Public Elementary Students

Changes in Percent of Title | Students Who Receive Free or

Reduced-Price Lunches « . .« « « « « « « « . e e e e e e .

Changes in Percent of Title | Students Who Are Minecrity Group

Members. « « ¢« ¢ v v v v b e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

Ckanges in Percent of Title | Students Who Read | Year or More

Below Grade Level « ¢ v v v ¢ o v ¢ o o o o o s o o o o o o o o

Changes in Percent of Diéfriéis’ Low-Achieving .Children Covered

L P

Changes in Percent of Districts' Poor Children Covered by Title | . .

Changes in Percent of Districts' Minority Children ‘Covered by

Title le v o 4 6 4 4 o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o

Simulcted Effects of Selecting All Elementary Schools at or above
District Average Percent Low Achievers or District Average

Percent Poor. . « v « « « « ¢ o o o o o o & e e e e e e e s e

“ Simulated Effects of Selecting .a Constar:t Number of Elementary
Schools by Achievement ar Poverty . .. .« o o v o v o v o

Simulated Effects of Targeting 50% of Poverty-Eligible Elementary
Schools (above District Average) by Percent Low Achieving vs

Percent Poor. . . . « . ¢ ¢« v v 0 v 0 0 o v . e e e e e e e

Changes in Time (Minutes per Day) Spent in Compensatory and
Regular Language Arts Instruction by Title | Students in Eight

Demonstration Districts . « « « « ¢ « o« « & e e e e e e e e e e

Changes in Proportion of Time Spén'r 'by Title | Students in
Instructional Groups of Various Sizes in Their Compensatory

Language Arts Classes . . . . . . . . ve e e e e e e e e e e .

Changes in Proportion of Time Title | Students Spent with Different
Types of Teachers in Compensatory Language Arts Instruction . . . .

37

42

55

56



17

18
19
20

21

22

23

2

25

26
27
28
29
30
31
32

TABLES (Continued)

~Title | vs Non-Title | Students' Instructional Experience (Regular
plus Compensatory Language Arts) . oL
Change in Title | vs Non-Title | Students' Instructional Experience .
(Regular plus Compensatory Language Arts) . . . .. .. e e e
District Ratings of the Importance of JNVarious Training Methods
Percent of Districts That Use Various Training Methods . . . . . . .
Percent of CE Teachers with Various Degree Levels . . . . . . . .
Percent of Teachers 'Receiv‘ing and Not Receiving Troining_Befween
June 15, 1975, and January I, 1976, and Mean Hours of Training
Received Through Those Funds . e e e e e e e e e T e e e e e
Mean Years of Total Teaching Experience of Various Croups of
CE Teachers . . , . .. . . ... e e e e e e e e e e e e e
Mean Achievement Gain Scores for CE Students in the IDS
Follow-Up Study ~ . . . . . . . . o . . ..
Mean Achievement Gain Scores of Non-CE Students Whose Pretest
Scores Were at or above National Norms and of Non-CE Students .
Whose Pretest Scores Were below National Norms . . et e e e e
Mean Achievement Gain Scores for Students Who Did and Did Not
Participate in Summer Instructional Programs. . . . . . . .. e e
School-Related Positions Held by PAC Members . . . . . . . . ..
PAC Involvement in Various Compensatory Education Functions . . .
Areas Discussed at District-Levei Meetings. . . . . . .. e e e e .
Breakdown of "Other": LEA Expenditures . . . . . . . . . . . . ..
Scope of Administrative Effort and District Size (Enroliment) . . . .
Topics biscussed at District Planning Meetings . . . . . . . . . ..

~ Participation at District Planning Meetings . . . . . e
Latitude of Schools to Alter Design of Title | Programs. . . . . . .

X



33
3%
35
36

B-1 .
B-2

B-3
B-4
B-5

B-6

B-8
B-9
B-10
B-11
B-12
B-13

“Topics Discussed at School Planning Meetings

“Participation at School Planning Meetings

Free.or Reduced-Price Lunches

.Schools . . . . . . .. e e e e e e e e

- TABLES .(Con'rinuedb_)

Teachers' Latitude to Alter Program Design

Evaluation of Various Aspects of Title | Programs

mebgr of Public Elementary Schools Served by Title |

ooooooo

Number of Public Elemen'rory Students Sérved by Ti'rle |

Percent of Tl'rle | Students in Demonstration Dls'rrlc'rs Who Receive

Percent of Title | Students in Demons'rrcmon Districts Who Are

Minority Group Members .....................

Percent of Title I Students in Demonstration Dls'rrlc'rs Who Read
| Year or More Below Grade Level

Characteristics of Students in Title | Schools in Demons'rrcmon

‘Districts. .« . o o o000 s e e e e e e e e e e e e e

Percent of Dls'rrlc'rs Low-Achieving Children Enrolled in Title |

Percent of Districts' Poor Cﬁildren Enrolled in '-Ti'rle I Schools . . . .
Percent of Districts' Minority Children Ehrolléd in Title | Schools
Percen'r:of Districts' Low-Achieving Cbildreﬁ Covered by Title | .
Percent of Districts' Poor Children Covered by'Ti'rIe I ... ...
Percent of Districts' Minority Chiidren éovered by Title |

Time (Minutes per' Day) Spent in Compensatory and Regular
Language Arts Instruction- by Title | Students in Eight Demonstration

B 15 173 ¢ o T -3

Proportion of Time Spent by Title | Students in Instructional Groups
of Various Sizes in Their Compensatory Language Arts Classes. . . .

xi

bra
PN



E-2

F-1

. G-2

H-1

TABLES (Continued)

Propor'rlon of Time Title | Students Spend with anferen'r Types of
Teachers in Compensatory Language Arts Instruction « « + o o « o &

District Estimates of Expenditures of Title | Funds for:Fiscal Year
1976 on Inservice Education, Classified by District Size « « . « « « + .

District Estimates of Expenditures of Title | Funds for Fiscal*Year
1976 on Inservice Education, Classified by Presence or Absence
ofS'ro'reCEProgrom..............

District Ratings of the importance of Various Trcining Content Areas

J

Page

148

158

158

to District Programs, Classified by CE Teacher Selection Method . . 162
Percent of Districts Using Various Training Methods, Classified by :
CE Teacher Selection Method. - . « . o . ¢« o ¢ v v o v o v o o, 4 163
District Ratings of the Importance of Various Training Content
Areas to District Training Programs, Classified by CE Teacher B
Selection Criteria v« o« o o« v ¢« & & & o s o s o o o ¢ o o o o o o . 164
_ Percent of Dls'rnc'rs Usmg Various Training Methods, Classified by :
CE TeGCheI' SeleCflon CI"I’IGI’IG . . . s » LI ] . . . e = . . O e ‘s e @ 165
Fall and Spring Achievement Test Scores for CE Children in the IDS
< SGmple ) . . . . LI ] . . . . . . . » e . . . . . . . . . LI ] . . . l70
Fall .and Spring Achievement Test Scores for CE Children Receiving
Instruction in Pullout or Mainstream Settings . « « . « « « v « « . . 171
Fall and Spring Achievement Grode-Eduivolent Scores for CE Students ¢
in the Fall IDS Sample and the Follow-Up Subsample . . . . . . . . 176
Percentage of Compensatory Educaticn 5tudents Whose Test Scores -
Increased or Did Not Change from an Earlier to a Later Testing
Period . . L] L] L] L] L] . . L] . . L] L] . . » . L] L4 L] L] . L] L] L] . . . L] L] I78 '



C Distributions of Percent Poor and Percent Low Achieveés in

Racine . . « ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢ « @

xiii

b

FIGURE -

(® e e e .

PO



INTRODUCTION

_ The Education Amendments of 1974 (Public Law 93-380) instructed the Na-
.tional Institute of Education (NIE) to conduct a study of the purposes and effective-
ness of compensatory education programs. |

c

Specifically, Section 821 instructed the Institute to conduct a study
incorporating: ' '

o An examination of the fundamental purposes and effec"riven.ess of

compensatory education programs.

' ® An onolysls of 'rhe ways of |den'r|fy|ng children in greo'res'r need of

compensatory °ducc1'r|on

.Q; oot - . ‘:’,‘. . B ) .
K An éxblordiibnv of alternative woys of meeting these children's
needs, including the use of writtea educational plans
et 7 An examination of the feasibility, costs, and. consequences of
i . alternative ways of distributing Federal compensatory education
funds - '
° Not more than 20 experimental . programs for the purpose of

“examining the issues above .
~The relevant sections of the 1974 statute authorizing the -s'rud); are
reproduced in Appendix A. . |
Section 821 also directed the presidentially appointed No;rionql Advisory -
Council on the E_dt;co'rién of Disod?onfcged Children to advise the Institute on the
design and execution of the study. )




Flnolly, the-law; as amended by Publlc Law 94-482, requured NIE 'ro submit
interim repor'rs to the President and Congress on December 3I 1976, cmd on
September 30, 1977, and to submit a final report in September |978.

“In response to this request, NIE implemented a study of compensatory educa-
tign syograms, focusing on Title | of the ,Ele.men'rory and Secondary Education Act
of 1965. In accordance with the law as stated above, NIE has submitted to
Longress two sets of interim reporf_s;'This document is the Institute's fi;wol report
on study findings. o

The 1977 interim repér'rs presented detailed fihdings from four major study

oreds:

7 ~-e~--Funds_allocation

» Service delivery .
Y Student dev.elo'pmen'r'
° ‘F.’rogrorri‘odminis'rro'rion

The six reporfé covered a wide range of questions, with special attention pdid
to policy issues raised during the 1974 legisiative debates or expected to be raised
in the 1978 debates. This, the final volume, completes the NIE analyses, providing
both follow-up findings and additional information on Title | oper-d'rions.. a

~

FUNDS ALLOCATION

In 1977, NIE reported on the funds allocation process from ‘two perspectives.
Firs'r, the current formula was examined and its effects were described (NIE,
1977e). Specifically, with respect to the current. formula, NIE reported that:

~
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° The Title I formula accomplishes the purposes intended by ‘the
.framers ‘of the statute. As the number of fort.wulc!-eligible chil-

dren in a county increases, the average Title | allocation rises.

° Title | has greater diSfribuffve effects than either state aid pro\—
grams or other Federal aid exam i_r!ed as a whole.
e ° The largest 'propor'rion of Title | money is directed to the two
areas with the mest formula-eligible children: large central cities
N : and rural sections outside metropolitan areas.
- .
® .Due to their .very high concentrations of low-income children,
o ‘Southern counties receive more money for each school-age Chlld

than do counties |n o'rher reglons.

° Census, Ald to Fomllles with ‘Dependent Chlldren, and school A
lunch information are the sources most commonly used to- de'rer-
mine school eligibility, aithough 10 different sources‘ of
information were cited by:dis'rric?’.s.r .

‘ - . . ) h
T . ) . . . AN

e _Asa result of this use of mul'rlple indices, 68% of schoo!s orex\

——

deemed eligible; 94% of thes> ellglble schoo.s are served since.

———
e
e

targeting is practically a nonexistent s’r_ep. ,

e e
)

) District criteria for distributing Title | resources among target

schools'vory widely.

Second studies examined the feasibility and effects of changing the current
formulo from-allocation by poverty to allocation by achievement (NIE, 1977f).

Analyses of the feasibility of using test data to allocate funds revealed that:

CF




. At present, no ddequo're source or combination of sources of
achievement data exists .on which to-base allocation of funds to

‘the 50 States or within States to school districts.

. A program that could provide such estimates at the state level
(leaving within-state allocations to be based on the States' own

: \ . test data) would cost opproximo'rely $7.2 million over a 3-year

\ period. A national testing system to obtain echievement data for
funds allocation directly to each school district in the country

would cost at least $53 million over a 3-year period. -

(B A chonge from poverty to achievement eligibility criteria oppeors
Ilkely to have a significant effect on Title | funding for many
S'ro'res, but would not affect the relative omoun'r of money

recelved by each of the four reglons.

Demonstration projects in I3-school.dirsjrri‘<':'rs examined the effects of ehdnées , '
in within-diStricf allocation procedures on compensatory educa'riori‘ services offered
and on 'rhe characteristics of students who received them. (NIE 1976c). These

pro;ec'rs showed thats

) Districts 'rhe'r bhnnged olloco'rlon procedures mcreosed the number

of schools served

* The hu_h:!ber of children served also increased, with the largest

- increase being in the number of low-achieving children.

e There were olso chcmges in the chdroc'rerls'rlcs of students served

the propor'rlon of low-achieving children mcreosed the proportion

" of poor children décreased, and the proportion of minority
children decreased slightly. |




°  In ofcjer to serve additional children, the -disfri’efs reduced the
| instructional time provided for each child. They lc/iid' not, however,
make  fundamental changes in their corhpen,s;o'rory education
h;__s'rro'regies'; the no'rufe of Title | services—the siieof the instruc-

'. fionol group and the qualifications:of the teaching staff--did not

change.

Chapter 1 of this volume presents new data on the 3d year of the demonstra-
tion studies and exp‘lores\wheﬂ'\er the chonges observed from the first to the second
year remained stable across the’ 2-year study period. In addition, using data simula-
tions, the effects on school and student eligibility of severol pover'ry- ond achieve-

ment - based olloccmon stro'regles are compared, - /

|

SERVICE DELIVERY _

~

=

The 1977 repor'r on service dellvery (NIE, I977b) provnded a de'ralled descrnp—
) 'rlon of the use:of Title I funds with regard to the services they purchase ond the

N

s'ruden'rs who are served The flndlngs showed that:

e .\ All local educational agencies (LEAs) use compensatory edueo'rio_n.
funds to provide instructional "seryices, while about half use them

to provide some auxiliary noninstructional services. -

* Compenso'rory ms'rruchonol services cleorly emphosnze 'rhe basnc
skills of reading and mo'rhemcmcs B

° ComDenso'rory instruction oppeors to be of high quality, as
meosured by closs size, time for instruction, teacher

quollflccmons,_ ond use of sand instructional techniques.

(O3]



° .Compen'so'rory ins'r‘ru_g:_'rioh is 'rypicolly' delivered in a pullout
situation where students are taken out of their regular classroom
for their supplemental programs.

e  Services are generally targeted on public elementary ‘'school
students, with 5.9 million participants coming from grades K-8.
Title | serves 121,513 students at the secondary school level and

© 116,218 students in private schools. :

The present volume presents expanded data on compenso'rory educo'rioﬁ -

teachers and their training. Chop'rer Il compares the training and experu.r\ce of
| regular and compensatory education teachers and examines the degree to wi.ich
Tl'rle | funds are used for frcnnmg purposes

'EFFECTS OF SERVICES ON STUDENTS

In 1977, NIE preseh'red the results of its major study .of the effects of sérvices‘
on students, the Instructional Dlmensmns Study (lDS) (NlE 1977d). This study
examined the achievement test scores of Ist- and 3d- grgde compensatory education

students receiving.special instruction in the basic skills. Analyses showed that: _

.® . In general, the resu‘l'r.é were encouraging about the effectiveness

' | of compensatory education in_S'rruc'rionol programs. First groders ;
made average gains of 12 months or [2 percentile points in
reading and. 11 mgn'rhé or 14 percentile. points in mathematics.-
Third graders made average gains of 7 months or 9 'percen'rile
points in reading and 12 months or hl7. percentile points in
“mathematics. - .

[ When the achievement gains of compensatory education students
were examined according to the setting in which they received

\



* ' compensatory instruction, pullout or mclins'rrec;m,I the findings
favored the mainstream setting in 'r__hree out of four cases, with no

- difference in the fourth g:c15e.2 : . . <

° Students in .individualized programs made substantial gains in
achievement. In general, however, their gains were not higher

than those of students in less individualized classrooms.

In Chapter Ill, ihe results.of follow-up testing of a subsample of IDS parti-
'i:ipqn'rs are presen'red. Fall test data. are examined to determine whether the
appareni effectiveness of ‘rhe compenso'rory education instruction remains constant |
.over a full year. Of - specnol interest is whe'rher "summer drop-off" (loss of school

year goms) is found for this special sornple of s'ruden'rs

ADMINISTRATION

In 1977, NIE presented its report on the administration of Title | (NIE, I97_7c1)..
.This répor'r focused on the legal framework of the Title | program (Title | s'ro'rlu're, ‘
official rules established by the Office of Education (OE), and formai letters of
advice to States and LEAs) and the administrative actions of the Federal and s'ro're

governments. Analyses showed:

LI Ther° are strengths and weoknesses in 'rhe legal fromework The. .
funds allocation requirements were Judged to be necessary to

gudrantee that Title | funds _ore used for the special purposes

IPullou'r instruction is defined as supplemental instruction 'rho'r is delivered to
students outside the regular classroom. Mainstream instruction is supplemen'rol
instruction w1'rhm the regular classroom.

2Tho:ese flndlngs dlffer from those ornqma“y publ-shed (NIE, 1977d) and reploce
those repor'red earlier. .




Congress intended. The progrom developmen'r requnremen'rss
however, although a reasonoble effort to establish good planning
and treview procedures for Iocol progrcm.s, were not found to be
necessary.

. The legal framework overall was judged to be both internally
- consistent and consistent with the Title | stqtute. However, the
language uf the fromework is not clecr enough to meet the needs

of the state and local OfflClG|S who lmplemen'r the program.

® '__'Anolyses of the Federal role in- monitoring and enforcing the Iegol
. framework indicate that OE does not opply consistent s'rondords in
) identifying and correcting certain v1o|c1'rlons. Spec1f1cc1l|y,
_internal . conflicts about the Federal role have led to. less.
monitoring cmd enforCemen'r of the provisions_ regarding the
requirement 'rho'r Tlﬂe | funds supplement the regular educcmonol .
experiences of participating children.

® States are unclear about”their ddministrative responsibilities, and
-~ as aresult have adopted widely different policies.

o Anolyses of sfote—funded compensatory education programs. in-
rdicate’ 'rho'r 'rhey uwolly complemen‘r Tltle 1 elther by extending
compensq'rory education services to- more chndren o by providing
oddmonol servnces to chlldren in Title | programs.

The present volume presents findings in two areas not discussed in previous

NIE reports. -First, based on data gathered from both the administrative and

~ services studies, 'rhe role of the Parent Advisory Councils is explored in Chapter IV.
The regu!cmons governlng the councils, the ways in- which States and districts
lmplemen'r these regulations, and the actual operation of 'rhe councnl< as seen by
parent pdr'rlmpon'rs are analyzed. ‘

KSw)
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* Second, in Chapter V the. local administration of the Tiﬂe | program,
especially district and school p]onhing and evaluation ocfivi'ries, is described.
Special attention ls given to comparing general district administrative procedures

from a ncmonollv _representative set .of districts with those reported for highly
effechve districts in the Instructional DlmenSI ons Study.



'BIBLIOGRAPHY

National Institute of Education. Administration of Compensatory Education.
Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Education, U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, 1977a. ' ‘ ’

Washington,

National Institute of Education. Com'b'ensofory Education Services.
D.C.: National Institute of Educcmon, U.S. Depor'rmen'r of Health, Education,

and Welfore, 1977b.

[ .
Demons'rrcmon Studies of Funds Allocation Wl'rhln

No'rionol\lns'ri'rufe of Education.
Woshmg’ron, D. C Ncmonol Ins'rl'ru're of Educcmon, U.S. Depor'r-

Dis'rric'rs

men'r of Heol'rh EduCcmon ond Welfare, I977c

. National Ins'ri'ru'rg'of Education. The Effects of Services on Student Development.
National Institute of Education, U.S. Departrient of

Washington,. D.C.:
Heql'rh, Eduéq'rion, and Welfare, 1977d.

“The Current Formula.

Ncmonol Ins'n'ru're of Educcmon Title | Funds Allocation:
Woshmgfon, DC National Institute of Educcmon, U.S. Depor'rmen'r of

Health, Educo’rlon and Welfore, I977e
\ ' :

National Institute ofl Educcmon Using Achlevemen'r Test Scores to Alloco're Title |
Woshlng'ron, D C. Nohonol Institute of Educcmcn, U.S. Department

Funds
of Health, Educcmon and Welfore, 1977f.

i



CHAPTER I. DEMONSTRATION STUDIES

SUMMARY

ThlS chapter is based on the results of 'rhe second 1mplemen'rc1'r|on year in 13
"demonsfro'rlon school districts that have used unique funds allocation procedures in
‘their Title | programs. The focus is on the extent to which the districts were able

to maintain or replicate the changes seen when the new procedures 'were first

lmplemen'red (see Demonstration Studies of Funds Alloco'rlon Within Districts, .. ... -

‘ Woshlng'ron, D.C.: No'rlonol Institute of Educo'rlon, Sep'rember 1977). The chapter
: covers five areas, four of which parallel and update the earlier repor'r: (1) changes
in number of schools and students served by Title l; (2) changes in the
_characteristics of - students Se‘rvéd by Title I3 (3) choﬁnge‘s in fhe number of -
~ disadvantaged s’rudén'rs covered by Title | ser\)ic'es° (4) simulations of the effects of
achievement-based allocation procedures not actually attempted by the “districts

(not covered in the earlier report); qnd (5) changes in the services recelved by Title
| students. . -

<0

Number of Schools and Students Served‘ .

'Secohd-year 'qnqusés ‘'show that 'rhe demonstration \'dis'rricis mqm'rdllne'd in
1977-78 the substantial increase over bqselme in the numbers: of elemem‘ory schools
and studenfs served by Title I. As in 1976-77, 'rhey suppor'red this lncrease in two
~ ways. Fi.rsf, they increased ‘Title | expenditures at the elementary level with
monies derived from increased Title | allocation (increases not created by parti-
~cipation in the demonstration), by continuing to use up carryover funds at a greater
rate than before the demonstration and by reducing noninstruc'rion‘c'll or nonelemen-
tary instructional componen'rs Second they supplemen'red the Title { teaching
staff with staff paid for by other sources, and they restructured the elementary
program by slightly increasing number of class periods or pupil/staff ratios.



\
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" .
\ Characteristics of Students Served

‘\.

The relative proportions of Iow-ochlevmg. poor, and minority students in the
Title | p0pulc1'r|on generally remained stable over the 2 implementation years. The
slight ‘decrease in poor children in the Title |-served group in 1976-77 was again.
\found in 1977-78. This is consistent with continued nonuse of poverty criteria for.
school selection. The proportion of minority children in the Title | population was
glso slightly lower and variable, replicating the changes found in 1976-77.
lllowever while there was an increase in 'rhe proportions of low ochlevers in the
Tlﬂ\" I population in 1976-77, the findings for 1977-78 showed smaller changes

averall and more variability ameng d:s'rrlc'rs \

' Jmferoge of Disodvon'roged Students

Becouse the demonstration districts generally increased the numbers of

.- ¢hildren served by Title | under. implementation, the absclute numbers of low-

chlewng, poor; and minority students served were higher in each implementation

ear than in baseline. - There were slight decreases in coverage of these disad-

- vantaged students in I977-78, generally in districts that served fewer s'ruden'rs
overoll in 1977-78 than in 1976-77.

Simulations of Alternative Allocation Procedures

Since no district selected an exact parallel to the usual poverty-based proce-

dure, rariations on this altemative were simulated using -disfric'r-supplied school--

j level. poverty and achievement. data. The simulations examined 'rhe’effecfs of
serving all schools with proportions of low achievers above the district average

} proportion, as well as the effects of retaining pover ty measures for school eligi-
bility but targeting some subset of poverty-eligible schools for service based on l
ochlgvemenf. vs pover'ry ronklngs.‘ \

/ : - The simulo;rions show that serving all schools with above-average proportions

f of low achievers would generally produce larger paols of low-achieving students




available for services than would 'rhe porollel poverty-based procedures. ' In more
than half of these districts, the ochlevemen'r-bosed procedure would also select
larger pools of-poor students.

This advantage in large part accrues from the ability of the achievement-
based procedure to select more schools: than the parallel procedure based on

. poverty. waever', even if the numbers of selected schools are held constant for:

each method, ochievemen'r-bGSed eligibility often provides slightly larger pools of
low achievers, while pover'ry-bqsed ellglblll'ry always selects larger pools of poor

st uden'rs.

Under the second ‘alternative simulated, in which school ellglblll'ry wos deter-

~ mined by poverty ond’subse'rs of schools were then targeted by either poverty or

achievement ranks, there was little difference in the sizes of, the low-achievitig or

poor student pools. This was particularly true as the r‘mumber of 'rcnrge'red scheols

decreased; if very few schools are selected the schools,are the most disadvantaged
by el'rher criterion. .

Services.Received by Title | Students

’:Finolly, the actual. allocation procedures selected by the 13 districts were

' s'rudled for: 'rhelr effects on the quantity and quality of Title | services provided to

each Chl|d. . In 1976- 77 ‘the children in these districts spent on the average'some-

what Iess time in cornpenso'rory instruction than during the baseline year.

_However, some of that lost time was recouped in 1977-78." In general, the quality

of the compensatory instruction. remcuned stable across. all 3 years, with no change

in the proportion of that time spent with instructional specialists, and only slight
losses in 1977-78 in the proportion of that time spent in small instructional groups.
In:all 3 years, Title | children enjoyed a substantial advantage over non-Title |

children in their 'ro'rol language orts expermnce (compensatory plus regular) in

. terms of both m'rensnfy ond quality..

Generally, the demonstration districts were able to change to achievement-

based ,allocation witheut doing harm either to the general types of 4s'r_uden'rs.

'O



| origir'\dllly served orlf.o the nature of the Title | services. Proportions of poor
students in the served pOpqu'rion_decre,‘cljseed”,ory!';;. slightly, ‘while proportions of low
achievers increased to so‘r:pe-«ex'reh-'r-.j‘l Mdreover, progran expansion to more
students meant services to greater‘ absolute numbers of ‘poor, low-achieving, dnd
minority s'rrJden'rs. Fmolly, the districts maintained this expansion with no
substantial change in the |n're'1$|'ry or quality of the services received by Title |
students. P o ‘_ S

However, two 'rhlngs should be kept in mind in interpreting these generolly
positive results. F irst, dis.cts could have expanded services to an equal ex'ren'r in
the alglnol pover'ry-ellglble schools, as numbers of disadvantaged students enrolled
in those schools were prewously not served. Second the districts' obull'ry to .
maintain the integrity of °xpc1nded programs over a longer. time period is proble-
matic. While districts may have become more cost efficient in some ways, much of
the program exnansion“depended on increased allocations, which may not always
occur, ¢nd an increased rate of carryover usage, which is a self-limiting
phenomenon. '

INTRODUCTION

Demonstration projects were conducted in 13 school districts to determine .
the practical consequences of the choice between pover'ry or achievement measures
- for allocating Title | funds to schools. The districts received special approval from -
the Commissioner of Education to use unlque funds allocation procedures. This
opprovol and the projects themselves, were based on specific provisions of the -
Congressmnoi mandate for NIE'§ study. I The mandate permitted NIE to establish
waorking models of change’ in “the Title l funds. allocation process which Congress
considered durlng deliberations on the Education Amendments of 1974, ,
S

-’

!Sec1.cns d2|(o)\5) and 150 of Public lLaw 93- 380 WhICh authorize 'rhese sfudles,
‘are reproduced in Appendlx A.

o



Districts conducting demonstration projects changed from the official

poverty-based procedures for allocating their Title | funds, and used a number of

alternative criteria and procedures. As the pqr'ricipo'ring districts changed their
funds allocation procedures, their progress was monitored by NIE in order to
determine how the changes in the funds allocation process affected the actual
operation of the Title | program. NIE designed a 3-year study to investigate the

effects of the chonges The demons'rrcmon districts opero'red their Title | programs

using official olloco'r‘bn procedures in’ the first year (I975 76) to prowde baseline

data, and then opero'red under their new allocation procedures |n 'rhe next 2 yeors'

(1976- 77 and 1977- 78)

_ NlE's research had \_’rhree-bosic objectives: (1) to document the ways in which
the flow of Ti'rle'l“f(indél;l to schools and sfudents changed as d result of new funds

allocation procedures; (2) to determine the effects of changes in funds allocation on -

the characteristics of s'ruden'rs eligible for Title | services ond those actually
served; and (3) to de'rermme whether the quality ond intensity of services received

by Title | students was affected.

This is NIE's final report on the demonstration projects. An earlier repof"r2
presented the findings for the first year of implementation contrasted with the
baseline year. This repor'r 'summarizes those changes and focuseo on further

changes (or lack of chonge) in the flnol yeor of |mplemen'rc1'r|on -

This mfroduc'rory sec'rlon briefly describes the ac'ruol changes in funds olloca—

tion procedures chosen y the 13 districts (for further details see the earlier

report ) Descrlp'rlons of chonged procedures are accurate for both implementation

years, since no district altered their general approach between 1976-77 and 1977-

78.

2Demons'rrcmon S'rudleslof Funds Allocation Within Districts. Woshlng'ron, D. C
National Institute of E Uccmon, September I977

3ibid.
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District Selection .

of the districts' participation.

To initiate the demonstration projects, NIE invited all States and territories

to submit proposals for changes in the Title | fund§ allocation process from one or

two of their districts.” States’ and territories forwarded more than 20 district
proposals (the maximum specified by the study statute), and NIE sele¢ted 16 on the
basis of criteria such as relevance to the questions under consideration, the
districts' ability to manage and administer 'rHe new prbcedures; and geographical
rvepr‘esen'ro'ri.on. Consistent with the statute, only proposals that had the support of
local Parent Advisory Councils were considéfed. At the end of the planning year
(1975-76), three districts withdrew from the sfudy..‘ Thus® 13 _districts went on to

implement. the allocation changes.in1976-77-and-1977-78—————— — ——————

Dis'rr'ic_:'rs were offered"the opportunity to make two types of changes simul-

taneously. First, they could use new methods, including achievement criteria, to
determine eligibility for Title | resources. Second, they’ could change concen-

tration, i.e., increase or decrease the number of schools and/or students ser\)ed by

“Title I.  While NIE would support _some administrative costs of conducting the

demonstration in the districts, it was made clear that the size of the Title | grant

to the district--the program resources available--would not be increased by virtue

- The districts p‘dr'ricipd'ring in the demonstration study are not a statistically
random sample of the nation's local educationa agencies (LEAs). However, the

- demographic characteristics of the |3 districts are similar to the range of district

- characteristics described by NIE's National Survey of Compensatory Education.”

T

L‘Geogrophicollly, the demonstration districts are widely distributed and cover a

. wide range of sizes, with the exception of very small districts (enroliment below

4,359). They are generally similar to the 100'national survey districts in terms of
demographic variables including family structure, income levels, ‘educational

~ attainment, occupational structure, ethnic/language composition, mobility, and
. age distribution. The Title | programs offered by the participating districts

before the demonstration began were also similar to the average of the 100
‘national survey districts in that they tended to focus their Title | funds on basic
skills, especially language arts and reading. ’ ‘

T L
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It is important to em'phasize that these districts volunteered for the demon--
s'rrd'rion study; they «are not representative of all LEAs. NIE does: not have - -an
estimate of ‘how many other districts would have been interested in implementing
the offered alternatives. Hence, caution should be exercised in generaljzing from
the results of the demons'rrofrlon s'rudy.

Eligibility Changes

Under standard Title | regulations governlng school eligibility, only
‘o'r'rendcnce areas with a number or proportion of poor children above the dleI’le. ’
average are ellglble for Title | services. Within the schools, students are deemed "
eligible for services on the basis of educational need, regardless of family income.
All districts por'rlc1pc1'rlng in the NIE demonstration study chonged 'rhelr ellglblll'ry
criteria for schools or students or both.

