ED 213 813

AUTHOR
TITLE
INSTITUTION
SPONS AGENCY

PUB DATE

"CONTRACT
NOTE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME
.UD 022 169
Carter, Launor F.

The Sustaining Effects Study: An Interim Report.
System Development Corp., Santa Monica, Calif.

Office of Program Evaluation (ED), Washington,
D.C. ’
[80] . ’
- 300-75-0332 ‘

/
212p.; For related documents, see ED 146 182-183, ED
155 300, ED 163 128 and. UD 022 122-128,

MF01/PC09 Plus Postage.

*Achievement Gains; *Compensatory Education; *Cost
Effectiveness; Elementary Education; Family Role;
Instructional Improvement; Mathematics Ach1evement-
*Program Effectiveness; Program Evaluation; Reading

Achievement; Socioecomemic Status; *Student ’
Characteristics; Summer Schools
*Elementary Secondary Education Act Title I N

<
-

This interim report summirizes the procedures and

results of the Sustaining Effects Study (SES) on Compensatory
Education, conducted at selected elementary schools during the
J967-77 school year. Data from the study are presented for the
following findings: (1) poor and educationally needy children are the
prxnC1pa1 recxpxents of Compensatory Education (CE) and Title I
services; (2) CE is an analgal of diverse serv1ces, and CE students = _ .
receive more instruction in reading and math in smaller classes than
do non-CE.students; (3) CE improves reading achievement in grades 1-3
and math performance in all the >lmentary grades; (4) students
promoted out of CE programs co:: 1u* to perform at a relatively
higher level; and (5) it is unrvalistic to expect-much academic
growth over the summer, The characteristics of CE students, including
economic status, educational attainments, family income, sex, and
place of residence are examined and related to achievement levels in
mathematics and reading. The instructional approaches and activities

of Title I students and regular students are compared.

Instructional

and cost effectiveness of CE services, the relationship between
instructional costs and achievement, and the nature of ach1evement

growth over the summer are also exam1ned

(Jcp)

o

************i******************i***************************************
* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

*

from the original document. LA

RRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRR R AR AR R R AR R AR RRRARR AR AR AR RR AR AR RRRRRRRRARRRRR AR R

Q




System

Dlevelopment
Corporation

/
4

——

THE SUSTAINING EFFECTS STUDY |
AN-INTERIM REPORT

LAUNOR F. CARTER

U.§. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION .

EDYCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

\JThcs document has been repioduced as
| A t _ewed from the person of ofgamzanon
° onginatng it
Minor changes have been made 1o imptove
teproductnn quahty

—_ & Points of view 07 opinions stated in this docu
ment do not necessarnily represent official NIE
ition or

o
pos! or pohcy

TM-5693/200/00

PREPARED FOR THE

OFFICE OF PROGRAM EVALUATION
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

UD b2 (&S




LN " THE SUSTAINING EFFECTS STUDY
AN INTERIM REPORT

‘ LAUNOR F. CARTER

OCTOBER 1980

TM-5693/200/00

PREPARED FOR THE

OFFICE OF PROGRAM .EVALUATION
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

ERIC | -3




TABLE OF CONTENTS

THE STAFF OF THE SUSTAINING EFFECTS STUDY « . . ¢ o ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o« « &

SUSTAINING EFFECTS STUDY ADVISORY GROUPS AND PANELS . . . « + « + o « o
REPORTS™IN THE STUDY OF SUSTAINING EFFECTS OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

SERIES .

LIST OF FIGURES « « = « « & o o v o v s o o o o o o u o m we o o e

HIGHLIGHTS
HIGHLIGHTS
HIGHLIGHTS
HIGHLIGHTS
HIGHLIGHTS
HIGHLIGHTS

2

CHAPTER I. AN INTERPRETIVE SUMMARY OF THE INTERIM REPORT

AN OVERVIEW OF THE INTERIM REPORT . « & o o o v o o o o o o oo e v

OF CHAPTER II - INTRODUCTION + « « « « o s o« « o o o o o o« o o
OF CHAPTER III - WHO RECEIVES COMPENSATORY EDUCATION? . . . .
OF CHAPTER IV - WHAT IS COMPENSATORY EDUCATION? . . . . . + .
OF CHAPTER V - HOW EFFECTIVE IS COMPENSATORY EDUCATION? . . .
OF CHAPTER VI ~ HOW COST-EFFECTIVE IS COMPENSATORY EDUCATION?
OF CHAPTER VII - WHAT HAPPENS TO THE ACHIEVEMENT OF STUDENTS

WHEN THEIR COMPENSATORY EDUCATION SERVICES ARE DISCONTINUED? . . . . . .

HIGHLIGHTS

OF CHAPTER VIII - WHAT HAPPENS TO STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT OVER THE

SUMMER, AND IS’SUMHER SCHOOL EFFECTIVE? . ¢ & v & o o o o o o o o o o o

SUMMARY........-.................’...‘]....\‘

CHAPTER II. INTRODUCTION

A SHORT HISTORY OF THE SUSTAINING EFFECTS STUDY . « « « ¢ o ¢ o o « « o &
THE PURPOSE OF THE SUSTAINING EFFECTS STUDY « + « o « o o o = o o o « o o
THE DESIGN OF THE SUSTAINING EFFECTS STUDY . ¢ ¢ + o« ¢ ¢ o o o o o « o »

THE SAMPLE FOR THE SUSTAINING EFFECTS STUDY . . . . . . . n e e s e . e e

THE SUSTAINING EFFECTS STUDY REPORT SERIES . . « « e v o o ¢ o o o o o o

SUMMARY .

CHAPTER III. WHO RECEIVES COMPENSATORY EDUCATION?

. o o . . . . . * & o ‘e . )

INTRODUCTION + ¢ & & ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o & o o o o
THE DESIGN OF THE PARTICIPATION STUDY . . . . ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o o o o »

. . vii

Page

iia

iv

xiii

10
. 14
18

20

21

41
42
44




TABLE OF CONTENTS (Cont'd)

ECONOMIC STATUS AND SELECTION FOR COMPENSATORY EDUCATION . . . . . . . . 46
POVERTY AND THE CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS SELECIED FORCE . . . . . . . - 48
EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT AND SELECTION FORCE . . « + « &« « « o + » + » » 54 _ -

. EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT STATUS AND THE CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS .
SELECTED FOR CE + o « « « « o o a o o o s o o o o s o o s o ot o o oo 58

THE JOINT EFFECT OF ECONOMIC STATUS AND EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT . . . . . 59
_ T™HE EFFECT OF DIFFERENT MEASURES OF ACHIEVEMENT .. . s ¢ =~ =+ &« s + o-a+— 08 -
HOWARESTUDENTSSELECTEDFO%E?.......\............ 70

CHAPTER 1V. WHAT IS COMPENSATORY EDUCATION? N

SUMMARY . . ¢ ¢ ¢ « o o = ¢ o o o & & o 5 5 s s s 8 s o o o = o s = o o = 81

COMPENSATORY EDUCATION FUNDS~~-HOW MUCH MONEY IS THERE AND OF WHAT IS IT
SPENT? . & 4 o ¢ o6 o o o s o8 s o o s o o s s s o o o o o= o o o o o o 85

| HOURS OF INSTRUCTION . v o « « o v o o v o o o a o o oo s oo too . 87
‘ msss:zg.....-........'....-........... 92
WHO DEACHES TITLE I AND REGULAR STUDENTS? « « « « ¢ « = = = « o = o « o s 95

IN WHAT INSTRUCTIONAL SETTING DO TITLE I AND REGULAR STUDENTS RECEIVE ~
INSTRUCTION? = « « o « v o o @ o o o o o o o o s s o o o o o o o oww 97

ARE THE TYPE AND CONTENT OF INSTRUCTION DIFFERENT FOR TITLE I STUDENTS? . 102

ARE THE READING AND MATH ACTIVITIES OF TITLE \I STUDENTS DIFFERENT FROM .
THOSE OF REGULAR STUDENTS? & « ¢ o o o o « s = o o = o = = o o o o o o 's 108

DO TEACHERS USE MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT DIFFERENTLY WITH TITLE I AND .
m STD.DBNTS? L d . . L d - L d L] . * * - * ;-‘. - L4 * - . - L d . L4 L4 - . L d . 115

-

CHAPTER V. HCW EFFECTIVE IS COMPENSATORY EDUCATION?

SUMMARY . o « o o v o o e o s e m e e o ¥t ene s e e e, 119
A HIPOTHETICAL SAMPLE « + o » o + v s o o o s o e e oo e e e e e e e o 122
ARE THERE ACHIEVEMENT GAINS FOR TITLE I STUDENTS? . . . . . . . . .. . 127
WHAT EDUCATIONAL PRACTICES ARE ASSOCIATED WITH TITLE I EFFECTIVENESS? . . 135

CHAPTER VI. HOW COST-EFFECTIVE IS COMPENSATORY EDUCA%ION?

SMRY L I L * = & e 2 ° = e s & 5 o s s = = " 139 : .L

¢




INTRODUCTION . . & & ¢ 4 4o 4 o o o o o o o o o o o
THE RESOURCEFCCOST MODEL « « ¢ o 4 o o o o o o o 2 o o s o o o o o o o »

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS AND STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

- - s

CHAPTER VII. WHAT HAPPENS TO THE ACHIEVEMENT OF
STUDENTS WHEN THEIR COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

~ SERVICES ARE DISCONTINUED?

INTRODUCTION & v v v v v v v o e e e e e e e e e e e e e
WHAT IS THE INCIDENCE OF THE DISCONTINUATION OF CE SERVICES? . . . . .
EDUCATIONAL SERVICES AFTER TERMINATION OF CE . . « « & o o 2 4 o o . .
ACHIEVEMENT AFTER TERMINATIOR OF CE . . « « o o o v v o o v v o w o .

CHAPTER VIII.. WHAT HAPPENS TO STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT OVER
THE SUMMER, AND IS SUMMER SCHOOL_EFFECT1VE?

4

INTRODUCTION . & & &t v v i 4 v e o o o o o o o o o o s% o o o o v
mémrua;opmmvmmmcmwmovsnmzsumn
SUMMER SCHOCL AND ITS EFFECTIVENESS .+ « + « « & v ¢ o o o o « o o o o o

REFERENCES ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o

163
163
le64
186

195




III-1

III-2

<I11-3

III-4 |

III-5
III-6,
111-7

I1I-8 .
III-9
III-10

II1-11
111-12
III-13
II1-14

III-15

III-16

I11-17

I1I-18

I1I-19

LIST OF TABLES

Percentage of Students Receiving Reading (or Math) GE Services
by Quartiles on Reedinq (ox Math) Achievement Teste 6: Both
“Bu cow n‘d L] L] L] L] L]

® 5 & * s s 8 ¢ ® & e & e e 64 0 o s o @

‘Page
The Instruments Used in the Sustaining Effects Study . . . . . . 34 '
Percentage and Number of Students Receiving Various CB Seruces
by Family Economic Status . . . . ¢ ¢ o+ ¢ ¢ = o o = 47
Percentage and Number of Students Receiving Various ervices
byramily]:ncone..:....................._ 49 -
Percentage of Students Receiving Various CE Services.by Family
Economic Status and Rac;;l/Ethmc GYOUP . & s o 2 s 4 -oe v—v—v— 50" ]
Percentage of Students Recaiving Various CE Services by family
Economic’ Status and Urbanism . . . . . . « « « ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ o o . 52
Percentag: of Students Receiving Various CE Services by Family
Economic-Status and Geographic Region . . . .. . . . . « . o . .. 53
Percentage and Number of Students Receiving Various CE Services-
by Educational Achievement Status . . . . . . . ¢ ¢ « ¢« o o« « & 55
Percentage and Number of Students Receiving Various CE Services
by Achieavemgnt Quartiles . . . . . « ¢ « ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o & o =« = 57
Student's Family Income and Achievement Level . . . . . . . .. 60 - -
Student's Family Income, Achievement Level and Race . . . .. . 62
Student's Family Income, Achievement Level and Mother's
EBAUCALION &+ .iv v v ¢ 4 ¢ 4 o 4 e s e e e a e e e e e e 62 J
Student's Family Incomes, Achievement,and Urbanicity . . . . . . 63 — .
Student's Family Income, Achievement and Geographic Region ., . . 64
Student's Family Income, Achievement and Sex . . .« + + « « « « o« 65 .
Student's Family Income, Achievement and CE Selection '
(Gn&lz-ﬁ)....................‘...... 66
~ Student's Family Income, ‘chievenont and CE Selection with .

Different Selection Criteria . . . « &+ « « « . R 67
Percantage of Students Receiving Reeding and/m.’ Math CE Services
by Achievement Level Based on Reading, Mdth,s o: Combined
Mhiemt'resu oo-..o-...oot;f aii ili.o.-"o- 69
Percentage ¢f Students Receiving Reading and/6t:Math CE Services -

by Quartiles on Reading, Math, or Combined Achidvement Tests . . - 71
Percentage ®f Students Receiving Reading (or Math) CE Services
by Achievement on Reading (or Math) Achievement Tests or Both
“CthOﬁinld.........o...-.-..,‘."...... 72

73’




III-20

V-1
V=2
VII-1

VII-2

Vii-4

VII-S

VIII-1
'~

VIII-2
.VIII-3

VIII-4

VIII+S

VIII-6

LIST OF TABLES (Cont'd)

"

Criteria Used by Title I Schools for Selection of CE
Participants, and Selection Rates for 'Needy' and 'Non-Needy'
Studeats . . L . L Lt i e s e e e e e e e e e e

e, ¢ o o o o

Percentage of Schools Having CE Selectees Who Score Above and
Below the 50th and 35th Percentile . . . . . . « + ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ o &

Percentage of Schools by*Adjusted Phi Coefficients, Showing
Relatlonshlp Between CE Selectlon and Achievement Scones

._. *> . L] . L] L] L] L] . -

Per-Pup11 Expendltures Oof Title I Funds = . . + ¢ & o ¢ ¢ o o o« &

Average Experience and Training of Teachers . . . . . . . . . .
Percentage of Studen ose Teachers Report That Instruction

Varies Among Title I an r Students in Title I Schools . .
Perccntile Scores’ for Students in-Example School--Grade 3 . . .

Percentile Scores for Students in Example School--Grades 3 and 4

Percentage of Students Whose CE Was Discontinued, by Reason
for Discontinuation, CE Funding Source, and Subject Matter . . .

Average CTBS Percentile Scores Over All Grades by Transition
Category (Percentile Scores for Spring of Year 1, Transition
Categories for Vear 2) . . . . .

Average Hours and Costs of Instruction by Student Transitlon
CaAtegory . . & v 4 4 4 e e s e e b e e s e e e e e e e e e e s

2

Average Reading and Hath Percentiles‘for Spring of the Year

After CE Studsnts Were Discontinued . . - . . . . . ¢ . . . . &

Average Difference Scores in Reading and Math for Year 2
(Vertical Scale Scores) . . v v v ¢ o 2 ¢ ¢ 4 o o s o o o o o 4

_ "City M" Grade Equivalent Means for Reading for Students with at

least Three Consecutive Test Points . . . . . . o v o v o & o &
Grade Equivalent Mean Achievement Gain Scores for CE Students .

Mean Raw Scores in Basic Subjects by Test Dates and Subject
Subtest (N = 739, 7th Grade) . . . . . v v o ¢ ¢ o ¢e % o o &

Mean Grade Equivalent Scores for Non-CE Students Above the 50th
Percentile and CE Students Below the 50th Percentilé™. . . . . .

Summer Gain Scores for CE and Non-CE Students (Vertical Scaie

‘Sco re s‘) ® ¢ & e ° s e e ° s e o o e & e 4 & e e 2 e e e o o e

Changes in Test Scores ( » the Summer for Low- and High-
Achieving Students by CF “tatus . . . . . . . . . .

¢

107

123

124

152

158

160

lé6
167

168

173

177

179




_— w :;. iz ) \
~ '}%& s ;?z‘:wk/"’/,
. | F .
. ' "‘\ - - d i
I8 T
L
i LIST OF TABLES (Cont'd)
/ -
/ Table i

/ b4 ’
/ VIII-7 Mean Spring 1978 to Fall 1978 Test Score (VSS) Changes for
. ,  Title I Students by Quarter of Achievement Gain in the 1976-77

a

SChOOlYm nnnn.}_nnnlnnnnn—: LI B 2 o F e ni‘

vIIr-8 HIQEEPMM%& Score (Vss) Changes by Four

_Levels of 'Project’ 1976477 se r Gains . .

xii

[l -
Page'

184

185 °




9

Figure
Iv=-1

Iv-4

Iv=-5

V-6

wv-7 -

Iv-8

Iv-9

Iv-10

Iv-11

Iv-12
Iv-13

Iv-14

~

LIST OF FIGURES

e :

Hours Per Week Devoted to Reading Inséruction for Title I -
and Regular Students in Title I Schools and Non-CE Schools .-

Hours Per Week Spent on.Reading-Related Activities by -
Title I Students and Regulay Students in Title I Schools . .

Hours Per Week Devoted to Math Instruction for Title I Stu-,
dents and Regular Students in Title I Schoois and Non-CE
SChOO].S e o o “ e o o e o o e o o« & o « o o o e o o e o .

Size.of Readlng\and Math Classes for Txtle I and Regular
Students 1n Tit1§ I Schools e e

# T4 o o o o e o ' s

Groups of 14 of More ih Titlé I Schools . . . ... . ...

Annual Hours of Rgadin Instruction Received bg,Tit%e’I’and
Regular Students From ar Classroom Teachers in Student
Groups of 1-13 in Title\r Schools . . .

Annual dours of Math Instruction Received by
Regular Students From, ar Classroom Te
Groups of 1-13'in Title I\ Schools . . .

Annus . Hours of Reading Instruction Received by Title I and
Reg\;ar Students From Spedial Teachers and From Aides or
Volunteers in TLtle Ischopls .. ... ...

Annual Hours of Math Instriction Received by Title I and
Regular Students From SPanal Teachers and From Aides and

s & e 9 o @& o o o @

itle I and
rs in Student

Volunteersin'ritleISch

Annual Hours of Réading Instruction Received by Title I and
Regular Students by Individgal Seat Work in Title I Schools

Annual Hours of Math Instrudtion Received by Title I a
Regular Students by ;ndivid%al Seat Work in Title I s

Use of Reading and Math Equipuent by Title I and Reqular

ols.

98

99

100

104

105

106 -

/

stm‘nt* in Ti%la I SChOOlSA . . . . - . . . . - - . . . . . 117
Gains in Vertical Scale Sco;es for Example School-Grades 3 .
and 4 (Hypothetical Data). v . . . v v & & v 4 o v o o o o '/f126
N -
™~




Fiqures

V=2

V=3

viI-1

virz-1
vIII-2
vIIz-3

. VIiI=4

vVIiI-3
ViIiI-6

viizi-7
VIiII-8
VIII-9

VIII-10

LIST Or 'FIGURES (Cont'd) .

- - ° . —oa

nudinq v.rtic'&l Stale Scores for Title I, Regular Needy,

andnngularsmdontsmsradul,zand:% IR -129

Reading Vertical s«:ah Scores for Title I, Regulu'n«dy )
..\datgu“luszmdonuincradesc,sm6 - s s s s e e« s 130

Math Vozticu Scale Scores for Title I, Regular Necdy, :

-,RngularStudontlinGndoll,Zand:i T &

Math Vertical Scale Scores for Title I, Reqular Needy, and
Regular Studen:s in Grades 4, Sand 6 . . . . . . « o= o . 133

Reading Program Costs and Student,Gain by Grade--Title I
stw.nt'o-.on-l----.-l..l---boo-lo'142

Reading Proqza- Costs and Student Gain by Grade--Education~ -
ally Nsedy Students in Non-CE Schools . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« « & 143

Fall Reading Vertical Scale Scores and Program Costs by
&Mu‘ I §Fmt. 70 * * 04».—_‘ . . * * * . * L ] * * * L 1‘5

Pall Reading Vertical Scale Scores and Program Costs by .
Gradc-f!ducationllly.mdy students in Non-CE Schools. . . . 146

Resource Cost of Readiny Instruction Offered . . . . . . . . 157
Reading Achievement Scores . . . & . . o . o o o v 0 o0 o o 170

Math AChieVement SCOZES . . « « + o + + o o = s 0 ¢ o o o « 2171

. Reading Achievemenit Scores for CE and Non-CE Students . . . 175

Math Achiovkonf. Scores for CE and Non-CE Students ™. . .. . 176
i

Reiding Achimm: by CE Status and Quartile of Ach:l.ovo- )
I.ntl‘“l......'...'...............-;180

Math Achievemsnt by CE Status and Quartile of Achievement =
ml.......).’.................n.. 181

Reading Achievement by Summer School Attendance . . . . . . 189%

Hlthuhimtbys_us&oqlhtundanco. S - 1]

Reading Scores for CE Students Who:Attanded and Did Not
Attend Summer School . . . . ¢ . &« ¢ & ¢ s s s o o o o ¢ o 191

Math Scores for CE Students Who Attended and Did Not Attend
5!*230‘\001......c.,,.-......'....... 192

(A
. \

/.




R T

THE STAFF OF THE STUDY OF SUSTAINING EFFECTS - 'q

rd

SYSTEM DEVELOUPMENT CC~PORATION:

Project Management. Launor F. Carte:, Director (1975- }; Raymond B. Stewart,
Associate Director (1975-1979); Thomas F. Collins, Assistant Director for Plan-
ning and Control (1975-1976); Robert L. Lamoureux (1978), Marxlyn Stevenson
(1975-1977); Patrice Hetro (1977-1979).

Design and Analysis: Ralph Hoepfner, Manager (1975- ); Henry J. 2Zagorski
(1975~ ) Ming-mei Wang (1976- ); Charles E. Kenoyer (1975-1976, 1978-
1979); Joel Moskomitz (1977-1978) ; Ray W. Baker (1976-1978); Mary Jean Austin
(1976~ ); John McCall (]977); Lewis Zamora (1976-1977); Deborah S. Brown
(1977-1978); Judith A. H way (1977-1979); Thomas E. Locke (1977- ): Wallace
S. Tai (1977-1978); Marino Giustino (1478); Moraye B. Bear (1977- ) ; Lawrence
A. Jordan (1978- ): Deborah Cooper (1978- ); Edwaxd J. Colon (1978-1979);
Gerrie Smith (1978-1979); Eugene Won (1979- ); Jon Conklin (1979- ). '

Instrumentatxon and School Characteristics. JCean B, ¥~llisch, Manager (1975-

1977); Ralph Melaragno (1975-1976); Ronald A. Carrier (1975-1977).

: . :
Field Operations. Dean R, Lee, Manager (1975- }; Cleone L. Geddes (1975-

Distribution and Scoring. Patrick F. Carnes, Manager (19$76-1979); Carl Molitor

1980); Thomas A. Ramirez (1975-1979): Cynthia Hull (1976-1977); John R. Shiban ~
(1975-1976) .

1 - e /
Successful Siteg Study. Dean R. Lee, Manager (1977~ ); Gary A. Duck (1977-
1978); Lee J. Poynor (1977- ): Ronald A. Carriere (1978-. ); Anne H,

MacQueen (1978- ); Fred E. Cromer (1978); Miles 5. Rogers (1979- ).

*(1976-1977); loren Southworth (1976-1977); Stanley A. Dounn (1976-1979); Herb
Smxth (1977-1978).

Editorial and Publications. Frank Tierney (1978- )i Pamela Doherty (1978~

'{1976-1978) . .

