N _ DOCONENT RESUAR | 2

CED RS 162 See e e o UD 020 356 ®

" aurHORB Hill, Paul T. ' ’ S
TITLE - - What Do We Know ubout Teaching and Learning in Urban S

Schools? Volume 7! Summsr Orop-Off and the .~ 3

Efrectiveness of Compensatory ILnstruction.
INSTITUTION ' Central Hidwestern Regional Educational Lab., Iac., |
' . - 8t. Louls, Mo. SN
SPONS AGENCY - National Inst. of Education (DREW) , Washington, ' 9

' D. C- ) ~‘§€
. NOTE . 38p.: Paper prepared for the Urban Rducation Projran, o
. CENREL, Inc.'s National Conference on Urban Education -~ T
e A B R OYE B B0 JULY- 10 =14, 1978)-o POT-Telabt@d L
docunents see UD 020 351-361 and OD 020 363. ¢ Sy
EDRS PRICE MF0O1/PC02 Plus Postage. )
DESGRIPIDRS Acadenic Achievement: *Achievement Gainl- *Basic

" skills; *Compensatory Fducationi *BEducationally
Disadvantaged: Elementary 8.¢ondary Bducation;
*Loarning Plateaus: *Skill‘Devclopuent- Sunmer
Programs: Urban Schools _ -
ABSTRACT L7 |
Evidence collected through comparison of compensitory
education students' calendar year ani school year gains implies that
sunaer Irop-off of basic skills is a common phenblonon. There ars two
. possible interpretations of this finling. The first, "“forgettiny,"
assupes compendhtory education students knov less in the fall than
they 3id the prewious spring. Thle "no growth in summer"
interpretation assumes that the students do0 know as auch in hhu fLall
as in ¢the previous spring. The results of the National Instituts of
Equcation's Instruotional Dimensions Study provide strong evidence in
favor of @ "o growth in summer" model. Students whose initial test
scores we at or above the national norans make substantial gains
\ during the summer, but compensatory education students do not.
Compensatory education programss are therefore doing some good ani
should be continued until effective alternatives can be f%\nd. Summer
school programs might foster achieverent gains during the sumpmer
months, but they do not attract many disadvantaged students and their
programming is not focused on basic skills instruction. Public .
projrams may be unable to overcome the problem »f sumwer drop-off
entirely. Further research into the summer drop-off phenomenon is
needed to> understand the limits of public policy and maxiwmize ths
ef fect iveness of compensatory education prograas. (Author/MK) - ‘

v } ;. .\ - : 1’ , -

********‘f&**********************h*****t*************#**ﬁ*******&***}**'

* Reproducsions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be aade *
% . from the original document, , .o
' *************t** t**t************************** ***********************
'ij . 4L
o ¥ £




WHAT DO WE KNOW ABOUT

_TEACHING AND LEARNING
IN URBAN SCHOOLS"

Volume 7

Summer Drop- Off and the Effectweness
Of (()mponsat()ry Instruction

E0185162

Paalb bl
The imnd-l)l,n';usmtmn "
EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE r "r C. R i
NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN R
UCAT) e .
[RI8% [XFAS J -
ot we e ‘ b
oot [T
D FOES i
T TR
Al Sk .
-~

| JRBAN .
= ProGram



' .
1 . ) . . .
. - A Y
. R . ) .

A | , o
WHAT DO WE KNOW ABOUT T!ﬁamo AND LEARNING IN URBAN SCHOOLS?
|1 \
Volume 7 {

Summer Drop-Off and the Effectiveness
Of Compensatory Instructuon

Paul T. Hill
. The.Rand Corporation

Paper prepared for the Natlonal Conference on Urban Educatnon,
. heldJn St. Louls, Missouri, July 10-14, 1978. '
Conducted. by the Urban Education Program, CEMREL, Inc.. .
with support trom the National Institute of Education.

.‘ . ’.“ | ‘ | | | \
CEMREL, Inc,, St. Louis, Missourl '

FEB 2 6 199




[ . .
Prepared by CEMREL, Inc., a private
nonprdfit corporation supported in
gart_qs an sducational laboratory b{ A
funds from the National Institute o
Edugation, Department of Health,
Education and Welfare. The opinions
expressed in this publication do not:

policy of the.National Institute of
Education, and no official : ;
.endorsement should be inferred. :

Copyright on this document is
. claimed only during the period of

_development, test, and evaluatiom,

“unless additional authorization is
granted'by the National Institute of
ducation to claim copyright on the
final version. For information on the
status of the copyright claim, contact
either the copyright proprietor or the
National Institute of Education.

Copyright 1979, CEMREL, Inc.

~

-

Library of Cpngress catalog card
number 79-5474
- Manufactured in the
>  United States of America

CEMREL, Inc.
3120 59th Street
St. Louis, MO 63139

necessarily reflect the position or i~

e &"-::/

ot o

AN



" ..,' . ¢ 4
< A N 4 !
.-
Table of Contents | S
MK‘muLEDM NTS .............. ; 90 006 0 00 000000008000 0 : . .;ﬁ. L] . LI I ] Ceeaennen v 1 7" N
FOREWORD ..+ evveeeioeneenneennens TP ereens xn}.-
e - SUMMER-DROP=OFF- AND-THE-EFFECTIVENESS-OF - COMPENSATORY-INSTRUCTION. vvvsm o b
Io .INTRODUCTIONoocoo‘cl oooooo S 000000000 ,; ooooooooooo .o‘toooo'.‘oooo 'Z‘?Q
[I.  EVIDENCE FOR THE SUMMER DROP-OFF................ T 8
[11.  INTERPRETATION OF SUMMER DROP-OFF.........eevveesvrnerunanes |6
IV..  IMPLICATIONS FOR COMPENSATORY EDUCATION POLICY . o
- L AND RESEARCH. ¢4 vtassssnsnecnsnsensnsenernernerssnsansssennns 13 |
" REFERENCE NOTES....cvnveronsceannnens cesevaventes eress Cerrieieiaeea D
REFERENCES. ..+ ovne. e rereeeenns e fereeerrannerand eeed 19
, -
’
)
\




Acknowledgments

The Urban Education Program, CEMREL,

Inc., would like to thank the Nationa]

Anstitute of Education and the Regional Joint P*ann1ng Group of the Urban

: N
Conference Chairperson

Harriet Doss H1ﬂ11s
Director ’
Ueban Education Program

Conference Participants

'Nett1e S. Armmer
Research Associate
St. Louis University

Eva Baker i
Director
Center for the Study of Evaluation

a2

_QEFA Graduate School of Education

Carrie E. Bash

Division of Community Programs

Urban Leaque of St. Louis.

Isabel Beck
Co-director .
Lanquage & Communications Unit -

“Learning Research and. Develop-

ment Center
University of P1ttsburgh

Jartet, Cheatham Bell

Urban/Ethnic Studies Coordinator

Indiana Department of Public
Instruction .