School Eligibility. --Throughou'r this report, the districts are Qrouped_ in
general "accordance with the type of school eligibility option selected. Four
patterns of change emerged:

e Direct allocation. éix distriets elected to serve all low-achieving
 students (variously defined by different disfric’rs) regardless of the’
school they attended.- -Therefore the school was bypassed in
de'rermlnlng eligibility, and all schools w1'rh|n a given grode span. -
. were.ellglble for, and received, services. These districts were:
Adorﬁs County #12, Colorado; Harrison County, West Virginia;
Mesa, Arizona; Newport, Rhode Island; Rocine, Wisconsin; and

/ Santa Fe, New Mexico. * -

e  Ranking schools by achievement. Two districts ranked schools

solely on the basis of achievement, with all schools below dépeci-
~ fied cutoff level considered eligible for Title | services. As a.
" result, some schools that were served in the baseline year did not

. receive any services during implementation, while other schools



received services for the first fime during implementation. These
districts were: Charlotte, North Carolina (all elementary schools
with 35% or more of the students performing below the 30th
percenfile); and Winston—Solem, f\lor"rh Carolina (all elerrientory
schools with 40% or more of the students performmg below the
35th percentile).

° Ranking schools primarily by poverty. Three districts ranked

schools by achievement and/or poverty criteria. These districts
were: Boston, Massachusetts (all schools qualifying by. poverty
* were served; nonquoli'fying schools were ranked by achievement.
 and several were Ser\red based on '-t\h'e'ir achievement rank);
‘Houston, Texas (schools were ronked./ on achievement and a
number were served on that basis, but schools previously
qualifying by poverty were served); and Berkeley Coun'ry, West
- Virginia (schools were ranked exclusively by poverty).. '

. Making primarily intraschool changes. Two districts attempted to

serve all of their students in half of their schools. These districts

were: Alum Rock, Cohfomlo, and Yonkers, New York. (School _

ellglblll'ry in Yonkers continved to be based ‘on poverty; Alum’
- Rock ;erved all ,schools in the dlsfrlct.) / ' ' |

!

S'rudent Ehglblh'ry.--Durmg 'rhe baseline. year/ the demonstration. dls'rrlc'rs,

like o'rher districts in the country, used achievement criteria to judge students as
eligible to receive Title | services and generofl.y gave priority to the lowest
ochieving children. In the 2 implemen'roﬁon yearsy 10 of the districts continued to
follow the same general procedure, and 3 districts used new student eligibility
procedures. In Alum Rock and Yonkers, all or nearly all sfuden'rs in certain Title |
schools, rather than only the lowest achieving students, were ellglble.'ro receive
_services.' Newport redefined,"educd'rionol need" to include an estimate of the "
‘_s'rudenf's leorriing po'rerniol; _-s'rUdehfs_ with ‘the highes'r discrepancy between :
potential and "achievement (and with oohievemenf below the 50th percentile).

received services first.

18
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Concentration Changes -

. The .b.asic regulo'rion governing the distribution of,Ti'rile | resources states that |
districts should concentrate their funds to ensure that a project is of "sufficient
. size, scope, and quoll'ry" to meet the needs of the children to be served. All of the
demonstration districts served ,more schools in the second and third years, arid most
1_of 'rhem served more sfuden'rs. -
In some dls'rrlc'rs, the increase in 'rhe number of schools served was matched

by an increase in the number of s'ruden'rs recelvmg servnces, so that opproxlmo'rely

the same number of students per school were served. Unless funding was mcreosed

. this- should- have™ [owered per-popﬂ—expeﬁdﬁvres.-

schools attempted to- mcun'rcun the per-pupil expendl'rure Ievel by serving fewer

-
—

puplls in each school.

Research Des'igp
To determine the effects of the allocation chonges in the demonstration
'dls'rrlc'rs, a sample of schools: and students was selected in each dls'rrlc'r Somple
schools included four general types: (1)-those recewmg Title | services in all 3
years; (2) those receiving services durmg both lmplemen'rcmon years, but not durlng '
~ the baseline year; (3) those receiving services only during the baseline yeor, and (4)

R

those never recelvmg services.

O'rher dls'rrlc'rs serving moré

Within these schools, all students in grades 3 and & were used for the charac= »

| teristics data, and two students (one Title | and one non-Title I, where available) in
‘eocH 3d- and 4th-grade class were used for data on services; these data were
collected from the teachers. Other information on general district and program

characteristics were collected from district administrators and school principals.

The major ques'rlon oddressed by the analysis was whether the characteristics .
of Title I students or the servnces received by them chonged over the 3 years of the

study. Direct comparison of ‘Title | students in “each d;,sfrlc'r across years was



o

- supplemented b é_l comquison on non-Title | students over the same yéars. This )
second contrast was used to determine whe'rHer the differences observed among ‘the -
Title | children o\Ver time were due to the demons'rro'rfon, or whether fhey were °
. changes that occurred for the district as a whole.5 . o

“The. remainder of this report-is divided into five sections. The first section

. discusses the actual concentration'.changes--changes in number of schools and

students served, and changes in expenditures. The second describes the changes in
characteristics of students served by Title I. The third discusses the resulting

changes in',the districts'. cerroge of their’ disadvon’roged._s'rudéh'ri. The fourth

~ section, using district-supplied school-level poverty and’ achievement data,

" simulates the effects of alternate qlloca'rtfon procedures other than.those actually

implemented by the dis'rric'rs.6 The last section covers: the changes in the quantity-

" and quality of services received by Title | children in the demonstration districts.

EXPANSION OF PROGRAMS IN THE DEMONSTRATION DISTRICTS

. During implémentation, the demonstration districts generally elected to serve
more schools and more students than during the baseline year. This section

discusses the specific chdnge_s in numbers of schools'and students served, ‘and the

" program, since most of the districts changed their procedures-at that level only.

5ln their own”i'epor'rs on the demon§tration sfudy, Abt Associates, Inc., uses a

_ more conservative test of interaction. : Also, differences between NIE and-Abt

reports.in _table figures are due to different rounding conventions. For further
detail on the research design, sampling strategy, and method of analysis, see Abt
Associates, Inc., Technical Reports, especially J. Vanecko, F. Archambault, and -
N. Ames, Research on Demonstration ESEA Title |- Compensatory Education

Projects: Implementation Designs and Research Plan, Volumes I and iy October
1977. .

6Whilé the other sections update the earlier (1977) report by bresen'ri'ng results of R

the final implementation year, ‘this section presents data on -a topic not covered
previously. : o o o E .
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. changes in Title'| expenditures. The focus is primorily'qn the elementary school
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. Expansion of Schools and Students ' o . i
~ . - ’

Table | presents’percent changes in the actual number of public elementary

schools served by Title | across years; for example, Adams County served three

schools during baseline and. expanded to 16 during implemen'rotién, for an increase

of 433%.’

~ than during baseline. This was a natural concomitant of the allocation criterion in

In each implementation year, all but one district served more schools

the direct allocation districts, and to some extent in the achievement-ranking

_districts; it was a matter of choice in the others. The changes between the 2~

‘implementation years are minor and are not demonstration'related, with the excep-
‘tion of Charlotte. . When Charlotte first ranked schools by their achievement

criterion (a school was deemed eligible if 35% of students were performing below

the 30th percentile), 57 schools were eligible for 1976-77, as cpposed to 49 schools -

" eligible by poverty in 1975-76. ‘Reranking by the same criterion for I977#78
resulted in only 37 eligible schools. Had the derﬁons'rro'rion extended to 1978-79,
the same achievement criterion would have qualified only 18 schools. It is not
. clear whether this diminishing eligibility of schools was an artifact of the
por'ricu'_lor ochiévemén'r_cri'rerion used8“ or whether this is in fact an example of
Titie | services being effective én_ough to make a school iheligib!e by educatinanal
need. ' ‘

| Table 2 shows the comparable percent changes in number of elementary
students served by Title | across yeors.9A -_Oi(eroll,‘ the districts increased the

numbers served by about 71% over baseline in each implementation year. However,

7Tob{e B-1'in Appendix B sHows, for each year, the number of elementary schools
in the district, the number served by Title I, and the percentage served by Title I.
8This is discussed furfrherI in "Simulated Eligibiii'ry and Targeting Options," which |
presents simulated results of other achievement-based school selection
procedures. ‘ '

79N0r'nbErs-of elemen'rciry s'r_uden'rs served in each year are presented in Tob'leAB-Z,
Appendix B. o “ '



TABLE 1 S

PROPORTIONAL CHANGES IN THE NUMBER OF PUBLIC ELEMENTARY
SCHOOLS SERVED BY TITLE I

Percent Change Percent Change

1976-77 vs 1975-76 1977-78 vs 1975-76 Change in Change
" (2-1) “(3-1) (3-2) = (3-1)-(2-1)

Districts that se~ve low-achieving
B students in all elementary schools

Adams County #12 433 T 433 . 0
Harrison County 20 12 -6*
Mesa 79 R 86 7+
Newport 200 200 0,
Racine . 106 106 0

Santa Fe . . 45 . 45 « < .0
Districts-that rank schools by » '
achievement and serve fewer than
all elementaries

Charlotte - ' 16 T Loa g0

Winston-Salem 85 . 77 -8*

Districts that rank schools primarily

by poverty

"Berkeley-County N 10 . 10 . 0
Boston ’ DT 14 9 -5%
Houston - ) 7 6 = ~1*

Districts making primarily intra-
school changes

Alum Rack T 100 , 100 : 0
Yonkers - . . 0 11 : 11+

Average : 86 . 82 o -4

*School openings or closings, not reléted to demonstration.
**Change due to demonstration-related rerankingt ’

ERIC : '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE 2

PROPORTIONAL CHANGES IN THE NUMBER .OF PUBLIC ELEMENTARY
STUDENTS SERVED BY TITLE I

_ Percent Change Percent Change
1976-77 vs 1975-76 1977-78 vs 1975-76 Change in Change
(2-1) 3-1) {3-2) = (3-1)-(2-1)
Districts that serve low-achieving ’
students in all elementary schools )
Adams County #12 240 234 -6
Harrison County 29 .25 -4
Mesa - .29 : 52 23
Newport . : 154 : 146 : -8
Racine ’ 104 : 94 . . . 7-10
Santa Fe .- T . 56 _ ’ 64 . 8
Districts that rank schools by
achievement and serve fewer than.
“all elementaries
Charlotte -8 , -6 2
Winston-Salem - 83 83 0
Districts that rank schools primarily
by poverty
Berkeley County ' 76 68 -8
Boston .~ 4 -7 -11
Houston . . -9 5 14
Districts making primarily intra-
school changes ]
Alum Rock 141 133 -8
Yonkers ’ 20 S 27 i 7
Average - ) - - 71 n ' 0

23~



/ i :
'rhe chonges across dls'rrlc'rs within ¢ o single lmplemen'rcmon yeor are quite vorloble.
: Generolly, the direct allocation districts showed Iorger increases, due in part to the
propor tionally greater numker of schools to be served. The changes in number of
students served between the 2 lmplemen'ro'non years were generally stable, wnhw'
- only four districts showmg changes of 10% or more.

,Suppor"r of Progrom Expansion _ ' -

Final cost and expendl'rure data are not yet ovculoble for school year 1977-78,
the second implementation year. However, prel:mlnory estimates sugges'r that
these districts sustained program delivery to exponded numbers of students in this
year through the same mechonlsms used in the first implementation year. The u
details of those chonges in costs and expenditures were reported to Congress in
Februory I978IO and are summarized here.

Program expansion at the elementary school level in the first implementation
year was supported 'rhrough five general approaches. The first three involve actual

increases in Tl'rle I funds per se ovolloble for elementary programs. These were:

K Increases in Title | ollocof'ions to districts. ~While the demonstra-~

tion itself did not create new funding, 11 of the 13 Tl'rle I districts
had larger. olloco'rlons |n I976 77 than in 1975-76 (a result of
changes in pover'ry coun'rs, redistribution, and/or the increased
oppropfiofion). The average increase in these districts in 1976-77

© was 5%, the bulk of which was spent on the elementary programs.
n 1977-78, Title | allocations in these dls'rrlc'rs were ‘18% higher
than in the baseline year, extra money that ogoln was -available
for the elementary programs.

IOSee J. S. Huseby, R. Ames, N. Ames, ond J. J. Vonecko, Working Poper. Analysis

- of Resources Used to Increase Title | Elemen'rory Instructional Services Under

the Title | Funds Alloco'rlon Demons'rrcmon, Abt Assocno'res Inc., February 17,
‘978 .

K



e Changes in carryover usage. In 1976-77, these districts generally

increased the rate at which they spent funds carried over from the

previous year. Thus, the rate of depletion of carryover was

greater in 1976-77 than in the baseline year. However, districts

generally planned to have sufficient cdrryover into 1977-78 'rho'[

i : the original program expansion would not be jeop‘o‘rdize'd fn the
' ~ -second implementation year. ‘

w

° Organizational changes within the Title | program. Many districts

made additional funds available to the elefhentary instructiondl
.program by decreasing or eliminating noninstructional elements
-and/or  norelementary instructional - services (preschool or

secondary). These districts continued the prxo‘c'rice into the second
implementation year.

~ These three factors increased the number of Title | dollars available to the

elementary instructional program, and together they accounted for approximately

half of ‘the increase.in elementary instructional services. While it is difficult to

ascribe exact dollar figures, two other factors seem to account for the balance of
the increase:

‘o, Increased use of non-Title | resources. Use of resources ('réocher‘s,
labs, equipment, e’rc.) provided byio'rher Federal, state, or local
pro'groms,,con'rribu'red directly to T?fle;"l/ elemen'rory expansion in
only three districts in 1976-77 and four in 1977-78. However, the

.availability of. these other program resources had an indirect
effect in other districts. For example, 'rhé ovdilobilifry of ESAA
Vfundsici'r the secondary level in Charlotte allowed the district to
confine its Title | 'progrom to the elementary level..

° Changes in prclgrom delivery .characteristics. Some districts

utilized staff more fully by incfeosing the proportion of teachers'

direct instructipnal time or by increasing the number of class

)
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periods or the pupll/s'roff ratio. Although 'rhese changes were too
small to mo'renolly affect the quality of services receijved by
- ‘ individual chnldren, when mulhplled across a district they
.apparently enabled some dls'rrlc'rs to serve subs‘ronﬂolly more

children. . \ \\

|
Again, preliminary figufes from 1977-78 seem to show these \some factors in
operatior i'n the second implemen'ro'rion year. "However, it is not iknown whether -
districts could continue to support program expansion indefinitely 'rhrough these
‘means. For exomple, it is highly probable that carryover .into school yeqr 1978-79

is well below carryover into the 2 implementation years.I |

CHANGES IN THE CHARACTERISTICS OF TITLE | STUDENTS

I3

Changes in the ehglblh'ry criteria and in 'rhe number of schools and students
served could be expected to alter the characteristics of the served students.
Therefore, NIE examined the chonges in the proportions of students served by
Title | who were low achlevmg, poor, or from minority groups.I2 Changes among
the non-Title ! students were measured as well, to assure that chonges among the
“Title | students were related to the demonstration and were not chcmges occurring
¢in the district as a whole.. To do so, information on student, characteristics was
collected from the homeroont teachers for every student in grades 3 and 4 in 'rhe '
sample schools. The characteristics were defmed as follows:

AN

X A

l IF'mcll cost flgures for I977—78, including carryover into |976-79, will be a\ 1ilable
from Abt Associates, Inc., in December 1978. .

I2Essen‘rlcllly, this analysis deals with. changes within the Title l-servéd r:. ‘ation.
- The proportions are thus u ratio of the number of children witk a given Jisadvan-«
. tage who are served by Title | to all children served by Title I. :

y
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° Pércent low_dchieving:  Proportion of Title | students whose
i3

reading achievement was | year or more below grade level.

w

° Percent poor: Probarﬁon of Title | stydents who received free or

reduced-price lunch. ’

-

. Percent minority: Propor'rion of Title | students who were black,

Spanish American, Asian or 'Pacific Islander, and American Indian

or Alaskon Ncmve

In September 1977, NIE reported on the changes in characteristics in the first

1% Generally,

|mplemen'ra'r|on year (1976-77) measured against the baseline year.
slight decreoses in the proporticns of poor children, slight but variable decreases in
proportrcﬁs .of munoru'ry children, “and slugh'r increases in proportions ‘of low
achievers in ‘the Title | population were founo These shifts appeared reasonable in
light of the eligibility and concen'rrcmon chonges made by districts. Specifically, as
districts shifted from pov/erl'r;' criteria-to ochlevemen'r criteria for school selec'rlon,
and as they served more schools, 'rhey moved to-a clus'rer of schools in which fewer .
poor children were enrolled. Low achievers, on the other hand, were more evenly

~ distributed among the districts' schools. 15 Additionally, where the propor‘nons of .

~ low achievers increased, it was often olso true that fewer s'ruden'rs per school were
| _ served during the demons'rrcmon than prev'ously This moy have enhonced 'rhese
dls'rrlcts ability to select primarily low-achieving s'ruden'rs for services.

£

I3Th|s s'rondord definition was imposed _for purposes of comporoblll'ry across
districts. The actua! cutoffs used by these districts to select children for
" services range from the |8th ic the 50th percentile.

IL‘Demons'rrcmon Studies of Funds Allocation Within Districts. Woshlngfon, D C.
National Institute of Education, September 1977.

lSSee Table B-6, Appendix B.



" The changes in characterlstlcs durlng lmplementatlon ‘are presented below.
The major focus is on the districts' ability to mamtaln or replicate observed first-
year changes in' the second lrnplementatlon year. 16 . -

)Poor Children

":._‘S.

Table 3 presents the changes in pr0port|on of Title | students who received
free or reduced-price lunch l In each implementation year, six districts show’
srgnlflcant decreases from baseline in ‘the proportion of poor among the served
populatlon, five of the six show decreases in both years. The figures in column 3

i show in addition. that there wias generally no sngnlflcant change between the 2
impiementation years. Only one district has made a Slg‘llflCan decrease across, the
:3wo implementation years. THRus, the eligibility changes made by the districts

resuited in lower proportions of poor students in the Title | population in both
implementation years.

Minority Children
Table 4'8 demonstrates that the proportion of mlnorlty students in the Title |
group is again variable in the second implementation year, with decreases. prlmarlly. :
in the same districts as during the first implementation year. As seen in column 3,
only one district has made a srgmflcant change across the 2 implementation years
-in the proportion of minority students served. Thus, changes in minority propor-
tions, like changes in poverty proportrons, are very, consrstent across the 2

. implementation years. . ) R
“ ‘:‘ -j‘;l- o

le OThis contrast, done by subtractlng the values from 1976-77 from those for 1977~
78 (year 3 - year 2), is identical to subtracting.baseline from each implementa-
tion year and then subtractlng the first difference from the sec.ond 3-2=(3-
1)~ (2~ 1). Thus it is a measure of change in change.

12 P. oportions from which the change figures are derived are presented in Table B-

.2, Appendix B.

ISProportlons from whlch change flgures were derived are shown ln Table B-4,
Appendix B.
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o TABLE 3
. CHANGES IN PERCENT OF TITLE I STUGENTS -

WHO RECEIVE FREE OR' REDUCED-PRICE LUNCHES - o

- Change in .Percent Change in Percent .
1976-77 vs.1975-76 1977-78 vs 1975-76 ~ Change in Change

(2-1) - (3-1) (3-2) = (3-1)-(2-1) .

Districts that serve .
low-achieving students : . )
in all elementary schools : ' '

Adams County #12 23 5 ' -2

harrison County . A -g* : 1
Mesa . S ki -11* _ 2
Newport ~15 -20* - -5
" Racine : -2 -7 -5
Santa Fe o =11+ -16* -5

Districts that rank
schools by achievement
and serve fewer than all

- elenfentaries
Charlotte ~12% -10* ’ 2

Winston-Salem A ‘ 1 . -6*

Districts that rank
schools primarily by

poverty )
Berkeley County - 0 _ Lo Y
Boston ) . 1 ‘ Sx* 4%
Houston~ . B 2 o3 o 1

. | A
Districts making
3 o primarily intraschool

. changes
Alum Rock : -1+ . SAE ‘ -1 :
Yonkers A -13% . =2 11%* i

Average : -6 -6 0

.05, " - -
.05, but accompanied by change in the non-Title I group.

- *Significant at P
**Significant at P

HAUA
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) TABLE 4 o

CHANGES IN PERCENT OF TITLE I.STUDENTS-
WHO ARE MINORITY GROUP MEMBERS -

Change in Percent Change 1in Pergent
1976-77 vs 1975-76 1977-78 vs 1975-76 Change in Change -
{2-1) (3-1) | C(3-2) = (3-1)-(2-1)

Districts that - ' : '

serve low-achieving

students in all ‘

elementary schools '

. : ) N o
Adams County #12 : 7 8 1
Harrison County -2 : o =2 -0
Mesa- - -5 ‘ -1 4
Newport 3 . . 1 -2
Racine 0 1 1
Santa Fe - -4 -7 -3

Districts that rank ' .

schools by achieve-

ment and serve fewer

than ali elementaries s ;

Charlotte -7* YA 0
N . Winston-Salem . . B* 5* -3
* Districts that rank

schools primarily

by- poverty '

' Berkeley County -3 . ) -7* T 4%
Boston : 0 -1 -1
Houston - . : -1 ) -1 0

Districts making

primarily intra-

school changes
Alum’ Rock : ) R ekl ~Baw 1
Yonkers . : -19* © -19* 0

0

< Average -3 -3

4 ©  *Significant at P ¢ .05.

**Significant at P

UAUA
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Low-Achieving Children

As seen in"the final column of Table 25 ' there have been a number of signif-
icant changes between the 2 imp'lemen'ro'ridn years in proportions of low oéhievers
in the Title I-sgwéd group. The general trend is toward a smaller proportion of
such low achievers in 1977-78 'rHon in ~I.976-7"7, although still slightly above base-

line. However, there is wide variability across districts in the observed changes.

Two' of 1he direct allocation districts have made sngnlflcon'r increases in low -
'ochlevers over the.first lmplemen'rcmon year (one overcoming an initial decrease),

" and one district has maintained its initial significant increase. However, three

districts that attained significant increases in the first implementation year were

unable to maintain them in the second vear, and one district shows a significant -

new decrease.

In general, the second year of implementation demonstrates that the percent
of low achievers in the Title | population is more variable and less predictable from
school selection cri'rerid than are the proportions of poor ork'minori'ry s'r.uden'rs.20 It
is possible that this greater variability is o'r'rributoblé .to the opero'ribh of
educational need at two levels i'n these districts--for school selecfion and for
student selection. The percent of Iow ochlevers in the Title | population is a direct
‘, result of bo_th of 'r_.hese processes. In contrast; the percent of poor or of mlnorl'ry
students should depend only on school selection, since individual children are not
selected for services based on family income or minority status. Since the districts
did not alter the schools served in the second implementation year, but continued
to serve a cluster of schools that generally had proportionally fewer poor enrolled
than did the baseline schools',2I it is logical that the proportion of Title | students

I9Propor'r|ons from which chonge flgures were derived. are giver in Table B-5,
Appendix B.

20Correlcl'rlons between the two change measures (each implementation year minus
baseline) for each characteristic are as follows- poverty, r o= .80; minority, I 5=
.95; low achievers, r ra=.72.

2 !See Table B-6, Appendlx B.

3l

3



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE §

CHANGES IN PERCENT OF TITLE I STUDENTS
WHO READ 1 YEAR OR MORE BELOW GRADE -LEVEL

Change in Percent - Change in Percent )
1976-77 vs.1975-76 1977-78 vs 1975-7 Change in Change
(2-1) - (3-1) 3-2) = (3-1)-(2-1) .

Districts that serve .

low-achieving " . : <
students in all :

elementary schools

Adams County #12 40 YO 17%

Harrison County : 1 ‘ -10%* - el
Mesa . 18+ 22+ 0

Newport 13 23* ' 10*
Racine -2 -13* ' ~11%

Santa Fe E I i -1 - ~grx

Districts that rank
schools by achieve-

“ment and serve fewer

than all elementaries

Charlotte . 4w 5% -1
‘Ninston-Salem 16* 14> -2

Districts that rank
schools primarily

by poverty )

. Berkeley County =12%* : -14* ‘ -2
-Boston -1 . . -0 1
Houston : 0 -1 -1

Dfstricts mak ing
primarily intra-

school changes f
Alum Rock ' 5 0 -5
Yonkers - 11* 1 ~10**
Average 4 ' 2 Co-2

*Significant at P ¢ _05. : -
**Significant at p < .05, but accompanied by change in the non-Title I group.

[ONN
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o
who are poor would remain both consistent and lower in the secql‘ld implementation
"year. The 'same logic would explain the relative stability in'_ 'rhe:bropqr'ribn of

minority students, since individual children are selected because of educational
need, not minority status.

COVERAGE OF THE DISADV‘_ANTAGED_
The previous discussion dealt with chdnges in' the characteristics of the
N X -
children served by Title l--changes in the percent of those children within the

Title l-served population who are low achievers, poor, or minority. The presen"r~

discussion deals with changes in the districts' coverage of their disadvantaged--.
changes in the percent of the district's low-achieving, poor, or minority students

: . . . 22
who receive Title | services.™

A district's ability to inc_:reose the coverage of its disadvantaged students
depends on threé factors: the number of such students-available for services, the
number of students actually served, and the district's ability to target only the

. disodVon'ro_ged.'-

. As noted above in "Expansion of Programs in the Demonstration Dis'rricfs,"”
under the demonstration all districts expanded to more schools, which greatly
increased the proportion of the disadvantaged who were in Title | schools and
therefore available for services (see Tables B-7, B-8, and B-9, Appendix B). With
the exception of Charlotte, there was essentially no change in the schools served
between the first and second implementatiori 'vears. Thus, the available pool of

eligible students remained high in the second year.

227pe proportions in this analysis are a ratio of the number of children with a given
disadvantage served by Title | to the number of all su-h children in.the district.

The estimates are appropriately weighted by school sampling ratios and by’
degree of nonresponse. ‘

ol
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The discussion of expansion of programs (see above) also noted that the
number of students actually served increased by 71% over baseline m each
lmplemen'rcmon year. However, there was iindividual district variation across

years, with some dls'rrlc'rs serving. fewer students in the second yeor and some

servmg more.

Finally, in the precedlng section it was noted that the districts' oblllty to
target low achlevmg students had dlmmlshed slightly in the second |mplemen'rcmon
year.

Given no change ‘in the pools of eligible students and only sllgh'r decreases in
targeting accuracy, we would expect coverage of the disadvantaged to be slightly
less during the second implementation yeor primarily in those dlstrlc'rs serving

fewer students in that year.

Tables 6, 7, and.8 show results. of changes in coverage for each type. of dis-

‘ cldvcm'rclge.23 Overall, coverage of low-achieving, poor, and minority students is

slightly lower in the second implementation year than in the first, although still -

“above baseline.: The changes in coverage can be compared on a site-by-site basis

with changes in numbers of children served in the second implementation year
(column 3, Table 2). Generally, the decreases ln coverage in any -given district are
consistent with a decrease between the years in number of students served by the
dls'rrlc'r '

In generol these districts continued to'serve subston'rlolly larger proportions

- of their’ disadvantaged than 'rhey did before the demons1‘rcmon. However, as no'red

in the previous report, many of the districts could have made equal increases in the

_numbers of disadvantaged served by simply serving more students, and targeting

more efficiently, in the driginol baseline schools. *Comparison of the number of

l"

23Percen'rs from. which changes were compu'red are shown in Tables B-10, B-11, and
B-12, Appendix B.
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» TABLE 6
CHANGES IN PERCENT OF DISTRICTS' LOW-ACHIEVING*

- - CHILDREN COVERED BY TITLE I
) Change in Percent: Change in Pércent
C . . R . 1976-77 vs 1975-76 1977-78 vs 1975-76 Change .in Change

(2-1) -z (3-1) (3-2) = (3-1)-(2-1)

Districts that serve
low-achieving
students in all

. elementary schools

Adams County #12 : 22 : . 2-

0
Harrison County : 16 18 2
Mesa 9 o 9 . 0
Newport ) 24 22 -2
Racine : 30 26 -4
Santa Fe .15 ) 26 9
Districts that rank
schools by achieve-
ment and serve fewer
than aAll elementaries
Charlotte ' 10,. 3 -7
Winston-Salem 12 .5 -7
Districts that rank
schools primarily
by poverty
Berkeley County : : 19 a4 ' -15
. Boston. 12 . -1 -13
o Houston : -1 " 5 6
Districts making
primarily intra-
school ‘changes
Alum Rock © 72 : 0 -2
Yonkers =7 -3 4
Average : 18 16- -2

*Reading 1 year or more below grade level.
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TABLE 7

CHANGES IN PERCENT OF -DISTRICTS' POOR*
CHILDREN COVERED BY TITLE I

Change in Percent "Change in Percent

1976-77 vs 1975-76 1977-78 vs 1975-76 -. Change in Change .
(2-1) (3-1) (3-2) = (3-1)-(2-1)
Districts that serve . '
low-achieving '
students in all
elementary schools
: Adams: County #12 ) 1 9 - -2
- - Harrison County o 6 11 i 5
: Mesa -8 -4 4
" Newport . . 7 6 -1
Racine : 17 12 -5
Santa Fe 6 12 6
Districts that rank
schools by achieve- .
ment and serve fewer
than all elementaries
Charlotte 5 0 -5
Winston-Salem 8 3 -5
S Districts that rank
schools primarily
by poverty
Berkeley Codnty 16 . 9 Y
Boston 9 1 -8
‘Houston ° -2 _ 1 -3
Distficts’making
primarily intra-
school changes.
Alum Rock . 67 ' 58 -9
Yonkers -3 . -8 -5
Average 10 : 8 -2
*Free or reduced-price lunch recipients.
0 -
A
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TABLE 8 -

CHANGES IN PERCENT OF DISTRICTS' MINORITY
CHILDREN COVERED BY TITLE I

Change in Percent - Change in Percent
1976-77 vs 1975-76 1977-78 vs 1975-76 Change. in Change -
(2-1) (3-1) (3-2) = (3-1)-(2-1)
Districts that serve ' '
low-achieving
students in all
elementary schools
° Adanis*County #12 13 : 12 -1
Harrison County - 5 Y -7
Mesa . -6 -3 : 3
Newport 12 8 ° -4
Racine - 17 16 -1
Santa Fe 6 ) 9 3.
Districts that rank -
schools by achieve-
ment and serve fewer
than all elementaries
Charlotte 7 1 -6
Winston-Salem : 8 3 -5
Districts that rank
schools primarily
by poverty
B Berkeley County - 13 -8 -21
Boston ° 8 3 -5
Houston : _ 0 4 4
Districts making
primarily intra-
school changes : )
Alum Rock | 67 '59 S
Yonkers : -7 - - =15 ) -8
Average 11 7 -4
S
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dlsadvon'raged ovolloble in the orlglnol pools (column [ of Tables B-7, B- 8, and B-9
Appendlx B) with the proportions served in 'rhe first year (column | of Tables B-lO
B-11, and B-12, Appendix B) demonstrates 'rho'r in mony cases there were numbers .
of the disadvantaged left unserved in those orlgmol schools equal to or greater 'rhon ‘
the increase achieved by expanding to new schools (columns 2 and 3 of Tables B-10, l‘..
B-11, and B-12, Appendlx B). , A\

SIMULATED ELlGlBlLlTY AND TARGETING OPTION§
".\ . . \\ o
‘ Because * 'rhe demonstration districts ol'rered 'rhe number of schools and
students served while changing school ellglblll'ry rules, it is often difficult to.
distinguish the relative effects of the two types ‘of changes. Moreover, while the
districts. selected an imaginative array of school ellglblll'ry options, no district
selected one ‘tho'r completely parallels the standard poverty procedure, that js,
eligibility of all schools with cencentrations of low-achievers greater than 'rhe
district average. Thus, whether ochlevemen'r-bosed ellglblll'ry or targeting of '

schools conveys ony advantages over pover'ry-bosed procedures has not ye'r been_
comple'rely answered. ’ . L o ”

Therefore the analyses of actual outcomes p;esehfed in the two preceding
sections have . been supplemented with analyses of\SImulofed eligibility ‘and.
targeting procedures. These simulations examine the results of el'rher poverfy or

~ achievement allocation only as they affect the available pools of eligible students—
the proportions of the districts' poor or low~achieving studen'rs who WOUld be- in
Title | schools and available for services. No attempt was mode to go beyond that
step to simulate alternative student seléction options. In general, there has been
no Congressnonol interest. in- altering current student selection rules-selec'rlon
based on low ochlevemen'r with "those most in -need- receiving first prlorl'ry. '
-Moreover, it is dlfflCUH’ to hypo'rheslze the actual selection rate (number of
students) that districts mlgh'r use, or the degree of accuracy in student targeting
they might be able to achieve. Thus, the simulations simply - demonstrate the
.~ proportions of the districts' low-achieving or poor students who would be avaiiable
for services--the size of the eligible pool.
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The simulations were based on data p}ov_ided by the districts, using their own
“ definitions ¢ poverty and low achievenent.?®  Thesé data consisted of both
numbers ‘and percents of poor and low-achieving students for each elementary
school in the district. The numbers and percents were used both to determine the
ranks of..the schools and to estimate the cumulative: percent of poor or low-'
ochievihg students in these schools up to any specified cutoff. Most of the analyses
are based on d.o'r_o for the 1976-77 school year; school-levet achievement data were
not available for 1975-76. Simulations were done on data from [ disfricts, since:

comparable figures were not available for Newport and Boston.