)3 -Bruce Severy (1980- ); Kean Mantius (1975-1977); Una Vere Katter

2

DECIMA RESEARCH: T .

v

Participation Study. Vincent J. Breglio, Manaqer (1975-1“79), Ronald H. Hinckley

(1975-1979j; Richard S. Beal (1977-1978); Timothy McGrew (1975-1977); Claudia
Washburn \1976-1977)3 S. uy Lavish (1975- 1977)3 Barbara Openshaw (1975-1977).

RMC RESEARCH CORPORATION: - '

’/

Cost/Effectiveness and Summer Study. Sue A. Haggart, Manager (1975-1979);

Leonard S. Klibanhoff (1975-1979); Nabeel Al-Sal.m (1975-1977); Laurence A.
Dougharty (1975-1977); Gerald C. Sumner (1977 =1979); Richards S. Williams (1977-

" 1979); Rita Steinmetz (1977-1979). .




PACIFIC CONSULTANTS:

r

Functional Effectiveness Measures. Maxy Spencer, Manager (1975-1976); David

Bessemer (1975-1976) Nicolad Fedan (1975-1975); Bobby Offutt (1975-1976).

U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION:

‘Office of Plannina, Budgeting and Evaluation. Janice K. Anderson, Project

Officer (1979~ ) and Deputy Project Officer (1975-1979); George W. Mayeske,
Project Officer (1975-1979); Kathryn E. Crossley, Administrative Assistant
(1975~ )e o ° \

\
v \

Division of Educatxbn for the Disadvantagad. Paul Mi.ler (1975~ ); William

Lobosco, (1975~ ); Velma James (1975- ).

P

13

i




SUSTAINING EFFEGTS STUDY ADVISORY GROUPS ANUL PANELS

Policy Advisory Group. Edward Boddy (1975- ); Otez) Bowen (I975- ); Alan
Davitt (1977-1979); Leo Doherty (1975- ); Shirley Foster (1975- ): Joe
Hansen (1975-1976); Walter Hathaway (1975-1976); Rio Rita Jackson (1975~ );
Robert Lamborn (1977); Celig/ﬂartin (1975- ); Roberta Martinez (1975- yi

Lucy Matos (1975- ); Milles Myers (1975- }; Thomas Ralls (1975- )
Stanley Rumbaugh (1975~ ; Alexander Sergit¢unko (1975- )i Kenneth smith
(1977); Patricia Williams (1975- ). 1

Research Advisory Group. Donald Campbell (1975- ); William Cooley (1975~
)7 Rex Fortune (1975- )+ William Michael (1975- ): Alex Moodgfd975-
); David Wiley (1975~ ); ‘Melvin Novick (1975-1978)..

Panel on Achievement Tests. William Coffman (1975-1976), Melvin Seeman (1975-
1976) ; Floraline Stevens (1975-1976); Ralph Tyler (1975-1976); James Vasqhez
(1975-1976) .

s .
Panel on Bias in Evaluation. Thomas F. Pettigrm;'(1975-1976): Benjamin J.
McCullough (1975-1976); Daniel O'Neal -(1975-1976); Frank Navarette (1975-1976);
Ricardo Chapa (1975-19%); Florida Catchins Hyde (1975-1976); Dorothy Peterson
(1975-1976) ; Takako Okubo .(1975-1976); Elma Bertram (1975-1976); Don Manalili
(1975-1976) .

Fanel on Functional Literacy. Marilyn Litchtman (1975-1976); James Saunders
"(:975-1976) ; Thomas Sticht (1975-1976); James Vasquez (1975-1976) .

3

Panel on Affective Measures. Joyce Levy Epstein (1975-1976); John Kitsuse
(1975-1976) ; Melvin Seeman (1975-1976); James Vasquez (1975-1976).

-

Panel on Innovative Compensatory Projects. Mary Bentzen (1975-1976); William
Coffman (1975-1976); William Georgiades (1975-1976); John Peper (1975-1976);
Ralph Tyler (1975-1976).

iid




i
b

REPORTS IN THE STUDY OF, SUSTAINING EFFECTS OF
COMPENSATORY EDUCATION SERIES

1. Hoepfner, Ralph; Zagorski, Henry; and Wellisch, Jean, The Sample for the
Sustaining Effects Study and Projections of its Characteristics to the
National Population. System Developm-nt Corporation, Santa Monica, Calj-
fornia, June 1977,

2. Breglio, Vincent g., Hinckley, Ronald H.; and Beal, Richarg S. Students' ®
Economic and Educational Status and Selection for Conpensatory Education.
Decima Research, Santa Ana, California, January 1978,

3. Hinckley, Ronald H.; Beal, Richarg S.; and Breglio, Vincent <. Student
Economic and EducatioRal Statys and Receipt of Educational Services,
Decima Research, santa Ana, California, June 1978,

-4, Hinckley, Ronald H., Editor; Beal, Richard s.; Bre 'lio, Vincent J.; Haertel,

’ Edward H.; and Wiley, David E. Student Home Envi nt, Educational
Achievemént, and Compensato,ry Edypation, Decima ;gfrch. Santa aAna,
California, January 1979, SO 7y

.

L

5. Wang, Ming-mei; Hoepfner, Ralph; Zagorski, Henry, Hemenway, Judith A.;
Brown, Deborah S.; and Bear, Moraye B. The Nature ang Recipients of
Comensatu:y Bducation. System Development Corporation, Santa Monica,
Calif¥ornia, September 1978,

6.- Haggart, sSue A<; Klibanoff, Leonard S.; Sumner, Gerald C.; Williams, Richards
S. Resource Analysis of‘Conpensatoty Education. RMc Reseuch'Corporation,
Santa Monica, California, October 1978,

7.  Sumner, Gerald C.; Klibanoff, Leonard S,; and Haggart, Sye A. An analysis
~of the Cost-and Effectiveness of Compensatoyry Education. RMc Research
Corporation, Santa Monica, California, hugust 1979,

8. Klibanoff, Leonarqd s.; Haggart, sue a, Summer Growth and the Effectiveness
of Summer Schoo], RMC Research Corporation, Santa Monica,’_california,
February 1983,

9. Hemenway, Judith A.; Wang, Ming-mei; Kenoyer, Charles E., Hoepfner, Ralph;
Bear, Moraye B.; Smith, Gerrie. The Measures ang Variableg in the Sustain-
ing Effects Study. system Development Corporation, Santa Monica, California,
December 1978,

JA. The SES staff. Compilation of The Instruments Used in the Bustaining
Effects study, System Development Corporation, santa Monica,'?jc‘alifornia,
April 1979. Ty

iv




The work reported in this ser!es was-performed under Contract No. OE 300-75-0332
with the U.S. Office of Education. The Office of Education encourages contrac-
tors to express their professicnal judgments in reports. The opinions, conclu-
sions, and recommendations in these reports are those of the authors and do not
necessarily represent Office of Education positions or policy.

—_—




CHAPTER I. AN INTERPRETIVE SUMMARY OF THE INTERIM REPORT

AN OVERVIEW OF THE INTERIM REPORT

The purpose of the Interim Report is to present an integrative simmary of the
results of the Sustaining Effects Study (SES) based on the results reported to
October 1980. A short summary of the questions asked and the findings follows:

[l

1. Who Receiveg Compensatory Education? 1

It is clear, in terms of percentages, that poor children and educationally

@

__ _needy children are the princi:pal reci:pienﬁ of Title I and ot:her Con;pensa-
tory Education (CE) services. However, there are more non-poor than poor

children, ?and moxre children achieving above an educational cut-off point

.(such as performing one year below grade level) than there are children -

. i:elow such a level. The absolute number of children receiving CE who are
non-poor and achieving higher than one year below grade level is gx‘eater
than the number df children receiving CE services who fall below these cut-
offs. Thus, while the trends are in the intended direction, there could be

a much better operation of the selection pPocess to assure that more poor
children,' and more educationally needy children receive CE sarvices. Pos-

~ sible improvements partially depend-en a clarification of the intent of
Congress rggudinq‘ who should be served.

2. What Is Compensatory Education?

'mis question cannot be answered simply. CE is an amalgam of many differ-
ent services delivered by diverse mechanisms. Ho;vever, it is clear that CE
students receive services that are to some extent different from those they
would have received had they not been selected for CE rervices. CE students,
relative to regular students, receive more hours of instruction in reading
and math. This instruction is in smaller classes; more of it is in small
'{roup settings, and more of it is given by special teachers and aides. The
instruction is more varied, involves different content and methods of in- .
struction, and more materials and equipment are used. While CE students
have significantly more money spent on their instruction, ‘and while they

receive much more basic reading and math services, they lose out on some of

17




»

R the instruction that regqula; students receive while the CE students are

receiving their special instruction.

3. How Effective Is Compensatory Education?

Based on the results of data from the first yea\‘r of data coilection it

sppears that CE, and particularly Title I, is effective in improving the

read. .g achievement of students in the first, second, and third grades.

It is effective in improving the math performance of students in all ele-

mentary grades. The amount of improvement relative to similar students

who have not had CE serviées is not large, but it is statistically signifi- _

cant. ; - ' \ -

\

4. What Happens to the Achievement of Students When Their CE'Services Are
Discontinued?

There is considerable turnover among studsnts receiving CE. About 40 per-

cent of the students receiving Title I services in a given sc ool year will
- DOt be receiving them the ensuing year. The figure is even higher for other

P * forks of CE. The data shows that students who have had thair CE services

' discontinued do, in fact, receive services linj.hr to regular students.
. This discontinuacion of CE services doas no;} seem to bave a deleterious ’
effect. Students who lose their CE services becme—thq_ﬂ:ﬁfi;odft.a
=~ level which 'promoted them cut' of CE continue to perform at the.i.r rela-

tively highet level.

I

5. Mhat Happens to Student ichievement Over the Summer, and Is StnnLSchool
Effective?

Generally all groups of students continue educational growth over th‘ék“rsmr.
This growth is greater in reading than in math, There appears to be ‘\‘\,
slightly gruu: summer growth for regular students relative to CE studm?tg

in reading but not in math. This is judged to be practically insignificant,
In comparing students wvho attended susmer school w:l.th students who-did not \
attend summer school, no increased achievemesnt was cvidcm:. It 1. empha~ \
sized that the amount of instruction in reading and math in-the “typical |
\ l\_.r school is quite small and it is probably unrealistic to expect much

o academic growth.
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These are the major resuits of the study basad on current and completed analy:

ses. In the sections that follow these results are qivgn in more detail and
—theix implications are discussed. So far the results of the study have been

reported in the series of techniéal reports listed at the end of Chapter II.

" Each 6f'these‘reporfs contains an overview which attempts to summarize the

important findings of the Report, while the text proper consists of detailed

data and its analyses. Géherally, the technical reports do not contain exten-
sive interpretive or policy-ot;ented diseussions. _ It is the intention of this
““report to swmmarize the important highlights of\the reports, ‘to integrate them,
and to infer policy implications. -he inference of policy impllcations is nec-

essarlly a somewhat speculative activity because, when done by a technicai con=

tractor, it reflects a limited perspective and one largely based on research
data. (Questions of congruence with other program objectives, and political
considerations are frequently not adequately reflected j . a researcher's think-
ing and thus prope#ly inhibit policy recommendations. While the interpretations
offered here need to be viewed as reflecting a limited perspectivé’ they do have
the distinct advantage of being based on factuali data and its analysss.

I
The results reported here are largely based on survey types of information col-.
lected at'elemenéary schools during the 1976-77 school year. Later a final
report will be prepared based on data collected over three consecutive school
years and also on Cata collected in an 'in-depth' study ot 55 high-poverty
schools,
In this chapter a statement of the problem as studied in each of the subsequent
chapters will be given; there will be a summary of the data available, and then
a discussion of the possible implications of that data. Each of the subsequent

chapters contains a more detailed presentation, so written as to be of interkgst -

to policy makers, educators, and citizens seriously concerned about elementary

education. Each of the chapters in this Report is based on the relevant tech- .
nical reports, which are quite detailed and analytical in nature, and are in-
tended primarily for technical researchers, but will be of interest to anyone
concerned about the dgtails of the data on which this Interim Report is based.
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HIGHL] SHTS OF CHAPTER II - INTRODUCTION

This chapter begim; with a short history of the SES, pointing out that it started
in July 1975 and, after a year of planning and preparation, data collection was
begun at 329 public elementary schools in the fall of 1976, Data whkre collected
for three successive school years. Each fall and spring all of the students in
each school took a series of achievement and attitude tests; their teachers ia-— ——

-,

dicated the amounts and kinds {t instruction each child received in reading and
math during the school year, and the teachers and principals reported on their
own training, characteristics, and methods of instruction. -

~ s

The data collected were all dasig;aed to help obtain answers to a series of
policy issues. The two major issues were:

3

1) Who receives Compensatory Education?
\f)”‘“-iq!‘_oﬂocdn is Compensatory Education?
Related to thes;\finlg issues were a number of secondary questions:

3y vhat is WQwQNHan?

4) What is the nature of the home cnvirmt‘oﬁclmury school students
and how is M: related to school achhv-ent? —

5) what happens to the achievemant of students when their CE lervicu a;;
discontinued?'

_6) Il there an optimum duration and pariod for :oceipi: of CE services?

7) what happens to student achisvemsnt cver the summer and 1. summer school
of‘foctivﬁ?

The remsinder of Chapter II discusses the design of the Sustaining Effects Study
(szs), mmlouswluuodinthcnwdy the test and survey instruments
used to celhgt data, relations with the schools and how the data wera collected,
the in-dcpth' ltudy of high—poverty achools, and the SES Repgrt Series. It ‘is
believed that high quality data wers collected on a very large number of regular
and CE students. The resulting data base constitutes the lu-gut and most thor-
oughly :I.nuqnud body of information about elementary cducat:ion that has ovnr
been collected.




I kinds of students. The Sustaining Effects Study was mainly concerned with

!
o
4

PRPRPTPS TS ol

HIGHLIGHTS OF CHAPTEXR 1I. - wiHO RFCEIVES COMPENSATORY EDLEATIQN?

> There are many kinds of Compensatory Edué’ation programs designed for different

Title I og the Elementary and Secqnduy Education Act, but si:nce Title I oper- .
ates in an environment which includes other CE programs it was necessary to S

sa

consider both Title I and the other programs. COW
—— — tion Study and specified that information be obtained on the nuzber of students
: receiving and not receiving Title I services as a function of, first, the poverty \\\
status of the student and, second, as a function of the academic achievement of ‘_ “5»‘
the student. To obtain the economic status infom':ioﬁ, _home inte:views were
conducted with a random sample of about 15,000 parents of students in the study.

The students all took achievement tests in reading and in math during the fall

of the 1976-77 school year, which provided the necessary information on academic
achievernent.

The results show that among students coming from a poverty* background, 40 per-
cent receive CE services** and 60 percent do not, while for students coming from
a non-poor background 21 percent receive CE services and 79 percent'do not. 1In
terms of the receipt of CE services it is clear that a greater proportion of _
poor students receive CE services than de non-poor students. However, because
there are many more hon-;poor students than there are poor students, the number
of non-poor students receiving CE services is greater than the number of poor
students receiving gsuch services (1,690,000 and 1,230,000 respectively). In
the same population of -students there are about 2,600,000 poor children not re-
ceiving CE services and about 14,100,000 non-poor students also not receiving
\“~\ CE. To the extent that the Congress intended Title I and other CE programs to
“\,\ be programs for both the poor and the educationally needy, it seems that there
arq many poor children who are not served while at the same ti.me there are many
non-p0qr children who are receiving CE services.

*See Chapter and Report w2 (2) for a discussion of how poverty was defined.

**These figures areé-for all CE. Generally the trends are the same for Title .
and other CE, but re are some differences. For data on these differencas
the reader should consult Chapter III and the relevant technical reports. .




ilowevcr, it is not clear that it was the Congress' intent that Title I w~as

* largely to serve the poor;—rather it may be arqued that it was the Congress'
intent to provide services for the educationally nee;;ly. Of those students

whose achievement is one grade level or wore below their assigned grade level,-
f ___ngMpMI’wﬁﬁ?c -percent do not re-

caive these sarvices. Among those above this level of achievement (rejular

achievers), 19 percent receive CE services and 81.po:ccﬁt do not. But thers

Ars« many more regular-achieving students in the nation than there are low=-

achieving stvlents, so thare are about 1,750,000 students who are low achievers
- . and receiving CE services, while there are 2,000,000 at that level who are not
] " receiving CE services. Also there are 2,400,000 rcguhr-uchicviné students who
are rac::Lvinq CE.

Certain undesirable measurement problems are associated with using grade-.
equivalent scores, so the data wers 4150 analyzed in terms of percentiles. The
percantaye of students being served by CE increases progressively as the achieve-
3 mant percentile decreases. Nevertheless, among students above the national aver-
age in achievement level, 23 perceat are receiving some CE. In terms o!,abioluu
3 mmbers this means that there are about 1,200,000 students who are above the na-
,  tional aveirage in achievement and who are receiving CE. There are about 3,750,000
! students below the average who-are receiving CE services and 6,100,000 below the
national average who are not receiving CE.* o
In judging the success of CE programs in reaching the intended students, one is
. faced with the ambiguity of Congress' intent. Some fesl that C'lbp:oq:ul are
primarily for the poor and some feel they are primarily for the educationally
low-achieving. It is usually assumed that thers is a high degree of relation-
' ~ ship between povu'fy and school achisvement, .md t}lxua if one cti'urion is satis~-
] fied, ths othar will automatically be included. This is not the casse. The
relationship betwesn economic status and educational agh:lvéumt status is very
nodest when viﬁd at the individual student level. If one knows the economic

r'e

- *The numbers presented depand on the definition of poverty and achisvement level. ¢
] With different definitions the numbers vary. Ses Chapter III and Report #2 for
numbhers using different definitions.




status of a student one can predict his academic achievement somewhat better
than at the chance level, but not by a very large amount (the correlation is
".30). The relationship becomes considerably stronger at the school level (.67).
While students are selected for CE as -individuals, they must be in a school

- h:ving JE funds. Thus, funding schools in terms of poverty _cyiteria tends to
\n{e CE available to the most educationally needy studénts. .

+

- —

when the joint relationship between povexty"and achievement, and selection for
CE are comidered: the relationships bgcona more complex. When all elementary
school students are considered, then among the poor and low achievers,* 56 per-.
cent receive CE and 44 percent do not; among those who are non-poor but low
achievers, 43 percent receive CE and 57 percent do not; among the poor who are
regular achievers, 33 percent receive CE and 67 percent do not; and among the
non-poor and regular achievers, 17 percent receive while 83 percent do not.
In terms of abioluﬁ. numbers it is clear that a large number of students who
are non-poor and regular achievers are receiving CE, about 1,750,000 students,
while there are about 3,750,000 receiving CE in all the other categories.

¢

what do all these percentages and I:Lgurui nean :I:n terms of Congress' interest?.
‘K-ii::, it 'is clear that in a general way the intent of Congress that Title I
should go to the pook and the educationally disadvantaged is being met.
It is the case that poor students receive Title I services rcluti‘;ely more cre-
quently thar do non-poor students; sin.tlnly low-achieving students receive
“pitle I services relatively n'ora frequently than do higher-achieving studants.
But because there are more non-poor students and there are more Vugulu:—achiov—
1_x;g at’\x;o/nu, the absolute number of children receiving Title I services is
larger among both the non-poor and the rogulu-achiwitig students than it is
agong the poor and lower-achieving. While the general intent of Congress is
b'eing met, there a‘ra large numbers of studénu receiving Title I who do not fall
within the intended target groups. '

*"Iow" and "Regular Achievers" are aeﬂnod here as being below or above one year
below grade level. As discussed later, selection for Title I is based on a dif-
ferent criterion. g
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~ Thers Larfe/ a mmt:er of reasons for this apparent Eisiséiénmerlﬁ of students.
Most frequently principals and teachars report that they use some combination
of *sacher j nt and tests to salect students for CE services. Both of these
methods ‘of assignment are somewhat unreliable and #ill misclassify some students.
Also, within a|given school ¢istrict, some schools will receive CE funds and

. others will not. When the students in a particular school are selected for CE

: . some will be melected who are less educationally nee. than are low-achieving

- —_! * students in other district schools without CE. Also, some schools can be desig-

nated as 100 pefcent Title I schools and all matriculating students will receive

CE whether or not they need it. There are also significant regional odiffnrcncu

in the distributionm of schievement scores. Title I funds ars generally distrib-

, uted to districts based on national poverty criteria, but the selection of stu-

- dents is based on local academic needs. At the school level the relationship

7 ) between poverty nnd achievessnt is moderately high but is far from perfect. -

' Thus, since there ars regional differences in achievement, some schools inm h:l.qlnr-
achieving regions will have the funds to enable them to select students for
Title I whose achievemant would be too high to be selected if they were in a
region popmtd with lw-achiwing students. ’

<

Ay

Many analysts uﬂ administrators reviewing these data note that from the ptr- }
] spective of tho national scademic achievement, the number of rquh:-achiw:l.ng
-students receiving Title I is s0 large that the whole selection system should
: be carefully reexamined. Congress shoyld be more definitive regarding the ip-
tent of the Title I -program: if it is a program simply for the dncatiomuy
diladvanugu! it will be aimed at a diffarent, but moderatsly overlapping popuh-
lation. The present selection system results, at the national level, in many ".\
- children zeceiving Title I who, fron a national perspective, do not need M:, uul
3 atﬂunnth-thcnuomycmmmwﬁomﬁuuqIbutdonotmnivcit.~
b The laluuon to this problem requires a clearer definition of the intent of .
- cong:u- and probably the funding of a largér Title I program. As will be seen

—_— =
- hm, Titls I does have a positive impact on lchimt and providing Title X
= @' services to addiumé;ducaﬂomny needy students can raise their levels of

_ achievemant. A better selection of stulents to receive Title I services would
g help, but even with the best selection system thers are not enough funds to
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. at the expense of another because of its lative poverty.

serve all students who are below the national average. But, even at the present
level of fund:.ng, a perfect selactxon syatem would allow the offering of Title I

services to all who are one or more years below grade level,

While the relationships among goverty: #educu:ational achievement, and selection for
CE constitute the major focus of Chapter. III, other important findings are re-
lated. In terms of selection for CE, Hispanics are selected relatively most
frequently, followed closely by blacks, and then somewhat further behind by
whites. This appears to’be the proper order in terms of what we know about
relative achievement, In terms of urbanicity, students from large cities and
rural areas are, relatively, selected most frequently. This is particularly true
for the Title I pz'r.;gx-:a:;:.”4 Surprisingly, when all CE programs combined are con-

sidered, thé suburbs show the highest relative frequency of selection for low-
performing students. This is because the suburbs offer a proportionately larger
anofnt of services to students from other than Title I funds. This implies that -
if a student in the suburbs is low-achieving, the local community or the state
will find CE funds to support extra sexvice. In terms of regions of the country,

the West and the Northeast have the highest relative selection ratas of students

for CE services while the South and Mid-Atlantic have the lowest. However; the
South is the h:l.ghut for Title I but lowest for CE programs funded from other

sources. These diftereaces in regional and urban selection rates interact with

the source of £unding of CE nrv.tces. Nati.onal programs intgract: with state and
local programs, and the fairness of distribution of nationally-funded programs
depends on whether one believes that one :tqton of the country should benefit

1

0y

There are sex differences in the rate of selection for CE. Boys receive CE
services relatively more frequently than girls. However, this should not be
attributed to -sex-discrimination. It is well known that in the lower grades
girls have somewhat higher achievement scores than boys and thus the boys have
& somewhat greater need for CE than girls. The differences in selection rates
are amall.and it seems that the schools are not selecr.inq students to :eceive
CE services on the basis of gender. -

e




"a

h ~ N
~.