~ Education Program for its support and agsistance in planning the conference. =

David Bennett

Deputy Superintendent
Milwaukee Public Schools
Edward Binkley
Director of Research & Evaluation
Metrg Schools

Nashville, Tennessee

Milton Bins

Senior Associate

Policy Development

The Council of Great City Schools
Washington, D.C.

Dean Bowles

Director

Home-School-Community Project ~

Wisconsin Research and Develop-
ment Center:

Ronald A. Boyd

Associate Superintendent
Department of Education
State of Indiana

vit

N

A



_m__m_m;_"_Mgmuhi:WCJIy_§chgg]sw“__;mmm“mmmnnﬂm_m},;l

i

-

K1IE

OWiTH
Assistant Superintendent

Emerson Brown

Board of Directors
CEMREL, Inc.

L.D. Buford

Principal

St. Louis Public Schools
D. Callian, Jr.
Curriculum Instruction

Angeline P. Caruso
Associate Superintendent

_‘Department of.Curriculum &

Instructional Services
Board of Education
City of Chicago

Courtney Cazden
School of Education

- Harvard Unjversity

Ned Chalker

., Teaching & Learning Program

National Inst1tute of Education

Francis S. Chase
Director of Urban Education
Dallas, Texas jl

Rosemary Christehsen
Director of Indian Education
Minneapolis Public Schoods

Doris J. Clemons '/
Reqion Five Office '

" Detroit Board of Education

Detroit, Michigan

Frances Coe _
Board of Directors
CEMREL, Inc.

David Colton

Graduate Institute of Education
Washington University

St. Louis, Missouri.

Lloyd M. Cooke
Vice Chairman
Economic Development Council of
New York City °
: ]
Dallas Daniels
Director _
Equal Employment Opportunit

Indianapolis Dopartmunt~of gub11c

. Instruction -
A, W. Dirks
Director T~
- Research, Planning & Development
_H1ch1ta Public Schools ~ *

“.Lorenza Dixon

Gurriculum Coordinator

-Indfanapolis Public Schools
‘John W. Dobbs

Assistant Superintendent
School & Community A¥fairs.
Départment of Education
State of Michigan -

bomingo Dominguez -
Director T .
Bilingual & Migrant Program

Southwest Educational Development

Laboratory .

Ronald Edmonds .

Director ‘

Center for Urban Studies
Graduate School of Education
Harvard Untversity

Nancy Evers : \

Department of Educational
Administration

University of Cincinnati

. -

Joseph L. Felix

Directar

Program:Evaluation

Cincinnati Public Schools
S

Marian Kilbane-Flash

Supervisor

_Research & Development

Cleveland Public Schools

4

"

'



L te s

) ix
Anita Ford ‘ Rex Hagans '
Co-chairman ' - Northwest Regienal Educational
Citizens Education Task Force Laboratory
- St. Louis, Missourd . o *
- ' : Robart J. Havighurst |
. Ruges R. Freeman. °~ ° Department of tducation
Coordinator The University of Chicago

Secondary Student Trainin? .
Southern 111inois University _ Gariand M. Hawkins
Edwardsville, I11inois . ' Director

' Music Education .

[9

SR T TSVAN -1 1,177 L A—

New Jersey Department of Education East St. Louis, Illinois -
Booker Gardner Paul Hill
~Wisconsin Research & Development The Rand Corporation. s
. Center for Individualized Schooling ' ' o
Madison, Wisconsin Keith Hyde '
. - Planning & Development
_Howard Gholson Des Moines Pubiic Schoois
Policy Analysis _
Title I | ”  John Ingram s
- U.S. Office of tducation ' Wisconsin Research & Dovaiopmant -
- Center for Individualized Schooling
.Henry Givens ‘
Assistant Commissioner : ~ Barbara Jackson
Department of Elementary & ] Associate Dean
Secondary Education ‘ Department of AdMinistration &
State of Missouri Lo Supervision '
_ ‘ School of Education .
’ Edmund Gordon | ' Atlanta University .
' Director ' \ v
Institute for Urban & James N, Jacobs
Minorities Education _ _ Superintendent
Teachers College : ' LCincinnati Public S%hools ]

Coiumbia University
Sylvia K. Jones

1W/1ton Goldberg . State & Federal Grants
. Educational Organizations & . Tdledo Public Schools ,
Institutions _
National Institute of Education . Preston C. Kronkosky '
A ‘ _ Field Services & Dissemination
John H. Grate ’ Southwest Educational Davoiopnant
Director Laboratory ! .
Planning & Development ' ‘
Cincinnati»Pub]ic Schools o Daniel U. Levine - ' . e
: , Director . "
- Eldon Grossner . Center for the Study of
Manager : / Metropolitan Problems
.- LEA Services : in Education
I11inois Office of Education ) , University of Missouri-Kansas City

.'J

______Curriculum Center School Dist. 189_mm_““__¥_;



"

Joseph D, L1ggins .
Assistant Superintendent for Staff
Development

Houston Indepenhent School\oistrict’

Reece Little

Director of Curriculum Development-
Jefferson County Public School’s
Louisv111e, Kentucky

Irene Lober
Superintendent
University City. PubTic Schools

" St. Leufs, Missouri .

-

William Lobosco
ESEA Title I
U.S. Office of Education

Catherine Lyon

Center for the Study o¥ Evaluation
UCLA Graduate School of Education.
Mary Meehan a

District Coordinator

The School District of Kansas City

taMar Miller’
Director of Secondary Edueation
New York University

Len Nachman
Division of Planning & Development
Minnesata Department of Education..

Tom Odneal

Director

Title IV ,
Missouri Department of Education

Joan Orender

Project Coordinator for

" Distribution of Information
Nebraska Department of Education

George A, Parry
George A. Parry & ‘Associates
River Forest, I11inois

William Phillips
Minneapolis Public Schools

Andrew C. Porter .
Institute for Research on Teaching
College of Education

Michigan State University

r @

- E]ectra Price

Oakland Unified School District

. Oakland, California -~ ,

Walter E. Richardson

. Supervisor

Compensatory Instruction - -

:-Columbus 'Publfc-Schools - g

J. Robert Sampson

Assistant. Manager

Program Planning & Development
[11inois Office of Education

Judah L. Schwartz .

‘Professor of Engineering, Science

and Education
Massachusetts Institute of
Technology ‘\

"Cleona Shortridge

St. Louis Public Schools

Barbara Shull
Conference on Education
St. Louis, Missouri

Edward E. Smith
Right to Read Effprt

- Washington, D.C.

Douglas Smith
Administrative Assistant to
the Governor

. State of Michigan

Frank Sobol .
Basic .Skills Group
National Institute of Education \

George Spicely I
U.S. Office of Education

Jane Stallings : .
Stanford Research Institute . .

.
1

¥



Tom Stefonok :
Director of Planning & EvaIuation
- Research .