* An almost unlimited set of simulations could have be.én éorhpu'red, based on
“the pbssible combinations of scheol eligibility and/or targeting by poverty and/or
achievement. The following discussion presents only a limited set bdsed on issues
wf;ic?h have arisen in Congressional deliberq'rions.

The first 'set of simulations contrasts school eligibility by poverty versus by
achievement, with the schools ranked by percent of poor or low-achieving students.

 In this set, two 'rorge"ring constraints are contrasted:

e  All schools above the district average percent poor -or average
» percent low achieving are eligible and will be targeted. Thus the

number of schpols selected by achievement may vary from that

selected by poverty.

® The number of eligible schools selected by achievement must

equal the number selected by poverty. The limiting number for

.

The consistent estimates (free lunch and | year below grade level) used to this
point were collected only in samplé schools; these simulations required school-
by-school information for every school. While the estimates of pools of disad-
vantaged are thus not comnarable across districts, the comparisons of the effects
of poverty vs achievement ranking are made within districts and are based on the
data that the districts themselves would have available to make eligibility or
targeting decisions.
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each criterion is set af the number of schools. served in the
baseline year by each district.

_ The second set of simulations discussed below establishes the eligible schools
as those above the district average percent poverty and contrasts achievement with
poverty as a method of targeting schools within that eligible set. This is an option
dnscussed in deliberations of H.R. |5 earlier this year. .

* School Eligibility, Percent Poor vs Percent Low Achieving

All Schools Eligible Above District Averoge.—As noted earlier, no demon-
stration district elected to try an allocation model whereby ail schools wn'rh a

greater percent (or number) of low=~achieving chrl?ren than the district average
25

" percent (or number) would be eligible. Such an option wou!d appear to be the
_most ci'ccu;qte parolle_i of the procedures currently allowed under poverty-based
eligibili'ry; one could also predicf that this procedure would be the most likely to
appear in any regulation written to codify achievement-based eligibility. For these
reasons, and because of lack of actual experlence with this op'non in the districts,
it was selected as the first simulation. Analyses were done for number of low
achievers (or poor) per school as wel! as for percent. Only shose based on percent
are presented here, as this was the procedure most used by these districts in the
baseline year. The results for the analysis using number closely parallel 'rhose for
'rhe analysis using percent. ’ ' '

Table 9 demonstrates the effects of selecting all schools with a percent of
low achievers equal fo or higher than the district" average, contrasted with
selecting all schools with a percent of poor equal to or higher than the district

. 25Hous'ron's original plans incorporated this option, but administrators found their

resources toc limited to serve all additional eligible schools. They elected to
serve a smaller number of newly eligible schools and to "hold harmless" oll
schools previously served under poverty.

)
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qverclge.26 Columns 2 and 3 show the r'imber of schools selected by each option.
In 9 of |l cases, achievement eligibility selects more schools than does poverty
eligibility, despite the use of different uchiévement and poverty indicators and
cutoffs across these districis. If districts wished to maximize the number of eli-
gible schools, it would be to their advantage to use an achievement rather than a
poverty criterion. ' i |

' Columns 4 and 5 show the percent of -the disiricts' t »w achievers who dre

enrolled in the schools selected by each criterion. Inall 11 districts, the eligible

- pool--the percent of the low achievers available for services--is larger under

achievement eligibility than under poverty eligibility. While the differences are
not always large, in five' districts they exceed 10%, and in two of these districts
they are at least 20%. Thus, if districts were to serve all of their eligible schools,
rather than 'rorge'ring some fewer number,27 they would maximize the available

pool of low achieving students by achievement-based, rather than poverty-based,
school eligibility. ‘

Moreover, in 7 of these |1 districts, achievement-based eiigibility provides a
larger available pool of poor students than does poverty-based eligibility (columns 6
and 7). Thus, in some selected districts the opportunity- to serve poor children

would be enhanced by a shift from p'overf.y,_"ro achievement as the school eligibility
criterion. " }

The immediate question raised by these. resulis is whether all of the

advantage accruing to achievement-based eligibility resides in its selection of more *

schools, and thus larger pools overall. Two further analyses help to Vclorify this.

2t’Distfric'rs are grouped 'occording to the allocation option selected for the demon-
stration. However, it should .= remembered that their actual allocation strategy
is irrelevant for these analyses. '

27NIE's national survey determined that 81.4% of Title | school districts do in fact
-target all of their eligible schools. See Evaluating Compensatory Education.
Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Education, December 30, 1976.




o X TABLE 9

SIMULATED EFFECTS OF SELECTING ALL ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS AT OR
. ABOVE DISTRICT AVERAGE PERCENT LOW ACHIEVERS CR
: DISTRICT AVERAGE PERCENT POOR*

S Percent of District Percent of District.
|

: No. of Schools Low Achievers Attending Poor Attending
No. of Schools, Salected by: Schools Selected oy: Schools Selected by:
! in District - Achfevement Poverty Achievement Poverty Achievement Poverty
. (1) (2) . (3 (4) () (6) 7)
Districts that serve
low-achieving . .
‘'students in ail 5
elementary schools '
Adoms County #12 16 . .10 8 77 55 72 77
Harrisen County 29 14 14 48 46 48 58
Mésa 25 10 . 9 50 45, 62 . 58
‘Racine - 28 15 10 55 - {241 49 a7
Santa Fe ) 16 8 7 57 55 59 .72
Districﬁs that rank
schools by acnicve-
ment and serve fewer
‘than all elementaries
" Charlotte 75 37 39 61 49 54 59
Winston-Salem : 24 .13 11 72 . 87 ' 73 63
Districts that rank Qgﬁbols , . °.
primarily by poverty * . . ‘
Berkeley County . 13 7 ;5 50 3 . 65 54
Houston . o 163 . 85 74 78 70 85 83
Districts making primarily . : .
intraschool change _ ' : C
. * 1 . .
Alum Roc : . 18 10 8 56 43 -6l 58
Yonkers . 25 10 9

i - 69 ! 88 84

*Poverty ahd low achievement based on iﬁdividual district definitions.

'
.
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First, it ‘can be determined whether 1he schools selected by ochievemen'r\in
the anclysis above are simply the same schools selected byl poverty, plus a few\
others. We no*e first from Table 9 that poverty, across districts, selects approx-
imately 86% as many schools as does ochlevement- therefore there should be-about

an 86% overlap between the actual schools selected by eoch method if essenholly

" the same schools are being selectéd by each method (with some extra schools

selected by ochievemen'r) However, the actual overlap, across d?s'rric'rs,'overuges

- 74%. Thus, while the pools of students selected by the two criteria are Iorgely

from the sanie schools, there are obviously sonie schools (and thus some students) -

'Qllgrble by one criterion but not by tha other. -

The second approach to dutermining whether all benefits of achievement-
based eligibility tie in selection of gre~ter numbers of schools is 'ro hold cciistant
the number of schools seIec'red by each criterion.

P

Fixed Number of .Schooly's EIigibIe.--Wi'rh“'rh.e schocls ranked sepaiately by

poverty.and L/ achievement, one could select any point along the distributions that .
would provide equal numbers of'l"schoolé under each criterion. “In fact, the data
were inspected for five different cutoffs: (1) using the same. number of schools
served by these dns'rnr'rs in the baselme year; (2) seIec'rmg the same number of
schools by poverty as the number obove 'rhe mean on achievement; (3) sel°c'rlng the
same nurniber of schools by ochlevemen'r as 'rhe number above the mean on pover'ry,
(4) using 50% of all schools; and ( ) usnng 25% of c1|| schools.

The findings presented in Table! I(OB'e based on Selecfing the same number of
schools that the districts served during"rhe baseline year. This number may have

some proc'rlcol reality, in that the number of schools actually served by a district

'moy be por'rly a- function of oc'ruol resource consiraints and accompanying

conce'ﬂrn.hon decisions, .and not S|mply fhe byproduct of opplylng a glven selec'rlon .

28
cri'rerlon.

.

> 2811 should be no'red that overall these dls'rrlc'rs served a lower propor'non of their

schools (48%) than districts nationwide (62%). (See Title | Funds Allocation: The
Current Formuia.. Washington, D.C.:, The National Institute of Educzation, -

September 1977.) - Thus, this analysis is conducted across a smoIIer pool of

schools tihan would be the case in other dls'rrlc'r<
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TABLE 10

\ SIMULATED EFFECTS OF .SELECTING A CONSTANT
NUMBER OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS BY ACHIEVEMENT OR- POVERTY
Y (number of schools equal to number
\ served in baseline year, 1975 76)*

A <
\ ' : Percent of District :
\ o ~ Low Achicvers Percent of District
’ . : : Attending That Poor Attending That
\ No. of Schools Number of Schools Number of Schools
No. ‘of Schools Served in _
in District B8aseline Year Achievement** Poverty °~  Achievement Poverty
\(1) (2) - (3) -(4). - (5) (6)
Districts that serve \
low-achieving
students in all
elementary schools :
Adams County #12 Y 16 3 23 26 . 27 37
Harrison County ’ 29 ¢ ) 25 90 ... B8 90 91
Mesa : 25 13 62 62 71 76
Racine : _ 28 : 14 .50 50 . 43 57
Santa Fe _ 16_. \\ 12 8 81 ~-. 81 90

Districts .that rask ) . -
schools by achieve- L . . R
ment and serve fewer ‘

than ail elementaries-

Charlotte - 75, - 49 ' 7. 64 69. - 73
" Winston-Salem . 24 . 11 61 . 57 : 60 63
Districts that rank schools ' - _ . - @
primarily by poverty K _ ;
Berkeley County & I t U 92 80 87 9l
~ Houston 163 SRR 54 . 56 . 51 - 64 65
‘Districts making ' o\ ° ‘ 4
primarily intra- \ ’ ’
school change _ . \ . v _
. " \ - « .
Alum Rock - = 18 \ 9 51 48 . 57 63:
Yonkers v 25 o \ 9 70 - 69 78 ' 84.
. *Poverty and low achievement based on individual d1str1ct definitions.
**Se]ect1on criterion. o _ - F 7 - o
. ,.9/
:’ﬁ" .
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It is clear from columns 3 and 4 of Table 10 that achievement-based
eligibility still selects slightly larger pools of low;dchieving students even when the
number of schools selected by achievement and poverty is held constant. Seven of
I dis'rric'rs show larger pools of low achievers in achievement-selected schools,
while two districts have equdl pools of iocw achievers under the two criteria.

However, the differences are not large; only two districts would have an advantage
of more’than 10%.

© With the numbers of selected schools held constar.i, nOWever, poverfy-bosed
school eligibility selects the largest pool of poor students in all 11 districts
(columns 5 and 6). Thus, while students from the pool would presumably not be
selected for services based on income, the probdbili'ry fhet more poor students

- would be served could be higher in poverty-selected schools if they were also the
lowest achieving students. e

"The resuits of the other four analyses of equal numbers of schools are essen-
tially parallel. However, as the number of selected schools decreases, the size
difference between pools of low- achievers and poor, by poverty vs ochlevemen'r-
bcsed school selec'rion, diminishes. This is presumably due to: the fact that the
overlop between the actual schools selécted: by each method becomes grea'rer and
- greo'rer as the number .of schools selected diminishes. The very poor schools tend

to be the very low-achieving schools.

School Eligibility by Peverfy, Targeting by Poverty vs Achieverrlent

Since, as noted edrlier, 81.4% of Title | dls'rnc‘fs serve all of 'rhelr ellglble ; 4
‘sch')ols, 18.6%- of 'rhese districts must make decnsnons about Wthh of the ellglble“

.schools to’ target. Under s'rondord Title | regulations, districts are requnred to serve

-schools in order of their rank:on economlc need. However, there are excep'rlons.'

dls'rrlc'rs mdy skip a higher ranked school ifit dlsploys subs'ron'rlolly less educcmonol 3
~ deprivation than other schools selected for- servnce.
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Provisions in ESEA bills now belng considered by Congress would apparently -
take this one s'rep further and allow ronklng of the pover'ry-ellglble schools by -

either poverty or achievement in de'rermlnlng which fewer number: of schools to
target. ’ ' ' ' '

Tho hex'r- set of analyses simulates this optior. Those schools determined C-lS.
eligible by povér'ry (obo?e the disfrio'r average). ffom .the first analysis reported’
. above were reranked by achievement. The lowest 50%2-9 of those eligible schools
:were then selected from the poverty ranking; and again from the new ochievemen'r__
ranking as alternate sets of targeted schools. Those s'e-le"c'rio'ns were made based on
the numbers of low achievers or poor, as well as the percents in each eligible -
school Agaln, only those results based on percen'rs are reported. The eligible pools

of Iow-ochlevmg or poor students were then con,'rras'red for the two sets.

As seen in columns 4 ond 5 of Toble I'l, targeting by ochlevemen'r at this Ievel
does not substarntially enlarge 'rhe pools of Iow achievers. Six districts show slightly
Iorger pools of low achievers when schools are targeted by achievement, four show
Iorger pools when 'rorge'red by poverty, and one shows no dlfference. Targeting by
poverty at- 'rhls level does produce Iorger eligible pools of poor students (columns 6
and 7), but only slightly so. ' '

This lack of difference can be explained oartly by the reIofiveI}; restricted

B " number of schools. The criterion of targeting 50% of pover'ry-ellglble schools

‘-effec'rlvely 'rorge'rs only 23% of all elementary schools, because the initial step of
poverty. ellglblllfy made only 45% of all schools eligible. As noted eorller, a
' ._-ncmonally represen'ro'rlve somple of Title | districts stated that 68%-of their schools
. 'were ellglble. This wos opparen'rly the resul'r of Using more than one poverfy lndex

and using a comblncmon of number poor and percen'r poor. ' -

’

29The I8 6% of Title | districts that 'rorge'r among 'rhelr ellglble schools_serve an

average of 46% of the eligible schools. Thus targeting estimates of 50% closely
opproxnmo're ncmoncl behavior.- A : T
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TABLE 11
SIMULATED EFFECTS OF TARGETING 50% OF POVERTY-ELIGIBLE -ELEMENTARY _ o |
SCHOOLS (ABOVE DISTRICT AVERAGE) BY PERCENT LOW ACHIEVING VS PERCENT POOR*

Percent of District Percent of District
Low Achievers Attending Poor Attending Schools

- . No. of Schools . . Schools Targeted by: - Targeted by:
No. of Schools Eligible by No. Targeted
in District ‘Poverty (50% of ETigible) Achievement - Poverty Achievement Poverty
) (2)* (3) %+ (4) . (5) (6) )
{str1c£s that serve
ow-achieving students
n all elementary schools
Adams County #12 .16 8 4 34 34 47 47
Harrison County 29 ) 7. 28" 21 30 33
Mesa 25 ’ 9 5 25 : 24 30 38
Racine 28 . 10 5 19 15 20 : 20
Santa fe . 16 7 4 27 38 26 ) 54
istricts that rank ' '
chools by achievement
nd serve fewer than . . ]
11 elementaries ' ‘ . P
Charlotte 15 39 20 32 26 32 32
AH1nston-Sa1em 24 11 . 6 35 36 : 39 41
Hstricts that rank schools '
wrimarily by poverty.
Berkeley County o 5 3 13 24 2 43
Houstun . . : .- 163 74 37 : 39 33 42 © 48
listricts_ﬁak4ng primarily. ) . : . C
Intraschool changes . - >
Alum Rock B s 8 ' 22 23 - 3.
Yonkers . 25 . 9 5 44 -41 52 51

*Poverty and low achievement based on individual district definitions.
**From Table 9, column 3. ‘ T
t*Number rounded up to target whole schools.
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Thus, this simulation deals with d rather low percent (23%) of all elemen'rory
schools in each district. At this level, one can assume that the schools represented
are the most disadvantaged in a district by either criterion and that there is little

to gain in discriminating among them. 30

Summary of Simulations

In. general, de'rerminiﬁg school- eligibility as all schools above the district
average percent of low achievers produces larger available pools of Iow-achlevmg
students than does the parallel determination by overoge percent poor. In‘a number
of cases it also produces larger pools of available poor students, The Iorger pools "
" result prlmonly from the larger number of schools selec'red under achievement-
based eligibility. This, in turn, appears to be a function of the differing
distributions of poor vs low-achieving students i in a district's schools (The effects
of the shape of the dls'rrlbu'nons on the number of eligible schools is discussed in a
technical note in Append|x C.) However, even if the number of schools is held .
constant for the two criteriaq, ochlevemen'r based school eligibility still produces
larger pools of low achievers in mony cases. Here, however, 'rhe largest pools of
poor students are always selected by poverty.

Torgehng within the poverfy-ellglble schools, on the other hand, is accom-
_ plished equally weII by either poverty or achievement rankings of those schools.
‘This would be especnolly true if districts were to target only 50% of the poverty-
eligible.schools, where fewer schools are made eligibie by poverty to begin with.

Within the options tested by these simulations, a district weuld thus maximize
the accessibility of its low achievers by judging schools eligible if they have per-

¢

30As a check, we inspected the pools achieved by ta: gefmg 75% of . the poverty-

eligible schools rather than 50%. Here the differences are slightly larger, though
still perhaps not practically meaningful. Of course, if one targets [00% cof
poverty-eligible schools by poverty vs by achievement, 'rhe pools of low achieving
(or poor) selected by 'rhe two me'rhods are identical.
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cen'rs or numbers of low achievers obove the district CNeroge (ro'rher 'rhon Judgmg

by the poverty-based parallel) and targeting all of those schools.
. \
of Gourse, maximum access is achieved by making all schools ellglble, an

option selected by seven of the demonstration districts for the demonstration
proper.’ It should also be noted that the variant on ochlevemen'r ronkmg selected by
Charlotte and Wms'r.on-Sqlem--olI‘schqqls.ellglble that have a certain (cn'bn.'rrcn'y)’
percent of students above a certain ‘(arbitrary) cutoff--produced more éligible

schools than the option simulated above. However, at least in the case of

Chc1rlo'r're,3| that variant produced declining numbers of eligilble_ schools each

year: 57 eligible schools for 1976-77, 37 for 1977-78, and 18 hypd'rhesized for 1978-

'79. This may be a function of the pdr'riculqr eligibility formula used (a school was

. deemed eligible if 35% of students tested below the 30th percentile). It is not

en'rirely possible to predict the long-term effects of usiﬁg district average percent

poverty or low achievement. However, consistency eshmcn‘es based on limited data .

from these |1’ “districts (3 years of poverty data and 2 of ochlevemen'r deta) show
that the two indices are about equally stable over time.

CHANGES IN SERVICES

The demonstration districts served more schoolsion.d more students in each .
implemen'rci'rion year.than in the baseline year, without a general increase in their
- Title | allocation. If the Title | program provided special services in the baseline
yeér, there is ‘every reason to expect that these services might be dif_ninished, in
either in‘rehsi'ry or quality, as they were extended to more cHiIdren. Therefore NIE
measured both the quantity and the quality of the Title | services in each of the 3
years. The quantity of instruction was measured by -the total amount of time
(minutes per day) spent by an "average" Title | s'ru(den'r. in'_ language arts

9 : _ ,
mstruchon."2 Two indicutors of instructional quality were used:

'3IWin'ston-=50!em ‘chenged achievement tests between the 2 implementation years.

32Wh|le ‘tirme in mathematics and other compenso'rory instruction ‘was also
_measured, it is not presented due to the generally small size of these
compensatory programs in the demonstration districts.
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° Instructional group size, defined as the number of/s'ruden'rs wi_'rhiﬁ
a class taught together for a particular activity /

-® Type of 'redcher, defined Aos the person respdhsibl/e for the activity
}  These mdlco'rors were firsi used to determine whether the bqsellne Tl le'l
= services were in fact "specnol " Asreported in July l977,3:‘3 the Title | servnces in

every district were different and more intensive 'rh-:m regular instructional services.

.

They were charoc'rerlzed by more instruction given in smaller groups and by
instructional specialists. Also, Title | students spent more time in language arts
instruction when regular and compensatory instruction were combined than did non--
Title | students, although it wos clear that some of the time for compensatory

instruction was taken away from time in regular instruction.

The results of the first implementation yeclr34 showed " that the Title |
students lost some time in compensatory language arts instruction. Overall there
was a loss of about 5 minutes per day or 14% of the time received in the baseline

year, but the quality of their compensotory instruction was basmolly unchanged. - .

The loss in time was not as great as- mlgh'r have been expected, given the
_substantial increase in number of students. As noted in "Expansion of Programs in
the Demonstration Dls'rrlc'rs," the districts were able -to maintain the basic
integrity of the Title | program by focusing expenditures at the elementary level
by - odmmlsfro'rlve adjustments such as slightly lorger classes, and by some
"borrow:ng" of staff from other sources. '

" The analyses presented below show the changes in services between the 2

implementation years. During the second year, the data on seivices were collected

'33Compensc1'rory Education Serv1ces, Chop'rer IV Washlng'ron, D.C.: Ncmonol
Institute of Educo'rlon, July 1977. . ‘

34Demons'rra'rlon Studies of Funds Allocation Wl'rhln Dls'rrlc'rs. Washington, D. C
National Institute of Education, September l977
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in orﬂy nine dis'rric'rs35; data are preseﬁ'red for eight districts because the baseline
sample size in Newport was so small. The discussion below presents changes in
time, group size, and teacher type for Title | students across the study. That is .
followed by a discussion of the relative advantage retained by Title | .s'ruden'rs.vis-
a-vis the nc_)n—T»i'rIe | students. Finally, the manner in which the districts managed
to geﬁerolly maintain the nature of 'rhe’ir_ compensatory programs while sérvi_ng
many more students is described briefly. ‘

Quantity of Instruction

Table 12 presen'rs the chonges in the amount of time per doy that-Title |
students spent in compensatory, regular, and total language arts- ms'rcuc'rlon
Because of the decreased number of districts and the interdistrict variability, the

averages are not presented.

It is clear from column 2 of Table 12 that Title | students still receive less

time in co_mpenso'rbry‘longuoge arts instruction in the second implementation year

—  than in the baseline 'yeor. However, the time loss is generally less severe in the
second irpplerhenfofion year than in the first (column 3). Between the 2
implementation years, five districts have decreased the time lost in éompens‘otory
language arts, three of them significantly (one actually shows an increase.in 1977-

78 over baseline.) - Only two districts show significant time losses between the 2

implementation years.

The table also shows that time spent by Title | children in regular language

arts instruction is relatively unchanged across the 2 implementation years, and thus

v

35Wl'rh the exception of Houston, all districts that had not changed to’'allocation by
achievement were eliminated from this expensive Gnd 'rlme-consummg phase of
data collection. :

: 36The data on mmu'res per day from which these changes were compu'red are pre-

sented in Table B-13, Appendix B.
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TABLE 12~ '

CHANGES IN TIME (MINUTES PER DAY) SPENT IN COMPENSATORY AND REGULAR LANGUAGE.ARTS
INSTRUCTION BY TITLE I STUDENTS IN EIGHT DEMONSTRATION DISTRICTS ’

Compensatory Regular i Total -
Changes in Changes in - Changes in Changes in - . ’-:iChanges in Changes in ~
Minutes, Minutes, Changes in  Minutes, *~ Minutes, Change, in ~ Minutes, Minutes, Change in-
1976-77 vs 1977-78 vs Change 1976-77 vs 1977-78 vs Change 1976-77 vs 1977-78 vs °~  Change
1975-76 1975-76 . (3-2) = 1975-76 1975-76 (3-2) = 1975-76 1975-76 (3-2) =
{2-1) {3-1) (3-1)-(2-1) (2-1) (3-1) {3-1)-(2-1) (2=1) (3-1) {(3-1)-(2-1)
Districts that ' ’
serve low- ) -
achieving. students : h
in all ele- c \
mentary schools !

Adams County #12 -1 . . 0 8 16 8 7 15 8

Harrison County 2 =2 -4* -3 3 6 -1 1 2

Mesa -15* -8* ' 7* 20+ 8 -12 5. 0. -5 .

Racine . -9 -7* . 2 - 10 19%» 9 1 12 A1aw

Santa Fe 3 5 8 s -4 -1 3 -7 4 11
Districts that ' (V‘/\‘fiz
rank schools . :
by achievement ' :
and serve fewer - N
than all elementaries . _ . ‘ . )

Charlotte - -8 0 - . - g 3 s . g -11% 5. 16%+
_ Winston-Salem 0 .. -4* -4 T 12w -2 =14 2% -6 -18**
District that '
ranks schools
primarily by
poverty

Houston 4 3 1 234+ 22%% -1 16+ 19%+ o0

*Significant at P 5 .US5. .
**Significant at P < .)5, but accompanied by change in the non-Title I group (tested for re

d N gular and total language arts only because
of small amount of tine spent by non-Title [ students .in compensatory instruction).
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their total time in language or'rs'ins?ruq'rion remains relatively stable. - Time in.'
regular Idnguoge arts instruction (and thus in total language arts instruction) in
both implemén'ro'rion years tends to be higher than in the baseline year. This in
part reflects the fact that Title | students were pulled out of regular classes for
shorter periods of time to receive comhpensc‘i'rory instruction. However, a few
- . districts in each year show overall .increases in_reguior Iongﬁoge arts instruction

. . that may or may not have been related to the demons"rro.'rion.

. h '4 .’
" Quglity of Instruction o . .

Despite the loss in time spent in compenso'rbry lchguage arts instruction,
Title | students in the first implementation year did not experience any-decline in
the overcii quality of that instruction as measured by two indicators: size of

3

instructional group and type of teacher.

-

s e,

Instructional Group Size.--The "irist:i'uctionol .group," defined as the number of
students within a class whao are taught tdgether for a given activity, is one measure
of degree of individualization of instruction. The proportion of Titlel s"ruden'ré'“
compensatory language arts time spent in smail (one to five students) or -Idrger (six

or more) groups was computed. For these eight districts, the changes in group size

v

in the first implemeritation year were quite variable, with both increases and
‘decreoses (Table I3).37 However, between the 2 implementation years, six of the
*eight districts show some loss in -smoll-group time, with one of these losses being
significant. Generally, then, there has been some slight loss of proportion of
compensatory language arts time spent in.small groups across the 2 implementation

_years.

-

Type of Teacher.—In the baseline year, Title | students in the 12 districts

spent 66% .of their compensatory language arts time being instructed by

3~7Propoi"rion5»from which the changes were.computed are presented in Table B-14,
Appendix B. For the |2 districts analyzed in years | and 2, the average pro- °
portion of compensatory instruction in small groups was 65% in the baseline year

~and 60% in the first implementation year.




| ’speciolists38 as opposed to classroom 'req;ﬁe(s or paraprofessionals. | Among the .
eight districts reported here, there were few significant changes in the "rype of
teacher responsible for compensatory language arts instruction in either
implementation year (Table !4)39 Only one district shows a significant change
across the 2 implementation years, to increased proportions of time w1'rh
lnstructlonal specmlls'rs.

Thus, . the demonstration did not sfgwificon'rly change the <qeneral type 6f
instructor used by these districts for compensatory education. . Even in districts
where there e were sngnlflcon'r changes in the proportions of 'rlme spent with various
types of teachers, the general staffing patterns remained. Thus, districts such as
Harrison and Mesa, which relied heavily ‘on paraprofessionals before the demon-
's.'rro'rion, continued to do so. Districts like Charlotte, while showing significant
changes within teacher type, still relied predominanly on instructional specialists.
The basic staffing pattern used by each district is clear in Table B-15, Appendix B.

Title | Students' Advantages vis-a-vis Non-Title | Stude_n'rs

* The results présen'red thus fqr‘.shnw a slight decline in time spent in compen-
satory language arts instruction by Title | students in the first implementation
year, which has in some cases been recouped in the second. The quality of that
ins'rrucﬁqn‘hos generally remained ’rhe\some, with some slight losses in Smoll-‘group
instruction in the second implemem‘otion year. One would therefore expect that
the total longuoge arts experience of Title | students has retained its "specml"

character vis-a-vis the non—Tl'rle | students during the 2 years of the demons'rro'rlon.

, 381n this "sfu'dy, the terms "instructional specialists" and "classroom teachers" refer

prlmquly to teaching responsibilities ond not necessarily to quollflccmons,
experience, or employmen'r status. < .
39Propor'r|ons from which these changes were computed are shown in Table B-15,

" Appendix B. ,
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- . TABLE 13 \

CHANGES IN PRCPORTION OF TIME SPENT BY TITLE. I STUDENTS IN INSTRUCTIONAL
GROUPS OF VARIOUS SIZES IN THEIR COMPERSATORY LANGUAGE ARTS CLASSES

' Change in Proporticn of Compensatory Language Arts Time Spent in Groups of:
: Individual !:; plus Small [2-5) Medium 16-20; plus Large-(20+!
: 1976-77 vs 75- -78 vs /5- ange in Change 1976-77 vs 75-76 1977-78 vs 75- ange in Change
o : (2-1) " (3-1) (3-2) = (3-1)-(2-1) (2-1) : (3-1) (3-2) = (3-1}-(2-1

¢

Districts that serve
low-achieving students
in all elementary

-

schools . _ .
Adams County #12 25 ‘ 32 R -25 .32 -7
Harrison County . - -4 1 5 4 -1 -5
Mesa - . 0. -l -1 0 1 1
‘Racine = . -1 . =2 -1 1 2 1
Santa Fe ‘ -1 B -12 -11 1 12 11

Districts that rank -

schools by achieve-

ment and -serve fewer

than all elementaries "
Charlotte - : -9 -19% -10 9 19* 10
Winston-Salem 8 . - -7 -15* -8 , 7 15%

District that ranks

schools primarily

by poverty
Houston 2 3 " s .2 3 5

i
*Significant at P ¢ .0S.