!‘i%lly. Cl.apter III considers how students are selected for CEas reported by

Pt i ipals and teachers. These is a multitude of different methods used, but
t;I e,rs' judgnem:l and test scores are used most frequently. The chapter
clo with & dilcuuion of- how a .targeting index might be developed. The idea
is develep an index f.hat would tell how well a school or district is doing
in u\% ecting students for CE. A number of indices are fconside:ed and it is
cone that it is feasible to develop such an dndex, depending on how com- ° ~ ]
-honpive it should be and how many resources are”avaslable for eonpuuﬁon.
mm&u Report, #13 contains a table that sumarizes the relevagt features of, ;
each u‘du and indicafu how wall it mnu- a number of roquirmnu. ) -

\

HIGF!I.IG*!TS or m IV - WHAT IS COMPENSATORY EDUCATTON?

-

“CE € 1: be deﬁ.n.d or described linply. It is an amalgam Of many different
» practices, and lu'vicu. Chapter IV contains uveu.l duc:iptiom of

q: w:eqqfn These qu;uuﬁvc descriptions support quantified material gathersd
ﬁ:c.- the\\ schools by the use of survey questions ce-pltted by school superinten-
d-ntl, principals, and telchttl From data collected in 1976-1977, we determined
t.hd\t tor |the SES schools the average amount spant on tbe edueltion of regular
elementaty students vas $1,189. For students receiving Title I services this
basif amjunt was supplemented by about $436. The exact additional amount is
hard to deteraing because of the difficulty in deteraining precisely the number
ot ltud ts receiving Title I services, but the general magnitude of these fig-

1\1 llultn\tive o! the size of the additional services Title I students
m: eddiuonu money buys a considerable mix of different services.
)t amount of ‘Title I funds pay for additional regular teachers, spe-
; aides, and other instructional personnel. Smaller, but signifi-
ts go for mm:trfuﬂ_nﬂieu. training, plapning, and evaluation.
tle I funds are used for instructional materials and.audiovisual equip~ ’

receive.

ment, §s well as for building alterations. Students receive quidm‘ce', courisel-
ing, h ?th. and nutritional services from Title I funds. In Chapter IV the
rela mu of these urv:l.cu are given.

Rnow:l.nq vmoxe the money goes ? interut:l.ngk but one wonders what actual impact
it has on instruction. In terms of the number of hours of reading and math in-

=
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struction, Title I stﬁdents receive more hours of 1nstructzon than regular’
“students in the same schools. In reading, zn the fxrst two grades, there are
only small differences, but as grade increases there are large d§fferences.

For example, by the sixth grade Title I students recdeive 6.6 hours of reading
instruction per week, while regular students receive 5.0. In math there are
significant difterences in all grades, with Title I students receiving about

5.7 hours of instruction per week, while regular students receive about 4.9
hours. These figures are gratifying in showing that Title I students actually
receive more instructioh in bagic subjects, but there is another side to the
picture. The‘iength of the schpol day 1s the same for all_ students and while
the Title I students are‘recei%ing addttional reading and math instruction, the
regular students are receiving other instruction. For example, teache:is refS;:_
that while Titl; X studénts are receiving additional réadiné instruction, the
regular studants are receiving 1nstruction in feadihg, math or other subjects;
are éngaged in individual instruction; or are engated in student-selected activ-
ities. Thus, while Title I stvdents are getting more basic instruction, they
are losinc out on other instruction. Unless the number of school days is in-
creased or the school day is extended :or Title I students, this result is in-
evitible, and one wonders if the Titleat,gtudents are receiving a net benefit.

Are there.qualitatite differences in the services delivered to Title I students?
In terms of class size the data show that Title I_students are instructed in
slightly smail.r classes than regular students. The size of classes vaiiel by
yradg, but for ooth reading and math asd for all grades, the Title I classes
are smallur, with the average difference being about one student out of 19 15
reading and one out of 24 i, ma:b In the elementary grades, much of the in-
struction is given in sma.1 groups -ather than to the class as a whole. This -
is particu}arly trus in the first two grades but, fbr reading, even in the sixth
grade, 80 pgrcent o>f the instruction {g in groups rather¥than the whole class.
Title I students receive much more of their instruction in small groups.

!

Possibleaihdicators of the quality of instruction include the number of students
in a class and the size of the instructional group. These are both favorable
for Title I students. But probably more ‘important are -1e teachers and the

11
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\ methods used in instruction. The teachers of Title I children tend to have
lass teaching experience than do the teachers of regular students. 'I‘hxs is
true of their tota.]. years of teaching expericnce and of .the length of tenure
in their prelent school. However, the taacher! of Title I students tend to
have had more collejs courses in .nltructional techniqué’f and more inservice *

1 / training. Bot:h groups had similar amounts of total college training. In

" Report #10 it is shown that the single teather characteristic that il associ-

ated with higher student achievmnt is the total amount of tuching experienca.

While the differences ars not large, it is of concern that the teachers sf

Title I students have less teaching experience than the tnchers of regular

students. -

*

¥

The se.ting in which Title I students receive their instruction is quite differ-
ent from the setting for regular students. In both reading and math, Title I
students receive considerably less instruction in the whole-classroom setting
from reqular teachers. In contrast, they receive more of their instruction
from special teachers, teaching assistants and aides, in small groups, both

. within a ymall part of the clﬁlroo- or in some other room. Regular students
zeceive more of their instruction from requiar téachers in the regular class-
room and they engage in considerably more individual .udy on ‘their own. The
major difference between Title I students and regular students is the differ-
ence in the amount of instruction in smell groups with instructional personnel
other than regular teachera, To us, as researchers, it seems appropriate ‘that
-he Title I students chould receive instruction IMsmall groups but we believe
it would be preferabla that the instruction be giyen by the ragular teachers,
since, as shown in Report #10, students seem to lutn more when instructed by

regulay tucbu:-.

Wa examined in detail the kinds of activities  and ai:proachu uséd in teaching
reading and math to Title I and regular students. There tended to be similar
‘pmticu in the first two grades but then lasge differences appeared in the
higher grades. In generalizing over the different activities, it appears that
both the Title I and the regular students received instruction in basic subjects
in the lower grades, but, as grade increases, the regular students receive
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instruction in more abstract and advan?;& materials while the Ti;}e“t students
continue to be taught more basic subject metter. The use of a number of dif- 2
ferent’ approaches was examined. In the first grade, both T}tle I and feéular
students were most frequently taught reading through 'graded sight phoric analy-
ses,' 'graded letter sound relationskips,' and 'literal and implied comprehen-
sion.'t By the sixth grade the methods -used to instruct the Title I students

~ were completely different from those used to instruct regular students. 1In the
sixth grade, the three most frequently used methods with Title I students were
the least frequently used with regular students, and éhe three most frequently
used with regular students were the least frequently used with Title I students.
For the regular students in the sixth grade, the most fgequent methods used were
'literal and implied comprehension,' 'reading in content fieid,' and 'literary
forms and appreciation.' In contras‘ the three most frequent methods used with
Title I students were 'modified alphabet,' 'self instruction with reinforcement,'
and 'student re:ding own writing.' These were the least frequently used tech-
niques with regular students. It is clear that the methods used with Title I
students are different from those used with regular stﬁdents. We recommend that
experts in the teaching of readin; should examine thié &ata and see if they think
appropriate methods are being used with Title I students. -
There a;e also differences in the'methods used in teaching math. Relative to
regular students, Title I students receive more math lnstruction by 'learning
about the structure of number 'systems,' 'working with math games,' "working with
physical models,' and 'learning about sets.' Again we think this data should he
examined to see if it is appropriat; as thr content of iastruction for Title I

students. .

Finally, there are data on the uses of teaching materials and audiovisual equipment..
“Title I students tend to receive more of their instruction from non-textual mate-

rialand from audiovisual equipment. This is particularly true in reading.

It is clear that Title I students receive instructional services that are. in’
addition to, and different from, the instructional services of reqular stﬁdents:
But it is not so clear that these services add up to a net positive effect. 1In

theory, receiving more reading and math instruction in small groups from instruc-
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tional personnel who can devote more individual attention to the Title I student
shc;uld result in greater learning, but while the Title I student is receiving more
readingsand math instruction the regular student is frequently receiving instruc-
tion in a different subject or a different setting, but still getting somethirg
the Title I student is not. Also, the regular student is more *requently receiv-
ing the inztruct:tan from a :2yular teacher with more teaching exper® ‘ence than the
~special inltructional personnel instructing the fitls I students.

After the first two grades, the methods and technidues used in instruction for
the 'ritle I student and the regular student differ. Title T students tend to
be instructed in nore elementary or basic material while the regulnr students
are receiving more advanced and abstract material. The nethods used with the
Title I students in the higher grades are quite different from those used with
regulax students. It is not intuitively obvious that the methods used with
the Tftle I students are, the best methods that might be used. We believo cur-
riculum experts should examine our ‘data to see °f chanqemshould be :oco-ondcd
- It is also ¢lear that Title I students’' teachers more f:oquontl; use nci}-tcxt
teaching materials and audiovisual,aids. From results in Report #10 if is not
clear that these materials are helpful: it is possible that they are used be- /
cause they are available and that they are available because there is Title I’
money to bu*{ them. In the next chapter we will examine the extent to which
Title I sar*-icofs seem to lead to greater learning and we will attempt to deter-

mine what fictors lead to any differences obtained.
b . :
‘ . -

HIGHLIGHTS OF CHAP‘!ER _V_=- HOM EFFECTIVE 1S COMPENSATORY EDUCATION?

£

This chap examines two questions. First, it conliderl vhether Title I stu-
dents show g[ninl relative to a comparison group of educationally needy students

~ who do not oiv* Title I services. Second, it eéxamines the evidence to deter-
mine if there are \‘lchqol practices, instructional techniques, staff characteris-
tics, and or zai\:ional settings which are associated with increased edtxcationgl .
achievement. ‘\‘

1

I :

‘There is a dﬂscmsipn of what is meant By '"Mitle I,' 'Regular Needy,' and
'Regular’ st f.s.‘\' The problem of defining a student's status is not straight-

‘\ Q
_ *Briefly, "riklo I' students are selected. to receive Title I services, 'Regular
Needy' s ts are| students judged by teachers to need CE services but not
receiving any, and {Regular' students are not judged to need CE nor are they

| ‘ i’y




forward, and it is pointed out that over a period of time a particular student
may belong .o each of the above groups. Because students frequently change statue
from one group to the other the composition of the groups changes, particularly
at the beginning of the school year. Because the Title I and Regular Needy
groups are composed of relatively low-achieving students, at the beginning of
the school year these groups tend to lose their higher-achieving students as

the better students are 'promoted out' to the Recular group. simllarly, the
Regular group tends to lose its poorer students to the Title I and- Regular
Needy groups because in the Regqular group the low-achievinc students are re-
placed by the higher-achlevxng students from the lower-ach.. ‘ng CE groups.
Because of tliese eggnges in group membership there may be an apparent 1ncrease,
in the aphievemeni gap between Regular students and Title I and Regular Heedxf
students as grade increases. Likewise, the fact that there are fewer Titl&fi
students in the higher grades further increases the apparent gap, since gﬂe
Title I students are generally the lowest-achieving students. If there/are )
fewer Title I students and they are the most educationally needy, theA as their
proportion of a class becomes smaller the'average!uifference between these

Title I students and‘regular students will increage. Thus, the called in-

creasing achievement gap between Title I studenif;énd regular students is partly

artifactual.

Chapter V examines the evidence for achievement gains based on the data for one
school year, the first year of SES data collection.* G#éphs are presented’ that
show the relative growth of Regular, Title I, and Regyiar Needy students. The
evidence is quite clear in grades 1,'2 and 3 that thé Title I students grow at
a faster rate for reading than similar Regular Needf students. The Title I
students do not grow at quite as fast a rate as the Regular students iﬂ grades
1 and 2 bﬁt seem to grow at a slightly faster rate in grade 3. For grades 4,

5 and 6 in reading, all three groups seem to grow at about the same rate. Thus
wﬁ conclude that, for reading, Title I seems to have a positive effect in grades
1, 2 and 3.but not in the other three grades. For math, the picture is consid-
erably more.positive. In all gradéé for math the Title I students improve more
than the comparison group composed of Regular Needy studgnﬁs. fuxthermore, the
Title I students appear to improve at a faster rate than the Regular students,

*Later technical reports and the Final Report will present results based on the
three-year, longitudinal data.
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while the Regular Needy students grow at a slower rate than the Regular students.

We conclude that Title I services have a positive effect in math at all six grade
// . L

levels, -

There i, a discussion of the reasons why Title 1 may be more effective in math
than jn reading. Basically, it is suggested that reading is learned in addi-
tional locations other than the school, such as the home and other non-school
situations. On the other hand, math is largely learned in school. Thus Title I
urvic}u offer greater relative exposure to math than is the case in reading.
\

‘Chapter V also eXamines the educational practices and other factors that might
be associated with improved educational performances. Among the factors inves-
tigated wera: student oackground variables, the amount and kind ot instructional
- services, the type of school and instructional setting, the characteristics of

instructional parsonnel, the characteristics of the instructional’ environment,
. and the characteristics of instructional practices.

The effects of these variables were explored by a number of different technigues,
‘such as regression analysis and causal modeling. Generally, the results were
disappointing in the sanse tliat there were not strong relationships between any
of the school-related variables and increases in achievement. There were some
relationships that were statistically significant but not strong encugh to
41u:}y guide policy. The most noteworthy findings were:

//o Greater experience in teaching is related to higher student qgrowth in

both reading and math.

e The amount of rsgular instruction and tutor/independent work shows
some positive, but modest, effects on achievement growth. In contrast,
- ‘ the amounts of instruction by special teachers or in very small groups .
" does not often contribute to the explanation of achievement growth, and
’ when it does, a negative relationship is observed. - -

e In both reading and math, texporary d:l.stuptiom of insttuction tend to
bes unfavonblo condit:ionn to: learning in the upper grades but not in

-

the earlier grades.




e The frequeuncy of feedback on progress sometimgs relates posit&vely to
' reading and mzth achievement growth. ’

o _In veading only, aatéa"her's effort in planning and evaluation shows a
positive relationship to achievement growth in some grades.

/ ’ E
In summarizing this chapter, the evidence indicates that Title II,’I services are ’
positively related to achievement in reading in the first three/ grades and that
Title I services are positively related to achievement in mth/ in all grades. °
As just discussed, some educat* nal practices are positively ,telated to achieve-
ment growth. Noteworthy is t.he fact that students who receife instruction from
more experienced. teachers profit more than those receiving fnstruction from less .
experienced teachers. Also, instruction in the regular clissxoom setting seems
to be a positive factor, as does receiving instruction in/a setting without dis-
ruptions. /

/ -
J; s
H

From a practical point of view, the implication of the /ﬁnding that Title I can
help students improve their performances in basic ski;fli {8 that Title I services
should be increased so that they might be availal.e o all educationally needy ]
students if our goal is to help all educationally nqédy students improve their —
achievement. Since only about half of all the needy students are now receiving
Title I sexvices this would require a very large increase in the amount of
'I'itle I funding. A political judgment is required as to whether the amount of
gain is sufficient to justify this increased funding, but it is clear that a

—~ very large number of children who could- profit from 'ritle I services are not 4

receiving them.

The findings also suggest that educationally needy students should be the ones
to receive instruction from the most experienced teachers in a regular class-
room setting. At present this tends not to be ths case. Title P students tend
to receive instruction- from less experienced teachers, and not in the regular
classroom. These are matters that could be corrected at the local district and

school levels.
*,
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These findings are based on the analysis of the £irst year data. We are 4‘«
analyzing the data from three longitudinal years. When these analyses A
finished we will be able to refine and expand the results reporte. .n this
chapter. v

BIGHLIGHTS OF CHAPTER VI - HOW COST-EFFECTIVE IS COHPBNSANRY EDUCATION?

It seems reasonable that as more and more resources are mads nvuld/lo for tho
instruction of low-achieving students, the achievement of the s nts should
incrdass. Ome of the assusptions underlying the federal funding gf educational
orograms is that poor school districts are not able to marshall enough local
resoulces—te- provide- the_extra services that should help low-achieving students
to improve their performances. Thus it is hoped that the federal funds will help
- improve the performances of these students. We attempted to

used and changes in student achievement. '!ho'umuaq is
unrmﬂmmmm&mtofmmmlm
in :lnurmt:l.en and growth in achievement. Since this £

ticipating students. 'nx:l.l gives a per-pupil eo-t, t there are many reasons
vhy this approach gives untrustworthy results. In -
limitations of this approach, researchers have m‘nﬂy developed a resource-
mt-ﬁdbudmthciduafqplywnlwmoﬁowhuﬂiumuy
received by students in their mtrwuon«*ms/bottarm nppzonch as contrastsd
with the top~down approach, starts with a :ach#:'s report of how much instruc-
tion each stuvdent receives. Standard prices are daveloped for each element of

- instruction given. These prices are uniform t/o: all students and thus ignore
actual variations in teacher salaries and ths cost of instructional material

from one region of the country to another. The basic assusption is made that

a teacher with a certain amount of education and teaching experience does &s
effective a job in one job location as in another. Thus a uniform, common met-

- ric is developed and used to cost the instruction received by each student.
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Chapter VII reports the results of apply.mq this resource-w to the
SES dau. Achievement gains were related to the cost of instruction. Overall
the results show that there is no significant positive relationship between these
two variable‘s. For some grades there ;eema to be a slight positive rglations'nip
but it is countered by other grades with sllqht negative relationships. 1In
Report #7 detailed statistical tests are reported and the overall conclusion is
that there are few statistically significant trands and, where they are gignifi-
cant, they tend to be negitive. This negativ: correlation means that the more

costly the services a student receives the less the achievement gain made by
the student;

It can be argued that the reason for the slightly negative velationships found

i3 due to the fact that more resources are given to the more needy students than

to less needy ones. It is argued that the most needy students wiil hava more

‘difficulty in improving their levels of achiev 1t than less needy students and

thus the negative relatiomhip fo\md is determined by the nature of the students
receiving the more costly services rather than the ineffectiveness of the in-
crease in services.\

This idea was investigated and it was found that lamr-achieving students do
receive more costly services than higher-achieving students. while the relation-
ships are not strong they are at least 1;;9; enough to support the idea that the
negative relationship between cost of gervice and achievement gain is a function
of the achievement level of the students being served.

While it is possible to offer explanations for the negative relationship it is
still important to ask why a fairly strong positive relationship was not found.
The idea that increasing the funding, and thus services to needy students, will
lead to increased achievement is so pervasive and fundamental to federalily~funded
programs that these findings need to be most carefully examined for faulty analy-
sis. One way of checking the possibility that the results are due to a faulty
resource-cost model is to undertake the same analyses using total hours of in-
struction received by the student. The use of hours of instruction received is
independent of any cost modsl and in a sense is more basic than a cost-effective-
ness analysis. Yet the results are the same as those found with the resource-
cost model. '
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_or to clarify the methodological problems in such mdff?.

The resource-cost model used has bean criticized by some researchers as faulty.
We believe these criticisms are not valid; nonetheless, the importance of the
relationship between the cost off sarvices received and gains in a_.nievement is
such that we recommend that an independent analysis of the sis data be under-
taken. ¥a believe it is important either to confirm the results reported here

HI@IMSO{MWI-WWPMNMMHMO?SWW
THEIR COMPENSATORY EDUCATION SERVICES ARE DISCONTINUED?

Compensatory education programs are designed to serve students who need addi-
tional services to hel; them overcome educational deficits. Particularly in
Title Z, the goal is to sexve the most needy students. From year to year, thé
particular students to be served will depend on a number of factors such as the
availability of funds for CE programs in specific grades and subjects. When
students whose achievement levels increased during the year ace considered for
services the next year, it may be that they have progressed sufficiently, in
comparison to other students with lower achievement levels, to make them no
longer educationally needy. It has been argued that, as scon as these students
begin achisving at higher levels, they are promoted out of CE programs and thus
lose the impetus that has built up and may fall back to a lower level. ) !

In the Sustaining Effects Study we examined three quastions related to this
grd‘%hn. First, we studied the fraquency of changes in CE status in students
receiving CE services from year to year to see if it was frequent enough to
merit attention; mtuaummmrormtthmmuym a change in
mmmm by students once they had lost their (B
status; and finally, we examined wh thl: those students losing their CE ssrvices
continued to achieve at a :oht.ivcly uqh level or reverted to the lower level
characteristic of CE students., The f are relatively clear. Among CE
students there is considerabls changs in s eul from year to year. Among Title I
students, about 40 pexcent of the students’ who received Title I services in one
year will not receive Title I seryices ‘the next year. There is even gleater A
turnover in other programs. For the other ﬁdornﬁ\y\-tundod programs, the turn-
over figure is about 80 percent, and for state and local programs it is about

-
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. that zoguhi students receive services costing considerably less than students "

" Ml groups of students show achievement growth. during the regular school year.

*

65 percent. Thus it is clear that there is a large amount of student turnover
from year to year. Next we examined che hours am‘of instructioqal services
offered to reqular students, to students whose CE programs continued from one

Vs

year to the next, and for students who had received services in one year but had
their services discontinued for the second year. The results show quite clearly

and also that the students who had received CE services the previous year, but °
were not now r.ceivinvq them, got services that cost about the same as thé cost --—]
of services for regular students, rather than th@é cost of services for CE students..
Thus, we know that there are many students who have their services discontinued

and that f.he serviceg they receive essentially tovert to the kind of instructional
semcea received by regular students. What happens to their achievement levels

as a result of this change? The results indicate that those students who no

longer -received CE services since they were no 1ongar qualified because of rel-
atively high achievement continued to maintain relatively high achievement

levels during the next year. In othep words, there did not ssem to be any dele-
terious effect of their no longer receiving Ctiurvicu. The_ policy implication

of these findings is that t.hc:e is really no great problém associated with the
turnover of CE students who lost services because of high achimagnt. While

it is undoubtedly'wise to give administrators flexibility to handle the cases' of
individual students judged to remain in need of CE services, there is not a na-
tional p:ohlm of CE students being 'promoted out' and t'.hen falling back because
their CE services were disconfinued.

HIGHLIGHTS OF CHAPTER VIII<- WHAT HAPPENS TO STUDENT ACHIEVEMEN‘I‘ OVER THE SUMMER,
AND IS SUMMER SCHOOL EFFECTIVE?

But what happens to that growth over the susmer? To what. extent do students
continue to mature even though they receive no formal instruction? we bave al- )
ready seen that during the regular school year the rats of growth for compensd-
“ory education students is Slightly less than it is for rogular students. Some
have suggested that during the summer regular ;tudanu continue to. improve dua‘
to informal learning experiences, but that CE chifdnn lack both the motivation

and recources. to engage :fn these informal learning activities. However, the
2 - .
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evidence is less. than'.clear-cut. Some have argued that, for all students;

achievement s\iﬂors an absolute decline over the summer; other evidence sug-

gests that CE students suffer Q.‘ loss . relative to regular ltudengs_, It has

been further suggested that among CE students those who achieved the highest

gains during the regular school year suffered the sharpest losses during the
L] ~

’
SUNESI .