Wisconsin Department of Pub11c
T Instruction T

Vera John-Steiner ‘
Dep artment of Educationa1_

Foundations .
College of Education

' The University of New Mexico . )

" Ronald Stodghill .
Assoc{ate Super1ntendent ,
St. Louis Public Schools i

~ Marilyn Suvdam
ERIC Information Analysis Cente&,
for Scierfce, Math & .
. Environmental Education
The Ohjo State Un1versity
Maud Thomas T
U.S. Office of Education :
Kansas City Ragtonal Office

_ Concepc ion Valadez '
Graduate School of Education
University of California

Los Anqe1es: '

Mamie Wandick

Program -Officer

U.S. Office of Education

ity Regional Office

eaver .
Education

Weber,-Fuhrmann & Associates .
. Bast St." Louls, Il11no1s

Jovce wedd1nqton
Director '
Research and Evaluation
Memphis City Schoels

- Natignal Inst1tute bf Education

Rachel T. Weddington' ©
University Dean for Teachér
- Education

The City Unfversity oft New Yofk

Lores Wells ' - N
‘Harris Teachers Cb]\e e '
St Louis, N1ssour1

Robert Henﬁz

.Superintendent Lo T
'.;St.,Louis Public- Schools g e e

Barbara Noods” - o
Afro-American’ Studies '
St Lou1s uh1vers1ty

.
\

Saul Yanofskv E BRI

Ay

Savannah M. Young 2

-St. Lou1s Pub11c Schoo1s

Allen: F. Zondlak
Director of Planning

‘Detroit Pubiic Schools




S 3 I ' ,
URBAN EDUCATION PROGRAM STAFF
- John Bass v

Resource Coordinator

" Afreda Brown =
'Resource SpecYalist -

'PameI{é Coe
~ Research Associate

- E_‘1_é_eﬁ__Ha_m__‘~1 t_6n_ S Ry _' PO

Secretary

ﬁe111é H. Harrison ' .

Disseminatien-Curriculum Specialist

DonaTdMiller
Research Ad#isor

- Harriet Doss Willis
Director

Astacia Wright
Research Assistant

e

iFditor

-

. | .
STAFF FOR WHAT DO WE: KNOW ABOUT

TEACHING AND LEARRIRG IN URBAN .
- STROOLST - N

Harriet Doss Willis

L 4

Margqrét Solomon
Manuscript Editor .
Production Coordinator

L_ﬁma_cm_e”____ e o e e e e e

0ffice Manager

Marlene Dandridge
Floor Clerk

Arneita Gray
Secretary

Angela Reed /
Secretary

Dian Taylor
Secretary

- Office Managetf_

Karen Temmen
Secretary



E'o'reWOrd

This monograph is one of a sertes .of papers on the issues “of 1nstructiou “and
o Tearning 1in urban schools that were presented at a conference held July
] Qe 1973—---1n St,-l:ouls; Missouri, sponsored by the Urban Education.. N
B Program, CEMREL, Inc., and supported by the National Fnstitute of . ¢ ‘
Education. It is our hopé that hoth the conference and the series of .
fourteen monographs that resulted from it will assist. educationa1
_:researchers and school practitioners in identifying and ana1yz1ng
1nstruct10na1 and learning problems in urban scheol settings. and will
contribute to the development of strategies for the tmprovement of schooling,
. for students. |

- »
// Titled "What Do We Know About Teach{ng and Learning in Urban Schoolsﬁ“, the - »
. 1978 conference focused orr an examination of research findings on the - TR e
teaching-learning process in areas most germaine to and under contrq& of,the
sqhoo1s The key problems to which the papers are addressed are the
assessment of learning outcomes and the analysis’of the re1ationsh1ps
between instructional and other 1nputs and 1earn1ng outcon' Important
contextual tssues not under -the. full control of schools, such. as community
and parental involvement- and the imact of federal and state governments in . -
1nnr6v1hq_educationa1 0pportun1t1es, were addressed at the conference-as
T well. . ? - L '
' . ’ . ' o Lk ~
The conference was conceived, in part, as an initial step in the development "
of a staté-of-the-art veview of the most critical issues faced by educators
in urban schools who struggle with the morass of general educational
problems, exacerbated by. decreasing puh11c confidence fn 1arqe city schools,.
declining student enrol]ment, and 1ncreasing numbers of poor and minority

\ students I wh11e the conference does not exhaust discussiqn of the prob1ems s
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that ‘are particularly significant tn tpe urban school setting, it forms a
convenient focus for viewing the 1arger 1ssues affecting. education in our .

c1t1es' X N N . . ?(

" *The educational innovation and change growing‘out'o";ore than ten years. of .

-

>

)

effort since the passage of the E]ementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 -- the- primary st1mu1us for federa1 supporf df.nesearch and development
in education .- " has had the 1east 1mpact -on the studept popuIations typical o
of the/urhan school settih@“'(W1th this COnCern as’a; prfmary cons1derat1on_“““““j“““_““W
ten” months prfor ‘to convenfng the conference, CEMREL s Urban Education
Program had bequn work with @ network of twenty‘pig c1ty school districts
and state departments of education in INinois, Indiqna, Iowa, Kan§as,
Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota, Mfssour1 Nebraska, Ohio, Tennessee, and ' '1 .
Wisconsin. Thus,. the conference and the research f1nd1ngs of nat10na1 |

' authorftfes was undertaken to lay a foundation for future work in urban
educational research and development and to undergfrd present efforts at
1mprovement of schoo]s in the regfon

-

3

The ConferenCe'DeS1gn_ ‘

.
v

¢+ To quide the deve]opment of . the presenters‘ preparation of their papers, =

. topical questions were prepared for them by Urban Educatfon Program Staff_-
‘and a paper format was recommended. Each presenter prepared a full paper
based on the- top1ca1 questions and results were smnnar1zed by the writers‘
during general sessions of the confarence. Because of a wide range’of
perspectives held on the conference issues, discussions precipitated.by
reactor panels composed of other prominent researchers, practftfoners, and
-community 1eaders in education fol]owed each’ genera1 conference seaijon.
More than one hundred educatfona] researchers and practftfoners from across
the country attended the conference The invited part1c1pants came £ rom
school districts and state depantments of education from nineteen states;
,thirteen 1nst1tut10ns of hfgher ducation; four. federal agencfes, numerous
eduCational laboratoriés and rese h;and development centers; and seven

social service agencies. L,



Tongressional Perspective

The conf;rence was divided into two types of sessions: general sessidws,
wherein.the nationally recognized speakers who wrote papers presented their

- ‘summaries; and forum sessions, wherein react’?s helped analyzo the

presentations and examine the concrete recommendations put forth by the
general-sessjon speakers._ A1l participants were encouraged to present
questions and,reactions during these forum sessions.