O
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TABLE 14

CHANGES IN PROPORT ON OF TIME TITLE I STUDENTS SPENT HITH DIFFERENT TYPES

OF TEACHER; IN COMPENSATOQY LANGUAPE ARTS INSTRUCTION

Districts that
serve low-

achieving students

in all ele-

" mentary schools

4

.A'Adams County #12
. Harrison County

Mesa
Racine
Santa Fe’

. Districts that

rank schools by

“achievement and .

serve- fewer than:
all eleqentaries

" . Charlotte
- . Winston-Salem

" District that -

ranks schools

© primarily by

7p0verty

- Houston o

Instruct1onal Specialist

Changes in Proportion of Compénsatory Language Arts.Instruction Spent With: Sk

Classroom Teacher

Paraprofessional***

o

. *S1gn1f1cant at P :

T **Changes in proportion. of t1me with one:tL cher type are not ba]anced by changes in the’ other two because t1me w1thout
.adult attention is.cmitted from the table.

i ***Parap'ofess1onals sinclude student: teachers, paid aides or ass1stants

[E

students. May include some staff who'are certified to teach.

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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parent/adu]t volunteers other adults and older

. thange in - . .Change.in ] Change in
1976-77 vs -1977-78 vs Change  1976-77 vs 1977-78 vs  Change  1976-77 vs = 1977-78 - Change
1975-76  1975-76 (3-2) = 1975-76 . 1975-76 (3-2) = 1975-76  1975-76 (3-2) =
(2-1) (3-1) (3-1)-(2- 1) (2-1) -~ (3-1)  (3-1)-(2-1) (2-1) - (3-1) (3-1)-(2-1)
9. 8. -1 6 2 2 . wex e 0-
2 a 2 2 0 2 -3 -3 0
-5 -6 -1 -1 0 1 6 6 0
-1 6 7 2 5 3 -1 -12 -11 -
-3 -4 -1 8 13 5 -7 -13 -6
.7 3 10 13+ 7% 6w -8 -2
-12 7 5. 10* 7 3 5 5 0
o ' . -
-4f- -6 2 -1 S0 1 0. 3 "3
.05,
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" Table 15 displays the relo'rivé advantage Held by Ti'rle Ils'ru'dén'ru in total
Ionguoge arts instruction (regyla" plus compensatory) in eoch of the 3 years. It
presen'rs the additional minutes per doy spent by Title | students in total language
- arts instruction, in that ms'rruc'non received i in small gF OUpS;- -and-in-that-ins* ruchon—-f —;- e
‘received from instructional specialists. 40" Tcble i6 presents the changes across the '

—. sfudy in these vorlobles., )

While it is clear from Table I6 that 'rhere'hc;\'/e been son"\e' decreasss in i‘he
Tl'rle | advantage during the Z lmplemen'rcmon yecrs, it- is equally  clear from : -
Toble 15 that that advantage remains subs'mn'rlal ‘Title | s'ruden'rs in every one . \*
'rhese e:gh'r dlS‘I’I’IC‘I’S reczived extra time in totat language arts instr uc'rlon, ond 'rhey

: recelved 'rhls ms'rruc'rlon in smaller groups-or from more specmllzed staff.

. Stﬁ)port of Expanded Services ' ' . s | =
As dlscussed in "Expcnsmn of Progroms in 'rhe Demons'rrcmon Dlstrlc'rs," 'rhese
districts have used a vorle'ry of methods to essentially mcun'rcun the lntensny and
quality of services per student during the 2 years of implernentation. Three of
these factors—increase it allocations, increase in use of.can"yov‘er funds, and
réduc'ribh in noninstructional or nonelementary expendi"rures--how; made more,

Title | funds available to the elememory instructional program. There has alsc 4

—oen—.been some. donation_of services_to_Title | from:other_fund sources._ Em:llJ"’y_tbere_____ .
has been some restructuring of the eleriientary instructional program itself,
rmsul'rmg in more class periods and larger classes. These changes enabled districts
to serve more children without subs'ronhol!y "lmmlshmg the quon'rl'ry or qUCl|I1')' ot

services for any single child.

Moreover, in addition to these factors, it is possible thaj these districts have

- in fact become more cosf efficient. The demonstration provided the districts with

¢ R qudditionaI ‘minutes per day per child are derived by subtracting averdge time for
non-Title | students from average time for Title | students receiving compen- -

satory language arts instruction in each district.
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A TABLE 15

' ENCE i
TITLE 1S NON- TITLE I STUDENTS' INSTRUCTIONAL EXPER s
" (ResuLAR PLUS COMPENSATORY  LANGUAGE ARTS)

e e b et e s e e o e e e oan s e o

' Addltlona1 Mln/Day K N Addltlonal Mln/Day
in Groups of . . ~ With Instructional

G ’ o »Additional'Miﬁ%DE% ' 1-5 Students - Specialists’ =
b S _ 1975-76 - - ~78 N 1975-78 1976-77 1977-78 ©1975-76 1976- 977-78

Districts that serve

low-achieving students R o
“Yin all elementatry :
schools ’ ) _ ] . :
_Admns .ounty #12 16 0 . 12 . 23 23 - 20 - 36 - 2 - 24 28.
= Harrison County 17 16 1. 11 10 28 27 . 28 26
“Mesa . .. e 22 B N T D I 27 26 7 10 5 5
*“Racine . "”' . -1 9 16 - 40 14 20 o3 2 4
. ‘Santa Fe * o 23 12 24 LM 37 35 22 L2 29

Dlstr1cts that rank .
schools by achieve-

. .ment and serve' fewer
than  all elementaries .

Charlotte S 20 10 0. 2 15 14 30 19 28
‘. Winston-Salem - 15 2l - s .. 18 22 16 . 30 27 28

" District that ranks
" schools primarily : . .
by poverty . ' ‘ : - : . - ¢

Hous ton 11 24 17 10 4 14 29 29 29

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TABLE 16

CHANGE IN TITLE I VS NON-TITLE- STUDENTS' INSTRUCTIONAL EXPERIENCE
(REGULAR PLUS COMPENSATORY LANGUAGE ARTS) "

a

Change in'-
; Additional Min/Day
Change in

Chaﬁge in

Additional Min/Day -

) in Groups of with Instructional
Additional Min/Day . 1-5 Students : Specialists: .
j . Change in Change in : Change in
1976-77 vs 1977-78 vs Change 1976-77 vs 1977-78 vs .Change 1976-77 vs 1977-78 vs Change
1975-76 1975-76  ,  (3-2) = 1975-76 1975-76 (3-2) = 1975-76 1975-76 (3-2) =
{2-1) (3-1) (3-1)-(2-1) (2-1) (3-1) (3-1)-(2-1) (2-1) (3-1) (3-1)-(2-1)
Jistricts that '
ierve low- -
ichieving students
in all elementary .
ichools » :
Adams County #12 -4 7. 1r -3 13 16 2 6 4
Harrison County -1 . 0 1 -1 17 18 1 -1 -2
.-Mesa -11 -19 -8 -4 -5 . -1 -5 - -5 0
Racine -6 1 7 . =26 . -20 6 -1 1 2.
Santa Fe -16 . 1 17 : 3 1 -2. -1 7 8
Jistricts that . : ) .
~ank schools by ”E
ichievement' and
serve fewer “than
111 elementaries
. Charlotte -10 -10 | ‘ 0 -11 - -12 -1 -11 -2 9
Winston-Salem 6 ‘ -10 -16 4 -2 -€ -3 =2 !
Iis;rict that
ranks schools T
wrimarily by
Joverty .
. Houston 13 6 -7 4 4 0 0 0 0
N
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



‘the opportunity to reevoluo're 'rhelr Tl'rle | programs ond to redls'rnbu're Title |

‘T@sources. It is difficult to judge to what extent such eff|C|ency might be a func-

tion of the demons'rrcmon itself and 'rhe scrutiny these programs hove rece|ved asa.

resul'r of the reseorch or of the nature of 'rhe demonstration and the ex'ren'r 'ro s

Wthh 'rhe wcuver ‘of normal. regulcmons has allowed more effncnen'r use of resources.

)
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- CHAPTER IL. TEACHER TRAINING

SUMMARY ~

This chapter examines the training and qualifications of compensatory educa-
tion teachers. The data examined weré collected in 1975-76 by the NIE Survey of
Compensatery Education, a reprefseh?aﬁ.ve survey of Title | school districts. Four
questions are addressed: - (I) To what extent do school districts offer special
training: pregrams to their compensatory education teachers? (2 What types of
training do districts offer? (3) How do districts select compensatory education

'reochers? (4) What are the quahf;cchons of compenso'rory educo'n_on teachers?

" The findings indicate that while 73% of Title ! districts do offer teacher-
) tminihg progr.'ams' for their teachers, only 28% of these districts use Title | funds
for ‘uch programs. The total expenditure for. frcnnmg ‘represents a very srnall
percen'rc:\_,;e of the Title | budgef in fiscal year 1975, LEAs spent less than 0.5% of
the to'rol { :’rle I Dudge'r on ’rhese progmms.

five froi‘nihg that districts .io offer is typically infer?nol, refying on short-
¥erer. programs rather than on ::tore formal academic approaches. About 90% of
the cistricts use three prefe.ed strategies: consultations with speciaiists, staff
m(&si’;ngs, ond workshops. The focus of ?hese,truining sessions varies widely,
aitheigh district personne | agree that sessions reiated to instructional content are

=

tti: most important.

Survey informe:t, o ::vqgeﬁs that compensatory education teachers represent
a special population .wneny tecchers rad e often selected by disiricts becauvse
they bring particularly reicvent qualifications to their assignment. ir 1% of the

Title I districts, azademic training in compensatory education was named as a key



factor in salecting teachers for participation in the Title | program. Some 35% of
the districts aiso considered experience in working with educationally
‘!i;“c‘ad-mnfoged ehiidren. Senlori'ry was not 'rypicolly a factor in selecting 'rhese
fenhers, as only 8% of the districts used senjority as a selection criteria.

_ Finally, compen_sci'rory education teachers tended to have higher levels of
educationat attainment and ‘more recent training - experience than homeroom
teachers. Both specialists and general compensatory education teachers were
twice as likely to have a master's degi'ee than the homeroom teachers. In addition,
compensatory education teachers were three times as likely as  the Homeroom
teachers to have had training within the 6~-month period prior to the in'rerview._

INTRODUC TN

When Title | was enacted in 1965; educators and legislators acknowledged
that e Arrerican educational system had largely failed poor and minority chil-
rdren, It hdd become dpporeh'r that a disproportionate number of these children
waie not receiving an adequate education. Inadequate teacher training was pop-

iorly cited as a couse of the system's failure. At the time of the enactment of
Title I, the training 'rho'r teachers generally received, both as preparation for their
profession and as inservice support for them as working professionals, was focused
« the needs and abilities of the "average" child. Excepting training for subject
area specialists, teachers received little direct help for-. instructing children whose
achievement scores were very low. In addition, some felt that teachers generally
were not prepared to ‘work with children from a variety of social ond cultural
backgrounds or from bockgrounds differing from their own.

The ways districts chose to assign teachers to differing populations of stu-
dents may also have adversely affected "rhe educational oppor'ruhi'ries for the
educationally dlsodvon'roged School districts often assigned experlenced personnel
with sophishcoted teaching skills to work with high-achieving children. Because of
this procedure, many observers believed that the least prepared teachers served
those sfudefn"rs with the greatest educational needs..

1



The advent of Title | provided an opportunity fcr school districts to overcome
- some of these problems. With funds supplied by Title 1, local educational ogenéies
(LEAs) could provide training for compensatory education teachers. At their

initiative, LEAs could also hire and assign 'reoche'rS on the basis of special training

. or experience in working with children eligible for c'pthpenso'ror.y education.

The degree to which districts have exercised options has not received much
attention. Early evaluations and descriptions of the Title | program do not provide
detailed mformcmon on 'reocher training or ossngnment practices. However, the
data that were avculoble prior to NIE's recent studies sugges'r that relatively little -

- Title | money was spent on training by LEAs. For example, according to The-
Condition of Education (National Center for Education Statistics, 1976), in the )
1972-73 school year, some $18.5 million or-l%_ of Title | funds was spen'r.:on teacher
'rroini.ng. Nonetheless, this $18.5 million accounts for 28% of all Federollmonies

spent to provide teacher training in fiscal year 1973. -

ﬂ_'There moy be a relationship between the relatively modest use of Title |

funds for training purposes and the statutory and regulatory language. Title | i'egu-
lations did not initially contain specific information about who might be trained
with these funds. In fact, the 1965 Title | legislation does not mention teacher
'rr_cining; It does, however, specifically note that training for teachers' aides must
include the par'ricipq'ribn of the 'redéber with whom they will work. The. 1969 regu-
 lations allowed "such expenditures as are reasonably ‘necessary for carrying out
approved projects.”" In 1976, the regulof‘ions were revised to make the intent of the
law clearer.. For example, Section |16. 36(b) perml'rs training funded by Title | for

. Title I staff member. and for

\

“os ’non-Tltle | staff specialist who will be dealing solely with children
to be served by the Title | projects, regular’ clcssroom teachers of such
children.

In order to augment and update information on teacher training, NIE

examined the training and qualifications of compensatory ‘educo'rion teachers in
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part of the NIE Notiopol Survey of Compensatory Education. (For a complete
description of the survey, see NIE, 1976, 1977 and Appendix D.) This report
presents the findings from that study ond addresses the following questions:

(1) To what extent do school districts offer special training progrohs
to their compensatory education teachers?

(20 What types of training do districts offer?
(3) How do districts select compensatory education teachers?

(4) ~ What are the qualifications of compensatory education teachers?

x

" TRAINING AND  QUALIFICATIONS OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION
TEACHERS ’ ' -

District Programs for Special Training -

Data collected in the NIE National Survey indicate that as of 1975-7¢, Title |
funds- were still not used extensively to provide special training programs for
compensatory education teachers. - Some 28% of the Title | districts spent Title |
funds for training programs. Expenditures ranged from $161 to $130 thousand, with
a median exbenditure of $600. Nationally, some $8.3 million or 0.5% of"rhe fiscal -
year 1976 Title | allocation was used for inservice teacher troining.l Closer
analysis of these expenditures further reveals that larger districts are more likely
than smaller ones to offe- inservice programs; similarly, districts with state com-

pensatory education programs. are more likely than districts without such programs

to offer these training oppor'runi'ries.z_

INote that the figures cited earlier from The Condition of Education (NCES, 1976)

are for all types of training’and not just for inservice training. Thus, while both
sets of figures show relatively sinall amounts of Title | funding for training, they
are not strictly camparable. . : -

2See Appendix E for analyses of expenditures and programs by districts.
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—However, th. . .‘ively'lir_ni'red use of Title | money does not accurately
reflect the extent ! special training progroms for compensatory . education
teachers. Survey dq'ro' also show that, erroll, 73% of the school districts that
received Title | funds offered speciol inservice or preservice ffo!ning to their
compenso'rory education 'reochers in 1975- 76 Thus, nearly three-fourths of all

"dls'rnc'rs offered such programs, oi'rhough 'rhey were not likely to draw upon, Tlﬂe |
. resources to pay for them.

Types of Training Offered by Districts

Programs varied according to the content and setting in which 'rraining was
delivered. The national survey collected information regarding the range of in-
structional contents, such as instructional techniques, the use of community re-
sources, and the philosophy of compensatory education. It also gathered inforrma-
tion on the use of situations such as workshops, demonstrations, and university .
courses for presentation of the instruction. |

Table 17 provides iﬁformofion about the relative importance district personnel
attribute to various training content areas. These content areas can further be
combined into five bread categories: instructional content, instructional support,
theoretical and background topics, planning and evaluation, and special topics.
Examination of the table shows that while district-personnel consider instructional
content the most important area, they .also find many other areas somewhat

important. Only instruction in a foreign language was viewed as not at-all impor-
tant.

Table 18 presents data on various training methods used by the districts. Dis-
tricts seemingly prefer informal strategies relying on short-term programs instead
of more formal academic approaches. About 90% of the districts use each of these
three preferred opproocf;es:' consultations with specialists, staff meetings, and
workshops. Between 50% and 60% of the districts use o'rhér approaches, jnéluding
demonstrations or visits to the clossroém, visits and observations of other teachers,

and materials mailed to teachers for study. Of the remaining methods, only classes

7’
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conducted by the district are used with any significant frequency, college courses
are not used frequently. '

- Criteria and Process for Selecting Teachers

lnfo.rmcn‘ion gathered by the national survey shows that compensatory edu~

cation teachers represent a special population among al} teachers and are often
~ selected by districts because they bri ing particularly relevant qualifications to their .
assignment., In 6]% of the Title ! districts, ocodemlc training in compensatory
education was named as a key factor in selec’rng teachers for par'nc:pahon in a
Title | program. Some 32% of the districts also considered experience in working
with educohonolly dlsadvcm'roged children. Seniority was not 'ryplcolly a factor in
selecting these ‘reochers, only 8% of the districts used seniority as a selec’rlon
factor. However, numerous other criteria, such as training in a subject areaq, atti-
tude toward compensatory education students, personal traits, and supervisory
opinions, were considered by 62% of the districts. Thus, it appears that districts
select teachers who have particular academic quollfico'r-ons, ol'rhough they also

employ a number of other criteria.

The selec'rlon of steachers for compensatory -education assignments usuolly
involves a number of people.. In 82% of the Title | districts, district personnel se-
lected teachers. NIE research shows some overlop in the selection procedure, since
62% of the districts reporied the mvolvement of principals in the process. About
one-third of the districts (33%) selecfed at leas'r some Title | teachers from among
those who hod volunteered. About one-sixth (18%) of the districts employed other
selection procedures,-mcludlng selection by pc1ren'rs.3

3Exclmmcl'rlon of selection criteria and sefection processes as eoch relates to train-
ing content and training method used in district pregrams revealed few major
differences. Those which did emerge were often open to several interpretations
or were difficult to m'rerpre'r The data and some discussion of them are included
in Appendix F,
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TABLE 17

DISTRICT RATINGS OF THE IMPORTANCE OF VARIOUS
- TRAINING METHODS

Training o - | \{:ij:)'

_ Content Area Rating _ Total
" Introduction of Very important 49.8%
new instructional Somewhat important 50.2
- techniques Not at all important 0
Introduction of Very important _ / 45.5
new content « Somewhat impcrtant 46.9
material Not at all important : 7.6
Utilization of
instructional Very important- . ' 36.3
equipment and Somewhat important 56.4
material Mot at all important 7.3
Measurement, Very important = 1 59.0
evaluation, - Somewhat impcrtant. 37.5
and reporting Not at all important 3.5
Philosophy of Very important ‘ . 34.0
compensatory Somewhat important 48.1
education Not at all important 17.9
Educationally Very important 42.5
disadvantaged Somewhat important _ : 43.8
children .Not at all important . : 13.8
Types of Very important _ 42.6
leai'ning © Somewhat important ‘ 42.2
- disabilities Not at all important 15.2
Project Very important 21.2
planning ~ Somewhat important 63.0
and design Net at all important ' 15.2
Utilization of Very important 7.6°
supportive _ Somewhat important : 54.4
services Not at all important 38.1
Utilization of Very important 12.8
other i2sources -Somewhat important 50.0
in the community  Not at all important 37.2
Instruction in a Very important ) 5.0
foreign- . , Somewhat :important : 1.5
language Not at ail important 93.5
» 1Y
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TABLE 18 )

- PERCENT OF DISTRI"TS THAT USE
. ~ VARIOUS TRAINING METHODS

o

‘Training : Total
Visits or
demonstrations .
in the classroom Lt 59.6

“ Visiting, observing
othar teachers in -
their classrooms - 86.7

Workshops 89.7
Consultations with
specialists not in _

the classroom . 9.7

Materials mailed -
to the teacher

for his/her own use 54.1
- Videotapes

of .model teaching

episodes 16.1

Videotapes of

teacher in

teaching epicodes. 5.0

Staff meetings 90.2

Courses for

college credit . 19.%

Special classes . 31.5

S ﬁ\
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Cormnpensatory Education Teachers! Qualifications ,

’ Addmonol persgec'rlve is afforded by exommmg the qucﬂufucohon& 'rho'r
compensatory education. teachers “actually have. Th|s rounds out . .the” puc'rut;e,
,becouse “reochers often :pursue 'rrammg programs on their own. Furthermoré, -

'knowmg what 'rrcnnmg programs a dls'rrlc'r offers its teachers does not provude a -

‘comple're plc'rure of the eX'ren'r of 'rrolnmg teachers hove in fact m«r‘mved

Three types of teaching qudlificofion; were examined:

k1

() Highes'r degree level -
(2) : Rec_en'r-.'rrﬂoin‘in‘g
(3) Teaching experience

The 'quolificqtions_,o.fm three groups of ‘teachers, .i.e;, compensatory education
.'reochers, speci'olis'rs, and homeroom 'reocheljé'-,of compensatory educo'rfon students,
were-c@’r’nbcred. Compensatory educction’ feachers were defined as teachers who-
taught children in speciol'compen’,so'ror)'l'educo'ri\on programs. Of compensatory
education 'reocHers, 7I% provided instruction only to students in compensatory
educcmon programs and were called full-time compensatory educcmm teachers. * |
Specuohs'rs were defined as teachers who provided compenso'rory “education
- -instruction in only one oreq.a Over 62% of the compensatory ‘education teachers -
were classmed as specuolls'rs. Homeroom teachers were defined as teachers who
*had r&spon5|blll'ry for taking attendance and who had at least one compenso'rory
education student in the classroom. Most of the homeroom 'reochers did not _give

ms'rruc'rlon in specml .compensatory education progroms. :

aReodmg'specmllsts make up almost "46% ‘of this group,=- r;'lothemo'rlcs specialists . -

comprlse 18% of it, Ionguoge arts specialists account for about 14%, and the re-
mcunmg 22% are specialists in other areas. . ‘

t
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Degree Level.--Table 19 indicates that corﬁpehsa'rory education teachers

generally have reached a higher level of formal educational attainment than
homeroom teachers. Some 96% of the compenso'rory.e'duco'rion teachers have more
than a bachelor's degree, and the medions compensatory education teacher has a
. ‘master's degree. Additionally, over 30% of fhese.fedc.hers have earned 30 credit

4

hours beyond a master's degree.

. -In contrast, the homeroom teachers fypicolly show a lower level of education-
al attainment. Nearly one-third of them (32%) have .a bachelor's degree or less.
The median homeroom teacher has a bd'c:helor»'s"degn:ee plus 30-credit hours and has
not yet comple're'd. his or her master's degree. Less than 2% of these tedchers‘ have

earned 30 credit hours beyond a master's degree.

Analysis of the distribution of fermial qu!ificﬁions also indicates that the
specialists have gencially raached the same (~vel of educational attainment as the
other compenéo'ro.ry education teachers. Furthermore, there dre no sighif_icont

~ differences in clﬁoinmén'r hetween full-'rirr;e and part-time teaching staff among

compensatory education instructors.

TABLE 19

PERCENT OF CE TEACHERS WITH VARIOUS
DEGREE LEVELS -

——
- ——

Type of - Bachelor's Bachelor's : Master's

Teacher = . or Less Plus Master's Plus .,

¢E teacher 3.7 293 - 36.5 30.4 j
Specialist 3.9 28.8 35.3 32.2

Hemeroom teacher s

of CE students  32.4 . 39.6 - 22.5 - 4.7

SThe average compensatory education teacher--half of all compensatory education,
teachers have as much or more of a given characteristic, and half have as much or
less of it. - _ ' L y-2

G, -
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‘Recent Troin.irig.a-ln Table. 20, the 'pe‘rcen'r of compensntory educdiion .

teachers and specialists receiving training is compared with that of homeroom ;
teachers.  Almost two-thirds (64%) of the compensatory education teachers -
recelved 'rrcnnlng, while only one-fifth (21%) of the homeroom teachers recelved
.suc_:h training. The average duration of the training was dabout 25 hours for
'_compensa'rory educcmon teachers and 23 hours for homeroom teachers, Sub*‘equen'r
"~ analyses of the data dlso indicated that full- time 'reochers were more likely to

receive. 'rrcunlng 'rhon part-time teachers.

The extensiveness of training vorled somewho'r occordlng “fo subject matter
specialty. Mathematics instructors were most likely to engage -in a 'rrcunlng
~ program:~ nearly three-fourths did so. In- contrast, specnolls'rs in areas o'rher than
-reading, n’io'rhemo'rids, and language arts did not porhupc're in training ern such
great flrequency; however, about one-half of these specialists received some
fr’oiniﬁg. | '

e 4‘ TABLE 20 L
"PERCENT OF TEACHERS RECEIVING AND NOT RECEIVING TRAINING BETWEEN
JUNE 15, 1975, AND JANUARY 1, 1976, AND MEAN HOURS OF
TRAINING RECEIVED THROUGH THOSE FUNDS

_ 2 Mean Hours
Percent t Percent - for Thos:
. Receiving Not Receiving Receiving
Type of Teacher Training .+ Training ~ Training
CE teacner . ~ . 64.3 35.7 - 25.3
Specialist : 64.4 . » 35.6 25.5
Homeroom teacher of - , S
. CE students ' 20.5 r 7 79.5 . 22.7

|

Dls'rrlc'r 'rrcunmg programs appear to serve 'reochers with dlffermg levels of
expenence'ond with differing levels of educcmonol attainment. For example, 24%
of compensatory education teachers recelvmg trcunlng have 0-3 years cf teaching

experlew‘e, and 29% have 12-42 years of experience. Since the “.ta indicated that
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_ the extent of .teaching experiericé' does not predict whether or rot a compensatory
" education teacher will pcr'ricipo'r'e ln an inservice program, it can be concluded that
district training prog. ams are not ‘focusing exclusively on teachers with I|m|'red

- 'reochmg experience.’

Teaching Elperiéncé.--Table 2| illustrates that the overall mean level of

A teaching experience is generally similar for compensatory education teachers, for
specialists, and for homieroom teachers. In general, the teachers have had about 10
years of experience. Theéé figures are similar to those published by the National

" Education "Association indicating that the mean level of teaching experience of
elementary school teachers in 1975-76 was !l years (National - Education
Association-Research, 1977, Table 7, Part [, p. 78). ‘ | |

Addmonol onolyses of 'rhe duration of experlence wu'rhm the subject matter

specuo!hes illustrated a wider range of variation. Among specialists in reading and

mo'rhemcmcs, 'rhe mean level of experlence was 4 years. ‘In contrast, language arts
specmhsfs reported 7 years of experience, while teachers in other areas repor'red 3
years.. v ~ . .

: - i 5

TABLE 21

'MEAN YEAﬁS OF TOTAL TEACHING EXPERIENCE
OF VARIOUS GROUPS OF CE TEACHERS

o : _ Mean Years
Type of Teacher . of Experience
CE teacher : : . 10.2
Specialist 10.3
Homeroom teacher

. of CE students . 10.5

CONCLUSIONS

-

Distric, teocher-trommg programs for compensatory education teachers exist -
in about 73% of the Title | districts. Lorgely, these progroms are funded by sources

L2



other than Title .lI; in fact, only 28% of ‘the districts use Title | funds f&' su¢h
programs. The total expenditure for training represents a very small peréehfcge of
the Title | budget; in fi'sc_:ol year l975; LEAs spent less 'rhon 0.5% of the total Title |
budget on these programs. The larger LEAs and those with state éompensofory

programs were more likely to have such programs.

The relatively limited use of Title | monies to support such programs at the |
district level may be plausibly explained b'y the historical ambiguity of the legal
framework. Information about who might be trained with Title | funds was initially
- incomplete, and many districts may have chosen to limit Title | funding of these
programs rather than risk’ audit exceptions. Similarly, concerns. about supplanting
~ violations may account for the conservative and cautious use of Title | funds for
teoéher-.'rroining purposes. Additionally, many- Title l-eligiSle children cannot be
served direc'rl)_'. even when all available Title | funds are applied. Some districts
'n:lqy be reluctant to use a portion of their Title | monies for purposes wﬁiéh serve
their children indirectly. since ‘that would mean serving still fewer children directly. .

Compensatory education teachers have been ‘selec'red through a ‘vorie'ry“of ,
procedures, although LEAs typically select Title ! teachers through a decisionmak-
ing process involving district personnel or principals. Among other processes, NIE
researchers found that about one-third of the districts selected from volunteers and
that aboqu one-sixth involved other people, such as parents,. in the selec'ridn
process. In selecting teachers to deliver compensd'rory’ education instruction,
training in this area is 'given special imbbbl'fonée. The teacker-training programs:
mosf 'rybicolly deal with instructional content, Gl'rho;)gh LEAs are also attentive to
issues of instructionai support, planning dnd-evolu’ciﬁo_n, and philosophico’l "ropics.
LEAs use a variety of training me'rhod_s, but prefer such sHor'r-'rerm strategies as
staff meetings, workshops, cnd cor?sul.fd.'rions to ;moré formal approaches such as
- university, credit-bearing courses. .- . ’ )

C /

The preference fof informal training. rather than more formal courses most

pfobobly reiiec_:Is 'rhe.b_udge'r situation and the traditional approaches of,school

districts.  Since a significant number of compensatory edu;otion teachers have
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achieved high levels of post-baccalaureate education, it is possible that the
academic and formal -educational needs of compenscn‘ory education teachers are
. belng met by umversﬁy progroms. '

-Compenso'rcry education Tea'cl'.lers'fended to show higher levels of educational
attai-nent than did homeroom teachers. Both specialists and general compensa-
tory e<u ation teachers were twice as likely to have a master's degree as the
homeroont *eachers. In oddi?idn, compensatory education teachers were three
times gs i 'v cs the homeroom teacher to have had training within the 6-mon'rh )

period prior 1. #i'= ‘nterview.

The piéfure "« emerges of the preparation and training of:' compensatory
education teac'.. . i+ wouraging. On the Whole, districts provided special
" services to comy:awal vy cdveution students by employ'in'g" teachers who tended to
be highly qualifier ond experienced. Typicaily, these teachers were more likely to
% selected on the basis of ﬁs:e»:ia! academic preparation then any other singié cri-
*erion; also, relatively few of these teochers were. selc*c'red solely on the basis of
seniority. Thus, NIE's research itlusirates that low-vr*h.evm” students are nof bemg
insiructed by the least qualified perscnnel. It also shows that districts are not
. using the "soft-money of Title I" to save the jobs of inexperienced or poorly
qualified teachers. Instead, it illustrates that districts recruit and select well-
qualified teachers cnd provide them with riumerous opporfum'rses for professional
developaent, '
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CHAPTER Ill. THE INSTRUCTIONAL DIMENSIONS FOLLOW-UP

SUMMARY

This chapter ;;resen'rs additional findings from the Instructional Dimensions
Study (IDS), NIE's major study of the effects of services on compensatory zducation
students. Data reported to Congress in 1977 showed that compensatory education
students can make significon'r achievement gains over a school year period. This
follow-up s'rudy extends 'rhese analyses and focuses on the achievement gains of the
subsample of students tested over a . 2-month period. The s'rudy addresses whether
or not the compensatory education students show a loss of learning over the
summer months and compares summer ‘change for compensatory and noncom-

pensatory education students. -

The results show that compensatory education s'rﬁden'rs can maintain fmpres-_
sive gains over the calendar year. The.findings indicate that compensatory educa-
tion students in.the IDS subsample show quite similor performance on achievement
tests odmlms'reréd before and after the summer perlod and do not forge'r what they
have learned durmg the school year. Furthermore, comparison .of test scores for
compenso'rory ond noncompensatory education students shows th't chonges in
achievement over the summer are quite similar. In addition, prellmlnory examin-
ation of the effects of summer school participation ‘on learning indicate that

summer programs do. not of fer a panacea for the problems faced by low achievers.