Based on these ideas, it has been suggested that summdr school has an unusually
important role té play. If CE students have regular school year learning experi-
ences which ensble them to achieve high gains, it is important that efforts be
made to continue this high rate ot achievement, a.nd susmer school uul a rea~
sonable way of doinq it., Since summer lchool classes ars ;vailablc eo only
about half of all sm:s, it has been argued that their availability shnuld

be increased, particularly so that they would be available to CE students.

b

mqucﬁoncfmmorachhw—mlmhmordummmmr
‘has isplications. zo:m&mumezmmq:umﬁezmwmoz
funding summer schools. Starting in 1976, au:ino!upammpnbulhg
that indicated that there was an absolute 1mumtmrmlﬁ'
and that CE students lose relatively more than regular students. These reports

 were influential in shaping federal thinking about the whole question of the

intsllectual q:aw:h of CE students and the Exscutive Branch's position on hgis-
latica to increase support for summer schools. Since then uﬁonl reports have

mg&umasomdmtmwchIanf;{opmmnw.

.

,nmmmwu!ﬁnnudymmm.umampmtothtg'h”

qaney longitudinal data tc evaluate these contentions. The results are quits"
clear. PFor reading, :hmhnotatuﬁ-rleubutacomuuntgamzo:ul
mmduukmu-m For math, *:l)hahonnmqaln but-
s.t.luuuhmnituto:mduq Ituﬂmhéomqgutuutin

- reading the students have considerable sxposure to reading material over the

suaer, vhile for math there .is less opportunity for summer learning. The ear-
lier reports slso sungested that thers was a relative loss for CE students in
cosparison to regular students. Here the SES results are less clear-cut. For




" the non-CE stud_e‘nt;_s»:’i’.n reading there is-a decrease in the rate of growth over

’ 3 ¢ L ! . ~ .
. - the summer for the Ilower grade cohorts but very little, if any, for the higher

grades. Por the (E students in reading there is a similar decredse in the lower

- / grades, but considering their slightly slower rates of growth during the regfflar

year, there may slight summer gains rel:tive to ixon-Cl-: studem:s. in the
\ " higher gredes the CE students in reedkng Larop otf slightla nore than theiz' non-
" CE ‘peers. For math, the pictdre is somewhat: diff_e:em:. Both the CE and the
non-CE students show a lessep;ng in the éstes of growth over the summer for all
o~ grade cehorts. The change for CE and non~CE students is very similar with, per-
T haps, slightly lerger drops for the non-CE studfnts. In summary, the results
L show that there may be a very slight overen reJative sumner drop.for CE students
ST in reading, but not in math. Neither the SE’S ta, nor data reported by NIE,
.gii.ve credence to* any large or parii.i.cularly s:zgnificsnt summer loss.

3 ~ o

‘I)t’ind also been proposed that CE students who were high eci':tevers during the
school year lost more than low .echieve:s, y‘ere achievement was defined in ter@s
of the level of performance, not in terns of gains during the school year. The -
SES date show that low-achieving students}gntinue to grow over the summer and
\ at about the same rate as during the school year, and tfiere is no significant
difference between CE and non-CE %ﬁq the er hand, high-ecl-.ieving
students gz'ow at a tester rate during the School year. For reading, non-CE
high-seh:lwinq ‘dtudents continue to grow over the summer, but high-achieving CE
students show a loss, particulu'ly a relat{ve loss. SFor math, both CE and noh-
CE high-echieving students show a logs over the summer, but the CE students have
a larger loss. -~ R
. N ‘.
The importance to b§ attached %o this relative loss for high~achieving students
depends on where the emphasis for CE resources should be placed. There are
about six times ‘as many CE students below the nsf_tonal median in achievement as
Eheze are above it. If the goal is to h the vast majority of CE studentsl
can one Justify exceptional resource expenditures for high-schievmg CE students
- on the grounds that they lase more over the summer than their n-CE ;eers? on
the other hand, low-achieving CE students Jain- ovxer the sw\er.
achiz.-r; students v.'ould gain more if they had sp\!ciag,sumer services.

. T . ;\ [ 4 ’
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i If. has also been argued elsewhere that those CE students who ‘are high gainers
during the school year suffer high losses during the summer. According to this
argument these students need the stimulation of intensive instruction to achieve
high gains and, lacking such stimulation during the susmer, they lose more than
those having ssaller achievement gains. This idea was tested by separating those
who had high regular school-yaar gains and cosparing them with stidunts whe had
relatively small gains. Cosparisons were mads for both individual gtudents and
for school classes having high and low gains. The results show that indeed those
who had high school-year gains had quite high summer losses. But, at j¢ saxe
tims,’ those who had low school-year gains had high susmer gains. ZIn other words,
the result demonstrates the regression-to-the-mean phenomencn. Because of mea--
surement unrelisbility, the individuals at the extremes of both ends of a dis-

) tribution tend to move toward the mean on any subsequent measurement. Thus the

l ovt*.'ali results are largely due to statistical artifact r ' do not npma-nt a’
real difference in gains or losses betwaen high and low gainers. ’

-

Prou this wealth of data we conclude that thers is no absolute sumser drop-off,
and that there miy be a slight, but not particularly significant, relative loss
-  for CE students in comparison to non-CE studants. The soré detailed analyses
LT et’hiqh and low gainers, and c;f members of high-gain and low-gain projects, leads
us to believe that reportsd relative susmer drop-off is more of a messurement
i:? ‘ ut.i.f.ac't than a reality. o
The practical isplications of these findingstregarding the “summer drop-off phen-
omsnon” are tha;: it is not something tb'at requires any special action or concern.
our findinge, and those of others, do illustrats, however, that policy ukm—
nnd £o be very careful regarding the soundness of repcrts and the appropriau—
ness of any actions based on them. In hindlight, it is difficult to undorstlnd
why soms policy makers placed so mch confidence in reports based on quite limited
. data vhich was expressed in a poor metric.
The place of summer school in the general schems of elementary eduéation is not
well defined. SO-I have suggestad that students who have n::t pertormed well

2 40

during the regular school year should éo to summer schnol as an additional learning
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ience that would help them in the coming scheol year. 1 has been thought
that this might be particularly important for CE students who are having diffi-
culty keeping up with cheir peers and, if high-achieving CE students lose a large
amount of theix school-year gains, it would be particularly important that thes.
attend summer sc .to help mitigefe sug_h losses. Of course, summer school
serves functions in addition to 1mect1;r‘{ in basic subjects. ‘I‘heze‘a're recie- ‘
ational and lpoe:hl-im:omNuu that many stulents find aptractive. Summer
school can also serve as a-safe m haven for children whose parents are work-
ing or need to he away from home. Summer—school serves mlany purposes in 'ad@ition
‘to instruction ih reading and math. . s ' :

About half of all students have summer school avai.l'abls e‘ither the students'
-regular-year school or elyewhera in *he school district, -with larger oo].s
nore frequently hnving surmar progrm There is a slight tendency for ichobia\
having a high concentration of minority students more frequently to have rummer
programs. About two-thirds of all summer schools dex. +ne support from Title I
funds, but only l quarter are conpletcly supported by Title I. The average length
of these summer lchoql sessions was five to six weeks, which is 25 to 30 school
"days. The amount of reading and math ine ~uction is not large. on the average,
there are about 17 hours of reading instruction ...l about 14 hours of math in-
struction. There is fio difference in the amount of insttuction'as grade lavel’
increases, nor do ;ritlle I students receive more instruction than others: However.
there -is ‘a clear tendency for CE students to attend- summeér school more than non-
CE ‘students. By grade ‘cohort, the pe:ccntaqes of CE studant #ho attend range
irom 21 to 32, while che _percentiges of mn—CE students who attend range from

7 to 20. _In terms of judgment by t.aachers of need for CE services, twice the

percentage of 'neady' ::tudents attend summer school- than the 'not needy.' 1In .

terms of achievement test scores, students attend’ng summer st':hool score congid-
ergbly lower than those not attending, and th:is is true among both CE students
and non-CE students. o :

In judging the effectiveness of summer school, it is not sufi.cient to show that
studants who attend summer school incre'as'e their perfox.mnces'ovef the sumtmer.
Rai:.he:*, 0 .. must compare students wh; attend summer school with similar students
who do not. First, we examined che summer growth of all the SES students:who .

25
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- attended swwer school and compared their —qrowth with that of students who did
not attend. For both reading and mth. the students who attended summex school

gz:w at the same rate ag those whn did ‘not-attend. Since these compansons lump
all students together, it can be argued ths - the results wou.d be different for ‘.,
ce students, so we made two other comparisans. In one case we compared only CE _ /
students who attended summer school with CE students who did not attend. In the
other sample we compared Title I students who attended surmer school and were . .
from schools offering ll.lllilr lchool, with Title I studentr who did not attend .
summer, school and were ﬁan schools 'which did not have su. er school. In neither
case was there any avidence that ltudcnu attending summer school performed

better. the naxt fall eha. wiose who 4id not attend summer school.
/

All the analyses from the SES data di.scournqe the idea that summer school, as it’

is now'conducted, is an effective mechanism for improving the performances ofS

cE Iﬁﬂwﬂa As we co-pu'c ltudom "who attended summer schools with those who

did not attend, wa u'c simply ﬂnding f.hat Present summer schoola are not effe.-
‘tive’in raising basic achicv-ent test scorss. %hat effect should be reasonably
expected. from four or five weeks of instruction of less than an hour a day for

or math? When childr.n are rapidly saturing in their reading skills -

can have summer reading experiences without summer school, should we expect -
.chool-related reading gains? In the data there is a hint that summer

e highét ‘grades may be effective in math, and, in comparison to

is less sunmer growth in math in the higher grades. Probably
rtunity for summer math-related experiences than there are for
\ \ . ‘

\\ . . \ ‘ . .
We should not: com..tu\ thue results to mean that summer school carnot be effec-
tive. If summer lchool re .onger, had more hours per day devoted to basic

jects’, and had experienced :egular,,teachets, it m:l.ght well result in achieve-
. n}st gli for attendees, but that is’ gtill to be demonstrated. Indeed, we will
never know how effective sunmer uchool can be until a careful study is made of

tho:e‘ is less o
reading. )

suumer schools that are desiq’ned' m'give int;nsive instruction in the basic
reading and math skills. If such summer schools prove effective, then there
vctdd be a sqund educational basis for J.egislation to provide funds for similar

summer schools for CE students. .
- . /.
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CHAPTER II. INTRODUCTION R

This introductory chapter of the Interim Report starte with a short

history of the Sustaining Effects Study. Next is a discussion of -

the pverall design of theé study and of the way in which the sample

was selected. * Then there i8 a deacmpt*wn of the inst:uments

(tests, questzonnazrea, forms, ete.) used to collect data. This

is followed by a short pomsideration of how the data wer= collected

and analyszed. The ‘Lnr-depth study of hzgh-poverty schoolsg is de- '
- goribed. Pinally, there ie a list of the reports tasuan from the

Sustaining Effeqts Study. —_—

A SHORT HIS'I’ORY OF THE SUSTAINING EFFECTS STUDY ) . . T -

In March 1975 the U.S. Office of Education :Lssued a mquest: for Propdsal en-
titled “a Study of the Sustaining Effects of COmpensatory Education on Basic
Cognitive Skills." Soon the proj’eet became known as "'rhe Sustaining Effects
Stnd; (SEs)é." The study was motiwated by two major factors: one was a mandate
from Congress ‘and the other was the educational comunit\y 's concern over the
effecgtiveness of conpensatory ett:ation (CE) The Iatroduction to the nequest

for Proposal’ said, ’ o

»

/ "A near decade has passed since Congress enacted the Elementary K .
~ and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) which authorized the Federal R
Government to~join hands with State and local education agencies Y
in a pattnership designed to enhance 'the education of educationally
disadvantaged: children in areas with concentrations of children
from’ low income families.. During this period and under the authori-
ty of this legislstion almost fourteen billion dollars have been
. -'made available. These funds have affected the school lives of six ~
s+ to seven million children every year in'myriad ways. The evalua-
"‘tion requirements of this legislation have helped to Create a
" national concern for the benefits that children derive "from their ¢
years of schooling and for the costs of these efforts. )
LY
Recently Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 has been extended and modified in many important ways.. In .o~
particular, Educational Amendments of 1374 (P.L. 93-380) ‘
U.S. Commissioner of Education to ‘expand his efforts
'tq desgribe the actw.l and potential recipients of Title I ser- |

A
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vices and to evaluate the effects of such 'participation. The
evaluative study proposr:d herein is both a response to these

new requirements and an. outqrowth of pnor experience in evaluat-
ing this program.®” ‘\ 4'“{3 .

The Educational Amendments.of 1974 also instructed the National Institute of
Educltion to undertake a *gies of studies which became known as "the NIE Com-
pensatory Education Study,. */ NIE was authorized to spend fif’teen million dollars
on those studies and entpr‘d into a number of contracts to study different as-
pects o£ Title I coupenfo < educatioa. A list of the studies is given in the
NIE Interils Report (14); ‘In addition, the Department o£ Health, Education and
Welfare and the Deparfmqht of Comimerce investigated ways in which povorty in-
dexes could be update:f moro frequently than every ten years through the census.
Their report, "Tha g ﬂre of Poverty" (22) shows the mpam;. that altetnative
_methods of estimating/poverty would have on fundirig for different geographic
_ xegions. Thisstudyamthnmuudiuhadaahortertmirmthmtho
Sustaining Effects- 7/1-.\\631 and the results have now been published (sce (15) for
the final report oryttha RIE studies).
. - H . -

H
i

'd

Much of Congresas', i/::oncorr regarding the effectiveness and operation of Title I
. stemmed from uviral evaluation studies which cast doubc on the effectiveness
of compensatory education. Wargo, et .. (25) reviewed i number of evaluations

ovidoncc thdt Title I had a positive :Llpact on participating students. -Subse-
guont to that report, the Office of Education sponsored the Compensatory Read-
e ing Study (21). While the results ware more encouraging, they were limited in
the number ¢f grades studied and in the length of exposure of.students to com=

pensatory services: ) .

'moAﬂ:lt year of the SES (1975-76) was devoted to plmni;zq; to selecting the
‘sample and to persuading schools to join the dtudy; to’the selecting, developing,
and clnranco of iqstruunts: and to the formation of various advisory groups.
Data collection ltmcd in the fall of the 1976-77 school year and continued for
three successive years. Dr. George Mayeske was the Office of Education Project .
Officer durinc the first four years of the study and was succeeded by Dr. Jan

Anderson in November 1979. -
i
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Th% PURPOSE OF THE SUSTAINING EFFECTS STUDY

The Sustaining Effects Study is concerned with a number of areas; there are

two major pollcy issues and five secondary ones. The policy areas are:

~~__ 1} Who receives Compensatory Education? Among children coming
from different economic strata, how many receive Title I,
other federal, or state, or local CE services? Similarly,
among children performing at dirferent achievement’levels,
how many receive Title I, other federal, or state, or local :
. CE services?

2) How effective is Compensatory Education? Do those students
receiving CE gervices benefit from such services? Wwhat are
their performance lsvels relative to students who do not receive
CE services? Similarly, what ape their performance levels relative
to students who are ]udged to need CE but who do not receive CE
services? -

if
Secondary to these two issues are a number of related questions. %
1

3) what is gg!ggnsatoty Education? Frequantly we speak of Title I
‘programs as though they had a cohesiveness of content or method

of imstruction. To talk about the-effectiveness of CE, we should

know what CE is. "How does it differ from the instruction chil-

dren would haye received if they had not been selected for CE? !
How does it differ from theé instruction received by students not )
receiving CE who are in schools where CE is offered?

4) what is the nature of the houe-environnent of elenentary school
students and how is it related to school achievement? Questions
2 and 3 above are concerned with school instructional programs
and their effectiveriess. Question 4 investigates the relation-
ship of home environmental factors to school ‘achievement.
School achievement is examined as it relates to such factors ~
as parents' educational and economic status, intellectual stimula-
tion in the home, homewsrk, and parents' involvement with the -
school.

5) what happens to the achievemants of students when their CE L e
services are discontinued? CE services are discontinued for

a number of reasons. After receiving CE gervices some stu=

dents improve to such an asxtent that, ‘relative to other needy .

students, they are no longer eligible to receive CE services.

Other students have CE services discontinued for administrative

reasons, such as their new classes do not ofier such services. -

Still others lose CB-services because their schools no longer B
offer CE services. If students have been receiving CE services, . -
but these service: are discontinued due to onc or another of ‘the

above reascns, w. happens to their achievement levels in sub-

.8equent years?




g

i

A

ya 6) 1Is there an optimum duratign and period for receipt of CE
_ services? It is sometimes argued that CE students need CE

services throughout their elementary education. Others be-
lieve that concentrating services in the first or secopd
grade is most beneficial. Still other periods or durations

¢ receive suppo:t. - What is thp optimum duration of CE services?

7) What happens to student achievement over the susmer and is
summer school effective? There are a number of questions

concerming how student achievement changes over the summer.
Do regular and/or CE stulents experience an absolute or a
relative change in achievement over the summer? Is summer
school effective in increasing tho achievmnts of regulu'
and/or CE students? -

-

“These qusgéio_ns will all be coﬂqiderad in the final report. Information on
questions 1, 2, 3, 5, and 7 is presented in this report.

THE DESIGN OF THE SUSTAINING EFFECTS S1UDY

To obtain answers to the policy questions previously discussed it vas hccem:y
hrgoamtotdluch:oughanrycapluduign The Sustaining
onsisted of five substudies, which were:

1. The itudinal Study. In the Longitudinal Study, educa~
tional achievement was assessed.in the fall and spring for
three consetutive years. The children took achievesent tests
muadinqandnth, afunctianuum;cyust, and a mesasure
"of attitudes toward school and toward themselves as students.
mmandutu:bofmmmninnadingand‘lﬂhwu )
determined for each student lour times during the school year.
In addition, teachers and principals reported on their: prac-
tices of instruction. Thus, ft was possible not only to assess
qrow:h to t.ho undl and a-:unt: of instruction ﬁtﬁgﬂr?aind

2. 'l‘hc SuccnttuJL Practices in ﬂi&-ﬁ__ong.z Schools Study. This
study identified and described the instructional practices and-
contexts that appsar to be-effective in raising the reading and
math achievemsr*s of .muannxy disadvantaged students. in
the longitudinal study data nrc obtainad by formal tests,
questionnaires and schedules.” In contrast, in the High-Poverty
Schools Study, 'in~depth' or ethnographic materiil was cbtained
from 55 high-poverty schools that were a part of the Longi- -
tudinal Study sample. - ) -

stndcntg:owthmathru-yurpatiod,buttonlau fhis .




- 3. The Participation Study. The purpose of the Participation Study
) wag to determine the relationships among economic status, educa-
tional need, and instructional sServices received._ The educational
achievement of the students and the services they receive were
- obtained in the Longitudinal Study.  Measures of economic status
were obtained in the Participation Study. A random sample of over -
over 15 000 students waz drawn from the schools and visits were
made to the homes of these students. -During the visits, infor-
mation was collected on the economic level of the ‘home. and on the
parents® attitudes toward their childreén's schools and learning
experiences. Thus, the level of student achievement and ser-
vices could be related to the econouic level of the home.

¢

.

4. The Cost/Effectiveness Study. Information was obtained on the
resources-and services to which each student was exposed during
reading and math instruction. Cost estimates were generated on
the basis of this information. Because . the effectiveness of the T ¥
instructional programs was determined in the Longitudinal Study, -

. it was possible to relate educational effect:.veness to the cost '
of each program. . .

5. The Summer Study. The Sustaining Effects Study also examined
the effectiveness of .summer-school programs. Information about ]
the 1977 sumwer-school experiences of the students was combined
with other data from the longitudinal Study. The amount of !
growth over the summer was determined, as was the effect of -

attending susmer school. ‘ '

-

m SAMPLE FOR THE SUSMRING EFFECTS ST?DY 1

The requirenents ‘of t:he sample for the Sustaining Effects Study h‘ad two some-
- what conflictinq objectives. For Longitudinal Study it was - desiz;aple to
' have a suple ofr schools and studefits with -a wide variation in the variables
— — —~7 """ to be studied, such as the kipdsyof schools, the extent of CE, the ‘natare of
the instructional practices, tie kind of school leadership, the abilities of ]
the children, and the level 4f the funding. On the other. hand, t;lé Partici- =]
pation _Study required tha,ta/ projections be made for the nation's schools regurdj
ing the number of studef{s receiving CE gervices, such as T;tle I. It was
also necessary in the/f?articipation Study to report the number of students at
various poverty lev who were receiﬁng CE and to find the number of children
at various 1evels £ academic achievenent who were or were not receiving CE
K T services. Since fi:he federal government was funding 'I‘i;le ‘I programs at a level
of about three ;b:l.nion dollars a yeaz, ,it ?és particularly important that the

y !
/ . o
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study be abie to describe the effectiveness of Title I activities. To meet
these requirements we formed three different samples: a Representati‘}e Sample,
a Co parison Sample, and a Nominated Sample. ;

The Representative ‘_s_ggle. The Representative Sample was drawn to .

be representative of the nation's schools. It was a stratified,

random sasple. Three stratification dimensions were used, namely:
geoq:aphy size of the school district, and a district poverty

index. The technical details describing how the sample of 243 ,
schools was drawn are reported in Sustaining Effects Study Report
#1. In tHt technical report there are’a number of tables showing | -
comparisons between the c?uracta:isties of the R;pr;sanut:l.ve Sam~ :
ple of schools and the known population characteristics. FProm

these cosparisons, and from the sampling procedures used, it is
concluded that the Representative Sample allows quiu accurate
projections.of the characteristics of the nation's ehmnu:y
sehocl'studnn_u_. o .

M&. In trying to assess the effectiveness of
*¢Z it would be desirable to be able to compare the achievements
9!'(‘.‘! students with other similar studgn‘:s who were not receiving
CE. "Ve were ablc to locate 29 schools si.tuatod in high poverty
areas which won not receiving CE £qnd.l ‘rhue form thc ‘Compari-
son Sample.

- ———— N
The lo-:l.utod El‘e. since m of the major purpolu of the
Sustaining Effects Study was to determine the effects of Title I,
it was essential that the total samplé of students contain a
“large number of Title I students. Ancther purpose of the study
was to determine those teaching practicas whith seemed particu-
larly effective. Thus a Nominated Smle wvas formed which con-.
sisted of 43 Title I schools that were thwqht by state depart-
ments of education, ltho,u.s. otﬁ.c- of Education, and other
agencies, to be particularly good examples of o!fccti;ve CE practices.
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In the first year of the study there were 329 schools having about 120,000 stu-

dents. As will be described later, data were obtained on each student in the

- school, thus there are data on regulax students, Title I students, students re~

celving Other CE, affluent students and poor students, high-achieving and low-
achieving students, students with different racial backgrounds and, in short,
all the different kinds of students th;t exist in the nation's elementary
schools. (There were some exclusions; excluded were schools with instruction
largely for handicapped student;, students in bilingual programs, students in
English-as~-a-Second-language prograns, etc. &hese exclusions are described in
Raport #1.)