Francis S Chase, Director of Urban Educat1on Stud1es, Da11as, Texas, gave

" the keynote addreés at the opening session of the conferente, a banquet pn'w”“"“”“m"m'm

Monday evening, July 10, His topic, "Promising Developments in Urban ]
Education," summarized field studies that he was conducting under
sponsorship of the Council of Great Cities Schools and the University °
Council For Educational Administration under a grant from the Spencer
Foundation. Chase is Profesgor Emeritus of the University of Chicago, where
he also seryed as Chairman and Dean of Education for ten 5ears. ‘

The Conference Topigs

Each of the presenters had been asked to oesign’a paper by responding to
salient topical questions, drawn up by CEMREL's Urban Education Staff. The
questions that were posed originally for each of the wriiters are presented
below, Most of the resulting papers were developed into monographs for this
- series. - o ' L

Compensatory Education: A | : :
What is the current state of the evidence

Christpopher T. Cross - -~ concerning projected changes in
M1n0r;Ey Staff Director - ‘legislative mandates, and what may we |
Committee on Education and expect related to changes in policy
Labor , governing federally funded compensatory
U.S. House of education programs?

Representatives. . AR

4
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Effective Teachar-Support

xvi

Systems to Improve

Instructiognal

onditions in

Schools
Joseph D. Liggins

Assistant Superintendent -
for Staff Development
Houston Independent Schoal
District :

. Assessmeht That Respects

Complexity in Individuals

and Programs

Judah L. Schwartz
Professor of Engineering,
Science and Education
Massachusetts Instityte of
Technology

Achievement Tests in Urban

Schools: New Numbers

Eva Baker

Director

Center for the Study of
Evaluation

“University of*California,

Los Angeles

,

Summer Drop-off and The

Effectiveness of

Compensatory Instruction

Paul T. Hill
The Rand Corporation

What teacher support systems are most
effective in improving tnstructional

" conditions for students? What 1s the ro]e'

of in-service training, and what typeg
in-service training can be recommende
urban educators? - What aother resources--
slich as additional curricular materials,
support from teacher aides and valunteers,
time re-allocations, team teaching
arrangements', etc.--can bq*demonstrated to
be effective in impvoving students' .
learning opportunities? Hhat is the state

of the evidence? - - -7 o /,’_,fm“'“mm““

v
How can we best’ meaSure an¢ analyze the :
effects of instruction: gn.students'

learning in the major § 001 subjects:

What are the most apprgpriate times and
strategies for measuring the effects of
schaoling on student learning? What do we
learn from means of assessment other than
standardized achievement testing? When

and under what circumstances is it most
appropriate to use alternative or
complementary strategies for assessing

program effectiveness? '

How can we best measure and ana]yze the
effects -bf instruction on students'
learning in the major school subjects?
What are the most appropriate times to
measure the effects of schooling on
student learning? What are the cautions
which should be taken into account before

' any attempt to evaluate the effectiveness

of programs primarily on the basis on
standardized achievement dat?, especially -
when the number of individua
implementations is large and the actual
conditions under which the implementations
took place are not well documented?

What has the era of compensatory education
program development contributed to
knowledge about achievement in the basic
school sg%lgpts in urban schools? Where

is the evidence? What, if anything, does f
the evidence indicate about methods for '
improving basic skills achievement? What,
if any, recommendations can be,made to
school district planners on the basis of
existing evidence?

£5



Instructional Ingredients
for the Development of
. Beginning-Reading

ompetence

Isabal Bec

Co~Director

Learning Research and

< Development Center |
- University of Pittsburgh °

A Discussion of The
Literature and Issues
ReTated to Effective
- Schoolin
Ronald Egnonds
Director
‘ Center for Urban Studies
\ Graduate School of

\  Education _
Harvard University

Cultural Pluralism

Vera John-Steiner and.

Larry Smith

epartment of Educational
oundations

11ege of Education

*The University of New Mexico

The Educational Promise of <<

4
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Much research, program developm#nt, and
implementation of efforts to improve . -
achievement in basic school subjects has
been ‘concegtrated in the area of reading.

© Wpat apprdashes to, instruction in reading

have been sugcessful in ¢hcreasing
achievement? Is there evidence that
certain approaches are best suited to the
needs of particular populations? Do these
effects generalize to other areas of
school learning, such as mathehmatics,

soc1a1 studies; and ;cigggn?
Are there ;ChOO]S that have demonstrated a o

higher degree of effectiveness in the

delivery of instruction in the basic ’

school subjects than others serving _
similar student pdpylations (in terms of
socioeconomic backgroumds, family)
characteristics, minority populations,
etc.)? What characteristics distinguish
these schooels from less successful schools
in similar situation$? What is the
evidence that the explanator S
characteristics have been co*(ectly
identifiéd,, and how strong is that
evidence? ' ‘ X

How can we approach problems of teaching
and learning in urban schools so that the
racial and cultural diversity of the
school population is recognized,
respected, and utilized constructively, to
the extent possible? How do we
differentiate between basic academic
ski1lls, which all students need to acquire

* for successful participation in our

hetergeneous society, amd curriculum
decisions which can and should be tailored

‘to the needs and interests of different

sub-culttral groups? Do students benefit
from participation in racially and
culturally hetero-geneous classrooms, or .

wperhaps from certain kinds of

heterogeneous instructional settings but
not others? What is known about these
fssues, and how much consensus 1s there
about the cultural values on which »
schooling must be based?
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New Perspectives on School What is the role of rasearch and .
District Research and development process¢8 in improvement of
Evaluation instruction and learning in basic school
CatherTne Lyon subjecty in large wrban systems? In what -
Center for the Study of ~ form are these processes being applied to
Evaluation ~ the teaching and learning process in urban
University of" Ca]ifornia, . schools? What is the evidence and how

Los Angeles . ' ~ solid are the indications that use of

these proceses has resulted in 1mproved

student pthievement?

Effective Teaching and : _ Looking spec1f1cq11y at the 1nteract10n of
Tearning in-Urban 5Cho01S student, teacher. ‘cyrricular 4nd school

Jane A. Stallings and : organization’characteristics, what

Shirley W. Hentzell ~,Instructional conditions encourage

Stanford: Research Institute ~ “achievement~in basic school subjects? '

: ' ~“" What evidence is there, and how good is
# . '1t? How are the effects of instructional

conditions on student achievement
measured? On the basis of existing

- ~ ' evidence and trends, what recommendations
- can be made for improving students'
. S instructional environments?
Mathematics and The: Urban , Mathematics is a school subject which is
Child ~ generally considered basic, insofar as
Mar ITynn Suydam ’ mathematical skills are required for
Center for Science, . successful adult functioning in our
‘' Mathematics, and . - complex socfety. "What evidence -is there
Environmental Education - to ind{cate which approaches to .
The Ohio State University instruction in mathematics have been

v successful in increasing dchievement? Is
there evidence that certain approaches are
best suited to the needs of particular

- populations? Do these effects generalize
‘to other areas of school learning, such as
reading, social studies, and science?