INTRODUCTION

" In September of 1977, NIE reported to the Congress the results of the Instruc-
- tional Dimensions Study (IDS). The IDS assessed the relationship between selected

instructional prclc'ricesI and gains in reading and mathematics achievement during

N

ISee Appendix G for a description of \;his study and its ‘findings.l
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the school year. The programs ‘examined were purposely selected for certain
instructional features and ¢unnot be considered a represén'ro'rive sample of Title |
recding and mathematics services. The results of this examination of over 400
selected- Ist- and 3d-grade classrooms in 14 school districts were extremely
encouraging. Over a 7-month period, compensatory education students 'goined at a
mu-~ii higher rate than reported in earlier research. The IDS provided evidence for
the success of selected compensatory education programs of both grode levels and

in both reading and mathematics.

However, since the IDS examined achievement score improvement over a
school year, questions can be raised regarding whether it presents the most
accurate picture of the effects of compensatory instruction. Recent dnalyses of
compensatory education programs suggest that school year evaluations of
% achievement performance may be inode'qt..;o'.re -and misleading. ‘As an alternative,
calendar yéar dssessment has been 'sﬁggested.

School year evaluations have been questioned. because onolysés indicate that
‘gains are not olwoy"s"moin'roined when perfdrmonce is measured over a |2-month
interval, and. fho'r consequently an overly op'nmls'nc picture frequently is presented
' by the shor'rer term evaluation. For exomple, Thomas and Pelavin (1976) found that
encouraging results from state evaluations of Title | programs condueted on a fall-

."ro—spring basis were inconsistent with findings from statewide testing programs
- covering the fall-to-fall period, which showed far- less progress. Longitudinal
studies reported by David and Pelavin (1977) confirmed this finding for three out of
four studies. From these contrasting findfngs of school year and calendar year
~ studies, evaluators have suggested fho'r calendar year assessment of progress is
' |mpor’ ant and that the success of programs is more appropriately measured over

such a time period.
In addition, these comparisons sugges'r that special attention must be paid to

the educational achievements and experiences of compensatory education students

over the summer months. A variety of analyses (Hayes and Grether, 1969; Heyns,
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1976; Murnane, 1975) suggest that summer presents a cri'ricol‘ period for low-
achieving cbmpensa'rory education students and that their performohce may
undergo a severe declme during this period. Apparent losses in learning have, in
fact, be=n suggested to blunt or even erase school year progress (David and Pelavin,
1977). Two kinds of loss have been reported although clear distinctions between
'rhe two have not always been made." The first can be Iobeled a "relative loss," and

occurs when the gains made over the summer by compensat c"y education students

~ are less than those made by their hlgher achieving peers, resulting in a relative

" decline in achievement status of compensatory education students. The second

kind of loss, "absolute loss," occurs as a result of an actual forgetting of previously
acquired knowledge, skills, and con  ts during the summer months. Where an.
absolute loss has taken place, the achievement test scores of compensatory
education students are lower in the fall than they were in the previods spring. As a
result of ‘these firdings, recent studies of compensatory educatiori programs have
paid increasing attention to changes in performance over the summer in order 'ro

better determine the nature of reported achievement loss and How to remedy it.

. THE FOLLOW-UP STUDY

¢

3,

.To determine whether the gains of compensatory education students in the
IE}S somple would remcun large over the |2-month period, the IDS was extended to
proyide a_‘foll -to-fall measure of Title | program impact in selected IDS schools.
Re'resfin'g .‘o'rA'rhe end of summer also allowed direct measurement of changes in"
sprmg« to-fall- performcmce and furfher exploration .of summer Ioss.2 In cddi'rion,

. since it has been speculated that summer programs might help s'ruden‘rs sustain

school yeqr gains, the follow-up was also designed to provide tentative mformo'non

H

24 must be rip'red 'rhcn‘ ‘the spring-to-fall period is not strictly a summer period
because it mcludes 6 to 8 weeks at the end of the first school year after post-
testidg and | &r 2 weeks at the start of the second school year before follow-up

testing. This ls, however conS|s1'en'r with the defmmons used in earlier summer
studies. : '

. L e
- .
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about the effects of such prog'cms on summer and school year gc1|n.>.3 The IDS
follow-up study focused on these three questions:

(n Will the rsignificdn'r gains reported for the school year program
be maintained? '

(2 If there is a summer drop-off, should it be characterized as an
absolute or a relative loss?

3 ‘Do summer school prograns have a positive effect on
maintaining the rate of learning?

For the 1DS follow-up, a subsample of classrooms was éelecfed. This sub-
‘'sample was representative of the origihol saﬁple with: respec"r to use of
individualized insffucfim and propor'rion of low-income families. Approximately
3,000 students from 27 schools in 7 of the |4 original districts were included.

Comparison of pretest, posttest, and school year gain scores showed the subsample
to be representative of the IDS sample in achievement as well. (See Appendix H

for additional details about the subsample.) The sample also included both low- and
high-achieving students so that the. question of whether any summer loss was
“absolute or relative could be addressed.

RESEARCH METHODS AND DATA COLLECTION

Students who had valid DS pretest and posttest scores for reading or math

wére retested in September or _édrly Oc'robér'l977.l'- Procedures for testing were

n

3 1975-76, about 14.5% of the Title | dls'rrlc'rs provided summer school programs
in reodmg, language arts, or mathematics.

hFlf'ry-one to 54 weeks af ter pretesting and 19 to 24 weeks cf’rer post testing. Flrs'r
graders were tested using Level B, Form S of the Comprehensive Test of Basic
Skills (CTBS) on all three occasions. Third grqders were tested using Level |,
-Form S as a pretest and Level |, Form T as a posttest and a follow-up test.
Students with three vai.d reading 'res'r scores were included in 'rhe reading analysis
irrespective of their math status ond vice versa. -
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the same as those used in the original study (see Peterson, 1977, for a description
of the procedures). At that time, information was also collected on whether

students in the subsample were enrolled in summer reading or math programs.

5TUDY RESULTS | L

"The results of the study show that compensatory education students can
maintain impressive gains over the calendar year.” This c'orro'boro'res‘ond extends
the initial findings of the IDS study. In addition, the results raise questions about
the generality of summer loss for cbmpenso'ror-y education students. In the present
study, loss in absolute terms was not found. Furthermore, relative loss was neither
consistent nor 'Subs'ron'riol. Finally, the data show 'rHo'r the summer prbg_cms
6ffered' by the districts studied did not increase the achievement of compensatory’

education students.

{

Table 22 shows that on a |2-month bosis,x the gains of compensatory education
students remain impressive and that in absolute terms there is no summer drop-of.
for IDS compensatory education por'ricipon'rs.sl In grade | reading and grade 3
math, 'rhere is no mean change over the summer. . In grade | math there is an
average guain of 2 Expanded Standard Score points or | grade-equivalent month. I
grade 3 reading, there is an average gain of 9 Expanded Standard Score points or 2

grade-equivalent months. -

Further analyses focusing on individual students, as opposed to. group

overoges, show that the  general pxc'rure of sustained achievement remains VCllld

SThe results are presén'red in both Equnded Standard Scores, which place each

potential score on each test level and test form on one overall, equal-interval
scale and thereby ollows the different levels and forms toc be compored and
' grade-equivalent scores, which are technically less reliable but allow camparisons
to be made across tests and are easier !« understand sincé they evaluate studen'r
performance in terms of grade level.
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Most individual students gain or remain<at the same achievemeni level betwesn

spring.and 'summer.6

In relative terms, however, the picture is less clear. Table 23 presents these
findings and compares the performance of compensatory education sfudents who
scored below the national norm (50th percentile) in fall 1976 with that of non-
compensatory education students who performed at or above the national norm.
The data indicate that low achievers do lose some ground to higher achievers over
the summer period. However, the s.ze of the differences varies considerably by

grade . level and-subject matter, and only for Ist-grade reading is the difference,
statistically significant."

Furthermore, comparison of compensatory education and higher achieving
_noncompensatory education students shows that ‘low achievers maintained their
position relative to higher achievers on a calendar year basis. This is largely
because compensatory education students in the IDS actually showed a highér rate
of gain during the schdol year. This finding is somewhat surprising and has not been

typical of previous ondlyse_s.

PARTICIPATION IN SUMMER INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS

Summer instructional programs in reading or math were conducted in five of
the seven participating districts in 1977. Only a small bercen'roge of subsample
students por'ric~i;o'red in these programs: .I3% in Ist-grade reading; 22% in |Ist-
grade math; 4% in 3d-grc1de‘ reading; and 8% in 3d-grade math. Duration of the °

6See Appendix I.. David and Pelavin (1977) found that students with particularly
large gains during the school year often show relatively large losses over the
summer. The IDS data show no relationship between size of school year gains and
summer gains for individual students. In addition, the IDS data shew ‘that students
‘who. made large school year gains usually also made large calendar year gains.
From this we conclude that large school year gainers are not particularly likely to
lose achievemert during the suminer.
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TABLE 22

MEAN ACHIEVEMENT GAIN SCORES FOR CE STUDENTS IN
THE IDS FOLLOW-UP STUDY

. i
Type of Fall-to- Spring»£$> _Fall-to-
Study Group n ~ Score Spring Gain Fall Gain *all Gain
Grade 1 reading 395 Expanded : .
o . Standard 64 0 ; 64
Grade '
equivalent 1.2 0.0 - L2
Grade 1 math 143 Expanded ) | o
‘Standard 37 2 39
Gradé .
equivalent - 1.0 0.1 1.1
Grade 3 reading 565 Ekpanded‘ -
_ ' Standard - 43 9 ' 52
Grade )
equivalent 0.7, 0.2 0.9
. Vo ) ' :
Grade 3 math 314 - Expanded .
Standard. 64 0 64
Grade' ;, _ : :
eguivalent 1.2 0.0 1.2
/- - %
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TABLE 23

MEAN ACHIEVEMENT GAIN SCORES OF NON-CE STUDENTS WHOSE PRETEST:SCORES WERE
AT OR ABOVE NATIONAL NORMS AND OF CE STUDENTS WHOSE PRETEST SCORES
> WERE BELOW NATIONAL NORMS

Relationship to Fall-to- Spring-to-  Fall-to- N

Study Group National Norii n  Spring Gain  Fall Gain Fall Gain -
Grade 1 reading At or above 296 56% 10%** 66
, (non-CE)_ : - ©0.5%x 0.1 0.6
Below (CE) 344 69 | Q#** 60
| o 1.2 0.0 1.2
Grade 1 math At or above 435 . 39 6 .45 - -
' (non-CE) 0.5 0.1 0.6
Below (CE) 97 43 2 45
: 1.1 0.1 1.2,
Grade 3 reading At or above 305 36 21 57 :
' (non-CE) 1.0 0.6 1.6
Below (CE) 512 44 8 52 .
| | - 0.5 0.3 0.8
-Grade 3 math At or above 178 62 7 69
(non-CE) 1.6 0.2 1.8
Below (CE) 306 ~64 -1 63
_ 1.2 - =0.1 1.1

*Expanded Standard Scores.
**Grade-equivalent scores.
***Difference in gain significant (P < .0l).
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summer programs ranged frbm 20 to 40 hours per s'ruden'r with a mean of about 3!
. hours for both reading and math at both ist- and 3d-grc1de Ievels Prog_rdr'ns
generally were given 5 days a week for 4 to 9 weeks.-

The data presented in Table 24 indicate that most students pdr’ricipoting in
‘summer programs do not show significant improvement over those who do not par-
ticipate; however, |Ist-grade reading students apparently gain from the summer
program. Since the number of participants was small, the selection criteria were
not-explicit, and the differences are not very subsfon'riol, the effects of summer
programs remain ambiguous. The results do, however, point out that a summer

program is not a simple panacea and moy not always be helpful to compensatory
_educcmon students.

DISCUSSION

This follow-.up study supports dnd extends the pﬁncipol finding of the IDS:
compensatory education students can make substantial school year gains and
sustain them during the summer months. Over a |2-month period, the students
made over a year's growth in three out of four groups; in thz fourth group, nine-
. ténths-'of a year's growth was found. Specific measures of learning durin§ the

summer months indicate that for most students, forgetting is not a major problem.

By examining changes in test scores pé'rween the end of the school year and
the beginning of the subsequent fall semester, it was determined that IDS ‘students
maintained or slightly imperved their test score performance; that is, there was
generally no absolute loss. ‘While this new "reseorch_"finding contrasts with data
repor'red-'in.mos'r previous studies, where compensatory education students showed a
decline in performance after the summer, it is supported by more recent work. In
the Sustaining Effects Study (SES), a'large national evaluation of Title | effective-
ness, compensatory education students maintained their scores during spring-to-fcll
intervals on the CTBS tests in reading and mathematics (Hoepfner, 1978). Taken
‘together, the IDS and the SES show that compensatory education students generally
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TABLE. 24

MEAN ACHIEVEMENT GAIN SCORES FOR STUDENTS WHO DID AND DID NOT PARTICIPATE
IN SUMMER INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS

Fall-to- Spr1ng to- Fall-to-

§Eyd2-GrouE Summer School n Spring Gain Fall Gain  Fall Gain
Grade 1 reading . Participating 52 43% 5 48
: _ ' 0.9** 0.1 1.0
Not 343 Y il 0 L TRER
participating 1.6 0.0 ' 1.6
Grade 1 math Participating 2 32 0 32
- ' ' : - 0.9 0.0 - 0.9
B . Not S o111 38 3 41 -
j " participating . = . 1.0 0.1 1.1
Gradé 3 reading Participating 21 43 _ -3 40
‘ : , ’ : 0.6 -0.1 0.5
- Not - 554 43 9 52
participating 0.7 0.2 6.9
Grade 3 math Participating 26 69 8 . 6l
g S - 1.3 - -0.1 1.2
Not 288 63 0 63 .
participating : 1.1 0.0 1.1

*Expanded Standard Scores.
**Grade-equivalent scores.
***Gain score significantly higher when tested by a t-test (P < .01).
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do not slip ‘back during the summer. In addition, any loss relative to higher
achievers is modest at most. : . LT

Summer programs generally do not appear to have a positive effect on
. maintaining the rate of learning of the school year. The number of participants is
rather small, however, and the results are only Sug'ges'rive. THe principal conclusion
suggested is that summer programs as such are not necessarily helpful to
compensatory education students in academic terms. |In crder to examine the

potential usefulness of such programs more closely, more infermation is needed

-about them. Sqéh information would include:
(1) .How participants are selected .

(2) - Which of 'rho:.e uden'rs selec'red actually attend

-

(3) How progrums are structured

(8) How the insiruction offered in summer programs compares with

students' school year programs and how the two are coordinated-

Al'rhouqh it is not possnble to determine exactly why the IDS fmdlngs dlffer
from the earlier ones reqordmg summer loss, some speculohons are possible. First,
“the present studies are generoll)l mefhodologlcolly superior to eorller ones and have
a sounder data base. Both the IDS and SES were designed to examine test
perfor~mc1nce'Iongi'rudinolly, 'rroéed the same students over the three test-intervals,

and obtained their own test do'rh under carefully controlled testing situations. The
earlier studies relied on Iocolly administered tests, includzd smaller samples of

* students, and were limited by the problems of using data in whatever form it could

be provided by other sources.

Second, the present studies used the CTBS as the achievement test for read-
ing and mathematics. In earlier studies where loss was found, other achievement

- tests were generally used. "It is reasonable to question'whether differences in tests

o
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Them.selv_es contribute to the presence or absence of loss. Some s'upporf for fhis'
suggestion comes from analyses showing that tests differ in both content and
format (Popp and Lieberman, 1977) and incorpo_'rdf_e quite different assumptions
about the distribution of growth over the summer period (Stenner et al., I978).7 It
is possible, therefore, that whether or not there appears te be loss in Ieorniﬁg over

the summer depends on the particulai achievement test used.

Third, previous onoiyses of summer performance used data collected several
vears ago. The IDS and SES analyzed data from the 1976-77 school year. It is
nossible that over time programs hove,- in fact, improved and that the conditions
which led to summer loss have been corrected. Recent evaluations indicate that
schooi yedr services seem more effective., It is also reasonable to suggés_,f that they

may, in addition, be more ;asting.

7For example, analyses indicate that it is possible for a student who makes the’
same absolute test scores in the spring and again in the following fall to appear to
lose on one test and to stay the same on another when the scores aré translated to
a relative-measure such as percentiles. B
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CHAPTER Iv. TITLE | PARENT ADVISORY COUNCILS

SUMMARY

This chapter describes the role and activities of Parent Advisery Councils

- (PACs) in ESEA Title | programs. Drowing on ‘data collected iniseverol of the

projects conducted by the NIE Study of.Corﬁpenso'rory Education, the chapter
examines two majcr issues: the clarity of the PAC role and its responsibilities, and
the consistency of proc'rices among PACs, ‘as well as toward PACs, on. 'rhe part of
state and local officials. Information is provided in six areas: (l) the composmon
of PACs and how members are selected; (2)- the frequency and subs'ronce of PAC

- meetings; (3) the role of PACs as viewed by pGren'rs, locol educational agencies,

and state educational agencies; (4) the roles PAC members play in Title | planning
and other areas of involvement; (5) the kinds and extent of training provided the
PAC members; and (6) the relaitonship of PACs to the evaluation process.

. Analyses indicate that there is considerable local variation in in'rerpre'ro'rlon

. of 'rhe role of PACs -and that their operational characteristics vary w1dely. While

PACs are generally defined as having an "advisory" role, the findings indicate that
the" term "odwsory" includes the whole range of :possible parental roles, from
ins'rruc'rionol mvolvemen'r to odmmis'rrc'rive dec1$|onmc1klng. :

| In each of the areas of operations excifnined,-differehces in praeiiees were
reported. Furthermore, administrative studies also indicated that state and local
officials varied greatly in how they related to PACs and in the degree to which
attempts were made to aid and support them in the Title | program. In dddition

.PAC members themselves appear confused about their functions and show little

consistent understanding of duties and responsibilities.

»
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~ INTRODUCTION

This. chapter describes the roles and activities of Parent Advisory Councils
(PACs) in ESEA Title | programs. It draws upon and integrates data from several
NIE studies. Data gathered from the NIE National Survey of Compensatory Educa-
tion provide overall descriptive information about the functions of PACs at the
“school and district levels. Additionally, findings from studies of state and local

odminis'rro'rion (Goettel and Kaplan, 1977; see Appendix J), from the Légol Stand-
ards Project (Silverstein and Schember, I9'77; see Appendix K), on'd‘from "'rhe

* demonstration study (Vanecko et al., 1977; 'se’el Appendix L) provide sypplemental

infor mation about PACs ard the administrative roles of state and district s'rolff.

Parent invol_vemen'r has generally taken one of two forms in féderolly
supported education programs: parents may play a direct role in the education
process by acting as teachers or as learning aides, or they act in an advisory or
decisionmaking capoci'r.)"'ro the agency providing services. Most research studies
have focused on the first role, noting that parents may be quite effective partners
in their children's education. While many of these studies focused on preschool
programs; some studies also onol;'zed:such early elementary programs as Follow .
’ Through and similarly found positive effec'rs.2 Few studies, however, have directly

examined frhé possible role of the pqreht ‘as an’ advisor and decisionmaker. The

IThe National Survey of Compensatory Education asked a sample group of PAC
chairpersons for information about the PACs in their districts. The survey is
described in Appendix D. ' N
2Brofenbrenner notes studies suggesting that the involvement of parents is effec-

tive, specifically with regard to the development of early relationships, interests,

and language. Additionally, he cites research conducted by SRI which points out

“that Follow Through parents show marked changes in their own attitudes towards

their children's education. Follow Through programs allow parents to participate

both as teachers and as decisionmakers; these federally sponsored programs are

- designed to consolidate the successes of children in Head Start (Brofenbrenner,

1974; Schaefer, 1970; Schaefer and Aaronson, 1972; SRI, 1971q, 1971b).
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extant research that analyzes parent mvolvemen'r in Title | is generolly ske'rchy and
does not clearly address the ways PACs function or their effectiveness in these
func’rlons This chapter will expand previous information on PACs as odwsors and
decnsnonmokers and provnde preliminary answers to these queshons What do PACs

do? How can their f_unc'rlonmg be improved?

NIE studies provide information in six areas: (I) the composition of PACs and
how members are selected; (2) the frequency and substance of PAC meetings; (3)
the role of PACs as viewed by parents, local educational agencies (LEAs), and state
educo'riqnol agencies (SEAs); (4) the roles PAC members play in Title | planning and
other areas of Iprogr'om involvement; (5) the kinds and extent of traininc provided tec
PAC members; and (6) the relationship of PACs to the evaluation prdcess.

In examining each of these areas, analyses focus on two issues: the clarity of
the PAC role and its responsibilities, and the consistency of practices among PACS ‘

as well as toward PACs on the part of state and local officials. Before discussihg

these areas, however, it is useful to present a brief descrlp'rlon of the history and -

development of PAC requnremen'rs
DEVELOPMENT CF FEDERAL PAC REOUIREMENTS

The Federal Government's interest in poreln'r. involvement stemmed from its
desire to involve -..poren'rs more directly and actively in the education of their
children. The social climate of the sixties raised the issue of comm‘uni'ry control; it
perhop;s made administrators and officials more sensitive to the concept that
ci'r'izens should have the opportunity to influence the administration of the
programs that are designed to benefit them. For example, the Office of Economic
Opportunity (OEQ) established community action' agencies to provide an
administrative vehicle for involving people in federally sy onsored prvogr_oms at the
local level. One of OEO's educotidn programs, Project Head Start, required the
participation of parents in the delivery of comprehensive:childhood services. In
some respects, the requirements for PACs in Title | built on the general social

mood and on the successes of local involvement in these other programs.

P



Federal officials began urging LEAs to involve parents and other interested
community people in Title | during the earliest days of the program. In 1968, the
U.S. Office of Education issued Program Guide No. 46,:which officially recom-
mended the es;'roblishmen'r of Parent "Advisory;Councils. In 1970, the General
Education Provisions Act was amended to glve the Commissioner of Education
discretionary ou'rhon'ry to require the involvement of parents in federally financed
programs. In October of 1971, the Title | gundelmes were amended to require the
estobllshmen'r of PACs for local projects.

The I97l; amendments for Title | not only reinforced this policy but enhanced

the role of parents in Title | by establishing minimum standards for parent involye-

ment in local Title i program administration. The 1974 Title.| amendments also

. requnred LEAs to establish PACs not only at 'rhe district level, but also at *he

school level. .

Section 116a.25 of the Title | Rules and Regulations (see Appendix M) notes.
that PACs are designed "to encourage parental involvement as-a way. of increasing
the effectiveness of Title | programs." A PAC may be defined as an advisory board
composed of a majority of parents whose children participate in a Title | program.
A PAC may be designated as "school," "district," or "m'rermedlo're," depending on

'rhe level at which it funchons.

Each LEA is required to demonstrate that it has established a district
advisory counci! as well as an advisory councnl for each school. ‘Intermediate
councils ar= allowed for groups of schools wn'rhm its school district. A majority of
PAC members must be parents of Title | children and must be selected by parents
in the area designated for Title | services. The LEA must also provide the PACs

with materials such as the annual evaluation report.

NIE STUDY FINDINGS

Membership of PACs

The regulations are fairly explicif regarding the compositior of PACs. Speci- |

fically, Section |16a.25 states that a majority of ‘the members of a PAC must be
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parents of children who participate in 'rhe Ti?ie | program and 'r'bo'r these members
must be selected by parents in the Title | project area. The regulations do not,
however, address the. composition of the minority membership and have not
addressed the issue of minori'ry members' voting status (Silverstein and Schember,
1977). This is important, since requirements concerning minority membership” can
influence the effective operations of a PAC and can determine the extent to which

the parents' ideas and desires are appropriately considered.

Even with regard to majority group membership, however, there are indi-
cations that problems exist. Research from case studies in 32 school districts
suggests that. the spirit of the 51% rule may be violated when principals tend to
dominate or excessively influence the choice of members. In many instances,
principals or other staff members may nominate or appoint the Title | parents who
- serve on, the PACs. Information collected from the Nationai Survey of
Compensatory Education provides a brooder |nd|cc1'r|on of 'rhe procedures through

which parents become members of a PAC :

‘Of the PAC chairpersons interviewed, 59% reperted that current members of
"rhesr PACs were not elected, and 41% reported 'rho'r members were elected. Of
'rhose reporting that PAC members were elected, most reported that election was
by the parents of childreri in the Title | program. When asked whether any of the
:current members were appointed, approximately 52% responded "yes" and 48%
responded "no." While there seems to be variability in how parents have become
PAC members, those who were elected (rather than appointed) seem to represent

parents of pupils participating in the program.

School districts vary in the .ways they relate employment within the school
system to PAC membership. In some districts, school empioyees are ollowec_i to be -
members of the PAC; in other districts, employed parents may be PAC members,
but they must not exercise voting rights; still other districts do not exclude eligible

parents from PAC membership solely on the basis of their employment with the
. school system. Clearly, this is 3n area with considerable variability, and the fact
that the regulaticns do not address this issue facilitates such variability. Table 25
’gives a detailed picture of some of the patterns of employment and PAC

membership: '
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| TABLE 25
SCHOOL-RELATED POSITIONS HELD BY PAC MEMBERS

' Meetings

Yes , -No  Don't Know

District superinténdent of education

1.0% 85.7% 13.3%
In any other district-level position 6.9 77.9 15.2
“ Principal or assistant principal in
this (schoo]/d1str1ct) 1.0 92.7 6.3
Teacher in this (school/district) - 8.8 = 84.7 6.5
.. Teacher's aide. in this (school/d1str1ct) -25.5 65.5 9.0
School-based medical person in this , _
district 3.2 91.1 5.7
3.3 90.0 6.7

School-based social worker in.this district

Analyses also looked at how long persons served as PAC. membefs_ and
whether there was an established period of participation.: This area was considered - -'
important because jurnovér in membership can affect the stability of the PAC and
its effectiveness in providing the LEA with advice. The length of PAC members'
tenure is not specified in the regulatory framework. National survey data indicate

that little has been done to supplement the framework in_this areaq, since no specnf- '

-ic term of service was indicated by 58% of the PAC chairpersons surveyed. The“ |

length of time persons spend as PAC members was reported as highly variable.

An indicator of PAC oc'rlw'ry may be the frequency of mee'rmgs Whlle
reseorch has nct |den'r|f|ed an op'rlmol mcndence of meetings, it is plausible that
frequen'r me iings are more likely to presen'r poren'rs with-opportunities to affect
the odmlnls'rro'rlon of Title | programs. The frequency of meetings is especially
lmpor'ronf if an agenda of real consequence is discussed and if the LEAs are aware

of the tenor of these discussions. According to the national survey, 62% of the

- PACs meet less than once a month; 37% of the PAC -chdii;pers_ons report that 'rhejr

k4
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PACs mee'r about once @ mon'rh No data are currenﬂy available from 'rhe NIE
studies of the actual content of these mee'rmgs. 3

' .VoryirL(Llh'rerpre-fo'rions of the Role of PACs

The ways PAC members, the LEAs, and the SEAs view the role of PACs is.
determined by the Federal and state regulatory structures and by an informal
negotiating process.l‘ While the advisory function of the PACs is noted in the

B regulo'rions, there is considerable flexibility permitted in the ways in which, SEAs

can interpret the term "advisory"; 'rherefore, the SEA can play an lmpor'rcm'r role in
shaping the PAC role by drof’rmg its own regulations and gUIdelmes. Analyses
suggest that this SEA function «can, in fact, explain some of the variability of PAC

-ro'lest(s'i"l—i}ers'rein and Schember, 1977). Addi'tionolly; the methods the SEA.uses to

enforce regulations and ensure compllonce with the PAC reqUIremen'r can mf!uence

'rhe woys the PAC: views its role.

) Evidence that PAC involvement varies among dls'rnc'rs is provided by district
case studies (Goettel and chlon, 1977). A synthesis of research in 32 districts
finds that district PACs may have one of these three roles:

(I)  As a support. for school officials and Title | p'rogrom dperoﬁons

(2)  Asa vehicle of improving the parent's capacity as o_gqren'r

3 is, however, interesting to note that some States specifically require that

minutes be taken at these mee'rmgs, Wthh then must be attached to the Title |
application. :

aAl'rhough research is only suggestive, there is some corroborative ewdence hlgh-
lighting the importance of the negotiating process. between the LEAs and the
PACs Recent analyses of PAC activity and the lack of .specific requirements in
the law led Vanecko et al. (1977) to conclude that LEAs-and PACs must mutually
define the role of the PAC. They also noted that a paid parent coordinator can
play a .valuable role in increasing the involvement of PAC memberships and
serving as a ljaison between the home and the school.



(3)  As a way to involve parents in Title | planning, budgetary reviews,

needs assessinent, evaluation, and monitoring activities

- The variation among these three distizict roles can be linked to differences in SEA

guidance and ettitudes held by state and local officials.

" The NIE survey data show that PAC members themselves also have varied

_opinions _about their.primary roles and report participating in a wide range-of

school-related activities. When PAC chairpersons were questioned about the

_general purpose of PACs and the types of involvement in compensatory education,

results indicated that 55% of the chairpersons view PACs as a means of involving

parents.in Théii( children's education and 42% view the PAC's role as advisory to the

district. Questions about in\)ol-;/ement in specific activities also indicated that PAC -

members play varied roles. The results illustrated in Table 26 indicate the various
ways in which PACs are involved in Title I. .

Planring

Title | regulations require. the involvemem‘ of PACs in the "plonn_iné, .develop-

ment, operation, and. evaluation of 'p"rogroms uﬁder Ti';‘le " PAC involvement in

. the plcnning' cycle may lay o critical foundation for the PAC's subsequent involve-

ment in other program areas and concerns. For this reason, a measure of how

frequently PAC mgm'bérs attend district planning meetings other than the regular -

PAC meetings provides some indication of their awareness of the overall district
program. Attending sUch‘ meetings may also allow members to influence this
aspict of local Title I-administration. '

Ncn‘ionéll survey data indicate that 52.5% of the PACs were not involved in-

these planned meetings.. Of those chairpersons polled, 23.1% responded that their

PAC members were involved; 24.4% did not know. Those PACs that Were involved
in planning meetings felt that their role was advisory in almost 90%. of the casés. |

When asked what was, discussed at these meetings, PAC members reporfed that the
meetings covered a wide range of topics. Most frequénﬂy mentioned, however,
were needs assessment and evaluation. Table 27 illustrates which areas were
discussed at. these meetings and how frequen)‘ly'they were disci;ssed., .