1
’ -

.Originally it was planned to cohtind"the study with all 359 schools throughdut
~the three years of data collection. However the full funding of the pro;ect
.was not available during the second operational year of -the ‘study, which te-«
gsulted in a reduction in the size gf the Representative Sample. - During the
first operational ye&r we were able to collect all of the data that were re-
quired to make the national pr Jeétions.reqqired by the Participation Study.
Since the analytical methods involved in the Longitudinal Study do not depend
on strict representation, but rather that there be as much variation as possi-
ble in the variables being studied, it was decided to dr;p schools .from the
Representative Sample and retain the other samples tntact. Even though the
Representative Sample was reduced by 60 percent it still remhin;d a remark-
ably representative sample. Of the 120,000 students in the first operation
year, about 70,000 remained in the study during the second year. Readers

interested in the technical details of the sample should refer to Reports #1°
! : . AN
and #13.

p
3

e

The Data Collected and Instruments Used. To ;ndertake a study as diveYse as
the Sustainihg Effgcts Study it was necessary to collect information about the
students, the kinds of instruction they received, their teachers, their school
ﬁrincipal's philosophy of instruction and administrative practices, and des-
criptive material regarding.the school district. Table f&-l lists,the majof
instruments used, what was de ribed.by each instrument, the person completing
it, the frequency of administratjon, and the month durlnq the school- year 1n

\ ~
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Table II-1

Yhe Instruments Used in the Sustainiog Effects Study

-

’ T o - Times Per Month
’m el Dascribes Completed by Year Mnistered_{ -
,mxv- Tests of Basic , . :
— Bkills . Student -——  Student 2 Sept/Oct  Apr/May
A Y . N
ical Achievemsnt Scale - - Student Student 2 Sept/Oct  Apr/May
- Studant Affective Measures Student ' Student 2 Sept/Oct Apr/May -
- Student Background Checklist Student Homeroom Teacher 1 March*
- Summer Activity Slipshest Student Student 1 Sept/Oct
 Compansatory Education Roster Student -  Bchool Coordinator 1 March
" Student Participation and . ' . 4 |
©  Attendance Record : Student / Homeroom Teacher 4  “Nov Jan Mar Apr
—Student: ~Teacher Linkage Roster Student/Teacher Homercom Teacher 2 Nov  March "
q ,' ' Ve
- Teacher Questionnaire, . ) . o
t Section A Teacher/School Teacher R S = . Pebruary
- Teacher Questionnairs, . ’ N
Section B Reading Program Teacher 1 > Pebrtary -~ .
Teacher Qucstiomaizo, . - . \ . v
Section C . Math Program Yeacher 1 February '
Prhlcipal Questionnaize, - o ' :
Bection A » Principal/School Principal 1 . February
. Principal Questionnaire, ? o
-, BSection B School i Principal 1 February -
- District Characteristics - |
"+ Questionnaire Section A District Superintendent 1 February ' j
District Characteristics , a * - ‘ ’1
| Questionnaire, Section B Title I Program Superintendent 1 February - i
District Expenditure Infor- o ’ 1
mation Questionnaire ) District/school Business Manager 1 February
- ‘ : —
E t0oct/Nov for the first year of data collection. . 7 , i

Q
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- which it was completed. Most of the instruments used are compiled in Report '

#9A and the psychometric properties of the instruments are given in Report #9,°

Each fall and spring every student completed three instruments: The Comprehen-

sive Tests of Buic skills, a Practical Achievement Scale, and a Student

] ) . Affective lhuure. " The CQQrohonlive Tests of Basic Skills were administered

7 . in the fall and spring of each year to determine the student's achievement in °

N - reading and nath

_ 7

There has been considerable criticiaa of stancCard achievement tests. It is.

sometimes claimed that they are biased against minority or poor students and

also that they tend to measure academic subjects that are unrelated to real

life situat;ions.. To attempt to overcome the criticism of the academic nature.

of achievement tests, we developed a 'functional literacy' test. This test .

wa/l a picture test which presented pictorially a number of situations that )

ldren commonly encounter in their everyday livu. JMhile viewing the’ pj{ :

, students were ukod questions about the lituatTm_ap—iEturod. This test

involved both reading and math problems set in the /cantext of practical’ z

situations It was administered to all fourth-, fifth-, and sixth-grade stu-

dents. Each student also completed a measure of attitudes toward school and '

toward re;iing and math, It.turned out that the scales of this instrument

were so highly interrglated that it was’ sensible to use only éhe total scale - ]
\ - .

&

score. ‘\‘\
; ‘ 1
Once a year the taachers "fillea out a questionnaire. The first part of the
questionnaire a_skeé for demographic and general information. A second part was
for reading or math Qnd asked about instruction in that subject area, how stu-
dent; were grouped, ho\\\a‘\lesson plans were used, how instructional materials
were used, what instructipna’l methods were used, etc. Similarly: each Princi-
pal reportcd on a set of: dbmogtaphic questions, as well as upon his or her
philosophy of iqstruction, a\:titude toward discipline. efforts at coordination_
' ,of instruction, and similar i\tpm The Principals also described their schools
in texrms of size, grade range, sources of funding, class assignment practices,

- - parent paztie—ipation, and staff tra’ning. Likewise, the district superinten-

~




dent and t:hi ‘business manager completed ‘questionnaires describing district
- . instructional policies and expenditure information. . -
Two very important instruments were the Compensatory Education Roster and the
Student Particfpation and Attendance Record. At euch school the Local Coordin-
ator chnht..d the Compensatory Education Roster by inlicating for each student
7 whether or not the student was designated to receive CE funded by Title I,
other federal funds, state funds, district or private funds. This roster was
important becauss it allowed us to classify students in terms of their CE
- status. A Student Participation and Attendance Record was filled cut by each
s student's teacher, for reading and for math; it reported the number of hours
= of instruction the student received in reading or iath during a 'typical' week.
* ‘ mmm’:mmmdnotmmcuMgmupmdthepuson
=  giving the instruction (homercom teacher, specisl instrictar; alde, tutor, etc.).

-

. ‘ , . -

'mumsmmuegimmomummmmxmum.m.

’ , previous dw:atiq: grade, parent's education, parent's participation in

) :choo!. acf.i.v:l.tiu, ltudone'l participation in school lunch programs, and re-

', ceipt of special services. The Summer Activities Slipshest obtained informa-
tion wmwmudﬁmlduugmpuﬁmw, such as whether
o:uotehottudsntmttos_:uhool, to camp, tookat:ip, ete. It also
mdmmmueusmmmm , /

= - s
= . ' f ~

Interested readers SHould refer to SES Reports #9 arnd #9A for the .psychometric
\cmmmm and exact mo:m contained in each of the instmts de~ -
scribed above. : ' ‘ ,f

/

, : Dnucolhcticn. mmmtofdautobocouecudmla:gomdthe

: amnt of time involved long, apcc:l.ll steps were taken ,to unure that quality

1 , aata would be cbtained. As soon as a school agreed to participata the princi-

- ' pal was asked to appoint a Local Coordinator who would be paid by SDC for his
or her urv:l.cu Frequently the principal acted as the Local Co+rd1natox but

. " at other schools the Local Coordinator might be the Title I director, the

1 | T curriculus coordinator, \or some other staff member. During the summer of each

=
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) roatets wére sretainéd at the school 80 SDC had no record of the names of any

" High Poverty Schools Data Collection. It is often argued that information from

" dents with whom the Sustaining Effects Study was most ‘'concerned. Teams of

_visit, to become familiar with the school organization, and to have a preliminary b

rs
year a trairing program for Local cdordinators was held which included in-
struction‘ ‘'gn the proéedures required in filling cout the forms, administering
tésts, mintaining confidentiality, securmg cooperation of the teachers,

\
zeturninq material to SDC, and similar matters.

- ( ? o ‘e - ’ * . f

LN °
Special' st'efa‘e were laken» assure confidentiality. Numér-uane identification

of the students in ihe study . Because of these efforts to maintain confiden-
tiality,- particular attention was paid to the maintehance of the linkage nunbers
for each student from yeaz to year and also to link the students' numbers with
their teachers' mmbers. :

formal tests, questionnaires,land standardized forms do _not give a real under-
standing of the capehilities of students or of the school or institutional N
settings. Certainly the more intimate details of classroom instruction are ‘ 5
not ca‘ptured. In an attempt to ove:cone this problem, 'in-depth' data were i
collected at 55 high-poverty schools. nigh-poverty schools were desir-

able because they had the highest concentrations of -CE students; the stu- -

tvo nbservers each-visited the 55 schools twice. The purpose of the first
visit was to become acquainted with the school 'setting, to make arrangements
with ther school principal 'and the Local Coordinator for a subsequent lohger

meeting with the teachers whose classrooms would be observed. The second visit
lasted for two'weeks and involved ‘the collection of- information in a'number of
areas including instructional practiceo in the second and fifth grades. At
each school a 1engthy interview was conducted with the principal and each of
the involved teachers. Classrooms were visited,and the way in which instruc-
tion was conducted was noted, ‘The teaching techniques used were recorded. !

" Period aity a count was made of the number of students exhibiting on-task

behevior. Much of the material was recorded on prepared‘ forms, but 1engthy
mra..ive descriptions were also recorded on audio tape. The data collected
by the in~depth techniques wil. be combined with the more traditional data

: - -
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which had been collected for the Longitudinal Study and results will be in-
cluded in the SES Final aeport*‘is"\wen ag in Technical Report #16. ‘
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THE SUSTAINING EFFECTS STUDY REPORT\ SERIES )
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The datailed resuitl of the Suluini.nq Bffaets Study are contained in a series
of reports.  These reports conta:l,n tabla: giving very extensive details about
“211 of the-data collcctod during the s dy from thousands of students in 329
elemantary schools. In additionh to the \detailed data.. the reports’ include the
- results of various statistical amlyses.\ The repott series will be made up

) \
= ) of the fouowinq volu-as A : \ ™
) | . ' C. -
- Repoit Number i [~
. . ! -
A 1. “The Sample for the Sus@a.tning Effects Study and Projections
= of Its Characteristics to the National Population" by Hoepfner, - .

R., Wellisch, J., and Zagorski, H.’ (Published)

= .+ 2, "students' Lconomic and Educational Status and Selection far

oo ‘ ©  Compensatory Education” byh:cguo, v. J., Hinckley, R. H., and o
Beal, R. S. (Published) . A

- - .
e

* 3. ®geudents' Economic and Educational Status and Receipt of Com-¥ .
pmntoryzdueatlon'bysinequy, R. H.,ml, R. 8., and Lot
m11°, V. Jo N (mm) \ L4 - -

. i 4. "Student Bowe Environment, Bducational Achievement, and Com~_

o - | . pensatory Education" by Hinckley, R. B. (Editor). (Publilhed)

‘

.
———

5. "The !htm -apd -!-c:lpi.nts of mtoq Education® by
Wang, M., Hoepfner, R., Zagoxrski, H., Hemenway, J. A.,
Brown, D. 8./, anil/ , M. B. (Publishéd) -

)
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CHAPTER III. WHO RECEIVES COMPENSATORY EDUCATION?r

Summry = - -

Based on economic data gathered by home interviews and achieve-
ment data based on achievement tests, it was_possible to deter-

. mine the percentage and number of students receiving Title I and
other CE services in terms of poverty and academic achievement
classifications. The results show that:
E 4
e Among economiaally poor students 40 percent receive

CE while 60 percent do not. Among the non-poor students
21 percent receive CE while the reminder do not.

¢' Since there are many more non-poor students than there
are poor students, the absolute number of non-poor -
students peéewtr.g CE is larger than the number c*

. _ poor stuaents receiving CE. There are about 1,230,000
poor students and 1, 693 000 non-poor students receiving
Title I.

&

_® There are alout 2,500, 000 poor students who do not re-
ceive any CE. - .
® Among Zow-achieving students 46 percent receive CE
while 54 percent do not. Among regular-achieving stu-
dents 19 percent receive CE. . N
® Since there arc many more regular students than there.
are low-achieving students, the absol ite mumber of
Low-achzeving students receiving CE is smaller than
the number of regular-achieving students receiving CE.
There are about 1,200,000 low-achieving students and
1,300,000 regular-achwmng students receiving Title I.

® When o mdermg students .dha do not receive CE, we
v find that there are about 2,000,000 Zow—achtetnng stu-
dents “ho df not receive any CE. ‘ N

'S

® Numberr arg presented whiszh show the joint distribution
of CE pelédation, economic status and achievement status.
Among the/ poc. and low achievers, 40 percent receivé
CE while 60 percent do not. Other comparisons show that \

: there are significant numbers of mon-poor, regular achievers

| who receive CE.




o The resulte show that the highest proportion of CE
cipients are Hispanic and black, are in large
»ities and rural areas, are in the West and Mid-
Atlantic regions (although if only Title I is con-
idered the l-»gest proportion ia in the South).

e Schools are sélected for CE funds by a number of
different oriteria but the most frequently used
are free or reduced-price lunch counts and/or AFDC
Senrollment. Within schools students are most fre-
quently selected in terms of teachers' judgments or
test acores., )

o Several targeting indexes ave jmesented which mea-
sure the efficiency with which achoole select stu-
dents for CE. - .

£ )

-

INTRODUCTION

Title T of the Elementary and Secondary Education Aqt was first -authorized and
funded in 1965; by 1980 it is distributing over thr§¢ billion dollars annually. *
Title I funds are received by all the states and by 96 percent of the nation's

‘ school districts. As Mclaughlin (13) points out, the original Title I author-
ization was supported by a mixed and powerful constituency. Those whose major
concern was with pwe;ty and ways of alleviatinﬁ :Lt‘ believed that the funds

" would go to poor schools and districts and thus help the poor. Those who were

- principally concerned with improving the education of low-achieving students -

felt that the funds would help such students and\t(.hus they supported the Title I

proqm.h It was assumed that there was a close relationship between poverty

and low educational achievement. McLaughlin nakut\ﬁc\ point that

"Senator Robert Kennedy did not share the general euphoria that
pervaded Washington when che 1965 Elementary and dé Education
Act (ESEA) was ratified. ESEA was enacted with high for
benefiting disadvantaged children. Title I of that act, which
targets more than $1 billion a year to ‘mect the special educational
needs of educationally deprived children,' was the particular cause *
of excitement and self-congratulation on the Hill. It had broken
through the long-standing opposition to federal aid to education
and was viewed as an effective way to 'break. the cycle of poverty.'
Lawmakers were confident in 1965 that schoolmen knew what to do
with the added resources, and that they would thereby establish
effective compensatory programs for poor children. 'Title I was
perceived as a central part of President Johnson's War on Poverty.
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Reports from some of Senator Kennedy's constituents, however, coun-
selled against such optimism. He concluded that some schoolmen
might not use the new Title I dollars in the best interest of poor
children unless the act included some way to insure that they would
not be cheated of the special attention intended by the legislation.”

~

-
Those who eere ;ainly oriented toward poverty considegations were able to
specifr » funds-allocation formula in such a way as to assure.that the‘money
was spent in poor districts and schools. Funds axe first alloca*ed to states
as a-function of the number of poor families in the districts of the state,
the hpmoer of mothers receiving assistance under Aid for Families with Depen-
dent Children, the number of peglecteo and delinquent children ;n schools and
institutions, and several-other poverty-oriented consideratione, Based on the
amount of money received the districts select schools to receive money or re-
sources depending on various poverty criteria. However, at the school levei
the criteria for allocating resources to students become clouded because of -
the need to conridar what other resources the school. is *eooiving, say from
ESAA, or from state programs. However, those concerned with poverty could oe
quite pleased that Title I funds were targeted toward the poor communities
throughout the nation.
“ p

There was, however, an important mipority that felt that the -targets of Titla T
funds should be children with low educational achievements. After all, Title I
was an educational program. Was the assumption that there was a high correla-
tion"hetwéen economic need and educational need really true? By 1974 this
‘argument had enouah force that Congress decided that there should be a study to
determine the economic and educational status of students participating in
Title I programs. In the Educational Amendments of 1974 Congress mandated the
Pa:tic;pation Study, by saying:

"In the case of progrems and_projects assisted under Title I of the

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, the report under

this subsection shall include a survey of how many of the children

counted under Section 103 (c) of sach Act participate in such ~-

grams and projects, and how many of such children do not, ané a

survey of how many educationally disadvantaged children partici-

pate in such programs and projects, and how many educationally dis-
advantaged children do not."

Beg .




' progras and are having ttouhlo ptogreuing at the expected rate. But as soon

THE DESIGN OF THE PARTICIPATION STUDY

while Congress specifically authorized-a study focusing on Title I students,
Title I operates within a school e_nvito‘mnent‘ of other compensatory eduéation
programs as well as the regular school program. The c;eneral idea is that com~
pennto'ry &ducation (CE) consists of instruction in addition o regular in-
struction. It is given to- students who have received the regular instruction
as one gets from the general concept t‘o specifics, troubles arise. How does
one judqe that a student is not progressing at the expected tgte? Also, there
are -u;y special p:ogrn;l in addition to “he regular program. Which are the

© CE programs? There is Title I, Follow Through, English as a Secund Linguage,

Services to Higutqq Children, Services to Handicapped Children, the Emergency
School Aid Act, Programs for American Natives, special state programs, special
dilttict programs, etc. Are all of these (2, "and are the different activities
f.unded under them properly called CE? In Chapter IV we will descri.be the CE
instructional p:ogr-. For the purposes of tizil Chapl:or, CB is def.:l.ned as an
instructional program providing seivices to low-achieving seugqnu that are
different rfrom, or in addi:tion to, the services provided to regular students.
while thil definition seems-straightforward, it has a number of ditticulties
when applied to individual students and programs. 'rhe interested reader may
refer to aapo:t #9 (p. 69 ££f) for discunion of the problems we oncounteted
when we tried to determine which studonts were CE students.

vy ‘ P ‘ -
In the participation Study ‘we ware uinly concerned with the Title I Program
but we also had to comider other programs. Frequently Title I, students re-
ceive sarvicas from uvu-al programs. Also, the nature of the Title I program
"in a school is qf.f.ocud by the other programs in the school. All of these con-
lidantionl affected the désign of the Participation Study. i

The basic idea of the .Participation Study was to determine the number of child-

ren in the nation's elementary schools' who weie receiving Title I services and
4 W

czme from poverty families, and also tc see how many children were from poxzerty

- 'tu:l.lin and were not receivirg Title I sexrvices. In other word; we were to

deternine the roiaeionlbj.p between receipt of Title I and poverty status.

4«
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Similarly, we were to determine the telationship between receipt of Title .I.

and educational status. In the law euthorizingvthe stuay, Congress defined \
poverty in the same terms as those tiseo to determine poverty for the allocation

of Title I funds. They also defined students as being educationally disadvan- ( L
taged if they were one or more years below grade level. Thus, to undertake 4
the study we had to do three thing§: . ' /

1. Obtain a sample that was representative of the nation's ele-

mentary school .children. '

2. Determ.ne the poverty status of the families from which the

children came.

(g

3. Determine the educational status- of each of the children in the

the sample. ) -

-

.
.

The Sample and Hone Interviews-

PR ° - / i
To determine the poverty status of the childzen in the sample it was Jnecessary
to conduct a home intexrview with the parents of each student. Since home mter-
views are expensive, we had to balance expense against the desired accutacy

of the national’ projections to be made-as a result of the home interviews. "i:t
was decided that a te;f_rggntativa sangle of 15,000 parents would be interviewed
It will be remeubered from Chapter II that one of the’ samples for the Longitu-
dinal Study was a Represencative Sample. . .This sample included 243 schools that
were representative of the nation's elementary sch’ools. A random sample of
students was drawn from each of these schools. Interv1ewers visitad the parents
of these students and asked a series of questions regarding the economic status
of the family, the attitude of'the pazents regarding their children s school
.and the education ‘they ware rece,}ving, the Qnount of time the child spent doing
homework, the extent of parental assistance with school work, thg child's

leisure activities; and other educationally related questiens. For a full dis- ,

cussion of the sampling procedure and the content of the home interview the.
reader is referred to SES Report #2. "o \L
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'm. Detemnation of Poverty Status

-Based on the data collected during ‘the home :.ntervi.ew, an index value was com-
puted for each child in the sample. The Orshansky incex is a measure based on
a family's inco-, size, adult>child composition, and fm-mhfam status. It
is the official index used by the federal government in connection with its
poverty programs and in the allocation of Title I funds. ’

The Determination of Educational Status

In connection with the Inngitudinal Study, the Comprehensive Tests of Basgic
Skills in nading and uth \nro given to every child in the sample. .Since the.
sample for the Participation Study was a subnqle of the sample for the Longi-
tudinal Study, these achievement test scores were avajlable for each student.
Congress had defined educational disadvantagement in terms of grade equivalents,
& measure that has several psychometrically undesirable characteristics. As a
result the grade equivalent score for eich student vas cict.;ntud, but we also
ascertained_the percentile scors and vartical scale score for each btudent. ’
More détails regarding the determination of educational status ¢an be found- in
SBS ibport #2.

i

ECOMIC S'I'ATUS AND SELECTION FOR COHPENSA'I'DR! EDUCATION . - '

congress waritod to knov several things It wanted to know, from the -populati‘on
of poor child:on, how many were receiving CE services anc how many were not.
It also wanted to know how many students were receiving CE services who wexe

- npt poor. Whether or not a student t:on a family that vu poor was deter--

mined by applying the Orshansky index to information collected during the home
Lnt.:viw.* ‘rablc III-1 shovs both the percentages’ o? -ltud.uts receiving cz
when clauitiod as poor or non-poor and also the estimated total rm”—of
such stu;lontl. uou that students are classified as recei.ving Title I and/or

Other CE, Oéher cz only, no CE at a school tgaving CE, or no CE at a school
wvhich does not offer CE. ‘

*APDC was also includec.,

61
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Percentage and Number

Table III-1 \

e
3
P

o
LW
of Students Recexvmg Various

CE 8qwices by Family Economic Statgus , .
- 4 3‘ . 7: .
CE Status

P4t T or Titlé I Other CE No CE ;f. - No CE at  «

' and other CE only CE Schobl  Non-CE School Total -
20 118 T s \‘\ ’ n 1008
11 S U 64 . \.\{ 16 107 .

’ " Number of Students L\ | ) - ]
‘ 1,230,000 | 443,'000 N 2,199,ooox 309,000 ' 4,181,000 '3
1,693,000 ‘ 1,551,000 io{oss,ooo )2,}516,000 |15,82f,000}

2,925,000 ;’"'1“,99;4',000 12,264,‘006 2,825,000 29,006,000]

‘afe also receiving CE. One can reflect that, percentage-wise, twice as many

_ and one half million non~poor students are also not getting CE. Rou«ihly speak-

LU L L

iih;at message c'an be drawn from ttii.; table? 'I.'he interpretation ‘:‘Of the nuwmbers
varies depending i;n one's expectation as to whether or not CE should go pri-
marily to povertyrlevél students, Forty percent of all povertyﬁlevel students ]
are recei.vi.ng ‘some kind of CE, but 21 percent of the non-pove:ty-level students :

poverty-level students as non-povarty-level students are receiving CE. But in
terms of the total number of students, there are-al?out‘: 16 million: non-povérty‘-
level students and about four million poverty~level students; of t".hese. there
u'e about 1,690,000 non-povarty-level and 1,230,000 poverty-level students
teceiving Title I, Thus, there are actually more non-poverty level students
receiving Title I than there are poverty students. Or to look at the other-
side of the coin, 60 percent of the poor students and 80 percent of\the non-
poor do not receive Title I. In terms of the total number of studet:; about o

two and one half million poor students are not receiving CE, while t twelve

. a7 - \
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ing, there are about 1.7 million poor students receiv:.nq CE, - and about 2 (3
million poor children not recaiving_ it. In brief, in Abgolute numbers. thare
are somewhat more non-poor than poor students receiving CE. (These figures

are for Title I and Other. CE combined. 'The picture is similar for Title I .

considered separately.) ¢

. Is this bad? ‘It depends on what students one thinks should be targeted to

zeceive Title I services. Remember that tho ﬂmds o _to poor districts and

T mchools, but the individual-students selected to recciw,rg Title I services are
'sqlocted on the basis o't educational moil, not in terms of economic status.

Algo, the definition of poverty is such that only the lowest 71 percent of the
students are classified: in the poverty group. One might speculate that the
vast majority of those ricéiving CE and classified as non-poor are just above
that poverty level. Table III-i indicates thct this is not the case.