Basic Skills in Urban . . Since the second largest minority
Schools: A View From The population served by many urban school
Bi1Tngual CTassroom . districts is a bilingual population, what
Concepcion Valadez \ is the current state of the evidence about
. Graduate School of . " the effects of programs developed

Education - especially for bilingual students? What,
University of California, if anyth1n21955€s the evidence indicate

’ Los Angeles . about the éffects of such programs. on

v ' : o basic skills achievement?

\...~.._._ [P
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School-Commynity Relations, =~ What do we know or what can we learn about
and The Urban School. the influence of parental and communfity
aan Bowles { involvement in schooling on student
Director _ ¥ achievement? How does parentdl and
‘- Home-Schoo1-Community community involvement affect the
Project teaching-learning proces§? If information
Wisconsin Research and is not available to answer these questions
Development Center for on even a tentative basis, what types of
Cognitive Learning . research are recommended to study this
L ' ~ agpect of students' 1ives more effectively?
. “ T . : | '
‘ Frank Sobol -~ -~ Are there research and development
'-““H\pag1c-3k11]s-srdup- : " products whi€h -have. contributed to - ... .
National Institute of - improved instruction and increased gtudent
Education ' . achievement in basic school subjects in
' . " ljarge urban school systems? What is. the
‘evident and how solid are the indications
that use of these products has resulted in
. f improved student achivement?- a
A Sumarl of The Confer'ence In ]1ght of the evidence pY'Oduced by
Findinas o examination of these issues, what concrete
E3ﬁﬁﬁagw..Gordon recommendations. can be made to school
Director . districts concerning the improvement of
Institute for Urban and * instruction and learning in basic school
Minority Education - subjects? In light of the same evidence,
Teachers College ) what research and development agenda
Columbia University should be the focus of future study and
‘ ~ program development?
Dr. Francis S. Chase, Keynote Speakgr- for Conference Banquet:
Director of Urban Education “Promising Developments in Urban Education®
Dallas, Texas ) ; ’ -
. --Harriet Doss Willis
v Director :
' . Urban Education Program
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o Summer, Drop-Off and the EffectlveneSS—---------
- Of Compensatbry Instruction

Paul T. Hill
ITuellngiliowtuorathon

- In recent years no discussion of the effects of compensatory 1ns£ruét10n has

been complete without a reference to the summer drop-off phenomenon. The
know1edge that disadvantaged studentsd fall farther behind national norms
_during the summer months has greatly complicated efforts to understand how
much compensatory education students are 1earn1ng and how much good
compensatory programs are doing. - '

Many researchers and policymakers have taken the evidence of summer drop-off
to mean that comgensatory instructionat programs are not doing children any
good, The summer drop-off phenomenon thus has 1mportant 1mp11cat10ns for
the future of.compenshtory education. My purpose in this paper-is to
‘explain the meaning and éignificance of summer drop-off. I shall argue that
\ the drop-off is mbre_apparent than real--that is, thét;compensatory
education .students do not suffer ahy absolute decline in their academic
skills during the sumher. ’

Paul T. Hi%l 18 Director of the Center for Educational Finanoe and Gover-
nance, The Rand Corporation. '
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After a brief general introduction, the paper will treat the following: (1)
evidence for the existence of summer drop-off; (2) different- interpretations
of the phenomenon, (3) the significance of the different interpretations;
and (4) 1mp11cat1ons for policy and research. ' : ‘

I. INTRODUCIION : ‘ : .
. . ’ >

\
Early efforts to evaluate compensatory 1nstruct10n pa1d 11tt1e or no |
~attention to sunner drop off they were COncerned with est1mat1ng students' "
gains during the schopl year. Becausé the early studies were generally .
negative, no one thought to ask whether disadvantaged students lost their
school-year gain during tHe summer. More recent studies, however, have
produced far more favorable est1mates of the “amount that compensatory o
eduation studentsslearn during the school year. The series of studies
conducted by SRI's Education Policy Research Center (Thomas & Pelavin
(1966); Pelavin & David (1977); and David and Pelavin (1977)), has
repeatedly shown that students who receive compensatory reading and
mathematics instruction learn at ors above the "normal" rate of 1.0 months
per month of instruction dur1ng'the school year. The Study of Instruct1ona1
Dimensions, conducted as part of the NIE Compensatory Education Study;” found
even greater rates ‘of gain dur1ng the scheol year for students in selected
"well implemented" Title I programs. Early results of the ﬁ:1t1-year
USOE/SDC Sustaining Effects Study appear to be consistent with this pattern.

Though none of these studies showed com&knsatory instruction to be working
un1form1y well all across the country, they do indicate that many
disadvantaged students are learning at 2 des1rab1e rate during the schqol
year, On those grodnds (especially in 1ight of the very discouraging
results of early Title I evaluations), compensatory instruction might be at
1éast"tentat1ve1y called a success. But researchers, ever cautious, have
found good reasons to continue withholding judgment. Thomas and Pelavin
(1976), for example found that compensatory education stddents, in the

o
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aqoreoate were still not keeping pace with the norms for children their

age, Though Title I ‘students had attained norma) rates of growth.during the

scnooi year, the gaps between their performance and that of students at the

50th percentile continued to widen as the children got older. Thomas and
‘Pelavin reasoned that the yidening géB could be caused by a "summer loss."

" In a later ‘study, Pelavin and David (1927)_demonstrated that compensatory

education students’ grade eduivalent scores deciined‘over the summer. They

_ concluded that "iarqe increases in schooi year achievément are not sustained,'

“even until the next. fali oo - T .

. - - ' SN
. . 4 ‘ . [

As a result of these and similar)findings, discussions about the
effectiveness of compensatory instruction have become both complicated and
confused. Some have argued that the high rates of 'gain during the schoo!
year are p of that students: are benefiting, they regard the recent
improvements n student performance on the basic 1iterary tests administered
by the National Asses nt of Educational progress as corroborating evidence
that overrides an} questions about summer droo¥off. On the_other'side, some
agre:‘nith David and Pelavin (1977) that "evaluations should measure program
effectiveness over a period of time longer than the school year," and that,
due to.smnner drop-off, comoensatory fnstruction cannot be fudged a success.

The latter view has nad.a'definite impact on policymakers' views of tne~
validity of the national compensatory education strategy. During
preparations for re-authorization of Title I with 1978 Elementary and
Secondarv Education ﬁmendments, several high-level HEW officials cited the
summer drop-of f findings as grounds for thinking that current compensatory
education programs are "doing no good." Though such doubts are uniikeiy to
cause the- -federal government to decrease its funding for elementary and
secondary education, they are eroding support for the current progruns of
special educational services for individual educationally: disadvantaged.
children, Aiternative federai strategies, based on less preoiseiy targeted -



ald Tor the general improvement of instruction in selected school buildings,

are qaining strong support amomg high officials.in USOE and other parts of
HEW, ' - ' .

II. EVIDENCE FOR THE SUMMER DROP-OFF - \

A}

The best evidénce is provided by two of the SRI reports cited above.