< o
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TABLE 26

PAC INVOLVEMENT IN VARIOUS COMPENSATORY
EDUCATION FUNCTIONS

- '  Yes No  Don't Know

Participated as paid aides in the
c]assrooms7 12.4% 73.8% 13.7%
- Part1cT§atéd as volunteer aides in : |
the classroom? 31.2 55.1 13.7
Observed classroom activities? 68.8 21.7- .~ 9.5
. . H - . ‘
Been involved in field trips? - 25.6 63.5 - 10.9
Attended PAC meetings? 819 - 7.9 a2
Particibated in meetings, other
than PAC meetings, to plan the
compensatory education program’ v )
1n this district? . 35.7 - 52.2 12.1
Participated in training sessions. - R o o
or seminars? ' . 28.6 59.1 12.3
Organized training sessions or E e
seminars for parents who are not -
members of PAC? , 15.6 78.3 6.1
- Evaluated the compensatory edu- -
cation program.or programs in ' :
this (schoo]/d1str1ct)? . 50.4 39.8 9.8
g Participated in parent/teacher , _ ' T o
conferences7 : 68.8 30.9 .2
Partwc1pated in parent/principal i : . L
conferences? ' 49.1 41.3 9.5
Organized conferences between ‘
parents and school personnel? © 14,1 72.0 13.9
Sent informative letters to :
Title I parents7 ‘ .55.0 | 44.1 ) .9
Worked jointly with teachers to . ' _
define students' learning geals? . 44.0 44.0 12.1

"1

101




TABLE 27 i | - / |

AREAS DISCUSSED AT DI-SHTRICTLLEV_.;I::L MEETINGS o

Some-~ /Don't
. Often times Never / Know

Needs assessSment

. 20.5%
Goal setting 35.1 - .
Evaluation - “21.5
Teacher techniques and approaches 35.4
Budget considerations 35.4
Parent participation : 21.5
~ Coordination between regular classroom . .
. teachers of CE students and CE teachers - .
‘who also work with these same students 37.3
Pre- or -inservice CE training . 37.3
20.9

w Instruct1ona] planning

The national survey also collected data on whether PAC ch’dirpersbns were
satisfied with the planning process. Of those ques'rloned 7l 3% w?re very satisfied

ond 28.4% were somewhat satisfied. o [
| T;'oining

Adequate 'rrdining for PAC members is critical in a program as complex as
Tiﬂe l. NIE research has documented the consistency of the légol."fromewbrk but ..
- noted its lack of cldri'ry. Mdn}' s'rd're and local administrators have also observed
- tho'r the. Tifle | administrative processes ore exceedlngly complex. Under these
' cnrcums#ances, PAC mvolvemen'r is more likely to be effective if PAC members
receive some form of training. For example, training may involve the dissemina-
tion of Title | rules and regulations along with explanations. Accordlng to the
- regulations, PACs are to receive copies of. the district's Title | application and
*dpies of both state cmd local-evaluation reports. Other ospéc'rs of training could
include a general ogen'rcmon 'ro the phllosophy of compenso'rory education and how

it relo'res to the regular school program




The national survey gathered information de'rolllng some of the training
procedures Twenty-nine percent of the districts offer training sessions, while 59%
"do not. Of those chair persons polled, 12% did not know whether. .or not their
" districts prowded training sessions. In 16% of the dis'rric'rs, parents who were not
PAC members participated in the training, occordi:ng to the PAC chairpersons. A
very significant majority of I_DAC chairpersons felt that aspects of the training are
either very or somewhat important; Sixfy-eigh;r percent responded in these two
categories; 3% did not feel Tho'r aspects were o'r all important, and 30% said they
did not know whether their. 'rrc1|n|ng was |mpor'ron'r

: N : .

Case study ‘research augments and partially explains some of these survey
.findings Inadequate disseminction of mo'rerlols may exploln the low Ie*/el of infor-
" mation given to parents in a typical LEA. Some evidence suggests that only those
training mo'rerlols that are Iegolly reqU|red aré distributed frequently. In many
instances, the legal Ionguoge of the Title | regulations presents an obstacle for
laypersons. Some States have de\)eloped handbooks for PACs_, but the extent to
which these handbooks: overcome the obstacles has not beer; determined. In
general, school officials have not found effective ways to provide parents with
technical assistance in.performing-'rheir role as PAC>members. However, in some
States, the' SEA has added a requirement for training at the local level (Goettel and
Kaplan,1977; Silverstein-and Schember, 1977). ’

Evaluations

Title I‘evoluo"rions provide PAC- members with the .kinds of.infOrrno'rion they
can use to decide whether Title | programs odeq'uo.'rely" serve their children and may
also lead parents to make recommendations for improvement of some ospec'rs of .
Title | programs. Data collected as part of the national survey indicate that PAC
members are somewho'r knowledgeable about the results of Title I program
evaluations, although the extent to which they actually parficipate is unknown.
More specifically, 67%_of the chairpersons knew .that the district conducted an

evaluation of the Title | program, but 76.5% did not know whether the State also

[N
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- conducted an evaluation. A rﬁ'qjori'ry of the PACs received wrj"r?en copies of the
evaluation repof'r Of the chairpersons polled, 55.3% repor'red receiving such
reports, 33.6% did not receive them, and 10. 9% did not know. Ninety-nine percent
of the PACs qu'romcmcoliy received . these reports. PAC chairpersons were
generally aware that evaluation reports provide information about instructional as
well as o'rher aspects of Title | services. They generally’ ‘understood that these
reports presen'r descriptions of student progress by grade, school, qnd dns'rrlc'r

DISCUSSION

It is apparen'r from these analyses that there is considerdble confusion about

'rhe role of PACs and 'rha’r their operational chqroc'rens'ncs vary wndely

. Nei'rher'. the. .PAC membefS'fhemeelves nor the s’rd're and local: staff who
administer the Ti'r'Ie | program have a clear and consistent idea--of PAC
r&sponsnbllmes and requnremen'rs. The term "odvnsory" has been mTerpre'red m a-
wide vque'ry of ways to include the whole range of possible parental roles, from
instructional involvement to odmmls'rrahve dec;ssonmokmg '

In each of the areas of actual functioning examined in the national survey,
considerable '\\/qriqﬁon was reported in practices.. Further, NIE administrative
studies also indicated that state and local officials varied in how they related 'ro""
PACs and in the degree to whlch attempts were made to md and suppor'r 'rhem '"l}
~ the Title | program : ; |

-

Analyses of the Title | legdl framework (Silverstein and Sphember, 1977)

suggest that this confusion is at least in part a function of the nature of the rules

and regulq'ri'or__xs,: governing. PAC operation. The current Federal regulo'rioh’s do not
define the specific activities in which PACs are to be involved,°but rather provide
only general guidance. ‘The regulations are written primarily from a pel;spec'rive of
what LEAs "shall do" or "provide," and even here there is consnderoble flexibility.
Since "States ' have on@y :nfrequen'rly 'roken the lead in. fur'rher clqnfymg PAC



activities and res"ponsib‘ili'ri‘es, PAC functions \ih the Title | prdgrqm remqiﬁ
~ confused and highly variable. .

In. order 'rd clarify the regulations, it is.important that a consensus' first Be
reached on what, in fact, Title | PACs are intended to do. 'PAC members are not
the only group confused about their roles: even at the Federal level a variety of
_beliefs about parent involvement coexist, and a clear policy had not emerged.
PACs can assume the role of decisionmakers, advisors, instructional participants,
concerned parents, and com‘m-uni'ry liaison personnel. - Exactly what is intended by

the framers and supporters of the program requires considerable clari fication.

A )
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CHAPTER V. LOCAL ADMIN!STRATION OF TITLE |

SUMMARY

This chapter presents a general description of how local school districts
pérform their administrative responsibili'ries under Title I. i focuses on those
‘_mqnogemen'r factors. lmpor'ront to the success of compensaiory prog'cms in
improving student developmen'r These factors were ‘identified from a review of
previous research and from the observations of successful compensatory education
.teachers expressed at a special conference convened as a follow-up to the
“ Instructional - Dlmensmns Study. The nationally descnphve information was
~collected as pqr'r of the 1975-7¢ NIE Ncmonql Survey of Compenso'rory Education.

Data from the ncmonql survey indicate ‘that most districts plqn for Title |

activities by convenmg mee'rmgs in the late sprmg and the summer preceding the

~school year. During these meetings, such 'roplcs as needs assessment, evaluations, .

budget, and parent pq'rtici'pa'rion are discussed. Al'rhoUgh three-fourths of the
districts make provnsnons for principal ond teacher involvement in planning, a very
low percent of all Title | principals and campensatory education teachers actually
«attend planning meetings. Even dls'rrlc'rs with stable and well- plonned programs,
however, may not include teachers, in the plqnnmg process. ' Instead, district plans
are developed which broodly defme the Title |. prog'cm goqls, monogemen'r
~ schemes, and general currlculq. .

_ Within this general structure of 'd'is'rrkic'r plans, school-level planning is an -
important way of proViding for fle;<ibility in program- design. Approximately 70%
of Title | schools hold plonnmg meetings. These meetings almost always involve

"cornpenso ory education 'reqchers and they often involve the homeroom teachers of
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compensatory education students as well. Such a proceduré allows for and
encourages the coordination of Title | programs with the regular instructional

program.

Principals con play an important leadership role in T'i'rle i programs. The
survey information indicates that Title | prjncuipols are involved in planning and cre
very of ten aware of ongoing compensatory activities. Yet teachers do not feel that
princib,ols exercise excessively strong control over individual classroom procedures.
Thus, within the classroom, teachers generally feel free to adapt the program to.
meet the needs of individual students. Only a limited percent of compensatory
educcmon teachers feel they have little or no flexibility in developing the
instructional program for their own ciasses.

Evaluation activities are intended to meet both national and local ‘needs.
However, the findings indicate that it may be difficult to accomplish these two.
separate functions with a single evaluation proceddre ‘The results of state and
district evaluaiions are not broadly disseminated to prmcnpols or to teachers.
“Further, when teachers do receive these evolucmons, 'rhey question their wefulness
as a tool for progrom change and generally feel that stondardlzed tests provide
little information of relevance to classroom instruction.

e

INTRODUCTION |

Previous reports of the NIE Compensatory Educ'o'ri‘on Study .examined how
Federal and state governments administer Title | end described the services actu-
ally delivered by local school dls'rrlc'rs This .chapter ooks.at local practices in
administering these services.

_ Within the overall framework of the direction provided by Federal and state
odmmls'rrcmon, local school districts have wide latitude in designing and
:mplemen'rmg Title | programs. Local personnel are responsible for many

odmmls'rrcmve oc'rlvmes, including planning, lmplemen'rmg, and evaluating the

o
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services delivered to students under Title I. Because local administrative
responsibili'ries are so extensive, moré knowledge of how Title | districts go about

these ochvmes is nmpor'ron'r m understanding the foc'rors affecting the operation of
Title I.

A descrlp'rlon of these locol odmmls'rrohve activities is also the first step in

. unders'rondmg the full implications of numerous current research studies. Recent. |

research suggests that the success of instructional programs depends on choices

'made at the local level. The results of a wide variety of studies indicate that

organizational and administrative factors may be critical to the effectiveness of

. programs aimed at improving children's achievement. In a major study of the main
‘components. of effective program implementation, researchers found that oddp'rive, ’

flexible planning was crucial; that the involvement and support of all administra-

tive levels was important; and that successful programs were those in which

'reochers were mvolved in meetings and dems:ons on |mplemen'rcmon (Bermcn ond
McLoughlm, l975)

Several other sfudies of 'rhe foctors relmed to ochlevemen'r gains have em-
phasized the importance. of school- level monogemen'r for program success. For
example, considerable evidence indicates that leadership from the prmcupol and
his/her involvement in plonning and organizing the instructional program are nec-
essary for the program's effectiveness. These studies suggest that schools with
high qcl'ﬁ,ev_e.n'_lenjt levels are those in which the principal is actively involved in E

coordirio'r?ng, planning, and setting priorities (Dykstra, 1968; Weber, 1971; Mayeske,”

1976; New York State, 1974). School-level organizational factors such as the

exchange of ideas among staff, "'rhé_por'ricipo'rion of teachers in the planning pro-

cess, and coordination among teachers may also help to make programs gffecfive:

NIE's major study of the effects of services on student development provides -
indirect support for the importance of administrative factors. The overall results
of the Instructional Dimensions Study (IDS) indicated that compensatory education

students in well-planned and well-implemented programs made large achievement
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gains. | The gcnns may be due in pqr'r to the structure and organization of programs
mcluded in the sample. Although the classrooms  in the IDS were not special .
demons'rrcmon projects, they may have been better planned, organized, or managed

than is typical of programs serving similar students.

This chop'rér presents a general description of how Title | districts perform
their administrative responsibilities. The quantitative data provide baseline in-
formo'rion on the frequency of planning meetings, on who participates in the meet-
ings, and on opportunities available for information exchange and coordination o'r
the district and school levels. Such descriptive information is a first step in any
attempt to understand the dynamics of the planning and implementation processes.
The chapter also describes local evaluation procedures and considers the usefulness
of evaluation results for local planning and program design. Interviews conducted
with district administrators, Title | principals, and 'reochers as part of the NIE

National Survey of Compenso'rory Educcmon2 provided the source of information
for this descrlphon

_ The" second source of mformcmon drew upon teachers’ observcmons on 'rhe
choroc’rerls'rlcs of successful compensatory education programs. As a follow-up of..
the IDS, the Compensatory Education Study staff convened a conference of
tedchers from IDS schools where the teachers could reflect on their ekperience and
also.-augment . or explain the study findings. During the conference, 'reochers
~discussed the S|gn|f|cc1nce of various aspects of management and planning; this
dls_cussmn provides some quol_no'rlve information on the relative importance of
these - procedures.: Where 1cievant, this chapter notes the prevailing opinions

expressed at the conference.3

IResul'rs of. that .s'rudy were reported in The Effects of Services on Student
Development (NIE, September 1977).

2See Appendix D for a complete descrip"rion.of_ the survey design.

3 report on the conference will be available in October 1978.



LOCAL PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION

Scope of Local Admhinisfroﬁve Effort

In Compensatory Educcmon Services (July 1977), NIE provided a breakdown of
national LEA Title | expenditures into three categories: instructional services
(74.3%); noninstructional services (4.5%); and other (21.1%). The 21% of national
LEA Title | expendifures assigned to "other" can be further divided as indicated in
Table 28. Three of these categories (fixed charges, operction of plant, and capital
outlay), which together account for 14% of expenditures, ara costs associated with
the delivery of Title l'services. Approximofely $68 million (4%) of national LEA
expendlfures poy for local odmmlstroflon. If we include the miscellaneous category
in odmmlsfrohve expenses, the maximum estimate of funds spent for
ddmnmsfrohon_ at the local level is approximately $ll9l million. . THe'. range of’

administrative expenditures for individual Title | districts is quite large: many

districts do not charge any administrative expenses to Title |, wherecs in ofhers,
such expenses can. consmufe up to 29% of 1he T:ﬂe | budget.

In terms of odmmlsfrohve staff, "the $68 mllhon in Title | funds paid the
. salaries for an estimated 2500 full-time equnvolenf (FTE) district administrative
personnel.h The range for individual districts is again quite large, from no district-
level administrative personnel paid from Title | funds to over 100 FTE.
v o ' .

Expenditures for district administration and staff are related to the size of
the school district. According to survey estimates, opproximofe-ly 85% of Title |
~ districts have fewer than 4359 students enrolled. " Since many of these districts
have only one or a few Title | schools, reloﬁ'vely.'l,ow od‘m'inist_rofive expernises and

staff levels can be expected. Large Title | school districts, on the other Hond, are

:hln many districts, individual sfoff ‘members work part-time on Title | and have

other duties as well. Using the FTE figure gives a better indicatior of the size of
administrative staff.

1
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much rhore likely to have large numbers of administrative personnel and to use a
hlgher percentage of Tn‘le | funds for district administration. Table 29 iltustrates
this-relationship. - |
) The survey also collected some information on the bockgrounds of the dis-

frlcf-level personnel responsible for administering the Title | program.” Of these
”dlerle OfflClGlS, 94.6% have had at least some full- tlme teaching experlence In
- most cases; however, their jobs immediatetys—prior to this one were also
administrative, either in.the district office or as prmcnpcﬂs* only 26% ‘went directly-
from. teochmg to district Title | administration. - The survey information ‘also
indicates considerable stability of. dlsfrlct Title | persor'mel‘ the overoge
administrator had been in his/her current posmon fof opproxnmofely 5 years and
had worked in the district for an average of 10 years.

&

District Planning Activities and Porﬁcipdr_!_fg

™

Data collecfed in the national survey allow us to’ descrlbe the formal planning
procedures followed by Title | school districts as well as who participates in district
planning. In _addition, the data provnde lnformcmon about the degree to whlch
district monogemem‘ restricts or permits “school- Ievel flexibility in lmplemem‘mg ,
program plons These national practices can then be compared with the district.
planning procedures’ assocncn‘ed with successful progroms

Most Title | districts begin planning an overdg'e of 5 'mon'fhs' (or around April)
before the school year begins. Approximately 7% of the districts begin planning ‘as
much as a year or more before the fall semester. Among the districts holding
~ formal planning meetings, the number of meetings vorled widely, ronglng from |
meeting to over 50 and averaging 6. '

5We mlghf note that the survey data indicate that very few districts hove a sep-
arate Title | deporfmem‘, usually it is part of some sort of special program office.
The specific organizational sfrucfure varies consndercbly in local school- dlsfhcfs.
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TABLE 28
BREAKDOWN OF "OTHER" LEA EXPENDITURES

4

Expend{ture7 _
Category - .Description

Administration -4  Costs of salaries dand eqdipment used by
: : ' "~ LEA Title I coordinator and staff

‘Operation and 2 ~ Costs of .school plant when only
maintenance of: : Title I programs are operating,
plant . e.g., during summer school

-Fixed chargesl 11 - Benefits to Title I teachers -and

administrators, -including social
security, insurance, and retirement

Capital'outlay

1 Purchase of equipment for Title I
Miscellaneous 3 Debt service, school security, other
' g - expenses
Total - 21
VABLE 29

SCOPE OF ADMINISTRATIVE EFFORT AND
DISTRICT SIZE (ENROLLMENT)

Large Med1ium Small
Average no. of '
FTE administra- - .
tive staff ~£.,38 0.31. . 0.03
Percent of Title I |
expenditures for

administration 3.8 3.5 2.6
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In contrast to this ovefoge, IDS districts showed a higher number of planning

meetings over a longer period of time; these dls'rrlc'rs began planning an average of
16 to 20 months ahead of the school year. Durmg the year immediately” preceding
implementation of the progrom, they averaged eight or nine mee'rqus. Since _these

districts were selected on the basis of having well-implemented programs, this
more intensive plonnmg effort might be expected.

‘The formal district planning process is limited in a_ significant number of
districts. Approxifno'rely 16% of the Title | districts,'including many with either
one or a.few schools, did not conduct any formal planning meetings. In these smoll'

dls'rrlcfs, planning may take place at the school ro'rher than 'rhe district level. .

In the survey, district Title | administrators were also asked to rate the
frequency with which different 'roplcs were discussed at their planning meetings.
As Table 30 indlicates, there were no clear-cut differences in the frequency with
which most topics were discussed, with two exceptions: training was discussed
often in only 27% of the districts, and the subject most frequently discussed was
needs assessment; approxlmo'rely 80% of Title | districts reported dISCUSSIng this
topic frequently, and the rest discussed it sometimes. |

The exact content of 'rhese discussions of needs assessment requires clorlfl- ,
cation., From the perspec'rlve of the Title | regulcmons and interpretative state-
ments, "rhe needs assessment procedure is a formal process designed to furnish
districts with the information they need -for making decnsnons cbout the kind of
Title I services they ought to provide. However, Silverstein and Schember (1977)-
noted 'rho'r mony S'ro'res and districts do not fully unders'rcmd the steps in this
procedure since the - regulcmons ‘themselves are unclear. Under 'rhese circum-

stances, NIE infers that the frequen'r mention of needs assessment as a discussion

. subject probably does not refer to the formal process. Instead,_it is likely that - ~

local officials consider informal "staff dlscussmns about the perceived needs of

students for a certain 'rype of service to fall into this survey co'regory.
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TABLE 30 - |
.TOPICS DISCUSSED AT DISTRICT PLANNING MEETINGS

°

% of School Districts

Topic Often Sometimes Never
Needs assessment - 79.2 20.8 0
Goal setting ' : 56.4 . 43.5
~ Evaluation ‘ . . : '54.4 ‘45;6 N _ 0
Teaching techniqpes and apbrqachés 44.3 53;7. _ 2.0
‘Budget considerations . 45.0 - 51.9 3.1
Parent participation 51.4 . 48.4 0.2

Coordination between regular class-
room teachers of CE students and
CE teachers who also work with

these -students 52.8 46.1 1.1 .
Pre- or inservice CE training 27.3 '59.4 13.2
Instructional planning : 52.5 l36.6 a 10f9




‘The impression gathered from the IDS conference is that district plonmng
remains at a very generol level even in districts with quite successful programs.
'IDS district plens established brood goals and specified instructional’ management
schemes and general. currlcu_lo, bu'r did not specify how teachers were to behave in

their classrooms (Botel, 1978).

The breadth of staff por'rioipo'rion in these planning meetings can indico're the
posture of the district toward coordinated planning. In the majority of dls'rrlc'rs,
wide variety of s'roff, mcludmg prmc1po|s and 'reochers, attend at least: some
dls'rrsc'r level planning mee'rmgs Toble 31 indicates 'rhe percentage of Title'l

districts in which different types of people participated.in some ‘planning meetings. o '

The fact that most districts include principals or 'reochers in the planning process
does not, however, mean that all Title I principals or compenso'rory education
teachers participate. In fact, the survey data mdlco're that only one or a few
. principals and teachers in any district are Ilkely to”participate in district-level
planning. For example, Title | principals do not necessarily attend all'district-level
meetings, and 14.1% do not attend any. Only 20% of all. compensatory education
teachers and less than 10% of all” homeroom 'reochers of compensatory education -
children attended any district-level planning mee'rlngs Although IDS schools had

".. -stable and successful programs, very few IDS tfeachers were lnvolved ih district-

level plonnlng (Botel, 1978).

TABLE 31
PARTICIPATION AT DISTRICT PLANNING MEETINGS

Attended Planning Meeting "% of Title I Districts
CE teachers " 75.9
Other CE staff . 68.4
Non-CE teachers ‘ : 61.8
Principals/asst. principals : 93.6
District-level staff ' 8l.4
Parents 74.2
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Fmolly, the survey data prowde some indication of whe'rher 'rhese mee'rmgs

" result in Title | instructional program designs .which are flxed or. whe'rher schools

can adapt programs to their own situations once the school year has begun.

.....

.

If we consider together responses categorized as "o great deal" and "some" |n

" Table 32, it is apparent“that district administrators believe that tHe schools have

considerable flexibility in desngnmg particular instructional programs. This is’

especmlly sngmflcon'r in the llgh'r of research and the IDS conference discussion

which suggest that school level monogemen'r decisions have 'rhe most lmpqc'r on

program success.

TABLE 32

LATITUDE OF SCHOOLS TO ALTER
DESIGN CF TITLE I PROGRAMS

% of Districts

. _ Reading ~~ Math  Language Arts
Great deal  32.7 467 38.0
“ Some .. 44.3 - 28.6 - 42.6
Very little 12.6 . 16.5 - 13.5
None 10.2 .8.2 ’ 5.7

School-Level Adminisffcﬂion

It is at the school cmd crlossroom level that decisions are made by those people
in cl05es'r contact with compenso'rory education students. In the national survey,
NIE collected information about 'vear-ahead planning activities and about imple-
mentation within Title | schools. NIE then analyzed the extent of involvement of
principals and teachers in implementation and the degree of coordination be"rween
regulor classroom and compenso'rory education teachers. These factors have been
lden'rlfled as crucial to program success.

3
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School-level plonnmg appears to be- qu1're frequen'r, opproxnmo'rely 70% of.
Title | schools held planning meetings. for the following year's Title | progrom The

- number-of meetings vorled widely, from | to over 60, and overoged 5.

’

Prmcnpals were asked to rate how frequently certain topics were discussed at

"these school planning meetings (Table 33). In contrast to district planning, the -

topic frequently discussed by the largest percentage of schools was coordination
be'rween regular_and compenso'rory education teachers. A widé"vorie'ry of -other .
topics wére olso m'red as frequen'rly dlscussed Instructional plonnmg and_teaching. -
'rechmques were- more likely 'ro be dlscussed frequenﬂy at school plonmng meetings -
than in dls'rnc'r meetings. ‘

Approxirh_o'rely 80% of ‘the principals attend at least some of these Title | R

"planning meetings. In more than 90% of the schools, compensatory ~education

teachers are frequently involved in these meetings; in @ majority ‘of the schools,
regular teachers are also involved. - Table 34 presents information on the percen'r-
age of Title I schools in which various types of people participate in plonnmg.

The oxfensiveness_\ of s'rof‘f ocfi\}ify after planned programs are ‘implemented
provides ono'rher“ dimension of analysis.. Almost all Title | schools (84.6%)- held at
least some. s'roff meetings to discuss the workmgs of the current (rather 'rhon the
pro;ecfed) compensatory ms'rruc'rlon program. In the 6 months prior to the survey,
these schools averaged 5 mee'rmgs, although the range was from' | to over 60. In
most schools, these staff mee'rmgs were attended by both regular and compensatory

education teachers; compenso'rory education teachers participated in 87.5% of the

- schools and regulor teachers in 78%. Survey data from tedcher: interviews indicate

that most of thé compensatory education and homeroom teachers in a school are
likely to attend these mee'rings.6
B

i
i

6Seven'ry-flve percent. of dll compenso'rory education 'reochers o'r'rended these
meetings, whnle 63% of all homeroom teachers did so.

'
t

118'133



TABLE 33 ‘
TOPICS DISCUSSED AT SCHOOL PLANNING MEETINGS

% of Schools

Topic - n Often . Sometimes Never
Needs assessment o 62.6 33.2 4.3
Goal setting - - 56.3 38.9 4.7
Evaluation . - - B | 61.1 35,5< 3.3
Teaching téchniqugs and approaches 52.3 42.7 4 4.8
Budget considerations . 32.6 435 23.7
Parent participation = | 34.9. 53.5 1.5

Coordination between regular class-
room teachers of CE students and ' Do
CE teachers who also work.with ' o .
these students 70.2 - 23.8 5.9

Pre- or inservice CE training - 24.4 56.5 ° 19.1

Instrictional planning © 60.0 136.1 3.9




 TABLE 34

PARTICIPATION AT SCHOOL
-~ PLANNING MEETINGS

- -~ L

Kind of Participant .4 of‘Title I Schools

~ School administrative

staff . . - 64.7

CE teacher 90.7

- -Non-CE teachers 56.3
. Parents s L 65.3 ..

."The  attendance of both regular classroom and compensatory education
teachers at compensatory edchfion'sfaff meetings is one indication of the degree
of coordination between the regular and compensatory programs as the school year
. progresses. In addition, teachers may make individual efforts to coordinate the two
" types of . msfrucfion. Elghfy-fhree to 85% of all compensatory education feochers
_in reading, mcn‘h and language arts; programs indicated that they made some .

individual effort to coordinate their compensatory instruction in these subjects
~ with instruction by regular classroom teachers of their compensafory education
’ sfudenfs. This high degree of staff interaction is especially encourogmg, since IDS
teachers ldenflfled joint planning as a benchmark. of successful programs (Amarel
1978).° 7 - Of course, information about the number of s?éff meetings and the high- -
- level of par’ncnpaflon ‘does. not;- in |fself indicate the quality of program »
g lmplemenfcmon in Tlfle | schools, but does suggesf fhcrt there is subsfanflal com-
munication. : '

The degree to which teachers have flelelllf)' in adapting plans to the cir-
» cumsfances in their -own classrooms appears “to be |mporfanf A major fheme

’

7Coordmahon is llkely to be especnallf' important in pullouf programs, where the.
- classroom teacher is not present during the compensatory. instruction. The
 majority of compensatory education students nationwide recelve their compensa-
_tory education instruction in a pullout situation. : -

)
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emergmg from the IDS conference wads 'rhe extent to which these successful 'reoch—'

ers felt free to adapt progroms to the needs of 'rhelr s'ruden'rs. In the view of these
teachers, adaptive planning meant enough clossroor{l autonomy to initiate: chonges

and to modlfy and experiment within the: fromework of program guidelines (Bo'rel
~'1978).

\

' The datd collected by the survey éuggesf that c'ompenso'ron:y education
teachers generolly do feel free to adapt the instructional program as they deem
- appropriate (Table 35). The percen'roge of compenso'rory edication teachers who

feel they are .able to make such chonges is encouraging, particularly in view of

findings .from 1he IDS conference which suggest that this flexibility'i is an lmpor'ran'r o

foc'ror.

TABLE 35

TEACHERS' LATITUDE TO ALTER
PROGRAM DESIGN

"Degree of Latitude % of CE Teachers
Great deal » 47.9

Some - 38.3

Very Jittle _ - 9.5

None . 4.3

.~

Extant research in school organization as well as the IDS conference note

that the active lnvolvemen'r and leadership of the principal has a strong impact on

the quality of instruction (Botel, 1978). This leadership may be marked by the

extent to which the pr'nc1pc1| is involved in plonnlng, monitoring, ‘and cqnferrlnq
with 'reachers. The survey data present some evndence about the lnvolvemen'r of
principals in Title | program implementation; these data also provide some
-indication of the extent of the prmc1pc1|s awareness of _program components and
dimensions.:
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Principals were asked about the instructional activities and approaches of the

compenscn‘ory educcmon teachers in their schools, and their responses were—then - -

mo'rched with answers to the same questions from.these teachers. Whlle precise
estimates cannot- be made, analysis of these. data shows that Title | prmcnpcls are
generally well informed about the activities of compensatory instruction personnel;
they are aware of the dmount of time for lns'rruc'rlon, of grouping practices, and of

the generol ms'rruc'rlonol techniques used by these 'reqchers
LOCAL EVALUATIONS

Evaluation hos been a key component of the Title | program since its passage
in 1965. The original Title | legislation mcluded a 'rhree—'rlered reporting system
which mcluded local evolum‘lons, state reports, and an annual national report from
OE to Congress. One purpose of local evaluations was to provide the basis for
aggregated .data on Title I's effectiveness nationally. In response to extensive

debate about these national procedures, OE has attempted to require more uniform
 local evaluation procedures in the hope that aggregated do'ro will more accurately

reflect the true national situation.

-
R

Local evaluations wére also intended to provide useful feedback to those who .
design and plan programs at the local level. But it is not clear that the sdme_ type
.of evaluation can be used fbr national evaluation and local program planning, since
ndﬁonol reporting requires unifoqn, standardized results ‘that coﬁ be aggregated-
across districts. However, teachers-at the IDS conference indicated that this
standardization makes the results less useful for them. The IDS teachers felt that
the Title | testing programs in their districts were not valuable except as a
mechanism for ranking students and that standardized tests.did not, and could not,
provide them with information that was useful in modifying or improving .'rheir
approaches or techniques (Leinhardt, 1978).

The NIE No'ridnql Survey collected some information about local Title |

evaluations. First, some kind of formal evaluation, either state or locally

organized, takes place in all but 2.4% of Title | districts. ) In oddi'r‘ion,

— ’ 121!) ,
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approximately 12% of Title | schools conduct their own separate evaluation of their

Title | progrom.8 ‘ _ e
Second, over 95% of those districts conducflng evaluations rely primarily on .

standardized studen&r achievement tests to measure the effects of Title | in-

struction on student development, with no test being consistently preferred. Local

school personnel administer these tests in nearly all cases; less than 1% of the
districts use outside evaluators.

Third, less than 50% of the Title | districts i-ncl'udé measures of 'noncogniﬁve"‘
development in their evaluations of Title | instructional services. To some extent,
this absence undoubfedly reflects the problems with existing measures of affective
outcomes. Of course, Title | programs may include nor\mmstrucflonal services, and
other aspects of the inStructionoI'programs could be evaluated. Table 36 presents
information on the extent to which certairi other aspects of Title | progrqms are
evaluated at the local level.