Itgiubosuathatth.r- nareguhrpfogrusivedocrme Mth.porcontage
of studants yeceiving Title I services as family income increases. A simiiar
but less nrkodundcncyiscvidsncodbythemﬁcn for "Other czonly.
sj.nu'ritlcrunnotapowrtypmgr-thanm-toth.rczprogrmthn .
is the relationship we would qxpocg to see. However, the idea that non=poverty -
students selected for GE are hovering just above the poverty line is dispelled
by the table. Clearly there are signifjicant percentages of CE students who
are not in the two. lowest fifths of family incoms. As will be seen in the next
section, the correlation between studcnt mco-. status and oducatioul achisve-
ment status is relatively low. Thus, to the cxtcnt that students are ulectod
foc(zp:ogn-gontho,muo_:thqucdwatiml need, we would expect many
of those selectsd td coms from non-poor families. '

POV!R‘H AND THE CHARAC!'BRISTICS OF STUDENTS SELECTED FOR CE
-
Ve have llrudy seen that proportionately more poor children than non=poor

children are selected for CE. What about some of the other student chars::er-
istics, such as race, urbanicity and region of the country? Sometimes it is
thought that CE programs are primarily for black children in the ghettos of




Table III-2 / -, .
’ 02 ”, —_ =
. ; I
Percentage and Number of Students—RecR2ivifig Various CE
e Services by Family Income.

X Loe -

Titlejiror' e e No CE at - “No CE at
Title/ I and Other CE a CE a Non-CE
-| Family Income Other CE . _-Only ©~ School School
Lowest Fifth 37% ‘ 213 173 13%
Second Fifth 24 27 .7 18 18 .
Third Fifth - 17 21 20 22
‘| Pourth Fifth 13 16 ~22 22 ,
Highest Fifth 8 . - 14 - .23 25
Number of Students
Lowest Fifth 1;090,000 428,000 2,070,000 360,000——
Second Fifth 702,000 " 534,000 2,226,000 514,000 - | !
Third Fifth 507,000 427,000 2,460,000 616,000
Fourth Fifth 390,000 320,000 2,695,000 - 616,000 ¢
Highest Fifth - 234,000 285,000 2,813,000 719, %P ‘
A -t I . . - -
Totals 2,923,000 1,994,000 12,264,000 2,825,000

large cities. As can be seez; from Table III-’3, that is nct the case. If we o
X combine the number of students réceiving CE under Title I and from other CE

. funds* we wee that, among poor whitas, that 37 pev'cem: réceive CE; among poor
blacks, that 40 percent receive CE; and among poor Hispanics, that 47 _percent

have CE services. At.thc same time we find for the non-poor that 19 percent of

of t.he whites, 27 percent of the blacks and .44 percent of the Hispanics receive

A -

[+
*From the point of view of equalik:f services, it is not quite appropriate
to add together those receiving Tide I and those .receiving CE service funded .
from other sources. The costs of service under "Other CE only" is about a
quarter less than under Title I.

L4
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CE. Looking at the’poor and the non-poor together, we sc;“q that progortionately
"somewhat fewer whites than biacks, and somewhat fewer blac}cg than Hispanics re-
ceive CE. Thers are, however, classification problems in pr senting the results
in this fashion. Althoug.. we instruct'ed' the teachers not t:.o count those partici-
pat.i.ng in bilingtul programs as CE students,” wve suspect that sdge teachers did
:o, and thi.l accounts for the relatively high porc.ntage of Hisan:I.c :mden?
u.ltnd in the "Other CE only” category. Likewise, mng the non-hoor, it is
pznbable -that the blacks and Hispinics are lower in .the ecomnic sﬁ@tus sca].e -
than are the whites, and thus more near-poor blacks and K:Lspanics raceive CE.

Thus, it seems probable that about -the same proportion’ of bla.«<s and xispamcs

receive CE and that scmewhat more of them, relatively, receive CE than\whltes.

v

n
h
Y -

. Pable III-3

) Percentage g:osmdunts. Receiving Various G Services ‘ \
! by Pamily nomic Status and'mial/Ethpic Group \

. " CE Status ' a

Economic Title I or No CE uocxae
and Racial/ - Title I and Other CE at Ce "Non-CE »msof
Ethnic Status  Other CE only School __ School Students |
Poor and: . o, )
] vhite 27 108 558 8% . 2,011.000 : .
Black 3 9 s 7 1,501,000

. . . I
Hispanic 29 18 TS 2 © - 556,000
Other ~~- s ’ 6 35 20 . 113,000 \

s —_

White 9 - 10 — 6 16 " 13,546,000 X
Black 19 - S5 - 18 " 1,266,000
Hispanic 24 18 - 54 . 5 696,000
" Other 5- 5 . 43 47 317,000

’

2,941,000

.20,006,006

2,000,000 12,264,000 2,801,000
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' still a sizable.number of udents

: S
/

As already noted, ig is frEquently thought that CE is a program for etudents
in large cit& ghettos. Table III-4 shows that this is not the ca;e,'althohgh‘
there are many CE students| in 1arqe'cities. The rank order‘of urbanicity for ,
those receiving Title I anh "Other CE only combined, among the poor, is 46
percent for rural areas, 4% percent for cities over 200 000 35 percent for
cities under 50,000, 34 pe%cent for suburbs, and 28 percent for cities from l
50,000 to 200, 000. The order is the same for the ‘aon-~poor, with 26 percedt '
for rural, 24 percent forrijties over 200,000, 19 pe ent for cities unaer
50,000, 17 percent for sub+rbs, and 15 percent for cities from 50,000 to
200,000. 1In terms ‘of absolute nunbers, the number of students from rural areas
receiving CE outnuwbers thase for any other category. The percentages for the
suburbs tend to be lower ge Cities and rural areas, but there is
receiVing CE in’ the suburbs. While there
is a trend for CE to be no prevalent in- the large cities and rural areas,
it is significant that, therb are sizable numbers of CE students throughout
th= country, irrespective of the population density of the area in which théy
live. — E - - . B -

| o e IR

Hhile some say that CE‘ is fdr t.he ghetto, others think of it in terms of a pro-

gram fo;\"the poor rural sou;h. Again this is not in accord with the facts.
Table III-5 shows the percenbage of students receiving services by!rebioneof
the country ‘,If Title i services and *Other CE only are combined, among the
poor, 51 percent of the §tud¢nts in the West, 42 percent in the Mid-Atlantic, 7

41 percent in the South, 3@ percent in the Northeast, and 30 peréent in the

Midwest receive CE. The picture amcng the non-poor is different than it ﬁs

‘for the poor. For the non—p@er, the Northeast with 31 percent and the West

with 26 percent are considerably higher than'tne other areas, which are quite
ploee toqether,'with the HidhAtiahtic and the Midwest hgtp having 17 percent,

.and the South having 15 percent. To understand this, it is worthwhile to look

at the Title I and the "Other‘CE‘only" figures separatelyz, Among the poor it
is noticeable that the percentage for Title I in the Soutl: is @uch higher than
ellovhore in the nation. Associated vith*this is the fact that the South is
1ouest ‘n 'Other CE only," reflectinq the fact that there are few local or
state CE programs in the South. In fact the percentage of stuaents receiving

\
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Table III-4

Percentaqe of Students Receiving Various CE Services

by l-"am.ly Ecénomic Status and Urbanism '
Title I or No CE ‘No CE Numbex
Ecowmic and Title I and - .Other CE  at CE at Non- - of
Uxbanisa Statis Other CE Only School CE School Students
Poor and — . .
City ovér 200,000 an 128 508 5% 1,334,000
' Suburbs. - 18 16 61 5 238,000
City from 50,000 15 13 52, 20, 443,000
© o 200,000 . o o
City under 50,000 27 8 57 1,133,000
Rural , .36 10 . 49 .. 5 1,033,000
—_ i {‘ ®
Ccity over 200,000 16 8 65 11 1,757,000
Suburbs o 5 12 68 15 2,421,000
city from 50,000 . .
to 200,000 ' 5 10 50 35 2,105,000
City under 50,000 . 12 7 66 15 " 4,969,000
Rural © 13 . 13 64 10 4,573,000
“rotal 2,941,000 ~ 2,00C,50 20,006,000

1_2,,264,000 2,801,000

“%

‘ritlo I sezvices, - both for t.ho poor and the non-poor is fairly similar through-

out tho country, except £or the Sauth.

THe big differences are in the "Other

CB oaly ca.t,cgory vhere tho South and lﬂ.dvut have ‘fow p:ogrm, in contrast ta
the llut and No:th.ut, which have the lost.
students receiving '.l‘it.lo I urv:l.cu in the South is probably a reflection of
the :olat:lvnly lower ccom-:l.c statul of the South and the influences of the
Title I allocation formula that allocates larger sums to states having more

“poor families.

The relativcly larger number of

/




. . . 8 * ’
Table III-5 <. . . -

Percentage of Stu»:lents Recelving Various CE“Services

by Family Economic Stg:us and JGeographic Region

£ ;
J ! L . - ‘. ] R .
? ) CE Selegtion Status e
. " Title I'or s No CE No CE at -
Economic and Title I and Other\ CE , at CE- Non-CE Number of
Regional Status / Other CE Only \ School ~School Students
! 7 B B .

Poor -and S S N\ . . .
Northeast 248 VIS \ 59% s . 853,000
Mid-Atlantic 24 18 21 40 10 330,000

_ South 38 3 50 . 9 1,443,000
Midwest’ 24 6 63 - 6 832000
- - ~ \
West . 27 24 4, 39 10 - 723,000
(\ c‘__ N - \ r
- - [ ]
Non-Poor and '
- Northeast 10 21 T 86 v a3 ...2,994,000
N }
- - Mid-Atlantic 9 75 8 2,057,000
South 11 4, 65 20 3,988,000
Midwest 11 . 72 . 11, 4,478,000
‘ e \
,erst . 11 15 " 46 28 2,358,000
’ Total ‘ J 2,941,000 2Looo.,ooo 12,264,900 2,801,000 20,006,000
) ‘ L )
. ‘ ‘.
. L] I
E Report #2 examines other‘a student characteristics relative to selection for CE '.

I ' sexvices, hut. there are fewer interesting trends. There are slightly more
%"‘ male than female CE students, abOut a 4-percentage-point difference. Also,

there tends to be slightly more CE offered to students in the second, third

and fourth grades than to those in the first grade or in the fifth at;ci‘ espe-
‘cially the sixth grade. ' / ) e

e
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7 In summary, poo} students are more frequently selected to receive CE services
;; ’ , than non-poor students, but beciuse. there are more non-poor than poor students,
7 th.rt»a:e larger numbers of non-poor students than poor students receiving CE.
Relatively, there are more Hispanic than black students, and more black stu- ’
" dents than white studants receiving CE, but in terms of absolute numbers, there
are mory white students than black students receiving CE, and more black stu-
.dnﬁtl than Hispanic students receiving CE. &g2in, in terms or percentages,
there are more CE students ir rural areas and large cities than there are in
medium- and small-sized cities. The percentage of students receiving Title I
services is qui.« uniform over the various regions of the country, except for
the South, where there is a muck higher percentage receiving Title I. But

w.en "Other CE only” is included a diffeéent picture emerges. The South has

a very low percentage of students in these other programs while thie West and
the Noz;haané have high percentages. It appears that other federal agencies,
and the state and local governments, are funding sizaktle programs in the West
and the u&rtﬁ;ist. and to a lesser extent in the Mid-Ztlantic area, while there
ars few ptogfall in the lidwest a 1 even ftwer in the South.

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT AND SELECTION FOR CE

£

Schools are selected for receipt of Title I resources bas;d on the economit:
status of the populations they serve. But once a school receives Title I ve-
souxces the students are selected to receive Title I services on the basis of
educational need.‘ Title I regulations give guidelines as to which students
should be selected. Generally, it is expected that the most educationally

. nesdy students will be selected first and ¥hat the students selected will be
in the bottom half of the achievement distribution. But within these broad
guidolinou the actual lelection of studenis is left up to the local district

nd school authorities. Thus, from locale to 1ocale, one finds considerable

variation in the achievement level of students selected. )

In the Participation Study all 6! the students took the Comprehensive Tests of
Basic Skills in reading and math in the fall and again in the spring. Basec
on ~he scores obtained frow. the savaral administrations, scales were developed
which allowed us to convert raw scores into percentiles and into vertic.l
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scalc scores’, and to determine the score corresponding to the median for each
grade. This median score was necessar because, for the purpose of this study,
achievement was defined by Congress as "Educationally disadvantaged children
refers to chlldren who are achieving one or more years behind the' achievement
expected -at the appropriate grade level for such children." Tabie III-6 shows
the percentages and numbers of students in various CE categori7# in terms of
grade equivalents as measured by the fTBS. i K <

Table III-6
/
Percentage and Number of Students Receiving various
CE Services by Educational Achievement Status

CE Selection Status

' Title I or No CE ' No CE at’
Educational Title I and Other CE at CE Non~CE
Achievement Other CE/ Only School School Total
Yow Achievers* 31s ’ . 15% 428 12% -100%
Regular Achievers 10 9 66 15 1007 )

: i
’ \ Number of Students

Low Achievers 1,188,00J\ 577,000 1,576,000 456,000 3,797,000
Regular Achievers 1,3C7,000\ 1,068,000 8,245,000 1,948,000 12,568,000

\\
2,495,000——-1,645,000 9,821,000 2,404,000 16,365,000*
_\

*Omitting the first grade, since it Qoes not fit into the definition of having
students “one grade level below.” |\ .

\
t \

\ —_

! i \

It will be seen that in terms o?f percenfages there are many more students

selected for CE éeiﬁiees who are performing at least one grade level below

their assigned gépde level than there aré\among hiéher-achieving students.
. \

1
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Forty-gix percent of the low-achieving students* are selected for séme CE J
while only 19 percent of the regular .students are selected. At the same time,
54 percent of the low-achieving students are not receivix{g CE services. in
terms of absolute numbers, about two million low-achieving students are not
receiving‘extra services, in contrast to about 1,750,000 who are receiving

CE services. It should also be noted that about 2,400 .000 high-achieving stu-
dents are receiving CE sorvices. It is clear that my students are receiving
CE who are less educationally needy than the many needy students who are not
receiving CE. We will see \sou of the reasons for this later when we consider
the joint relations between economic status, which determines which scho;als
receive CE funds (such as Title I) and educa:ional status, which determines

those students within a school who are selected.

There are a number of psychometric pral as in defining achievement in terms
of grade equivalents. For one thing, tho"first-qrade students cannot be de-
fined in terms of being one year below grade level. Also, the amount of
variance or sprud in student scores changes from grade to grade. For example,
in the sirth grade there uy be students three or more years - below grade level,
but in the second grade they can only be one year below. The result is that
different percentages of students are included in one year belov grade level
as gradc' level changes. There are also other statistical problems. The in-

_terasted reader is referred to Tallmadge, G. l(., and Wood, C. T. (18), for a

detailed discussion of the problems with using f.he grade equivalent metric.
Becausa of these problems, we converted « =h stt_:dentf's raw test score to a
percantile equivalent and divided the distributiocns into quartiles. Table
III-7 shows the results. .

*"Low" and "Reg.lar Achievers" ara defined as achieving belew or above oue

year below grade level.’ This Jefinition was contained in the law authorizing
the Participation Study. Selection of students for Title I is based on several
criteria. The Yitle I regulations sujgest that all children below the median
be considered. .

" B s6 7]




. Table III-7

éercehtage and Number of Students Receiving Various
CE Services by Achievement Quartiles*

CE Selection Status

Title I or No CE No CE at
Achievement Title I and Other CE at CE Non~-CE
é Status . Other CE Only School School Total
Bottom Quartile 328 148 42 11% 993
’ ) |
2nd Quartile 19 ] 11 58 12 100%
3rd Quartile 7 8 70 15 100%

Top Qnartile 2 6’ 75 17 100%

Number of Students -

Bottom Quarti'é 1,579,000 718.000 2,110,000 56C 000 4,967,000

2nd Quartile 9i0,000 543,000 2,809,000 605,000 4,867,000
7 3rd Quartile 368,000 411,000 3,600,000 762,000 5,141,000
Top Quartile 89,000 301,000 3}772,009 869,000 %,031,000
2,946,000 1,973,000 12,291,000 2,796,000 20,006,000
~ ’ > -
*Derived from Table V-5, Report #2. ¢

.
- 2

There is a clear tendency for there to be proportionately nore CE students as
achievement scores decrease. Thris is true of both Title I and "Other CE only."
It should be noted that the percentage of students ip the bottom quartile is
very similar to the nurber in the previous table who are one year below grade
level. (The absolute numbers between the two tables cannot be compared be-
Eause Table III-6 does not include first graders.) It appears that the selec-

ﬂ

tion of students corresponds reasonably well with the educational need of the
students, but a fairly large number of students do not seem to need CE but are
receiving it. About 450,000 Title I students, and 700,000 "Other CE only”

students, are above the median in achievement and are receiving CE services.

B
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Some of these students may be misclassified due to the unrealiability of the
CTBS, but a similar number below the median should be classified above it,
. so the figures average out. Also, some of the CE selectees are in schools

which are 100 percent CE, which is allowed by Title I under certain conditions.

Whiia {i;jnificant_g numbers of educationally non-needy students are certainly ;
receiving CE, the more significant problem i3 the 2,700,090 students who are

in the lowest quartile academically and who are not receiving special services;
or, if one believes tha-t all students below the average ihould receive CE, one
should be concerned with the 6,100.000 students who are in the bottom half in
terms of achievement and are not receiving CE. Clea;ly, if all studen‘ts who

are above the median and are receiving CE were to be replaced by students. -
Felow the median there would still be sizable numbers of students below the
median who would not receive CE services. The only way to correct this situa-
"tion is to dilute the services being éiven 80 more students could receive a
little, or to increase the funds so that more students could be given rervices

at th~ ame intensity level as is currently practiced. )

]

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT STATUS AND THE CHARACTZRISTICS OF STUDENTS SELECTED
PORCE !
o We have already examined the relationship between poverty status and the charac-
teristics of students ulected’gfor CE. While at the student level the correla-
- tion between poverty and educational achievement is not high, it is considerably
higher when schod];-avorages‘.,uc correlated. Because of the higher correlation
-4 at t' s+ group level, we would expect the relationship bctween\id‘zgcatign_al_ hachi'eve-
rent status and the characteristics of students selact‘ad. for C;: to be fai_r_]ﬁ.;» '
sumilar to that for these same characteristics as when related to poverty. The
achievement levels of studei‘ts by race/ethnicity who are selected for CE were
examined. The result show the effects are the same as found for poverty, al-
though the trends do not seem to be quite as p::onouncedﬁ as when clasqifi\cdby
educational achievement. ' e —

Again there are some interesting trends in the relationship between achieve-
ment status and urbanicity with respect to selection for CE. As with poverty,
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students from .arge cities and from rural areas are most frequently selected

for CE services. frhis is true for students who are either low or hith -achievers.

4

On examining the relationships among geographic regions of the country, educa-
tional achievement and selection for CE, we again find that the Northeast and

the West have the highest percentages of students selected for CE services, .
while the South has the lowest. Aéair, the South is low bécause it has so few

- students served by other federal, state or local program. Almost all of the
students served in the South are served by Title I.

THE JOINT EFFECT-OF ECONOMIC STATUS AND EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT

It seems probable that the supporters of the Title I program assumed that rhere
was an almost one-to-one relationship betﬁeen poverty status and educational
achievement. It is widely believed that schocls in poor areas have students
who score poorly on achievement tests, But what is the actual relationship?

In the Participapién Study we were able to relate family income with achieve-
ment test scores. The overall correlation between economic level and achieve-
dent‘scores at the student level was .29, and varied, grade by grade, from .20
in the first.grade to .32 in the third and fourth grades. Relationships of’ .
this magnitude are generally considered small-to-moderate and imply that if
one knows a atudent's economic status one can predict the student's achieve-

ment levei with only ve - modast success. It is this low relationship which
accounts for the rﬁnding, reported earl.=r, that many non~poor sc&dgnts per-
form pqorly and are receiving CE. On the other hand when groups of students
are copbined, say by taking the average achievement level for a school, then
the combined average scores relate more highly, In fact, when the average fam~
ily economic level for a school is correlated with the av .2age student achieve-
ment level for students in a school, the correlation is .67. This means that if
one’ knowr the average poverty level of a school one will be able to predict the
average level of the performance of students in the school much more accurately
than’one can predict the achievement level of any given student on the basis of
_the student's family economic level.

’
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;'. When schools are allocated CE ‘unds ‘based on poverty level, the students will

v tend to need supplemental services if the school is w:.thm a poverty area, but
E there may also be many indivmual students who do not’ need CE serv:.ces, and ’

i 4 convotsely, if schools aze not given CE funds because of their relatively h:.gh
.cono:lic levels, these schools will still’ probably contain many students who
need CE services as indic;ted by their low achievements. Table III-8 shows the
mean achievement parcentiles for students with various family incomes. This
table illust:.;ates ;ghe marxed relationship between family income and achievement
when data are grouped, but such grouped data mask the wide variation. within any
group. The large standard deviations emphasize this fact.

{able I11-8

Student's Family Income and Achievement Level

*There are technical statistical reasons why it is usually inappropriate to
average -percentiles; however, when used to show a trend, as is done here,
the practice is less objectionable.

Economic status and achievement level are related tb a number of other vari- .
ables. As j,n'thc previous sections, we will examine the joint relationships

among poverty, achievement level, and race, urbanicity, and geographic region,
and we w1l also consider the relationship of CE selection to the child's sex -

Mean Achievement Standard - :
Family income Percentiles* Do!iatian N
Below $5000 © 34 ' 25 1524
5,000 co 7,000 37 s - . 1008
7,001 to 9,000 41 .27 1109
9,001 to 11,000 45 28 1188
11,001 to 13,000 48 28 . 1234
13,001 to 15,000 52 .8 1259
15,001 to 17,000 - . 53 29 : 1248 |-
17,001 o 19,000 57 28 1146
19,001 to 21,000 58 y . 28 997
21,001 and above . 62 27 3087
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wnd mother's education. ' Table ITII-9 shows the relationships between poverty,
achievement and*race. The average achievement percentile for whites is 56, *
while that for blacks is 32 and for Hispanics 31. "Others," who are largely
Orientals, ‘'have an average percentxle bf 51. When examined in terms of povercy,
the poor whites have ah average score o-f 41, while that for the non-poor is 57.

In comparison the score for both the poor blacks and poor Hispanics is 27, while
that for the non-poor biacks is 36 and for the noh-poor Hispanics it is 34. It
should be noted that the score for the non-poor blacks and Hispanics is below

that of the poor whites; No doubt the economic level of the non-poor blacks

and Hispanics is lower than that of the non—-poor—whites, but it ‘s above the
economic level of the poor whites. Children from black and ilispanic non=-poor
families need CE considerably more than children from not only tre non-paor white
families, but also more than those from many poor white families. The "Qther”
minorities are more similar to the whites than they are-to the blacks and Hispapics.
Poverty level and the parent's formal education a;:e linked, and children's
achievement levels are also related to both economic status and the parent's -
education. Tab].e II11-10 shows this relationship. It is seen that: the per-

centile achievement level of children whose mothers had eighth grad#x educations

or legs is 32 and that the level of achievement progresses regularly to 70 for

students whose mothers are college graduates. The achievement of ldren from
poverty homes is considerably below that of their peers who are from non'-poox:
hones but whose mothers had the same amount of formal education. The jump in
scores between the children of xlothers with an- eighth grade education or less
and those with a hiqh school education is 21 percentile points, and that be-
tween high-s.hool-educated mothers and college graduates is 17. 'rhe. Jump
between children whose mothers had similar educations, but whose family income
places them in the poor or non-poor category, is about 12. Thus,'a mth‘;r:s
education seems:to have a iarqér effect on her children's achievement than

does her economic status.