Pelavin and David (1977 ), and David-and Pelav1n (1977) used long1tud1na1 : . ‘

files of test scores obtained from a number of ‘compensatory educatton
programs to compare Title I-students' qains 1n grade-equivalent scores for
two time periods: the standard academic year and®the calendar year between
entry into one grgde and entry into the next. Gains for the dcadem1c year
were comp as the difference in gragde equivalent scoveg between fall and
spring testing.: Gains for the calendar year were computed as the d1fference
between fall test scores in one year and fall test scores in the succeeding
vear, Table 1, taken from Pelavin and David, Jives a representative example
of their resu1tsa Table 2 (also from Pelavin ingmoav1d) gives a summary of
the amounts and rates qf gain for the same students..

In general, compensatory education students in City M gained more than a -
grade-equ1va1ént year between their entry into a grade and the beginning of
the following summer vacation, Their calendar-year gains, however, were
much smaller. Most gained less than a grade-equivalent year in a calendar
vear. The difference between the larger school year gain and the smaller
calendar year gain fis what Pelavin and David called the summer drop-off.

For students in City M, the summer drop-off was at least 2.9
grade-equivalent months (5th grade) and as great as 5.1 grade- equ1va1ent
months (3rd grade). : ( :

\
-
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i e oo C Tablel
chx M MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS IN GRADE EQUIVALENTS FOR THE
"GATESLMacGINITIES READING TESTS BY GRADE FOR
PUBLIC SCHOOL. STUDENTS WITH AT LEAST THREE consscu71vs TEST POINTS

’
»

‘ Grade N Fall '~ Spring ;ggll_
. . 272 2.23 ' 3.29 2.78 : o
| | : R ‘ _»’_._. [ _( 1.04) [ (_1._42)._____(0:96.)_;__ ___‘ O
4 931 - 2.65  3.58 3.18
(0.83) (1.19) - (0.96)
5 - 980 3.26 4.30 4.01
. (0.99) (1.38) - (1.30)
6 316  3.85 4.78 4.42
. (1.2 ) (1.47) (1.32) °
7 128 4.35 _  5.25 4.95
(1.24) (1.68) (1.41)
Table 2
3

CITY M ACHIEVEMENT GAINS AND MONTHLY RATES BASED ON TWO
DIFFERENT PERIODS OF TIME FOR PUBLIC
SCHOOL STUDENTS WITH AT LEAST THREE CONSECUTIVE TEST POINTS
| _ (Grade-Equivalent Metric)

AEﬁiQement in Grade-

3

* Equiva1ent ‘Months* . Monthly Achievement Rates
1 11 T | IV
Grade N Fall to Spr1ng} Fall to Fall Fa11(§o Sprin Fall to Fall
3 272 10.6 5.5 1,5 0.6
4 931 9.3 - 5.3 1.3 0.5
> v 5 980 10.4 7.5 1.5 0.8,
‘ 6 316 9.3 5.7 1.3 0.6
7 9.0 6.0 1.3 0.6

‘128

* The aCh{evement is based on the means in Table 1.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Pelavin and David repeated the analysis for several c1t1es _compensatory .,
' education programs, and most but not all, showed compensatory education

. student o be farther beh1nd at the end of” theusummer than at the .
beginn¥ng. ¥ ?hey concluded that the drop-off phenomenon i3 common, if not -
universal, among compensatd%y pducetiqn students. |

\ 4

i . - ' o
I1I. INTERPRETATION OF SUMMER DROP-OFF ' . L »

The data 1n Tables 1 and 2 appear to demonstrate that compensatory education
'students know less when they report for school 1n the fall ‘than when they
leave in the spring, Pelavin (1977) has drawn that conclusion expressly,
—nr1t1ng_that students suffer an "achieQement loss" and that durtng the
summer, skills are "forgotten."

Within the_past few months, nowever, new evidence has called the
“forgett1ng"“1nterpretat1on 1ntd_quest1on. The best reéent research has

shown that many compensatory education students are not suffering

Derf?fmance declines during the summer. fwo studies of achievement during

‘the 1976-77 and 1977-78 school years (NIE's Instructional Dimensions Study

and USOE's Study of the Susta1n1ng Effects of Compensatory Education) have .

* The gap between compensatory education' students and the. national norms can
widen during the summer even if compensatory students' skills. do not
decline. If the norm group's average performance rises over an interval of ,
time (say, the summer), .a given student's performance must rise .
proportionately {if he is to matntain his relative positfon. A student whose
performance does not rise will receive a lower score on any norm-referenced
test (as, of course, will those whose performance has either fallen or risen
less rapidly than the norm group's).. From norm-referenced scores alone, it
~1s "impossible to know whether a particular student's performance has
‘declined, risen, or stayed the same. Since most norm-referenced tests
assume soie growth during the summer, students whose perfgrmance is constant .
can indeed receive lower norm-referenced score In fact, as Stenner et al.
(Note 1) have demonstrated many tests assume t af students performance
will increase faster during the summer than during the school year. Thus,
substantial summer Tosses in norm-referenced scores can occur for students
whose performance has not dec11ned
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. i produced fall- spr1ng~fa11 comparisons for 1ong1tud1na1 samp1es of
o scompensatory education students. These studies are 1mportant because they

wére both express1y des1gned to trace individual ch11dren s achievement
-growth over the sunmer months and to provide data on students /tbso1ute
achievement Teve1s and on their norm-references scores. Unlike earlier
.. studies, which had to rely on data co11ected by s¢hool districts and state
' education agencies, these stud1es obta1ned their own- test scores under: veny
rigorous control. The OE Susta1n1ng Effects §§udy, in addition, tested a

'~ students, Tables 3 and 4 are derived from the Sustaining Effects Study's
first public report on summer drop-off.

Table 3 | ~

MEAN READING AND MATH SCORES FOR FIVE COHORTS
OF STUDENTS OVER THREE TEST ADMINISTRATIONS

Cohort Grades October 1976 May 1977 October 1977

Reading
1-2 ©33) - 397 N 407
2-3 © 375 : 419 425
3-4 411 450 449
4-5 440 . 472 476
5-6 - 461 488 494
i Y . S Math - |
1-2 . 312 374 380
2-3 353 . 410 412
. 3.4 - , 399 ' 459 455
4-5 448 501 498
5-6 477 526 529
% / .