The survey also collected information on the procedures through which the
_results of these evaluations are used and disseminated. ‘All district administrators*
in districts where evaluations are conducted receive the results, which are usually
pkovid_ed by schoo! and by grade level as well as by individual students. However,
the material and informoﬁoﬁ from state and district evaluations usually does not
circulate below the district Ievel.  Only 20% of Title | principals receive the

written results of state evaluations, and only 26.7% receive the.results of distf_ict
evaluations. Survey data from interviews with compensatory education teachers

reinforce the impression that the usefulness of these evaluations is limited below

the district Ievel.9 Approximately 30 ‘to 34% of the compensatory ‘educdtion

8These school evaluations appear to be more informal. Less than half use
standarized tests to assess student achievement. -

9A recent study.of Title | evaluations in 15 districts-also suggests that evaloation

results do not serve as a guide to program |mprovement, even at the d|s‘rr|ct level
{Dcvid, 1976)
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'redéhers in reading, math, and language arts were not even aware of whether their

— —districts conducted a formal-evaluation of the Title | program. Approximofély-hO%
of the compensatory education teachers in these careas recéived written results of

the evaluatiors. Of fhese, 75 to 80% got the results in the form of individual
student scores, which would presumably be the most useful format for feedback to

. teachers. O\';eroll, opproximofely'és% of all compensatory education teachers
either did not receive evaluation results or thought the results were. not at all

useful when asked to rate them.

. o

Because OE is interested in incredsing the Uniformi'ry o'f evaluation data to
aid in national repor'rlng, it may be unrealistic to expect that formal Title |
evaluations will be very useful for local planning and |mplemen'rcmon at the school _

- and clossroom levels. To serve as useful local feedback, another evaluation pro-
cedure may be needed, but whe;rher local school districts can afford the time and

effort to do both remains an open question.

TABLE 36

" EVALUATION OF VARIOUS ASPECTS
OF TITLE I PROGRAMS

Program Component - % of Districts Evaluating
cffectiveness of supportive |
services , 40.6
Teacher/pupil interaction - 32.4
Teacher performance 16.2

Quality and availability of o
“instructional materials 40.0

Use of aides and volunteers ' 56.3
Parent participation . 68.3

. -
} _|2j1>:-
-




DISCUSSION

How local school districts go about planning, implementing, and evaluating
the services delivered to students under Title | is likely to have an impact on the
success of these services in improving student developrﬁent. Certainly the IDS
conference of successful téuchers reaffirmed other research results showing the

importance of planning and implementation for the success of the programs.

Given this background, the descriptive information in this cihop_ter provides an
encouraging picture. While few .Title | principols and teochers'dppear to be
involved in district planning meetings, the data indicate that within the general
structure of district plans, school-level planning allows flexibility in designing
services to meet the needs of students. The extensiveness of school-level pianning
revealed by the national survey data is particularly ‘important jn view of the em-
phasis which the IDS teachers put on joint planning and coordination between
regular and compensatory education teachers as a crucial factor in siiccessful
compensatory education programs. Accordihg to the national survey, school plan-
ning meetings almost always involve compensatory education teachers, and Théy
- often involve the homeroom teachers as well. In addition, most compensatory
educoﬁop.tqqcﬁers indicated they made efforts to coordinate their Title | progrem
with the regular instructional program. ,

Considering the extent to which IIjS teachers believed that c'iAcﬁve principal
involvemént was important in their programs, it is significant that the national
“survey results indicate that Title | prmcnpols generally play an active role in plan-
~ ning and are aware of the compensatory education prochces of individual teachers.
“ The national survey data also indicate that, wnhm the clossroom, teachers
generaily feel free ta adapt the program to meet the needs of individual students.
Only a lirnited percentage of the compensatory education teachers felt they had
litt!e or no flexibility in doing so. - '

Finally, the survey data reinforce the impresSion conveyed at the IDS con-

ference that ‘evaluations designed to provide uniform, standardized results at the

282



national level contribute little to successful local program planning. The results 6f

- state and district Title | evaluations are not broadly diséeminoted to principals or
to teachers. The survey results indicate that when teachers do receive these
evaluations, they find them of little use as a tool for program change.

‘I2§l Dy
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Public Law 93-380
93rd Congress, H, R; 69
August 21, 1974 .

An Act

To e'xtend and amend the Elemnentary and Secondary Education Act of -
1965, and for other pnrposes. :

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may .
be cited as the “Education Amendments of 1974”. o

W%

Part B—EbtcatioNaL StrpiEs AND Stnveys

STOUDY OF FURPOSES AND EFFECTIVENESS OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION
PROGRAMS o ’

Sec. 821. (a) In addition to the other authorities, responsibilities

‘and duties conferred upon the National Institute of Education (here- -

inafter referred to as the “Institute”) by section 405 of the General
Education Provisions Act and notwithstanding the second Sentence.
of subsection (b) (1) of such section 403, the Institute shall undertake

a thorough evaluation and study of compensatory education programs,
including such programs conducted by States and such programs con-- °
ducted under title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1963. Such study shall inclnde— : o

(1) an examination of the fundamental purposes of such pro-
grams, and the effectiveness of such programs in attaining such
purposes; ) h .

(2) an analysis of means to identify nccurately the children
who have the greatest need for such programs. in keeping with
the fundamental purposes thereof ;

(3) an analysis of the effectiveness of methods and procedures
for mecting the edueational needs of children. including the use
of individualized written educational plans for children. and
programs for training the tenchers of children;

(4) an exploration of alternative methods, including the use
of procedures to assess educational disadvantage, for distributing
funds under such programs to States, to State educational agen-
cies, and to local educational agencies in an equitable and efficient
manner, which will accurately reflect current conditions and insure
that such funds reach the areas of greatest current need and are
effectively used for such areas;

(5) not more than 20 expertmental programs, which shall be
reasonably geographically representative, to be administered by
the Institute, in cases where the Institute determines that such
experimental programs are necessary to carry out the purposes of
clauses (1) through (4)}and the Commissioner of Education is

authorized, notwithstanfing any provision of title I of the Ele-
‘mentary and Secondary] Education Act of 1965, ot the request of
the Institute, to approvq the use of grants which educational agen-
cies are eligible to receiye under such title I (in cases where the
agency eligible for such pgant agrees to such use) in order to carry
out such experimental programs; and
(6) findings and recomme: \tions, including recomimendations
for changes in such title I or r6r new legislation, with respect to
the matters studied under clauses 1) through (5).
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-request with respect to programs carried on under t

(b) The National Advisory Council on the Education of I)isad- -
vantaged Children shall advise:the Institute with respect to the design
and execution of such study. The Commissioner ofp/%cdncation shall
obtain and transmit to the Institute such .information as it shall

Ttle I of the Act. -

. (c) The Institute shall make an interim report ‘to the President
and to the Congress not later than December 31; 1976, and shall make
a final report thereto no later than nine months after the date of sub-
mission.of such interim report, on the result of its study conducted
under this section.- Any other provision of law, rule, or regulation to
the contrary notwithstanding, such reports shall not be submitted to
&ny review outside of the Institute before their transmittal to the Con-
gress, but the President and the Cornmissioner of Education may make
to the Congress such-recommendations with respect tothe contents of
the reports as each- may deem appropriate, <

(d) Sums made available pursuant to section 151(i) of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 shall be available to carry -
out.the provisions of this section. . -

(e)(1) The Institute shall submit to the Congress, within one hun-
dred and twenty days after the date of the enactment of this Act. a
plan for its study to be conducted under this section. The Institute
shall have such plan delivered to both Houses on the same day and to
each House while it is in session. The Institute shall not commence
such study until the first day after the close of the first period of thirty
calendar days of continuous session of Congress after the date of the
delivery of such plan to the Congress.

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)— :

(A) continuity oFsession is broken only by an adjournment of
Congress sine die; and -

{B) the days on which either House is not in session becanse of
an adjournment of more than three days to a day certain are ex-
cluded in the computation of the thirty-day period.

%% %

“ALLOCATION OF FUNDS \\;IT:IIIN THE SCIIOOL DISTRICT OF A 1.OCAL
: EDUCATIONAL AGENCY

“S¥c. 150. (a) Forany fiscal year not more than 20 jocal educational
agencies selected for the purpose of section 821(a) (5) of the Educa-
tion Amendments of 1974 may elect, with the approval of the district-
wide parent advisory council which is required to be established under
sectior. 141 (a) (14) of this title, to allocate funds received from pay-
ments under this title on the basis of a method or combination of
methods other than the method provided under section 141 (a)(1)(A).
Any method selected pursuant to this section shall be so designed and
administered as ta he free from racial or cultural discrimination.

“(b) Any local educationalagency to which this section applies shail
submit such reports to the Director of the National Institute of Educa-
tion at such timne and in such manner as the Director may reasonably
refjuire to earry ont his responsibilities under section §21{1)(5) of
the Education Amendments of 1974, -
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TABLE B-1 |
NUMBER OF PUBLIC. ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS SERVED BY'TITLE I

&

1975-76 1976-77

197778

No. of No.- Percent No. of No. . Percent No. of - No. Percent
Schools .Served . -Served ~ Schools * Served . Served - Schools Served * Served

Districts that serve low-achieving - ' b . . o

students in all elementary schools - N _ A
Adams County #12 16 ' 3 19 N 16 16 100 . 16 16 100 -
Harrison County - 30 25 83 30 30 - 100 28 28 . 100
Mesa . 25 14 56 25 25 - ) 100 26 26 100
Newport ) 9 3 . 33 9 9 ~ 100 9. 9 100
Racine 33 16 48 33 33 . 100 L33 33 100
Santa Fe - ) 16 11 69 16 16 100 v 16 16 100

Districts that rank schools by

‘achievement and serve fewer

than all elementaries ) . )
Charlotte . 73 49 67 75 .57 76 .75 37 '49
‘Winston-Salem 37 13 . 35 37. 24 65 ] 37 23 .62

Districts that rank schools

primarily by poverty :
Berkeley County B <13 ‘10 77 . 14 11 79 ' 14 11 79
Boston 117 65 56 108 74 . 69 167 71 34 .
Houston ; . 16§ . 54 32 169 58 34 " 57

Districts making.primarily intra- -

schooi changes_ ) . - : )
"Alum Rock . 19 9 47 18 : 18 100 187 18 100
Yonkers ‘ 31 9 10 40

29 " 25 9 36 25

- | | | 144
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TABLE B-2

NUMBER OF PUBLIC ELEMENTARY STUDENTS
SERVED BY TITLE 1 '

1975-76  .1976-77 - 1977-78
" Districts that serve low-aChieviﬁg . ' '
students in all-elementary schools ‘ _ _
‘Adams County #12 = : 174 591 582
Harrison County . - . 1,409 : 1,823 1,766
Mesa. . ’ 2,494 ‘ 3,229 3,787
Newport : ' 175 ~ 445 430
Racine 760 : 1,552 1,472
Santa Fe . _ | 735 . 1,149 1,205
Districts that rank schools by o
achievement and serve fewer than
~all elementaries '
Charlotte - - . 6,440 5,924 6,038
Winston-Salem - ' . 1,812 - 3,310 3,309
Districts that rank schools ' |
primarily by poverty
Berkeley County | 630 . 1,106 1,059
Boston 10,130 10,572 9,538
Houston 19,518 17,854 20,568
Districts making primarily intra:
school changes
Alum Rock 3,962 9,560 9,217
~_Yonkers S 2,375 2,855 - 3,006
1354 5




TABLE B-3

PERCENT OF TITLE I STUDENTS IN DEMONSTRATION DISTRICTS
WHO RECEIVE FREE OR REDUCED~PRICE LUNCHES

0 1975-76  1976-77  1977-78

Districts that serve
low-achieving students
in all elementary schools

- Adams County #12 24 21 19
i Harrison County 65 58 56

; Mesa ) S 43 : 32 34
Newport.. 77 62 57

. Racine — 44 42 37

/ Santa Fe N 86 75 70

) Districts that rank
! . schools by achievement
. - and serve fewer than all

elementaries
/ . . : .
g Charlotte : 73 61 63

~ Winston-Salem o 64 71 - 65

Districts that rank scﬁools
primarily by poverty

Berkeley County 57 57 61

Boston , 91 92 96

Houston o 83 85 86

Districts making
primarily intraschool

changes
Alum Rock 89 .78 77
Yonkers - 86 . 72 83 -
Average | 68 62 62




// | ' TABLE B-4 i

/- ~ PERCENT OF TITLE I STUDENTS IN DEMONSTRATION
/ | | DISTRICTS WHO ARE MINORITY GROUP MEMBERS

/_ o . 197576 1976-77 1977-78

/ - Districts that serve.
/ . low-achieving students.
~in all elementary schools

Adams County #12 : 19 26 27

. Harrison County 6 4 4
- Mesa © 29 24 28
. Newport 21 24 22
Racine - : 43 43 . 44
Santa Fe 87 83 80

Districts that rank
schools by achievement
and serve fewer than all

elementaries
Charlotte . 67 60 60

~ Winston-Salem . 54 62 _ -59

‘Districts that rank schools
primarily by poverty

Berkeley County 11 _ 8 4
Boston . 73 73 72
Houston 99 ‘ 98 98

. Districts making
primarily intraschool

changes ' o
Alum Rock 87 78 79
Yonkers 89 70 70

Average - 52 - 80 50

:.i37;
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TABLE B-5 -

PERCENT OF TITLE I STUDENTS IN DEMONSTRATION
DISTRICTS WHO READ 1 YEAR OR-MORE
BELOW GRADE LEVEL

1975-76 1976-77 1977-78

Districts that serve
low-achieving students

@ in all elementary schools
Adams County #12 83 74 91
Harrison County . 67 68 - 57
" Mesa. 44 .62 . 66
Newport 53 66 - 76
Racine , ‘ 60 58 47

Santa Fa 64 . "72 - 83

Districts that rank
schools by achievement
and serve fewer than all

elementaries
Charlotte . 83 79 78
Winston-Salem g 72 88 86

Districts that rank schools
~primarily by poverty

Berkeley County 79 67 65
Boston o 65 64 65
Houston™ = '~ . : 67 67 . 66 -

Districts making
primarily intraschool

changes _
Alum Rock 49 54 49
Yonkers o 61 72 62
~ Average ' 65 59 67

138 17153




TABLE B-6

CHARACTERISTICS dF STUDENTS IN TITLE I SCHOOLS
IN DEMONSTRATION DISTRICTS*

1976-77
Schools ' Schools
Served: in : Served in
1975-76 Both Years Year 2 Only ~ Average’
Percent reading 1 year or | . ) ‘ ‘ N
mcre below grade level’ 35 .37 28 . 35
Percent receiving free or ‘ ' : R
reduced-price lunch - 54 -55 37 AN 49
Percent minority 44 | 4 S 36 A 41
*From Demonstration Studies of Funds Allocation Within Districts. ‘ Y
Washington, D.C.: National Institute of tducation, Septembar 1977. ’

**Average percent of students with given characteristics in each school type, \

weighted by the proportion of each school type in the sample. : , v

}—L
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TABLE B-7

PERCENT OF DiSTRICTS' LOW-ACHIEVING*
CHILDREN ENROLLED IN TITLE I SCHOOLS

Districts that serve
Tow-achieving students
in &l1 elementary schools

Adams County #12
Harrison County
Mesa

Newport

Racine

Santa Fe

Districts that rank schools
by achievement and serve

fewer than all elementaries °

Charlotte :
Winstcn<Salem -

Districts that rank schools
primarily by poverty

‘Berkeley County
Boston
Houston

Districts making
primarily intraschool
changes

Alum Rock
Yonkers

Average

1977-78

1975-76  1976-77
22 100 100
83 100 100
58 100 100
37 100 100
37 100 100
77 100 100
69 86 66

. 39 76 56
69 76 76
69 84 78
36 41 44.
52 100 100
62 62 72
55 87 84

*Reading 1 year or more below grade level.



TABLE B-8

o T PERCENT OF DISTRICTS' POOR* CHILDREN
| "ENROLLED IN TITLE I SCHOOLS

. | | 1975-76  1976-77  1977-78

Districts that serve
low-achieving students
in all elementary schools

Adams County #12 32 100 - 100
Harrison County : 89 - 100 100
Mesa . 65 160 100
Newport o - 37 100 100
Racine ' ' 51 100 100
Santa Fe . 80 100 100

Districts that rank schools
by -achievement and sei‘ve
fewer than all elementar:es

Charlotte u 70 88 67
Winston-Salem . 42 81 63

Districts that rank schools
primarily by poverty

_ Bérkeley County | , 74 80 - 83

Boston 70 86 81
Houston v 43 . 47 - 50

Districts making
primarily intraschpo]

~ changes
Alum Rock . 56 100 100
Yonkers - - .83 73 75

 Average - 59° -89 86

*Free or reduced-price lunch recipients.

bea




TABLE B-9

~ PERCENT OF DISTRICTS' MINORITY
CHILDREN ENROLLED IN TITLE I SCHOOLS

'1975-76 - 1976-77 1977-78

Districts that serve.
low-achieving students
in all elementary schools

Adams County #12 15 - 100 100
Harrison County . 90 100 100
Mesa. 64 100 100
Newport 39 100 100
Racine : 42 100 100
Santa Fe 73 .- 100 100

Districts that rank schools
by achievement and serve :
fewer than all elementaries

Charlotte 65 86 63
Winston-Salem _ 38 77 _ 49

Districts that rank schools
primarily by poverty

Berkeley County 91 89 90

.-~ Boston 65 82 ' 81

4 Houston 35 .42 46 -

Districts making primarily
intraschool changes

Alum Rock 53 -~ 100 160

Yonkers : ’ 75 81 .78

‘Average : , 57 89 85
142




TABLE B-10

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS' LOW-ACHIEVING*
CHILDREN COVERED BY TITLE I

:1975-76  1976-77 1977-78v

Districts that serve
low-achieving students
-in all elementary schools

Adams County #12 -7 29 29

Harrison Courity : 59 75 77
Mesa : 38 47 47
Newport ’ 20 44 42
Racine ‘ 14 44 40
Santa Fe 51 - 66 77

Districts that rank
schools by achievement
and serve fewer. than
all elementaries

Charlotte . a4 54 47
Winston-Salem - : 26 38 31

Districts:fhat rank schools
primarily by poverty

Berkeley County 26 “ 45 30
Boston 47 59 46

Houston 21 20 26

Districts making
primarily intraschool

changes
Alum Rock - 27 99 97
Yonkers - 54 47 ‘ 51
Average = 33 51 49

*Reading-1 year or more below grade. level.
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TABLE B-11-

PERCENTAOF DISTRICTS' POOR* CHILDREN
COVERED BY TITLE I

1975-76  1976-77 1977-78

Districts that serve
low-achieving students
in all elementary schools

‘Adams’- County #12 . 3 14 ' 12
Harrison County 36 42 47
Mesa - 28 20 24
Newport : 15 22 _ 21
Racine ' 8 25 20
Santa Fe_ 30 36 42

Districts that rank
'schools by achievement
and serve fewer than
all elementaries '

Charlotte 35 40 35
Winston-Salem 23 31 25

" Districts that rank-
schools primarily by

poverty
Berkeley County 19 35 28
Boston 31 40 - 32

Houston 21 19 ‘22

Districts making
primarily intraschool

changes
Alum Rock . 29 96 87
Yonkers " 53 50 45

£

Average 2% 3% . 3

¢

*Free or reduced-price lunch recipients.
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TABLE B-12

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS' MINORITY
CHILDREN COVERED BY TITLE I

 1975-76  1976-77  1977-78 .

Districts that serve
low-achieving students -
in all elementary schools

Adams County #12 : 2 15 14
Harrison County 30 35 28
Mesa ‘ .27 21 24
Newport 10 22 - 18
\ Racine.r 7 24 21

Santa Fe 23 29 32

Districts that rank
schools by achievement
and serve fewer than
all elementaries

Charlotte o 32 .39 33

_MWinston-Salem ' —20 ——28 —-23

Districts that rank schools"
primarily by poverty

Berkeley County : 26 39 18

Boston 30 33 33
Houston = : 15 15 19

- Districts making
primarily intraschool

changes
Alum Rock 28 9%5 87
Yorkers ' ' © 61 54 46
Average _ 24 35 30

11%55;




TABLE B-13

TIME (MINUTES PER DAY) SPENT IN COMPENSATORY AND REGULAR LANGUAGE ARTS INSTRUCTION
' BY TITLE I STUDENTS IN EIGHT DEMONSTRATION DISTRICTS

Compensatory C Regular ] TJotal
1975-76 1976-77 '.1977-78 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1975-76. 1976-77 1977-78
Districts that serve low-achieving ' ’
students in all elementary schools ‘ .
Adams County #12 ' 28 27 27 109 117 125 137 144 152
Harrison County - : 28 30 26 120 117 123 148 147 149
Mesa . 37 22 29 96 116 104 133 - 138 133
Racine 34 25 ' 27 112 . l122 131 146 147 158
Santa fe 27 24 32 i 107 110 - 138 131 142 -
Districts that rank schools by
achievement and serve fewer
than all elementaries ) .
Charlotte 35 27 35 97 . 94 102 132 o121 137
Winston-Salem : 41 41 37 112 " 124 110 153 165 147
District that ranks schools
primarily by poverty . .
Houston 38 34 35 122 145 144 160 179 179

‘ -
el
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TABLE B-14

PROPORTION OF TIME SPENT BY TITLE I STUDENTS IN INSTRUCTIONAL GROUPS OF
VARIOUS SIZES IN THEIR COMPENSATORY LANGUAGE ARTS CLASSES

Proportion of Compensatory Language Arts Time Spent in Groups of

Individual (1) - Individual (1)
plus Small (2-5) . plus Large (20+)

1975-76  '1976-77 1977-78 1975-76  1976-77 1977-78

Districts that serve low-
achieving students in all
elementary schools

Adams County #12 | 37 62 69 63 38 31

Harrison County .40 36 41 60 64 59
Mesa - _ 97 97 96 .3 3 4
Racine 100 99 98 0 1 2
Santa Fe 83 82 71 17 .18 29

~Districts that rank schools S O —
by achievement and serve o .o
fewer than all elementaries

Charjotte 66 57 47 34 43 53
Winston-Salem - b4 62 - 47 46 38 53

District than ranks schools
" primarily by poverty

- Houston | 33 3 30 67 65 70




E

TABLE B-15

PROPORTION OF TIME TITLE I STUDENTS SPEND'waH DIFFERENT TYPES OF TEACHERS

IN COMPENSATORY LANGUAGE- ARTS INSTRUCTION

Proportion of Compensatory Lénguage Arts Instruction Spent With:*

Instructional Specialist

1975-76

.Classroom Teacher

~ Paraprofessional

1976-77 1977-78 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1975-76 1976-77 1977-
iistricts that serve low-achieving
‘tudents in all elementary schools _
Adams County #1Z . 84 93 92 0 6 8 10 1 i
Harrison Lounty 94 96 98 2 q 3 3 0 0
Yesa 22 17 16 1 0 2. 77 83 83
facine 11 10 17 0 2 5 88 - 87 76
Santa Fe 82 79 78 5 13 18 14 - 7 1
Hetricts that rank schools by
ichtevement and serve fewer
shan all elementaries ! ] .
Chariotte - 86 79 89 0 13 8 10 4 2
Winston-Salem | : . 8O 68 73 2 12 9 13 18 i8
Jistrict that ranks schools
yrimarily by poverty
houston 86 82 80 [ 5 6 7 7 10

*Proportions of time-do not add to 100X because time without adult attentior is omitted.
13
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APPENDIX C. TECHNICAL NOTE
ON SIMULATIONS

149
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As described in the penul'rlmo're section of Chapter |, a procedure which
makes ellglble all schools with percent low achievers above the district: average
tends to qualify more schools 'rhcn the parallel poverty-based procedure This
appears to be a function of the shope of the school-level pover'ry and ochlevemen'r
distributions. Percent low .achievers per school is essentially a mqre "normal”
distribution wi"rh a few very low achieving schools, a few with high dchievemen'r
and many in between. Poverty, as measured at the school Ievel/ tends to be

clustered in a few schools, with the balance being leéss poor.

One ‘way of measuring the ex'ren'r to which 'rhe shape of ‘a given distribution
deviates from the shape of a normal distribution is to compute the skewness coeffi-
'c:en'r for 'rhe distribution. A positive skewness coefficient denotes a dls'rrlbu'rlon
with a few very high values, stretching out the right-hand tail of the curve. A
negative skewness coefficient deno'res the opposite. Hypo'rhehco! normal_and__

skewed d:s’mbunons are ske'rched below.

Frequency

o Value Value
Value -

" Megative Skew o Normal Positive Slfew
. \

‘The skewness coefficients for distributicns of poor students and low-achieving
students in the || demonstration districts for which data are available are pre-

sented below.

IIOJJ . .



Low Low

_ Poverty Achievement Poverty Achievement
Adams County 46 -.53 Winston-Salem .80 -.15
Harrison County 204 27 Berkeley County 1.4 -.26
Mesa- 3.18 - .76 Houston .36 .10
Racine .40 .62 ~ Alum Rock 44 -1.09
Santa Fe .68 .29 Yonkers 76 .76

_ Charlotte <90 .22

As can be seen, the distributions of poQ.er'ryumorig the schools in these
districts tend to be more positively skewed than -the distributions of low
achievement. A distribution with positive skew wull have its mean shifted slightly
'roword the extreme volues in the right-hand tail of the curve; since there are fewer

‘schools representing those extreme values, fewer schools will be above the mean
and thus eligible.

An example, using distributions of percent poor and percent low achievers in

Racine!s_elementary_schools, is_given_in_Figure C. _The _bar graphs_for each dlS-

tribution were derived by breaking the range of values for each variable into 10
equal intervals. The height of each bar denotes the number of schools -in that
interval (also noted in parentheses within each bar). The mean is noted by an

arrow.
As- shown in Table 9 of Chapter |, poverty qualified 10 schools in Racine,

while achievement quolified I5. Figure C clearly shows the effect of the two
distributions on the numbers of schools qualifying by each criterion in this district.

L




% Poor

interval = 3.1

FIGURE C. DISTRIBUTIONS OF PERCENT POOR AND
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APPENDIX D. BACKGROUND: NIE NATIONAL SURVEY -
OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION :

179

[

153




The NIE Natienal Survey of Compensatory Education was conducted during the
1975-76 school year. The survey was designed to sample the population of all
operating public school districts in the continental United States that received Title
| funds and had at least one grade in the range K-8. Of the 15,453 school districts in
" the continental United States serving some elementary (K-8) grades in 1975-76, Title
| funds were distributed to 13,877 or 90% of these districts (information from NIE
Survey sampling frame). The sanple was stratified by enrollment, regional location,

and receipt of state compensatory education funding. The enrollment size
categories were:

Category |—enroliment less than 4,359
Category 2--enrollment from 4,359 through 17,623
'Cofegorz 3—enrollment above 17,628

The: four -cdtegbi'ies for "ll'e-g'jior}olf s:ze, which were based on Census Bﬁvl:éat;c»iefini'r}ioh;
were Northwest, South, North-Central, and West. The two categories ;“n;d_er state
‘compenso'rory education funding for the districts were A1) preéence “of state
compensatory education funds and (2) absence of state compensatory education
funds. ' | ot
The sample was selected in order to permit estimates from"rhe do'ro"‘o’ﬁ both a -
per-district and a ber-pupil basis and to ensure approximately equal reliubj'i'i'ry for
" both types of estimotes.l" One hundred schoolldis'rric'rs were selected on this basis;
individuals from these districts were then interviewed. In order to confirm details .
of the com.penso'rory education programs, informo‘rion"wo:s collected not only from

those responsible for designing programs at the district level, but also from those

3

IThe probabilities of selection of districts for the sample were chosen as a compro-
mise between the extremes-of equal probgability and probabilities proportional to
size. :
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reéponéible-for implementation: pll'incipcllls‘ond teachers. In'rerviews.._were thus
conducted with a number of differ.e.n'r persons within each of the .Scmple
districts: di§fricf administrators, principals, and Parent Advisory Council (PAC)
chairpersons, as well as teachers--over 5000 indiviﬁduols in all. Al'rhough some public
records and dbcumen'rs on compensatory. education services and participanis were

'collec'red most of the data were gathered 'rhrough face-to-face m'rervnews rongmq
in durcmon from 30 minutes to ZVz hours.

The cooperation that the interviewers received from all these Apeople deserves
recogni'rion' here. The completion rate. for interviews was 99.4%. lt is only due to
-the con'rmumg cooperation of the 100 sample districts, which were _promised that
their porhcnpo'rlon in the survey would not be revealed, that 'rhe NIE Compensatory .
Education Study was, able to provide the information confained here. The cverall
findings of the po.ﬁonol survey have been publisf;ed elsewhere gNIE, 1976, 1977).
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APPENDIX E. DISTRICT ESTIMATES OF
-EXPENDITURES OF TITLE | FUNDS
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976
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TABLE E=1

DISTRICT ESTIMATES OF EXPENDITURES OF TITLE I FUNDS FOR
'FISCAL YEAR 1976 ON INSERVICE EDUCATION,
CLASSIFIED BY DISTRICT SIZE.

Estimated : :

Expenditure Large* Medium Small -~ Total -
 None : 55.7% - 48.4% ~75.8% 72.3%
: 0 to$§ 500 0 11.1 9.9 9.8
$ 500 to $ 1,000 " 5.4 1.8 8.6 7.6
$ 1,000, to $ -2,00C 7.7 9.1 5.7 6.2

~ $ 2,000 to § 4,000 " 6.8 9.3 0 1.2

- $ 4,000 to $ 6,000 _ 0 0 0 "0

$ 6,000 to $-8,000 - 1.5 12.6 0 1.4

$ 8,000 to $10,000 6.3 3.8 0 0.6

$10,000 to $15,000 - 2.4 3.8 0 0.5
4.2 "0 0 0.3

Over $15,000 1

“*Three size categories were established with'cdtfing points

at the 33.3 and 66.6 percentiles of numbers of students.
Small districts have enrollments less -than 4,359; medium dis-

_tricts have enrollments between 4,359 and 17,628; and large
districts have enrollments greater than 17,628. .

»

TABLE E-2

'DISTRICT ESTIMATES OF EXPENDITURSS OF TITLE I FUNDS FOR FISCAL YEAR

1976 ON INSERVICE cDUCATION, CLASSIFIED BY PRESENCF OR ABSENCE
OF STATE CE PROGRAM

State - State
Estimated e CE Program - CE Program

. Expenditure Present Absent

None. . 63.4% 75.0%
0 to $. 500 v 3.6 11.6
$ 500 to $ 1,000 ' 18.1 4.7
$ 1,000 to $ 2,000 10.6 4.9
$ 2,000 to $ 4,000, e 242 1.0
$ 4,000 to $ 6,000 0 0
$ 6,000 to $ 8,000 19 1.3
$ 8,000 *o $10,000 0 0.8
$£10,000 to $15,000 0 0.6
Over $15,000 0.4 0.3



- APPENDIX F. TRAINING AS IT RELATES" ,
TO COMPENSATORY EDUCATION. . .coo e
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The relationship of selection methods and selection criteria to training
content and training type was examined. Some of the differences that emerged
were difficult to interpret in that there was no oppqren'r pattern. In other coses,

however, patterns of differences were apparent.

Table F-I, which compares 'rrcnnmg content of districts using each "of four
selection me'rhods with: that of districts using other methods, shows that:

(I)  Districts that include district pérsonnel as selectors are generally

Positive toward all content areas except planning.

L (2) Districts that allow volunteering tend to be less instruction

ornen'red ond ‘more concerned with ms'rruc'rlonol supporf. e

(3) Districts that include principals as selectors are more concerned

with instruction and instructional support and less with 'rheory.

(4)  Districts that use other methods, usually including parents as

selectors, are more theory oriented.

Table F-2, which examines training methods employed by dis'rric'rs occording
to selection method, shows that districts using district personnel are the least

likely to employ the various 'rrcunmg methods.

Table F-3. examines training content as it relo'res to selection criteria. ThIS
table indicates that:

(') Districts that use teacher seniori'ry as a selection criterion seem

less concerned about teacher 'rrcnnmg than those not using this

N \

criterion.