’
2

Table III-11 shows the relationship between economic sta*us, academic achieve-
‘ment, o~d urbanicity. The table shows that, in general, the achievement level
is near the 50th percentile except for the suburbs, whe‘r; it is 59, and for




Table III-9

Student's Family Income, Achievement Level and Race

Race/Ethnic Mean Achievement Pe:cient'ila N )
Group . Poor ~Non-Poor  Total Poor  Non-Poor Total

White A 57 %6 1,192,000 10,598,000 11,178,000

Black 27 36 32 ‘949,000 1,100,000 2,049,000

Hispanic 27 34 31 343,000 590,000 933,000
- Other 3 se 51 70,000 - 260,000 330,000 )
: IIAEES B
3 - . g N - /

Table III-10

Student's Family Income, Achievement Level and Mother's Education

> £
Mother's Mean Achievement Pe:eent'ile N
Bducation Poor  Non-Poor  Total Poor  Non-Poor Total B
Grade 8 or less 28 35 32 793,000 917,000 1,710,000
Grade 9-11 31 44 4. 892,000 2,269,000 . 3,151,000 .
Grade 17 TR 53 635,000 5,518,000 6,153,000 |
Soms College , 48 62 61 185,000 2,382,000 2,567,000
College Graduaté 60 7c/ ' 70 50,000 1,409,000 1,459,000




Table III-11

Student's -Family Income, Achievement and Urbanieity

B

-~ Mean Achievement Percentile N
Urbanicity Poor Non-Poor Total Poor Non-Poor Total
1
City over ' - ‘ .

200,000 27 44 38 , 802,000 -1,409,000 <\2, 211,000
Suburbs 3 6l 59 144,000 ° 1,879,000 2,023,000
city from 50,000

to 200,000 33 55 - 53 254,000 1,675,000 1,929,000

= !
- »
City Under < e !

50,000 " 37- 55 52 675,000 3,924,000 4,599,000

Rural 37 55 52 668,000 3,577,000 4,245,000

the large cities, where it is 38. This very low score for the large' cities
reans that they should have mary students enrolled in CE programs, and indeed
this is the case. But we have previously seen that r.val areas also have many
student& .in CE programs, and yet they have achievement levels slightly above
_ the national pedii? This probably reflects the relative pove:ty of rural areas,
wheveby they gh& relatively more Title I funds than would be indicated by the

3 . .
achievement levels of rural students. Within urban areas of the same size,

r
]

there is a marked difference in the achievement levels of students from poor °
and non-poor families, with the children from poor families scoring about 18
" percentile points below those from non-poor families.

-The ar‘ulyses done over regions of the cpuntry are' shown in Table III-12 and .
show sume expected and unexpected results. As reflected by the overall figures,
the rank' order of the regions, in texms of achievement, is M}dwest Northeast,
Mid-Atlantic, and South and West tied at the bottom. The rank orders, when
examined separa_tely for the poor and the non-poor, are ess‘entially the same.

As expected, the Midwest and Northeast are at the top of the rankings, and the
South” is at the bottom. But what is unexpected is that the West should be at
the bottom with the South. When the West is examined in moye detail it turns

out that Pacific Northwest children hMpve scores which are.slightly higher than




those for the Midwest, but tlie scores for the Pacific Southwest are lower than

for any other sub-region of the country. This is presumably due to the fact

that there are manr Hispanics in the Pacific Southwest:and, as we have pre- >
viously seen, their scores are among the lowest of any group. This finding
should be interpreted cautiously because of possible sampling errors for sub-
regions, and because of problems that many Hispanic chiidren may have had with
&n achievement test where the tést items were in English (but it should be
noted that the instruction in the schools was also in quligh). Nevertheless,
there cre large regional differences and the need for CE is ‘reflected in these
regional differences in ‘achievement. ‘ - ’

'rab\l? I1I1-12
Student's Family Income, Achievement and Geogra:;hic Region * -
/

Geographic Mean hghicmt Pczca.ntilo N L .

Region . Poor Non-Poor To% Poor- Non=Poor Total
Northeast 36 58 54 474,000 2,414,000 2,888,000 \
Lid-Atlantic 34 —55 52 195,000 1,618,000 .,6.3,000 .
South - . 31 49 -45 1s613,000 3,117,000 4,130,000 ’
Midwest ‘ 40 60 58 497,000 3,533,000 4,030,000 i

| est - 30 48 45 407,000 1,939,000 2,346,000
- . ) - 1 v

Pinally,.it should be noted that there are sex differences associated with CE
selection. It has long been known that at the elementary leyel girls scorze
higher on achievement tests than do boys. Table III-13 again demonstrates r
this fact. It will be seen that for both ﬁoor and ncn-poor children the mean
test scors for girls is somewhat higher than for boys. There are thus 4 re .,

boys receivirg CE than there are girls. This should not be attributed to gex.

Vs
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\ . Table III-13 ) .
Student"s Family Income, Achievement and Sex
Mean Achievement Perceptile } N
Sex ' . Poor"” Non-Poor Total Poor Non-Poor - Total
Boys l . 31 52 +49 1,263,00Q 6,409,000 7,672,000
Girls | - 3% . 57 54 1,253,000 6,098,000 :1,351,000 jil
|

t the beginning of {th‘is chapter ve mentioned Coniyress' requirement tglaf,a\ {'/
.Study be undertaken to determine the number of students receiving Ti¢le I i
seyvices as a function of the poverty level of the families from which the stu- 7
" dents came and also as a funct‘ 1 of the levels of .achievement of the children.
We will now exeline the joint et‘fect ‘of/ poverty and achievement on selection

for \FB serv:.ces. Table III-14 shows the percentage of students selected for
CE as a function of the definitions in the law, nanely‘poverty, defined in

tem of ths Orshansky Index, and achievenent defined in terms of low, or ' ,
regula"r achievenent. One can,determine from the table that 74 percent of :_he;/ .
studeats do not receive any CE, 16 percent receive Title I, and 10 percent
°receive\g Other CE. Of the students who are both poor and low achievers, 47

percent \do not receive any CE while 53 percent do. Of those who are non-poor

but low achievers, 58 percent do not receive CE while 42 percent do. Similarly,
among tl;cse who are poor but regular achievers, 70 percent do not receive CE,
while g the non-pooy and reqular achievers, 83 percent do not receive CE--
although 17 percent do. Ideally there wbuld be no students in the low~achieving
qrqup who yere not receivmg CGE, and th e would be few regular-achieving stu-
dents who are receivinq it. But when one considers the difficulty of correctly
clgifying children (often bglsed on subﬁective judgments angd less than per- w
fectly relisble tests) thv/umbers sham’& seem to represent a reasonable per- ’ 7
formancs a the part of the schaols in eelecting CE,students. Given an effec-
:ive seiection- system, the most straightforward way of supplying CE services -
to the large nyﬁaer of educationally needy students who dc not receive CE is .

to increase the funds available " v -

- . R
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] . , Table III-14 -
3 E ;
7 Student's Fa.mly Income, Achievement and CE Selection
- s - (Gradas 2-6) . !
- N j | Tit;.’,,f/'ri':le I *  Other CE
T ! and“Other CB Only No CE
. T T ) ' Percent’ Selected
. ‘ ) ", \ . e, . . ) .
' Poor - Log Achiever I‘l - 40% . 148 . 47% ' -t
, Non-Poor - Low Achiever 26 16 58
/ :
. Poog - Reqular Achiever . 22 : 8 . 70
°| Non--PoOX - Ragular,Achiovef " 8 - 9 ' 83
- Numoer Selected
. ., E 3 i .
" { Poor - Low Achiever - 573,000 196,000 671,000
Jw.-m--rms;: - Low Achiever . 606,000 376,000 1,358,000
Vls ’ Poor - Regular ?chiever 442,000 164,000 1,391,000
\ ' Non-Poor - Regular Achiever 851,000 - 900,000  _8,821,000
; Total . 2,472,000 1,636,000 12,241,000

-
L

lk have previously noted tth the ofﬁ.c\o of Education tcg\n.atiom_nqarding
how students should be selected for Ck iddicate that they should be selected

% from the bottem half of the ‘achievement distribution. Table I 111-15 shows how

. CE selsction is related to economic status 1n terms of powtty levei, as de-

‘ !i.n.{l by the Orshansky :I.ndoxr@nd achiovcunt, doﬁmd as falling above or
beiow the midpoint of the achievement disttibution. Under this relaxed dofini—
tion many more students are eligible for nlcction because they fall in the

- bottom half of the achievement distribution. This table shows that 53 pe:cent‘ '
‘of the sthdents who are poor and in the botto- half in achievennnt db not re-
ceive CE, while 67 pc:cqnt of the non-poor and 1low achievers do not teceive CE.

- . .




Table III-15

¢ Student's Family Income, Achievement and CE Selection
, ' with Different Selection Criteria*
/ . L [ .
Title I/Title I . Other CE .
and Other CE only No CE
. 7 Percent Selected N
.- . i N
Poor and bottom half in - : . .
achievement ' 378 - UL 53%
Non-Poer ¥nd bpttom half e
in achievement 7,20 13 -V
Poor and top half in : ! ' ' i :
achievement . - S "7 5 84 -
Non-Poor and top half in t o
-|achievement A 2 - £9 .
' ! B f - " A )
) | Numbe Lec ed ) ’ -
Poor and bottom half in , r Select v
achievement 916,000 244,000 . 1,292,000
Non-Poor and bottom half P . .
in achievement 1,111,000 736,000 + 3,679,000
Poor and topfhalf in ' * .
: achievement 82,000 - 65,000 < 752,000
" | Non-Poor and top half ) , _
in achievement 278,000 540,000 6,605,000
& »
Total** 27387,000 1,585,000 12,328,000

*Table III-14 shows the percent selected for CE in terms of the ciiteria
. selected by Congress.for the Participation Study.

same definition of poverty
ment criterion. - . ‘

**These totals differ from those ‘in

£

Zan ¥
.

. ,
Table III-14 because of rounding errors.

This table retains the
but diviggg the students in half on the achieve-

Ky
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_of the results if the analyses hau been cone using separate test scores. We

On the oth.. hand 16 percent of the poor and in the upper half in achievement

do ta\.ewe CE and 11 percent of the no..~poor and high-achieving students re-

cei.ve CE. In Peport #2, other definitions of eliq:.bllity are considered. The

nusber of stu.dents who do or/do not receive CE services varies considerably
as vavious definlitions are adopted. Thus, a judgment about how well studei.s
are selected and how many are served by CE programs depends on how poverty and

~

achievement are defined. ‘ N

+~ -

THE EFFECT OF DIFFERENT MEASURES OF ACHfEVEMENT

The analysis of tl'A number of children receiving CE as a fun.tion of their
achievement. lavel has been based on combined resading and math measures. That
is to say that a student's CE sta.is was defined in terms of whether or rot
the student was receiving reading and/or math CE services, w'th the achieve-

“ment level being determined Ly the scbfoton a combined reading and math a hieve-

ment est scale. While the law requiring the Participation Study spoke of
Title I as an overall program rather than in terms of reading services ox mith

’z;niccs sepa:af:aly, it sén\_ed desirable to sez if the classification of stu-
w'dent" would be chaiged if the classification were based on a reading test, a

math test, or the two colbined. It has also been u'gue:i that the resi ts
might have been difierent if the analysis ‘had been done separately i£ the
studan..s receiving reading CE had been classified on a reading test’ and the
studants receiving math CE had been classified on the math test results,
rather than on results from cambining the reading and math tests.

The reason the original analyses were done on the basis of the combined scores
was the belief that the separate analyses would give essentially the same re-
sults as those based on combined test scores and that the law dii not make ..
any diati;\;tiogi. This belief was based on the fact that there was & high cor-
relation bei:—'»eon ‘thas combined score and either the math or the reading test
‘separately. Table I-16 of keport #9 shows that these correlations range from
» low of .82 vo a high of ".96. However, interest continued as to the nature

therefore made a special analysis for this report. Table III-16 shows the

parcentage of students receiving various CE Bervices when classified in terms
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Table

III-16.

Percentage o Students Receiving Reading and/or Math CE Services

by Achievement Level Based on Reading, Math, or Combined Achievemént Tests

A

ECE Selection Status

b

- Title I or
Achievement Title I and : No CE at No CE at Total
Level ~ Other CE Otler. CE Only \ a CE School Non-CE School
i Reading Math Both | Reading Math Both | Reading Math Both | Readifig Math Both
- L ] L ] £ ] £ % 3 % % R % %
- 1
Low Achievers 3 16 ! 42 10 99%
28 17 45 11 101s
31 15 .42 12 100%
Regular Achievers{—— -9 9 69 . 11 98%
12 10 : 67 12 101%
10 9 66 15 100%




of a reading test, a math test, and both tests combined. Here the students
are classified as CE students if they are receiving reading CE only, math CE
only, or both.i Table III-17 shows similar results except that the students .
are classified in terms of achievement test gquartiles rather than in terms of
grade equivalents. It ﬁﬁ}% e seen that the results are very similar irres-
pective of whether the classification is done by the use of combined tests or
separate! by the reading or nath‘tests. Thus, we conclude that the results
reported in Reports #. and #3 are invariant to the par~icular achievement
classification scheme used. -
As indicated above, it was also suggested that the classification of-students
should have been done separately for reading or math CE gervices and the appro- s
priate reading or math tests should have been used to make the classifications. .
Again special analyses were done for this report and the results are shown in.
Tables III-18 and III-19. The tables show that the percentages of students
classified in the various achievement levels by type of CE service are almost .
identical whether classiiied in terms 8f the reading test for reading (Eor -
the math test for math CE or im terms of both tests combined. Of course the
° tables also show that there are only about one half as many students classified
as receiving math CE as there are receiving reading CE. The results reported
here are almost identical to those previously renorted in Table 2-2.of Report #3
of the Participation Study. :
Our overall conclusion is that it makes little difference vhothar-the achieve- f
__-mafit scores used to classify students on achievement are reading scores alone,
) math scores alone, or both combined. The proportiqp of students designated -
as receiving variqus CE services in terms of lavels of achievement is essen- ‘\\\
tially the same irrespective of the particular achievement measure used. \\\

['OW ARE STUDENTS SELECTED FOR CE?

" The selection of schools to receive CE resources and the selection of students

‘ for CE services is a comple. proccssi and varies considerably from distr’ 't to
-~ - - -  district and from school to school. SES Report #5 explores this problem in ~ -
L ) some detail. It concludes that in selecting .chools for CE resources, dis-_

Q M . : égi;
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. " fTable III-17. Percentage of Students Receiving Reading and/or Math CE Sexrvices .
by Quartiles on Reading, Math, or Combined Achievement Tests
L. - ’ CE Selection Status . )
. Title I or
_Achievement Title I and No CE at No CE at Total
. Level Other CE Other CE Only a CE School Non~CE 'School
Reading Math Both | Prading- Math Both |Reading Matb  Both | Reading Math Both " -
* y % Y % Y Y L) % % Y % % 3
. Bottom Quartile 31 17 42 10 100% s
- 28 16 S 46 * . 10 100%
- 32 . - 14 ) 42 - ) 11 99% | - -
2nd Quartile 19 13 _ : 57 ‘ 10 99%

20 » 13 i 57 Tt - - .1 101% | .
~ 19 1 11 58 12 | 1008 |7
- D -

1 3rd Quartile 7 9 . 73 N S - 0%}

10 M ~9 ¥ 70 12 101%-

7 8 70 15 100%
_ . | ~ SN

Top Quartile 3 6 79 12 100%

‘3 8 ) 79 . 11 101%

R 2 6 75 17 | 100s

-
L4
! o
!
- * l Iy
- 87 % 88
. / .
L] .
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« Table IIX-18,

N

.

Percentage of Students Receiving Reading (or Math) CE Services

by Achievement on Reading (or Math) Achievement Tests or Both Tests Combined

*

. ‘ . ]
Reading CE Selection Status
. B ~ A
. - Title I or
Achievement Title I and ™Mo CE at No CE at Total
Status } Other -CE Other CE Only ® CE School Non-CE School
Reading Both Reading Both Reading Both | Reading Both .
s Y Y o8 DY Y L Y Y
One Grade Level L ‘
Below 27 28 17 18 46 44 11. 10 100%
Above One Grade .
. lA?'el Below 8 7 8 - 8 72 73 12 12 100%
€ Math CE Selection Status - '
Ticle I or 4 - ¥
hchievemént Title I and * « No CE-at No CE at a . [}, 1
Status Other CE Other CE Only a CE School - Non-CE School ota
- 2 v
Math Both Math Both Math - Both Math Both
3 8. - 8 3 3 3 - 3 L Y
| One Grade Level . . - o
Beloé 15 18 " 13 14 61 58 11 10 100%
Above One Grade ~
Level Below 5 4 8 7 - T ¥ 12, - 12 100%
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Table III-19.

.
s a

+

<

Percentage of Students ﬁeceiving Reading (or Mhath) CE Services
by Quartiles on Reading (or Math) Achievement Tests or Both Tests Combined

Reading CE Selection Status

i

-

Top Quartile

. Title I or
"Chslte"ie"t Title I an ) No CE at No CE at a Total
atu Other C Other CE Only a CE School Non-CE School
b <
Reading Boxh Reading Both Reading Both Reading Both
N Y Y % Y % % %
P T T T T L T e
Bottom Quartile |, 27 23 17 17 46 45 10 10 100%
/ * :
2nd Quartile 17 16 12 - 13 61 60 10 11 100f
3rd Quartile 5 6 . 8 75 75 11 11 " 100%
|
Top Quartile f2 ) { 81 81 12 12 100%
- . Math CEl3election Status - ,
’ Title I or B ]
Achievement Title I and' No CE at No CE at a Total
Status . Other CE Other CE o:y:{ a CE School Non-CE Schoal N
Math Both | Math Both | Math Both | Math Both .
% ’ % % - Y % T % % ’
Bottom Quartile 14 16 13 13 62 61 10 10 100%
2nd Quartile ) ' 10 10 69 70 11 T 11 100%
- 3rd Quartile 8 ° 76 77 12 11 | 100%
2 81" 81 1 - 12 *100%
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y tricts use a number of criteria and that "the t frequentiy used criteria, -
either alone or in combination are: éee or reducéd-price lunch counts alone
(22 percent), AFDC enxollment alone (15 percent) and free or redtfced-pricg
lunch counts combined with AFDC enrollment (14 -vergent). The remaining 49
percent of the districcs repotted usinq other combinations of criteria with P .
%ﬁ no single combination being used by more than 6 percent of tha districts.™
% Once a school uceives CE' resources it has the problem of how to determine
E~ which students actually a:;e selected to receive these resources. Again, we
E find a r;mber of different lethod; being used. when ‘school pr?'.ncipals were
E . asked to indicate how CE students were selected they indicated the methods
i
F
E

e

shown in Table III-20. -
It seems that test results and tedchers' recommendations are the two most fre-

quently used methods. Membership in tarqeted grocups or parents requests are

- 77 Tused much less trequentiy. ) .- .

Ea:lioz.' ve saw tpe relationship between poverty and achievemdént level and
student selection for CE services. We concluded that “glemrally the schools
were doing a reasonable job in selecting the educ;tiomlly needy students for
receipt of CE services.: Not': that we zesort to statements such as "generally”
to describe the success in selecting CE students. It would be desirable to
have a numerical index to describe the relationship between need and selection-=
; a Targeting Index. If there were such an index it would allow comparisons of ,

Awr‘vaWﬁ—.,mm-w-M<wwmmv
L]

3

E .

[ actual  performances against some numerical standard. It would make Lt‘.pogsible
| to compare the success ¢f selection pi:acticc betwean schools, districts, or ]
other catoqorin of intorast.. In SES l%oport #13 a study is reported that in- —

’rw-nty-fivn different indexes were examined based on differept assumptions
aboutiwhat such an index should u{’gsurc. Here we will examine 2nly two o: the
pouible/indoxes. The interestedupadez will want to turn to_the full report. -

- . - : . !
All of the indexes are based on the idea that students should be selected for
- < CE based con educational .need. In exploring thg indexe_s, the levels of achieve-

ment on the CTBS are taken as indicators of edycational Beed. The first index . * . _ ™

- P

- . i * .
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*‘Needy’' and 'Non-Needy' students are defined in terms of teacher's ]udgment

**3ome principals reported that all students in their school participate in
" * 7 CE programs. However, the records of the Compensatory Education Roster
{CER) do not indicate that all students in these scho.pl? are selected for
Title I services. .

£ . s ~ ;

of student's need for CE services: - - } ST

) *
Table III-20 '
Criteria Used by Tixle I Schools for Selection of CE
- . Participants, and Selection Rates for 'Needy' and 'Non-Needy' Students*
- -
Percentage Percentage of
School of 'Needy' 'Non-Needy' {
- «Selection - - . ¢\ students & Students. ’
Criteria ) Selected Selected
Test result‘s alone ! ’ . 51 7
Test results and teacher recommendation L 49 ‘4
- ! - { ,
- J Some combination of test results, teacher ? i
- recommendation, volunteer, and/or . .
' parent request 47 . \ 3 -
.. @
i Teacher recommendation alone or combined ’ ' ’
with parent request and/or volunteé: T T 49 5
Membersh:.p in one or. mre“t‘arget groups )
only, or in combination with test results . 59 10
M s
Target groups, -test results, and teacher -
recommendation . - . - . 43
Some combination of target groups, tect. )
results, teacher recommendation, volunteer, =~ ™ 40 3
and parent request B
All students in the schc!ol participate** (29) (3)
Total . ) 48 5
. A -

- ris o, ;




- half of them are above that level.

/ ' . P
\
jases the gsimple idea th-t the index shodld be based on the propozit:.on of tu-

’ dents selécted for CE who fall below some cut-off point in achie\qement level.

P 7'rhus. a aschool with all of its CE students below, say, the SOt’h pbr,centxle, and
"none of them above it, is presumably doing a better job of selectipn than a .

school. where oniy half of the CE stedents are belaw the 50th percentile and

: Table 1II-21 show. the actual‘l distribution

N ;choola in our sample when the cut-off point is in the S0th percentiie. It

also shaws the percentage dis\tribution for the 35th perce?tile. 'me SOth per-

centile is based on the idea that Title I regulations suggest that Title I

students should be selected from those in the lower half of the ecademic

- achievement distribution. The 35th perkentile was chosen because when ‘teachers

R N are uk@ which students t:hey fhink’ are in need Qf-CE services they tend to

select’/students who fall below the 35th percentile.

as tollm for the 50 percentile cut-otf \Lt shows

The tahle should be read
that if a school had 19

s!udents rece&ving CE reading letvicu

\f.he:e were 2 percen£ of the scbools ,/l
where 60 of the students were belqv the SOhh \pe:centile and 40 students were ,/’
7/

above the 50th porcentile.

Similarly thers were 11 percent of the schools

where out of 100 students, 68 were below the S\Oth percentile and 32 we:e above
it.- At the mid-point in the distribution ot schools, the typical school
selected reading studenta in such a manner that 88 percent of the students
selected for CE were in the bottom half on achievenens, and 12 percent in the v
top half. or math the split is 84 pezcent 4n the bottom half and 16 percent
in the top half. If the cut-off is chanqed to the 35th percentile then for
the mediah school the §plit is 76 percem: of th students below the 35th per-
centile in reading and 30 percent above it. For math the split for the median
school is 62 peércerit below the 35th pefcentile and 38 percem: above it. ‘It
- will be noticed that schools do a better jola of selecting educationany needy

students for reading CE than they do tor mtp CE. It will also be seen that

s+ the apparent success of schoo).s in selecting Btudenta to zeceive CE varies

« ¥

depending on the cut-off 1evel used; the schools give the appearance ot dding
a bet%cr job it the critezion is the 5Qth pg'rcentxle. This tluctuation in the
1qlicaticns of the index is probably not serious if conparisons are made be-

tween lchools or districte, ‘but the tluctmgio_n_ Y not desirable if an absolute e
atendu‘d is needed.