(Adapted from Hoepfner, 1978)

ey Targe” nationally’ Fepresentative samp le~ of compensatory- edication-t - oot
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" Table 4
] . SPRING-FALL CHANGES TN-MEAN READING AND . . .
MATH ES FOR FIVE COHORTS OF STUDENTS . o
Cohort Grades - Reading - Mathematics
| | 1-2_ 0 i’ 6" . .
T
3-4 . S N -4 R
‘ 48— 4 3
5-6 6 3
(Adhptedvfrom Hoepfner, 1978) o | L e
TablelS'provides sfm11ar data from the NIE study.
Table 5
IEAN ACHIEVEMENT GAIN SCORES FOR. CoMPBRBRTORY BOUCATION |
. STUDENTS IN THE NIE INSTRUCTIONAL DIMENSIONS STUDY | i
| ~ (In Expanded Standard Scores) = !
N Fall-to-Spring Gain Spring-to-Fall Gain " Fall-to-Fall Gafh
Grade 1 , ‘
Reading 395 - 64 : 0 | 64
Grade 1 . ,_ |
Math 143 7 2 39
Grade 3 ' : " : )
Reading 565 ' 43 ) 9 52
Grade 1 _ . :
“Math 314 . 64 0 64

_— ' : o -
(Adapted from Frechtling and Hammond, 1978)
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The two most racent studies thersfore prasent a very different picture of
“the summer drop-off phenomenon from that inferred from Tables 1 and-2.
Disadvantaged students' achievement scores change very 1ittle during the N
summer : A few changes are bos1t1ve but all the changes are very small., The
best conc1us1on from these data is that ch11dren s achievement noither
1ncreases nor decreases dur1ng the summer,

. Two very different 1nterpretat10ns of the summer drop-off phenomenon are _
~= thersfore poss1b1er-The first,—11lustrated by Figure-1,.can-be called .. .mn_;mL_1»~n
"forgett1nq. Compensatory education students know less in the fall than tn '
the previous spring, The second, illustrated in Figure 2 can be called "no
growth in summer." Compensatory education students know as much in the fall-
as in the previous spring. Under either interpretation, 50th percent11e
studénts are assumed to Yearn at a steady rate year-round.. Compensatory
educat1on students fall farther behind 50th percent11e students each year,
but they fall back more dramatically under the "forgetting' 1nterpretat1on.
' The crucial difference between the two is that the 'forgett1ng
" {nterprétation says that a great part of what students 1earn during the
- school year is lost in the summer.*

The "forgetting" and "no-summer gain" interpretations have very different
implications for judgmepfs about the value of compensatory tnstruction. To
demonstrate those d1fferences, it is 1mportant to understand the standards
-of judgment now being used in po11cy discussions:
' - The f1rst more modest, standard is whether the program 1s do1ng any
* good for 1nd1v1dua1_students. If students are learning more than

they would without-compensatory instruction, that standard is met.

4 . ' ,
% practicing educators who are familiar with all children's return to the
state of nature during the summer months may find it hard to believe that
’ children do not truly "forget." It is impoftant to remember that most fall
testing takes place in October or later, long after the readjustment to g
school has taken place. The "forgetting" interpretation thus assumes a true
loss of skills, not just a short-lived rustiness in the first week of school.:

-/ //A\- _ | - o | ,~\\\
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. The ‘second, more ambitious, standard is whether the program is
bringing students up to the average achievement levels of children
~their age. This standard is met only if the achievement levels of
compensatory education studcnts are converging on the national
norms, **
The “forgetting model strongly implies that compensatory instruction meets
neither of these standards. As Thomas has argued, the large school-year

to the effect that students will have learned no more: af ter several years of
cqmpqnsatory instruction than they would have done without it. Thus. the
investment--of public money and children's t1me4-1p compensa;ory instruction
is wasted. o

In contrast, - the *no-£utmer gain® model 1mb11es.that disadvantaged children
make real ga1ns during the school year. Unlike 50th bércent1le students,
whose skills grow even when'they are out of school, disadvantaged students
learn only when they are receiving formal instruction. Compensatory
programs that increase students' 1earn1ng rates when they are in school are
thus vitally 1mportant. '

The NIE study resu]ts provide very strong ev1dénce in favor of the "no
stnfler gain® model, As Table 6 shows, students whose initial test scores
were at or above the national norm make substantial gains during the summer
months, but=compensatory education students do not.

** A third standard, suggested by Thomas and Pelavin (1977) is whether
compensatory instruction {is improving the 1ife chances of disadvantaged
students. That standard cannot be given a simple quantitative meaning,
since the linkage between achievement levels and 1ife chances is unknown.

If one assumes a close relationship between achievement levels and 1ife
chances, then the first and third standards are equivalent; if one assumes.
that 1ife chances are enhanced only by achievement at or aﬁove the national
norms, then compénsatory instruction must meet the second standayd '

""gains resuiting frof compensatory instruction are offset by summer losses, -

Y
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FIGURE 2: NO GRO}JTH IN SUMMER .
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) Table &
COMPARISON OF GAIN SCORES OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION STUDENTS AND
. STUDENT WHOSE PRETEST SCORES WERE AT OR ABOVE 'THE NATIONAL NORMS
(In Exoanded Standard Scores)

Fall to Spring to Fall to

\ -

Grade 1 Reading

_N_ Spring Gain Fall Gain -Fall Gain

LCompensatory Ed. Students 344 69 0 69
oo Others . .29 86 10 66,
~ Grade 1 Math
Compensatory Ed~ Students ' 97 43 8 , 52
Others | 435 5 10 66

Grade 3 Reading - '
.Compensatory Ed. Students 512 44 . 8 , 52

Others \ o 308 - 3 21 - 57
Grade 3 Math : : ' |

R Compensatory £d. Students’ 306 64 . -1 63

Others ' 178 62 7 69

9

(Source: Frecht1ing and Hammond, T978)

On this evidence, compensatory instruction appears to meet the first
standard, and not the second. It s thus do1ng some good but not,
according to the highly desirable second standard do1ng enough good to be
jodged an unqualified sutcess.

The recent scholarly and po11t1ca1 discussion of summer drop-off has not
recognized the d1fference—bet§een the "forgetting" and "no-summer gain"’
interpretations. Most, but not all, participants have implicitly adopted
the "forgetting" mode]-becauée it was intuitively consistent with SRI's”
~ data. _ (It also seemed to be the only explanation for the ever widening gap
. between the ach1evement levels of compensatory education students and the
national norms. An inspection of Figures 1 and 2, however,,w111'demonstnate

31




that the *no-summer gain® modeT also explains -the "‘gap. . If the tarm “summer
drop-off" is to retain any meaning, 1t should be redefined to refer to this
relative, not absolute, deeline in disadvantaged students' learning.)

IV. IMPLICATIONS FOR COMPENSATORY EDUCATION 'POLICY AND RESEARCH

Th&s section reviews the implications of the evidence about summer drop-off

'“fb{jthree dueStionsi\‘ 1) whether to continue supporting compensatory
“Instruction;—(2)-how to increase the-gains-children-derive-from compensatory ... ...

ingtruction; and (3) what may be the limits of public programs of
compensatory insteuction. ' ‘

-

Whether -to Continue\Supportiqg;pompensatory Instruction

A loese restatement of the conclusioms of the preceding section {8 that
compensatory instruction is doing some good, but not enough to make 3
profound difference in the educational performance of disadvantaged
students. Whether support for compensatory 3nstruct10n should be continu d‘

- depends first on the importance of the objective of raisipg the achievement

levels of disadvantagéd children, and second on the existence of more
promising alternatives.