(2) Districts that use academic training in compensatory education as
the selection criterion are less instruction oriented than those
" that do not.

(3) Districts that use the language criterion are more positive toward
all content areas except language (toward which they are less
negative) and learning disabilities.
Table F-4, which presents data on' training methods related to selection
criteria, shows that: '

(1) Consultations, staff meetings, and workshops are virtually

universal.

i an ana nos s o e .

(2) Where language is a criterion, all training methods are more

common than where it is not.

(3)  All districts (100%) that use teacher seniority as a crh‘erf_on ‘use
the three oforenﬁénﬁoned training methods and rely heavily on
classroom demonstrations, mailed materials, and college courses--
all traditionc! approaches to teacher training.

(4) Districts relying on academic compensatory education training
make heavy use of obsefvational methods  (classroom -
demonstrations, observations, and videotaping) and little use of
mailed materials, stdff meetings, and special classes reiative to
districts not using the criterion.

(5) Except for their relatively heavy use of videotaping, districts that
apply other criteria tend to make less use of the various training

methods than do their counterparts.

-
g
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TABLE F-1 - - R

DISTRICT RATINGS OF THE-IMPORTANCE OF VARIOUS TRAINING CONTENT
- L AREAS TO DISTRICT PROGRAMS, CLASSIFIED BY -
CE TEACHER SELECTION METHOD

¢+ CE Teacher Selection Method

. Oistrict

' ‘raining . Volunteers Personnel Principals Other
Content Area Rating I T —— yes Ho Yes = Mo
Introduction of Very important 38.0% 50.1% 47.5% 46.6% 55.3% 3i.7% 71.2% 42.4%
new instructionatl Somewhat important 62.0 49.9 52.5 53.4 44.7 68.3 28.8 57.6
techniques Not at.all impurtant 0 0 1] 0 1] 0 1] 0
Introduction of Very important 26.5 48,9 41.7 47.2 41.3 46.1 83.5 34.5
new content Somewhat important 55.5 9.8 ©52.7 36.1 51.8 43.6 16.2 55.8
matarial Not 4at all important 1r.0 4. £.7 16.7 6.9 i0.2 0.3 9.7

utilization of _
instructional Very import:at 31.3 40.5 0.7 284 439 23.% 68.5 30,5
quipment- gade—reemr o ~SompWhat U Impar Tant” 5075 <. 54.3 54.3 48.9 65.5 31.5 60.1
materials ‘Not at all important 18.2 3.8 5.0 17.3 6.2 10.6 0 9.4
Measurement, | Very important . 65.3 54.1 66.2 23.3 55.9 59.5 36.8 62.2 -
evaluation, Somewhat important © 345 41.0 29.2 6.5 43.1 31.2 45.9 37.1,
and reporting Not' at all important - 0.2 5.0 4.6 0.2 1.0 9.1 1.4 0.8
Pnilosophy of Very impcrtant 27.5 31.7 37.8 6.2 29.4 33.2 16.5 34.5
compensatory Somewhat important 34.7 55.3 42.9 77. 46.1 59.0 56.1 48.4
education Nt at ail impartant 37.8 3.0 19.4 15.7 24.5 7.8 27.4- 17.1
Educationally . Vary important 55.9 33.8 39.5 30.6 38.7 4.9 s 29.7 . 42.6
disadvantaged Someshat important. 40.9 47.6 48.2 37.0 43.6 50.4 30.5 48.3
children Not at all important 31 3.5 12.3 22.3 17.6 1.7 39.8 9.1
Types of Very important ‘58.2 39.7 44.4 45.7 51.0 31.3 46.8 43.6
learning Somewhat impurtant 33.3 41.7 46.7 12.6 35.3 48.1 12.6 45.6
disabilities Yot at all impartart 8.5 18.6 8.9 41.8 13.7 20.6 40.6 10.8
Project Vary important " 32.8 19.0 23.8 16.7 - 37.1 32.2 3.9 26.8
planning Somewhat important 41.2 68.1 56.0 82.0 61.2 63.1 71.4 59.0
and design No» at all important . 26.1 12.9 20.2 1.2 21.8 4.7 24.7 14.2
Utilization of Yery wmportant 11.9 6.8 10.0 G.8 11.2 1.8 3.8 9.0
suppartive ~ Somewhai 1MpOr:t .: L' 8 49.2 61.0 21.7 48.9 58.1 54.3 50.8
services’ Mot at all imp -t L 44, 29.0 77.5 39.° 40.1 . 41,9 40.3
Utilization of Yery important 8 9.2 16.9 0.2 Pooo 1.6 18.1 13.4
othAr resources Somewt:at importy«! 8 §2.3 49.5 40.8 g 45.5 28.0 51.0
in tne community Not at all amesns 1t ) 38.5 33.6 55.0 32.5 52.9 57.9 35,6
Instruction 1n a ;o Very hmpl teeg 0 G 0.3 1] 0.4 0 1] 0.3
foreign language T .Somewhat i* ine .2 2.0 1.2 3.0 2.4 9 1.0 1.7
Hot at all .agartaad <. 8 98.0 98.5 97.¢ 97.2 10G. G 99.¢ 93.4

)
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TABLE F-2

'“*“PERCENT"ijﬁISTﬁzs?s“Uéiﬂe VARTOUS TRAINING METHODS,
* CLASSIFIED #* SE TEACHER SELECTION METHOD

CE Teacher Selection Method

° District -
toiuntieers Personnel ‘Principals QOther
Type of Training [ aa—) Yes—  Ho Yes No Yes = Mo
Visits or demonstrations ¢
in the classroom 5i.5 59.9 43.3 94.0 55.7 61.5 52.0 58.4
Visiting, observing other . . T .
teachers in their classrooms 62.5 51.9 43.7 97.2 88.2 48.1 66.0 51.0
Workshops 34.6 40.9 " 50.8 83.3 94.7 78.9 83.7 90.5
Consultations with specialists'“_" TTTTTTTT T T -
not in the classroom ' 89.5 95.5 95.7 100.0 . 99.8 90.4 83.7 . 99.8
Materials mailed to the
teacher for his/her own use . 52.8 5.7 19.7 60.7 49.7 %6.4 49.7 51.8
. Videotapes c¢f model ' .
teaching episodes 26-6 .3 15.2 0.8 13.6 9.7 22.9 9.5
ViJeotapes of teacher in
teaching episodes TR 4.7 5.5 0 4.3 7.0 15.8 2.4
Stafi mestings R 92.4 87.0 100.0 84.4 99.6 "89.2 . 89.7
Coitrses for college credit 26.3 18.3 21.8 15.4 21.6 18.2 t27.2 . 17.6
Special classes 6.8 31.8 26.7 64.5- 33.5 31.9 43.5° 29.3
: 1m0
D S
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...TABLE F-3

DISTRICT RATINGS OF THE IMPORTANCE OF VARIOUS TRAINING CONTENT
AREAS TO DISTRICT TRAINING PROGRAMS, CLASSIFIED BY
CE TEACHER SELECTION CRITERIA

CE Teacher Selection Lriteria

Work With

T2acner . Drsadvant 3ged Acadenic CE
Training Seniarsty Children © JIraining Language : Other
Content Area fating tes o Yes - Mo yes Ho Yes Moo tes o
ntroduction of Yery 1mportant , 2l it 49.6% J6.7% 56.8% l32.91 68.6% - 64.3% 46.5% 44.5% 52.%
vw instructionil Somewhat 1mportant 15.9 50.4 63.3 3.2 67.1 31.4 35.7 53.5 55.% 47.4
echniqués Not it all important 9 V] J 4] 0 0 0 0 0 C
ntroducti2an of Jery important - 15.1 as5.1 0.3 - 28.5 33.2 58.3 52.6 42.4 44.7 39.:
ew cuntent Someanat 1nportant 84.2 6.2 29.1 65.4 54.1 41.2 32.6 49.9 44.6 58.:
aterial © Not st all important 0.5 8.6 . 10.3 6.0 12.7 0.5 14.8 7.7 10.8 2.4
tihization of .
WSTFuCLIonal 7Oy IpOr TAnT 2o 393 5575 236 25+9 - 587 :5— ——65.0—-36:9 — ——44:5——25-{
quipment and Soimewnat 1mportant 77.6 52.4 33.1 0.9 62.3 41.% 35.0 55.2 45.2 72.¢
aterial Not 1t 1ll important 0 8.3 10.3 5.9 11.8 1.0 0 8.0 10.2 2.4
leasurement, Very important 29.3 59.4 67.5 48.5 54.0 62.1 76:4 56.2 20.2 30.¢
wvaluation, Somewhat 1mportant o701 36.7 26.8 49.5 40.9 36.7 21.3 40.0 24.2 69.¢
ind reporting Not at all important = 0.6 3.9 5.7 2.0 5.2 1.3 2.3 3.7 5.5 !
'hilosophy of Very important 10.7 2.4 24.3 36.5 33.6 26.5 74.6 28.7 26.8 38.t
ompensatory Somewhat important 88.7 47.2 51.7 49.5 43.3 61.1 24.3 51.7 44.5 61.!
ducation Not it al! important 0.6 2).3 24.0 14.0 23.1 12.4 1.1 19.6 28.7 0.
ducatrionally Very 1mportant 10.1 2.2 45.4 35.1 44.6 32.0 76.8 38.1 39.7 39.
lisadvantaged - Somewhat impartant 89.6 2.2 36.5 53.% 49.7 39.7 23.2 46.8 43.7 50..
‘hildren Not at all important 0 1.6 18.1 11.4 5.7 28.3 0 15.1 16.4 10.
Types of Very important 18.3 15.8 58.2 334 48.6 38.3 29.0 45.3 38.9 . S6.
learning Somewhat 1mportant 81.2 36.0 29.9 41.3 44.1 32.0 69.8 38.1 43.3 Il
fisabilities Not 1t all important 0 17.2 11.9 19.2 7.3 29.7 1.2 16.6 17.7 12.
droject Yery impartant 10.% 23.2 22.8 . 21.6 30.2 10.4 57. 20.6 24.3 18.
ylanning Somewhat 1mportant 37.2 59.8 60.9 62.7 52.8 75.2 23.3 63.6 54.1 76.
sind J2s13n Not 3t all important 2.3 7.y - 16.3 15.7 17.1 14.3 19.5 15.8 21.6 5
Jtilization of Viéry unpartant 10.5 7.7 3.1 12.4 10.1 4.7 32.8 6.8 10.0 4.
supportive Somewhat important 89.5 43.3 67.2 38.3 57.4 44.1 66.5 51.4 55.8 . 45,
wervices Not at all importint ] 43. 29.7 49.3 32.5 51.2 0.7 41.9 34.2 50.
Jtitigation of Jery amporctant 1.8 14.0 4.9 20.2 12.3° 15.1 29,7 12.6 17.7 4.
Jther resdurces Sonewhat tmportant 12.9 5.5 47.6 47.6 48.9 45.5 68.0 46.7 44.3 54.
in tne Comaunity 4ot at all important 69.3 36.5 a7.% 32.1 38.8 39.4 2.2 40.7 38.0 al.
Instryclion 1n g yary important 0.3 0.2 0.3 6.2 0.2 0.3 6.2 0 0.2 0.
fareryn gy Somewhat 1mportant 0.6 1.7 1.7 1.5 2.5 0.2 21.2 0.8 1.3 2.
Nut oat all important 93.3 98.1 98.0 93.3 97.2 99.5 72.7 99.2 98.5 97.

-
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. PERCENT OF DISTRICTS USING VARIOUS TRAINING METHODS

TABLE F-4

’

CLASSIFIED BY CE TEACHER SELECTION CRITERIA

Ce Teacher Selection Criteria

Work with ) Academic
. Teacher Oisadvantaged ‘CE

- ) . Seniority Children - Training Language

Iype of Training Yes~ No Yes© Mo Yes No Yes No - Yes No
lisits or demonstrations
in the classroom 85.5 55.5 . 47.8 65.4 71.1 38.0 71.6 57.1 48.7 76.¢
lisiting, observing other ’
.eachers in their classrooms 30.0 56.6 67.5 44.3 63.7 41.4 85.1 53.4 53.3 57.€
lorkshops 100.0 88.4 92.1 87.0 87.5 91.8 100.0 88.8 89.2 89.:
jonsultations-with specialists i : :
wot in the classroom 100.0 96.3 100.0 93.9 100.0 91.5 100.0 96.4 94.9 100.¢
laterials mailed to the ' : " .
;eacher for his/her own use 89.9 49.0 53.9 50.5 42.5 65.9 ) ©98.9 50.0 46.9 62.7
fideotapes of model ° ’ .
:eaching. episodes 10.6 12.4 11.4 12.9 18.3 3.4 o 33.1 11.4 16.6 3.2
lideotapes of teacher in . -
:eaching episodes 2.1 5.5 7.3 3.7 7.3 - 2.2 32.0 . 4.1 7.6 0.3
ytaff meetings 100.0 88.9 89.5 89.9 8.9 997 100.0 - 89.3 89.7 89.6
sourses for college credit 78.7_ 15.8 15.4 24.4 2l.7 . 18.6 - 51.7 19.1 15.3 31.3
pecial classes 18.4 34.1 31.2 36.3 28.0 - 40.1 54.4 32.0 28.6 42.0

1
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APRENDIX G. SUMMARY OF THE SCHOOL YEAR STUDY -
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The Insh uctional-Dimensions- Study was deS|gned to examine the relcmonshlp
between selected instructional practices, classroom setting, and achievement in
reading and mathematics. Classrooms for the school year s'rvudy were specially
selected to provide a range of instructional practices from 'rrodl'rlonol whole-class
instruction to hlghly individualized, diagnostic, and prescrlp'rlve teaching. In
addition, exemplars of both pullout and mainstream (in-class) classroom service

delivery were included. I

~

Although the sample was not nationally representative, it contained urban,

rural, and suburban districts hoving varied ethnic and socioeconomic mixes. All

' study schools were either Title | eligible or participating. Many of the schools had

——f'T‘Udd’r‘r'ronnlwfcxﬁ&#unded*or!ocol!y‘f‘onded—cvrrpensu’rory—educot-ion~progmms:—'Fhe
\ major. findings of 1DS for the 1976-77 school yeor2 follow.

First, the compensatory education students examined gained, on the average,
more than has cornmonly been reported for large-scale compensatory education.
Tople G-1 shows mean achievement gains for the IDS Ist- and 3d-grade students in
reoéiing and math. As the table indicates, B t-grade students mode average gains of
12 months or |2 percentile points in reading and || months or 14 percentile points
in mcn‘h 3d graders made average gains of 7. months or 9 percentiie points in

reod.ng_cnd 12 months ar |7 percentile points in math.

Second when achievement gains of compensatory education students were
examined cccordlng to the setting in which they received compensatory instruction,

pullout o mcnns'rljeom,3 the findings favered the mainstream setting in three out of

IPulloq'r merULflOn is defined as supplemental instruction that is delivered to
students outside the regular classroom. Mainstream instruction is supplemental
instruction delivered within the regular classroom.

25976-77 (fall-to-spring) testing occurred in late September or early Oc'rober 1976

and in mid-April to early May 1977.

3“irst graders were tested using Level B, Formm S of the Comprehensive Test of

Basic Skills (CTBS); 3d graders were 'res'red using Level |, Form S and Form T of
the CTBS. :
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o "fo‘Uf"'c_:?s’é’s,‘_'Wl‘?_h‘_"no”diffe.r'gn_’cq'_'oppdren'r"in"'rhe fo'ur'rh _gqse,u ‘_As may be seen in:
T'obl'e‘ G-2, Ist graders gained an average of 13 months or |7 percentile points in
reading when they received mainstream instruction compared with 12 months or I
percentile points in pullout settings. In math, Ist graders in mainstream settings
averaged 3 mon'rhs"or 20 percentile points, compared with average pullout gains of
Il month: or 7 percentile points. Third-grade reading showed average gains of 10
months or |3 percentile points for mainstrean seftings and 7 months or 8
percentile points for pullout settings. These three differences are all statistically
significant (P < .001). Average 3d-grade math gains were identical, 12 months or !
17 pe'fcenfile points. | '

.

4
Third, “while students™ in individualized- ~diagnostic—--and— prescriptive—— —

“instructional programs made substantial achievement gains, these gains were

generally no higher than those of students in less individualized programs.

Fourth, while particular instructional techniques did not relate to

. achievement différences, students' gains were clearly related to the con'r“er.\'r and
in'r'ensi'ry of the instruction they received, particularly in Ist grade. When
instruction emphasized the skills on which -achievement gains were 'measured, the
gains were especially large. Finally, the anount of time spent in instruction was

particularly important for students in pullout programs.

§

uThe findings reported here differ from those published earlier (NIE, 1977) in that
they are based on data whict: have bew:n mo. e thoroughly and carefuily categorized
and analyzed than was possible for the earlier report due to time constraints and
deadlines for Congressional hearings. These findings replace those reported
earlier. ‘ : :
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© TABLE 6-1

FALL AND SPRING ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES FOR CE
CHILDREN IN THE IDS~SAMPLE* '

Raw Score Grade Eguivalent Percentile _
n  Fall  Spring Gain Fall Spring Gain ‘Fall Spring Gain

srade 1 reading 1,415 23.8%% 47.6  23.7 0.4 1.6 1:2 22 3% 12
irade 1 math 630 15.5%%* 27.4 11.8 0.4 1.5 1.1 21 35 14
Srade—3—read+ng—*“4“1;542“w~- 19;7+“ 3.7 120 1.9 26 0.7 13 22 g -
Srade 3 math 830 214t 38.6. 17.2 1.7 2.9 1.2 .5 23 18

B

-*Apprdxihate]y 10% of the compensatory education students in IDS classrooms were eliminated fro
this analysis because their fall test scores were above the mean for all students.in the sampl

A separate analysis of gain scores for those students indicates that their rates of gain were
similar to the ones presented here.

**Maximum possible score = 84.
¥**Maximum possible score = 56.
tMaximum possible score = 85.
= 98.

ttMaximum possible score




FALL AND. SPRING ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES FOR CE CHILDREN RECEIVING

TABLE G-2

INSTRUCTION IN PULLOUT OR MAINSTREAM SETTINGS

\.

n
Grade 1 reading -
. Mainstream 309
Pullout: 1,106 .
Grade 1 math
Mainstream 307
Pullout 323
Graqé\3 reading. -
 Mainstream 198
qu]out 1,344
Grade 3 math
* Mainstream 165
~Pullout . 665

i

* *Maximum possible score -
**Maximum possible score
***Maximum porsitle score

tMaximum poss nle score

Raw Score

Fall  Spring  Gain Fall

Grade Equivalent

.\‘\ - . K3
Percentile.
———t————— .

24.3*  51.4 ,
23.7  46.5 - 22.8
15.4%% 29.1 . 13.6
15.6  25.7  10.1

19.4%** 34.3  14.9
19.8  31.3 11.5

20.6+ 37.7  17.1
21.6 . 38.8 17.3

84,
56,
58 - 179

. .
~~

W

N

[ASHaN

1.3
1.2

QO
N O

— =
. .
[ASEAN

21

-

T 40

33

41"
.30

25
20

Spring  Gain Fall Spring Gair
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APPENDIX H. SUBSAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS
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In selec'ring districts for follow-up, two major cri"rerio wer'e used: (1) the
data from the original study for individual clossrooms bemg consndered Onw'rhls
basis, 7 of the ariginal 14 districts were selected. .. =~ ,

Schools were selected within districts that. had 'rhr"ee or more classrooms with
complete data from the originai IDS work and in Wthh student turover was

expec'red to be relatively low. | o /

i

The subsomple districts were located in five S'ra"res Three districts were in
the North-Central portion of the country, two were in the Mid-Atlantic, and two
were in the South Atlantic. Total gpopulo,'rions of these districts ranged from about
40,000 to over | million. Minority populations accounted for 2% to 47% of these
;'ro1c1l ‘populations. ' The smallest district had some 8000 students and 20 schools.
" The largest had over 200 000 s'ruden'rs and over 200 schools Minority enrollment
ronged from 4% to 76%. ' |

Twen'ry-se\)en school buildings participated in foll_ow;Up testing.. “Fourteen

schools were located in urban areas, nine in suburban areas, and four in rural areas.

Two-thirds of the schools (14) enrolled 500 to 750 students. Four enrolled fewerl

~than 500 s'ruden'rsﬁ'"ond two enrolled over 1000. Minori.'ry' enrollment averaged 53%.

One school had no minority enrollees, and two had only minority students.

Of the classrooms selected, 78 provided Ist-grade reading scores, 73 provided .

Is'r—grcde math scores, 76 provided 3d—grcde reading scores, and 74 provided 3d-
grode math scores.

+

) (
II'r should be noted that while the exns'rence of complete IDS data was a selec'rlon
criterion, some schools were selected that included one or more classrooms
without complete IDS data (although all had testing data). Approximately one-
fifth of the total classrooms included for foIIow -up testing were of this sort. '

29ne Ist- grode clossrooms reading scores were mvolld All teachers except three
~ in grade und six in gode 3 taught both reodlng and math.



“In order to verify the similarity of the follow-up- cIoseroms to the overall IDS
sample, several comparisons were made. These cornporlsons showed that 'resf score
distributions were opproxlmc'rely the same for the two samples. The foIIow -up
clossroorns tended to have somewhat lower pretest scores than did the overall
scrnple Toble H-1 shows that pretest (fall 1977), posttest (spring 1977), and fall-
to-spring mean -gains were vlr'ruolly identical for the sample and the subsample.
This evidence eases concern that siudents who were unavailable for fall 1977
testing would be those from Jower income families, which are more likely to be
“mobile and therefore to be underrepresented in a longitudinal sample. Since such
students tend to have relcmvely low achievement scores, prima facie evidence for
attrition of such students would be higher general ochleveme'w'r levels in the follow-

up subsomple

Students in schools participating in follow-up testing who had valid IDS
pretest and posttest scores for the reading or the math tests were scheduled for
'restiné. All available compensatory education and noncompensatory education
students were retested if they met this criterion. In the subsample districts, 74%
of such Ist graders and 78% of such 3d graders were available for follow-up testing.
Ninety-six percent of the available |st groders and 98% of the available 3d graders -
actually pavicipated in the follow-up testing.

-
S
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TABLE H-1

FALL AND SPRING ACHIEVEMENT GRADE-EQUIVALENT SCORES FOR CE STUDENTS
IN THE FALL IDS SAMPLE AND THE FOLLOW-UP SUBSAMPLE

- - Fall-
Fall Spring = to-
1976 1977  Spring

Study Group Type of Sample  n Mean Mean Mean Gain
Grade 1 reading  Full sample 1415 0.4 1.6 1.2
Follow-up " . R
subsample -395 0.4 1.6 1.2
"Grade 1 math Full sample 630 0.4 1.5 1.1
Follow-up | | .
_ subsample 143 0.4 1.4 1.0
Grade 3 reading Full sample 1542 1.9 2.6 0.7
Fo]]ow-up. _ :
subsample- 565 1.9 2.6 0.7
Grade 3 math Full sample 830 1.7 2.9 1.2
FoT]ow-up ' ,
subsample’ 314 1.7 - 2.9 1.2
17
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 APPENDIX I. PERC 1Y AGE OF COMPENSATORY ERDUCATION STUDENTS
WHOSE TEST SCORES INCREASED OR DID NGT CHANGE FROM
AN EARLIER TO A LATER TESTING PERIOD




Spring 1977 Fall 1376

i Fall 1376
_ . to Sprirg to Fall to Fali
" Study Group n 1977 1977 1977
Grade 1 reading 395 91.1 55.4 88.9
Grade 1 math *45 88.8 © 62.9 86.0
Grade 3 reading 565 52.7 65.7 84.2
Grade 3 math 34 95.5 52.9  95.9
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APPENDIX J. A STUDY OF THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT
(ESEA), TITLE | IN EIGHT STATES

(Syrocuse~.Research Corporation)
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"« Eight States were selected for case studies. on the basis of their representa-
tiveness of ‘characteristics and problems as indicated by U.S. Office of Education
repor'rs and documents and by interviews with officials of the Division for Educa-
tion of the Disadvertaged, U.S. Office of Education. Addltlonally,"four LEAs were
selected wi'rhin- exch State by bosicolly the same criteria.” The responsibility for
dls'rrlc'r and school selec!ion rested with the case study team assigned to each
State.
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APPENDIX K. AN ANALYSIS OF THE NECESSITY, CLARITY AND
RESTRICTIVENESS OF THE PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS
APPLICABLE TO LOCAL SCHOOLS DISTRICTS
APPLYING FOR GRANTS UNDER TITLE i .

OF THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION ACT

(Légal Standards Project, Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights Under Law)

1uy
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The Legal Sfrondords Project, which involves an indepth analysis of Federal _ _
and state legal frameworks, .focused on the policies of 10 States. Site visits were
made, and a wide range of state officials were interviewed. The States' written
policy statements were recei(/ed, «nd preliminary determinations were made con-
cerning (I) the substance and extent of: state regulations and (2) the degree of
comprehensnveness and apparent conflicts, inconsistencies, ambiguities, and omis~

sions in and omong these state regulcmons. At least one LEA in each State was
also visited.




APPENDIX L. ESEA TITLE |
- ALLOCATION POLICY:
DEMONSTRATION STUDY

(Abt Associates, Inc.) |
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The demonstration study is being conducted in 13 LEAs across the country.
‘The purpose of the study, which is in direct response to Congressioan mandaté
provided in the Edication Amendments of 1974 (Public Law 93-380), is to demon--
strate the effects of changing rules for allocating Title | funds within schocl dis-
tricts. Specifically, each district is initiating several changes in funds allocation
~ procedures, e.g., changes from: poverty tc achievement eligibility criteria and
changes in per-school and per-pupillexpenditures.

The portion of this study with which Chapter IV is concerned, however, in-
volves the results of data collected from PAC chairpersons interviewed in the |3
demonstration districts. Data were also collected from the parents of Title |
children in these districts. | e

i
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APPENDIX M SECTION 116a.25 OF THE TITLE I
RULES AND REGULATIONS "

- (September 28, 1976)
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There are bosicol_ly eight parts to Section |16a.25. Sev_én of these are pri-.
‘marily directed at the district or LEA level, and the eighth concerns the option of
SEAs. The eight parts are as follows: -

a. Gene:al requirement§ o ' *

b. Participation of parents in selection of councils

‘ ‘e, Identification of parents eligible fpr membership :
d.. B Procedure fgr é’elecﬁ.n'g eligible perents

e. “Membership of districtwide or intermediate councils
f.  Local" educational ogenc_:iés with one school or s than 1000
students in all project area schools ) '

g. Involvement of councils
h. Additional rules and procedures

/ Each LEA is to demonstrate that it has established a district advisory council,
/' excepf in cases where the LEA has on'l'y one school at which Title | services are
- . provided or has two or more such schools with a combined enrollment of less than

/ 1000 children, and- that it has ‘established an odvisory council for each school’

(school advisory councfl) in its annual Title | application. Intermediate councils for,.

groups of schools within its school -disfricf_'mqy be established. The following ‘.

‘proviSibn's of this section cppiy to each LEA in that its annual application should '

. demonstrate that each’district, intermediate, and school advisory council:

() Has as-a majority of its members parents of children (public a$
well as private) who participated in that program the preceding

! 2

yeoy"‘ or who will participate in the current year's program

\
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(2) ls‘ composed of members selected by the parents in the school
" attendance area designated prbjéEf areas (except in the case of )
the school advisory council) and, in the case of the school advisory
council, is composed of members selected by the school
cttendance. area of such council (we have this information as it
relates to district PACs as well as information on ofher ways of .
becoming members of the district PAC)

(3) Has been given responsibility by f\he LEA for advising it in the
'plonnlng for and implementation and evolucmon of the dls’rrlcf's
Tlﬂe l progrom B

) s provnded by the LEA ‘with access to opproprque information

concernlng the program or project

(5) Operates under procedure: which are adequate to ensure timely
and proper performance of its functions, including procedures for

convening meetings and for the recording and maintenance of
_minutes

(6) Has been provided with procedures for coordinating its functions
and its recommendahons to the lccal educcmonol agency with

fhose of ofher councnls in the dlsfrlcf -

. Participation of Parents in Selection of Councils

All of the parents of children eligible to attend a public school serving a

project areq, including parents of children living in such area dhd enrolled in

. private schools, shail be eligible to participate in selection of members of the.
appropriate district, inférmedia’re, ‘and school advisory councils.




Identification of Parents Eligible for Membership

The LEA shall establish appropriate pro.cedures for iderﬁifying parents of

children who participated in the preceding year's program or parents whose children

wilt participate in thé current vyear's program so that they may be consndered for- .

membershlp on a school, intermediate, or district advisory council.

Procedure for Selection o -

"After consultation with the .dis'rric'r advisory "eo_uncil, the LEA shall establish-

-appropriate procedures for nominating and selecting eligible parents and other

- persons for service on district’and school advisory councils. Such procedures shall

include pr'ovision for affording adequate notice to the parents and the general .

public in the agency's school ai'sj_'_ric'r (or in the dpproprid're school attendance area

in the case of a school couhcil).“of\ the time, place, and method whereby such

selection would be made. Upon the séle\c’rion of members of the council, the names.

of all members of such council shall be rrl\bd\e available to the public through appro-

priate notices and continue to be available upon request."

Membership of Districtwide or Intermediate Councils : -

. The LEA moy provide that the .memberships of 1'rs district or intermediate

advisory councils will be composed solely of members of school councils, elec'red by

\

'rho'r school council. ‘ . ‘-‘: \

Local Educational Agencies with One School or Less Thck_ 1000 Students in All

Projects Area Schools_ ' ' : _ ' ' \

If an LEA has less than 1000 students enrolled in project ored schools or has

only one project area school, it may (with approval of "rhe'SE \) have its district

advisory council also serve as its school council. There must be at least one
_ district advisory council member representative and one for each project area
* school. (It should be pointed out that 80% of all Title | districts have a total

..

-enrollment,-Title | as well as non-Title I, of 4000 pUpllS or less, It therefore seems

“probable that a considerable number of districts fall in 'rhls categor D)
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Involvement of Councils

-

e

Each LEA shall include in its application sufficient informatioh 1o enable the
SEA to determine the following: '

{1 That each council has been furnished, free of .chqr'ge, copies of
Title I, of the Federal regulations guidelines and criteria issued

pursuant thereto, and of state Title | regulations and guidelines

(2) That all -council members will receive appropriate training
materials and orientation which will assist them in carrying out

" their functions under this section

(3) That each council will be provided with the local educaiional -
- agency's "<_:urren1 cppiicqtion and other informafion and documents -
~as may be needed for the effective involvement of each council in
the planning, implementation, operation, and evaluation «of

projects under Title |

.(4)  That each council has had an adequate opportunity to consider the
information available 'concerning the special educational needs 'of |
the educationally deprived children residing in the b_réjec} area
and the various prg.{grqms available to meet those needs, and to

. . make the _;'recomme'ndaﬁdns' concerning those needs which should
‘ ' " be qddrS;‘ed 1hrou?h the Title | programs

(5) That ai} porents'cj children to be served have had an opportunity

- to present their views concerning the application to the appro-
priate s¢hool council, and that each council has had an opportunity .
to submit its corﬁme_nts to the LEA, which shall consider such
comments in determining whether o}. not the application shall be

L approvea and submitted to the SEA




Additional Rules oﬁd Procedures

The SEA may establish such additional rules and procedures, not inconsistent
with the provisions of this section, as may be reasonably necessary to ensure the

involvermient of parents and the proper organization and functioning of PACs.
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