* “About the first, there seems to be 1ittle doubt about the strength of the

national commitment to 1mprov1n§ education for the disadvantaged. ESEA
Title I, Follow Through, and state compensatory education programs have
flour ished through years of criticism and many discouraging evaluatioﬁs.
Congress*has Jjust reguthorized Title_l,-énd funded it at more than three
times the level appropriated in 1965. Those actions reflect the strength of
the political coalitions behind Title I at least as much as any of the
program's technical successes. But no amount of cynicism about the
legislative process can refute the conclusion that Congress supports Title I
because an imperfect effort on behalf of disadvantaged children is better

L

- than none at all.
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I therd are more prom1s1ng alternative ways of improving the achievément bf'

disadvantaged children they are not w1dely known. Years of research on
instructional processes has produced some progress (see, for example,
Resnik, Note 2) but most of it has refined coipensatory instruction rather
than built revolutionary alternatiyes to it. California's Early §h11dﬁood
Education program (ECE) embodies an alternative approach, a general
rest?uctur1ng of‘claésroom processes for alf studehts. in hopes that
disadvantaged children will benefit along with the others. This alternative

15 more congenial to-the normal-orqanization-of schooling-than-the-special— "

services model normally followed in compensatory education, and it might
hélp many students not now eligible under Title I and similar programs. |
There fis, however, 1ittle evidence about its spec1f1c effectiveness for

. disadvantaged children. An evaly&ff;; ot/ ECE now being initiated by the

State of California will help determine whether classroom restructuring is a

serious alternative to compensatory instruction.
”

Possible Ways of Increasing the.Gains Children Derive from Compensatory
“Instruction ’

Aside from technical refinements in the quality of compensatory instruction,
the way to help disadvantaged children learn More is to increase the rates
of learning during the summer. If children gain only when they are
recefving 1hstruct1on, an obvious course is to give them instruction year
_round. Pelavin (1977) and other proponents of the "forgetting” ‘
interpretation are strongly in favor of summer programs; the "no-summer
gafn" 1nterpfetat1on leads (albeit less urgently) to the same'pregcrjpt1on.
_There are, unfortunately, some ser1ou$ problems with the summer school idea.

One 1s that'eX1st1ng summer programs do not appear to be effective antidotes
to summer drop-off. Table 7 presents data from the Sustaining Effects Study
on the school- -year and summer growth of disadvantaged students who attended

» summer. school. Though many. students made small gains during the summer, no

4
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cohbrt (4-5 in readirig) came anywhere'near to Icarning one-third as much
from summer school as fr'om“regular school-year 1nstruct10n. The NIE'study's
results are virtually identical to these.

Such data‘conf15ﬁ/the common belief that existing summer school programs do
not have strong effects on children's test performance. This may reflect
the fact that.existing summer programs are not sharply focused on basic
ski11s instruction. If summer programs were designed as'exact continuations

- of 'school-year -instruction; the results-might be-more positive, ..

Table 7

RATIO OF-SUMMER TO SCHOOL YEAR GAINS FOR DIS-
ADVANTAGED STUDENTS WHO ATTENDED SUMMER SCHOOL

, Cohort o Reading Math
| 1-2 15 .18

2-3 14 .00

#3-4 .00 .00

4-5 .23 .06

5-6 30 .10

(adapted from Hoepfner, 1978).

)

nother problem. Few school districts can afford large summer
d Title I ddes not provide additional money for summer
School districts can elect to use Title I funds for summer
instruc¢tion, but must reddce their regular school-year effort to do so.
Under the "forgett1ng" 1nterpretat1on it may be worthwhile to reduce

Cost is

school-year instruction in order to support summer programs, because the
school-year gains can be seen as ephemeral. Under the "no-summer gains"

w
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interpretation, however, summer instruction is a poor trade for the existing
school-year programs: reducing the ]eve] of school-year 1nstruct1on\r1sks
known real gains for unpredictable effects of summer instruction. A major
emphasis on summer programs should therefore await new funding.

The third problem with summer progaams is ensuring that the right students
oart1c1pate. There is no selective compu]sory sunmer attendance law for’
1ow-achiev1nq cﬁ//dﬁbn, and disadvantaged groups are not generally in the
habit of sending their children to summer school. At present, the students
most likely to receive summer schooling are the econom1ca11y and
educat1ona"y advantaged, whose parents pay for special training in areas of
personal interest,, and children of work ing mothers who can afford an )
expensive form of day care. Public summer schools would be attractive to

- many members of these groups. Low-income families, not now in the habit of
using summer schools, might be slow to respond to the opportunity. To be
successful, a summer school program must cope with these facts. To my
knowledge nobody has thought much about how to guarantee that the children
most in need of summer instruction would receive it. '

On the Limits of Public Programs

As we learn more about the summer drop-off phenomenon, we may discover thé
1imits-of the ability of public programs to overcome the achievement
prob]ems of d1sadvantaged children. Evidence frpm the most positive recent
studies indicate that disadvantaged chitdren make achievement gains only

_ where they are kece1v1nq formal instruction. Unlike other children, they do .
not gain a "momentum" from their schoql-year experiences to carry them
through the summer. Continual exposuze to instruction 1s therefore very
important; when that is not possible, either because of lack of funds Qr
because the children themse1ves need relief from the regimen of schoo11ng,
the children apparently stop learning. Public programs may therefore be
unab1e to overcome the problem of summer drop-off entirely. Until we
understand how summer drop-off occurs,’1f will be impossible to know how, or
whether, 1t can be combatted.

18
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The most plausible explanations for the phenomenon concern‘either the
children's non-school environment-or their own personal aptitudes for
learning. One possible explanation is that the non-school environment of
disadvantaged children is not conducive to 1aarning--that s, that unlike
more advantaged children, they are not stimulated to practicé their reading
and mathematics skills at' home or at play. A second possible explanation is
that low-achieving children have high thresholds for responding to academic
information: intense formal instruction can get through to them, but other
e ... 1088 -intense--1 earning-situations.cannot. ... . .
Neither "explanation appears to fit-all the facts. For example,

high-achieving children in Title I schdbls,apparentIy do not suffer a summer
drop-off; those children live in the same naighborhood and thus experience
much the same out-of-school environment, as the students whose academic 2
skills do not grow during the summer. It seems clear, however, that the
explanation for summer drop-off 1ies. somewhere outside the children's

schooling experience. N

- . _
Developing an understanding of summer drop-off will require a mode of
research tﬁat social scientists have come to label as dangerous An
examination of children's habits, .attitudes, home enviasnments* and use of

T 1etsure time will exppse researchers to the accusation that they are trying tosl

to blame the deficiencies of the educational system on the victims of
inadequate schooiing Such research ‘is, however, the only way to understand
the summer drop- off problem. Without it we qan neither understand the
1imits of pub11c policy or maximize the effectiveness of compensatory
instruction. If we do not pursue these questions, only-the children stand
to lose.
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