‘rhe most sezious problem with this index is that.it con- A Y

= . ¢ v

— . '

i I ’ T 76 94 . g




Percentage of Schools Having CE Selectees Who Sco
Above and Below the 50th and 35th Percengile v .

i

Table I11-21

r

Percentage of Students Selected ft;r CE:

Below 50th Percentile

Above 50th Percentile

Math -

Reading ‘
2 of 161 'thpnls- )

% Oof.206 Schools
A ] hS

6 64 .. 0 2
r. -
44 56 1 SR
"~ 52 48 - 2 a
\ 60 40 - 2 - 5
68 - - ; 7 11 11
76 : 24 X 12 13 .
) 84 \ 16 P S 7 24
92 » [ 8 33 19
. , 4 .
A 100 0 25 S T |
., z +
i ’ " g‘
Pelow 35th Percénfzile Above 65th Percentile
% . = A ’ \ -
i 12 E \ 88 - ; 0-- 1
, . { : - .
.20 ; 80 o 4 /
28 | 72 2 2 )
: . / .
: 36 t . 64 5 a "y
{ ' ER
. 44 ) 56 6 7
| ¥ 52 48 . 12 : . 8
2 60, - 40 13 B LI
68 32 17, - - - *18 .
- - ‘7q\\ . 24 .ty ST
F L LY )
, 84 6. v, 17 AN Joo 4
ot | o C o
ES H €
100 - 70 o I A , )
“ ""’ ‘
- « L
\ . r - }
; ’ ) - <
Q * ) - ‘ . -‘
.17 95 gl
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siders only the characteristics of the students who are se"lected for CE and 7
does not consider tﬁe‘cl;eracteristics of the students who a';reh not selected.
A school with qelmmn:'ali of its students needing CE would look very good on”
the index irreeped:ive of who they selected, since almogt ul of the/\t‘udents \
selected wc id be be.l.ow the cut-off poim: and theze would be few students lie- \\
sslectad. On the othe: hand a school with a mller propq:tion of needy ‘stu~ ‘l g
dents niqh:txytodoeve:yce:fuljobof selection but would make eqne a0
= classification errors and would 1 telatively poo: on the index. A good

:mdex should consider the charact :I.etice of both et:udem:e who are eeleq':ted i ¢
pho are not selected. '

—w

!
-

address that problem can be beeed on the phi coefficient. A ph:l.

+

~ table. One conld make up a gable ehowing the mmber ulected/ for CE,; the

N pusber not selécted, and m.:/o: aot sach ef.udent. scored gbove c.: bulow ) 4 :
= some defined achievement score. Such a table would lock 1 tl_xe one beloq. D e
T - ' ) : Achiw‘-hntﬁcotee / ) /
. ’ . - Above 35th Percentile Below 35th Percentile
A “ - '
Selected . 0 ’ as

KR Y

Adjusted pl}i = 1.0 -

Y

The eleee:,tﬁe ;n‘ Atiomﬁip between eelect:l;on for CE and scoring below the . -
achim-ent criter:l.on. the higher the phi cdefficient. Also. when the co=
- efficientﬁe corrected for the mginel splits, ".:. will vary from -1.00 to
- +1, OO. thus givtwen abeolut:e standard. Tak'e II7-22 shows the adjusted phi’
- coef!iéiente for our’ chools for ‘reading and neth It will be seen that a v
"._ faw schools do worse than would bs expected by raridom ulectiéh. but most of .

- -




Table III-22

Percentage of Schools By Adjusted Phi Coefficients, Showing Relationship
Between CE Selection and Achievement Scores Dichotomized at the 35th Percentile

) /
Adjusted Phi Peading Math
Cogfficient s of Schools s of Schools

less tﬂén -.22 1

-.22 to =.13 - . 2

-.12 to -.03
-.02 to .02
.03 to .12
.13 to .22
.23 to’-.32
.33 to
.43 to
+53 to
.63 to

.73 to

.83 to




them do better and a few are very good in the quality of their selection. The
median coefficient for reading is .53 and for math it is .48. It seems -that
for most purposes this Targeting Index is preferable to that based only on the

characteristics of the students selected, although it requires more complex

calculations. (
Other indexes éan be developed. For example, instead of. dichotomizing the
achievement scores as above or below a certain cut-off, one could use the
achievement scores as percentiles or as percentile ranks and dompute a point-
biserial correlation. This has éh_e a&vantage of using more of the achievement
information than dges the phi cosfficient. In Report #13 still other methods
are considered and?ach has-its advantages and disadvantages. The index to
be preferred depends on the use to be made of it and on the, abiiity to do com-
plex calculations. The discussion in Report #13-includes a table that answers
a humber of ‘questions for each index. The quastions considered are:

|

-+

Is the index easy to calculate? .
Does the index consider the actual receipt of services?
Does the index consider only CE students?

, Is the index based on national or school 'norms'?
Does the irndex consider all the needy students?
Ar2 the schools penalized if they providi CE services to all students?
Are the schools penalized if they t.rget CE toc selected grades only?
Does the index have a known sampling distribution?

At first blush the development of a targe.ing index would seem like a simple
task but, when seriously considered, it is quite complex. The discussion in
Ra_port #13 should be helpful to anyone trying to develop a targeting index.

*




CHAPTER IV. WHAT IS COMPENSATORY EDUCATION?

Summary

To describe Compenscitory Education we have contrasted the instructional
services received by CE students with those received by regular students
in the same schools. It is clear that there are important differences
in the gervices received by these two groupe of students. Some of the
important differences are:

o Title I students receive services costing about $436 more
than the services régular students receive. Mogt of this
money is spent on teachers, remedial specialiste and aides.

o Title I students receive congiderably more ingtruction in . |
: reading qnd math than do regular students. But while the
. Title I students are receiving this additiomal _reading and
- math instruction the regular students are receiving in-
etruction in these same and other subjects. Thus it is
not clear that Title I gtudents enjoy a net gain in total .
inetruction.

o DTitle I students receive their instruction from teachers
who have had somewhat less teaching experience than regular
teachers. However, the spectial teachers have had somewhat
more coursework and inservice training in teaching methods.

o Title I students receive their instruction in sanwhat smaller
classas than regular students.

bk

o The major dszerence betlween Title I instruction and regular |

- ingtruction is that Title I students receive less of their
itngtruction in large groups in regular classrooms and re- !
cetve much more inatruction in small group settings from ) ]
special teachers and aides. ) : ‘
|
|

o [Teachers of Title I studen‘a report using different methods i
©  and practises in teaching Title I students than do the teach-

ers of regular students. In reading, Title I students are

exposed, throughout their elementary grades, to more elemen-

tary or basic reading methods than are regular students, who

receive instruction in more complex materials. In the first

two grades the approaches used in teaching reading are simi-

lar for Title I and regular students, but then they begin

to diverge. By the sixth grade the appraaches most frequently

used with Title I students are least frequently used with

regular gtudents and vicé versa.




-

.

e Teachers of Title I atudents report a much higher use of
audiovisual equipment in their instruction than do teach-
erg of regular students.

There is n¢ simple

explanauon or description of CE; it is an amalgam of many d:.ffe:c.nt progranms,

We have seen who gets CE but we haven't yet said what CE ls.

pracu\c?es, and services. In the Sustaining Effects Study we have two main sources
of .information about what constitutes CE. First, we have information gained from

. questionnaire material completed by teachers, principa.s, and district personnel.

From this su?rvey material we can detormine what services regular and CE students
are reported to receive. Second, we conductgd an in-depth study.of S5 poverty
schools. At these schools we went into classrooms and observed the instruction
being given to regular and CE students. We talked to the teachers and principals
about what their programs included. From these site visits we have detailed de-
scnptive narratives of CE programs. In this ;nte;:im Report we are including
only two short descriptions to give a flavor of the variety of CE programs in
different schools.

School A

Three discreten Title I program components serve identified students in this
fairly large, 63-year-old urban school. The kindergarten program, which will
not be described here, serves 48 students. The primary grades’' Title I Reading
Program serves 144 students in grades 1-3, while the Computer-Assisted Instruc-
tion (CAI) Lab serves 266 students in grades 4-6 in both réading and math..

The three primary grades' Title I reading teachers share a single huge room,
where each is scheduled to see six groups of eight students for daily 50-minuta
sessions. Each has responsibility for teaching students from a single 'grado,
but their teaching procedures are generally tha sams. Early in the fall, a
diagnostic test is administered to each pupil. A needs-assessment gheet pro-
filing the student's strengths and weaknesses is developed based on the results
of the diagnostic test. On the buia of the needs-assessment proh.le, the
euehgx_@mlopl a separate prescriptive educational plan f.r each child, out-

‘lining the sequence of skills to be attacked and materials to be used by the

student. » R




Students leave their homeroom classrooms to attand Title I reading instruction.
Upon arrival at the Title I room, students pick up their work folders, which
contain assignments for the week, and start to work independently, calling on
their teachers when they need help. The teachers also provide some small-group
instruction daily, usually to subgroups of three to four students who have com-
mon instructional needs. Skill profiles are kept up to date as prescriptions
are completed, and the diagnosﬁic test is readministered periodically. The .
T1t1e I room is well-supphed with-a wide variety of high-technology equipment

and materials which are called into play in the'various prescriptions. Heavy
use is made of controlled readers, feedback teaching machines, audio tapes, film-
strips, records, instructional kits, and a variety of texts, workbooks, work-
sheets, and dittos. -

- - e

The CAI Lab is staffed by one teacher and one aide who oversee students' progress

©

LS

on the 14“te1etype terminals in the lab. The terminals are connected to a mini-
computer, housed in the school, which serves a mmber of other schocis as well.
The provider of the‘CAl software also provides a curriculum guJ.de, specifying
for various levels of performance on the CTBS where students should start in

the math and reading curricula. ‘The curricula cover 14 levels of difficulty,
depefiding upon the students' grade levels, entry skills, and progress. The
software also provides a "time-out" feature, whereby repeated slow respcading is
quickly brought to the attention of the teacher. This was perceived to le very
valuable for keeping the students consistently on-task. .

*

The teacher and aide monitor student work and provide assistance with either
cofttent or machinery as needed by .ne students. The teacher or the aiga reviews

“the summary printed out on the teletype at the end of each student's daily, ap-

proximately Zo-minut[e session. A student who has reeeived 100 percent correct
on the day's dril;fn either subject receives a colorful ribbon award to wear
back to the regul z classroom. This is called "The 1(_)0 Percent Club." When

the teacher decides that one or more pupils need additfonal instruction, help

i “ -
is provided in on¢ of several ways. In most cases, the teacher or the aide will

.

work individually with students while they are at the terminals. In some cases,
if there are several students having trouble with a particular skill, the lab

83
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teacher will take a small group into the adjoining room, which is equipped with
a chalkboard and several chairs, and will provide small-aqroup instruction on
that skill. Or occasion, the CAI Lab teacher will also go into the regular
classroom dgring regular math instruction to give a special lesson to an indiv-
idual or to a group. )

“ow - . School B~ :
The Title I progran servinq. grades 1-8 ir this small rural school consists
basically of two full-time aides who érov_r:l.de tutorial and small-group instruc-
tion. One aide, who has had one year of college, works priinar:l.ly with decond-
and third-grade students in-i:ead.‘i.ng and math, and occasionally in spelling and '
penmanship. Due to overcrowvding in the school, she is forced to use about the
last twenty feet at the end of'a hallway as her classroom. The second aide is
a former teacher who has beén a Title I teacher's aide at the school for 135
years. She meets with students from grades 1-8, variously for reading, math,
spelling, social studies, and penmanship, in a combined office/kitchen/music '
lounge room. i

s
\/;lf

-

-

There is fitctuationcduring the year in terms of which students see the aides
for supplemental instruction. Reqular teachers send students in need to the
aides, with a priority being given to those judged to be most needy. One of the
aides es-imated that she had served 43 students for at least six weeks, 11 of
whom she had worked with for the entire year. Students who are seen on a reg-
'ulir and long-term basis tend to be those who generally have difficulty under-
-un‘dinq new concepts as they are introduced in the fegular classroom, and thus
are behind the other children. Otlier students are sent on an as-needed basis,
when their regular clagsroom teacher sees that they are having difficulty with
a particular new éoncépt or skill. 1In such cases, they may go to the aide for
a few days or a few mks.’r Still other children are sent to the aides long
enougl to catch up on work they have nissed during .abuncos from school. For
students who attend reqularly, the scheduled number of sessions weekly and the
. duration of those sessions varies from pupil tc pupil or from small group to
small group. Some students see an aide daily, while oehe::s go only once 1 week,

el 02 | A




school year, no Title I-funded equipment or materials were received at this -

-give a good summary: of the Title I CE program. The material that follows was ]

r N
in sessions ranging from 15 to 45 minutes. The aides work with a maximum of

five students in a group, and usually with either oné or two students at a time.

The regular classroom teachers generally tell the ai s fajrly specifically
what skills needf@brk by thelr students, with thre aides having' more or less
latitude in selectlng the materlals and approach to be used depending upon
their relatlonshlps with the particular teachers involv During the 1978-79

schoecl, but audiovisual equ;pment and instructional klts!recelveg in previous
years are available for use by any teachers in the school. Undoubtedly, in part
because of their teaching locations, the aides tend not to use any of the equip-
ment, anq_generaliy ace their work on whatever texts, workbooks, or worksheets

. »

are being used in.the regular classroom

[y . =
-

-
.

The two Title Iﬁprograms described@ here are in marked contrast, but even more
extreme plctures could have been chosen to highlight the differences in 1ntensity
and content of the instruction received by students,, a1l of whom are labeled
Title I students. Survey techniques tend to lump together students receiving
quite different services, but in terms of the national program, survey data can

collected by questionnaires completed by the district.staff, by school principals -
and by teachers and are reported in detail in Report #5. .

- s

COMPENSATORY EDUCATION FUNDS-—HOW MUCH MONEY IS THERE AND ON- WHAT IS IT SPENT?

-

Ther2 are many different sources of CE funds; there is meney from local, s;ate
and federal sources, The amount of these funds varies widely from diptrict toe
district and, within a given district, schools vary considerably in £ﬁé amourit
ahd kind »f funds they have available. Title I is the largest single source of

CE funding, and we will examine Tf%le I in detail throughout this chapter. -

We asked the business managers of the gchool districts to describe the amount
of Title I.funds that was speint for various kinds of services during the 1976~
77 school year. Table IV-1 shows the different services on which Title I funds
are sécnt for reading, math, and common squices‘not associated with either
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Table IV-1 >, - 07 .
- @ : PR
Per-Pupil Expenditures of Tit%e I Fupnds* -V N .
. Reading  'Math  Common Costs
. '\\i e . L
Teachers . ! §$237 $223
Remedial and Curriculum Specialisg, - - -
Teaching Assistants and Aides - 181" 109
Training of Instructional and Non~
Instructional Staff 11 16
Administrative Services, Planning, .
Evaluation~ . - 30 37
Instructiona]. Supplies (texts, AV nds,
supplies) 2 . 21
New Equipment, Building Alterations, etc. 47 .42
Staff and Materials for School PAC, PTA,
.tc. - 322
Other Costs** 94 ,

*Columns cannot be added since different schools have different mixss of
sexvices. .

*#*Other costs include guidance, counseling, health and nutritional services. .

N .
subject. It will be seen that the largest amounts are spent on teachers, cur-
riculum specialists, tesching assistants and aides. Smaller, but in the aggre-
gate, significant u;unu are spent on planning and evaluation, supplies, and
equipment. Important amounts are spent on parent advisory gréups, parent-teacher
associations, and the like, Also, funds go to guidance, ¢ounseling, heulth and
nutritional services. While these figures cannot be added up to find.the expen-.
ditures -per pupil, since different schools have different mixss éf services, &
they represent significant supplementatior *o the regular school sxpenditures.

For the schools in the SES sample, the av. ge annual per-pupil regular expen-

diture was $1,189, and the average Title I per-pupil expenditure was #-out $436

[E—
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for Title I st&é;ntsm Qhé’exact amounts for per-pupil exgenditures are difficult
to obtain because of different ways of counting the ndmber of students recciving
various services. However, these figures do give an indication of the relative
degree to wh1ch Title. I étud=nts receive services over anc beyond those glven to |
regular students. The $436 "Title I dollars go to pay for the various services.
that will be described throughout this chapter. There can Be no doubt that
Title I students receive instructional services different from those received
by regular students. - : - o .

. ~ .
What Aie these instructional services? 1In fﬁé'élgggntary q;ades‘they are largely
reading and math instruction. Thus, much of this cﬁaptgr will be devotea to com-
paring the amount and kind of instruction received by reguiar and CE students in
reading and math. The school setting in which CE instruction is given varies
Significantly from school to school. Our approach to defining CE is to ask wﬁat
services CE students receive.in contrast to those received by régular students.
Thus, throughout this chapter we will be comparing the amount of instruction CE
students received with that received -by regular students; we will compare the
kinds of teachers giving instruction to CE students with those giving instruc-
tion to regular students; w2 will contrast the instructional approach and tech-
niques used with CE students with those used with reqular students.

HOURS OF INSTRUCTION N

Generally the number of hours in the school day is fixed, with CE students and
regular students in a school receiving a similar number of hours, Buf the amount
of  instruction CE students receive in reading and math is different from the
amount of instruction réceived‘by regulér studertts. Figure IV-1 shows the num-
ber of hours. of reading instruction received by three groups of students: Title I
students, regular students in the same schools, and students in schools that do"
not have any CE students. The figure shows that in the first and second grades
Title I students and regular students in Title I schools receive essentially the
same amount of reading instruction. However, students in schools not having CE
programs (and thus probably beiﬁq in more affluent atténdance areas and having
somewhat higher-achieving students) are, even %g the first and second grades re-
ceiving, and presumably needing, fewer hours of reading iqgtruccion. Starting

® *
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in the third grade -and contxnulng through the sxxtA grade, Title I students
receive much more reading instruction ;han regular students°1n either Title I
or nion-CE schools, '

o . S

‘

Since CE students spend more of their time on reading instruction;than regular-
students: are thejCE students missing out on other inst{pction? figure v-2
shows the amount of reading-related activities received by Title I and regular
students. Reading-related activities are in addition to yegular reading and
include spelling,‘vocabularg study, grammar, and Q;iting.' It'seems that -the
Tﬁhlsw&“swmdan&hlﬁsdminmmmrmhmdmdﬁdwtMn
regular studefits, but. the éifference is oniy about a tenth of an hour arweek

while the difference in reading instruction is as much ae 1.8 hours per week.

o
.

We asked reading teachers, "When students are partxcxpatlng in compensatory )

readxng activities, in what types of activities are their non-partxcxpant peens

e

xnvolved?“ Teachers were asked to check all items that applied. The response
from grade to grade tended to be quite similar. A majority checked other read-
ing activities, 30 percent cﬁecked math:activities, aboutv45 percent checked
activities related to other subject matter areas, about 30 percent checked
“study time," and about 25 percent checkhed "student selected activities." About

T
15.percent c:;gyéa "vigsits to the library," about 5 percent indxcated physical
educatxon activities, and about 2 percent checked "field trxps. Thus, while s

the CE students get more “reading “instruction, they are missing other:iastruc-. —
fion. Giwven the fixed length of the school day, this is almost 1n:3£t§b&é and

than !
CE students. Reading is basic, and CE students need instr on in reading;

it means that regular studeits get more instruction in other subject

but they pay a price for it in terms of otheg instruction missed.

i ©

£
Figure IV-3 shows that Title I students ;e%éige/;;ch more instruction in math
than do regular students. On the average, regular students receive about 4.8:

hours per week of math instrug;iéh while CE students receive about 5.8 hours

per week; the difference in/gavor of the CE students starts in the first grade
and continues through the sixth grade. In reading we saw a sharp decrease in
hours- of instruction as grade increased, but in math this is not the case; in

math there is a very slight tendency for hours of instruction to increase from

107




~
-

HOURS PER WEEK SPENT IN READING — RELATED ACTIVITIE

45

- L]

TITLE ! .
STUDENTS

N REGULAR
STUDENTS

IS -

2 - _
1
1 ) -
30 1 l L« 1 L 1
1 2 < 4 3 )
' GRADE IR

Figure IV-2., Hours Per week Snent on Reading-Re .ated Activities by
Title I Students and Ragular Studengs in Title I Schools

i
:
< ;

.
E

© log




'y

£ 8.2 .

t
SGURCE. REPORT S, TABLE 418

TITLEL
STUDENTS

:EKLY HOURS OF Mﬁﬂl INSTRUCTION

= sA - k]
-
- -
= e 5.2 b
s - -
- .
q p—
= ) N
U4
o ¢ '4 -
6.0 / R P
v / S w—
¥ . / F 4

»

48 — : IN NON-CE
/ SCHOOLS
L

- \_gseuua
— 4 -* STUDENTS
ANTITLE !
$CHOOLS
48 | 1 1 1 ] |
] 1 2 3 4 5 . 8
- ' . » GRADE |

o e Figure IV-3. Hours Per Week Devoted to Math Instruction for Title I Students
= “ and Regular Students in Title I Schools and Non-CE Schools




the first to the fifth grade and then to drop in the sixth grade. Math teachers
were also asked to indicate what the regular students did during the time when

CE students were receiving additional math instruction. The results are very
sinilir to those reported for reading. The regular students are involved in

other math activities, reading activities, activities ir other subject areas,
general study time, and student-selected activities whi'.e the CE students are .
studying additional math. ’

In summarizing the results for hours of instructional service, it is cl& that
CE students receive very significantly more hours of reading and math instruc-
tion than do regular students. But while the CE students are receiving this
additional instruction the regular students are aften recei:r;ng instruction in
these and other 3ubjects. Thus, CE' students have a gross gain in reading and
math instrucﬂon, but it is questionable whether they have a net instructional
gain when the whole range of curricula is considered.

cLass SIZE _ E
CE students receive more instruction in reading and math than_do regular students,
but is it of the same or a different quality? One ure of quality is the size -

ot the class in which the instruction is given. Fi Iv-4 shows tha average

clus size by grade for Title I lﬁudents and for regular students in Title I

schools. Xt will be seen that for both reading and math the size of the class
increasus as grade incrcases. It is also apparent that classes composed of CE

students are smaller than similar classes of regular students. The differences —_
are not large, but even a difference of one or two students should result in

somewhat more individual attention for the CE students. At the elementary level

such of the instruction in basic subjects is not given to the whola class but

rather to smaller groups of students. Figure IV-5 shows tha way in which read-

ing instruction is given in terms of the use of subgroups of the full class. In

the first four grades almost all of the reading instruction takes place in a sub-

group settifg and even in the fifth and sixth grade subgroup instruction is the
predominant mode of instruction. The use of subgroups characterizes instruction

for both Title ! students and regular students. There is some tendency for the

use of subgroups to decrease as grade increases, and there is a tendency for
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’ A
reguldar students to be more frequently in groups composed of students at similar

levels of achievement than is the case with Title I students.

<

A figure similar to Figure IV-5 for reading could be presented for math, but the

six lines cress so much that the fiqu;ewuguldfpe more con using théngilluminating;ggu———-

The interested reader can refer to ggble”iiiirin_gepbbi #5 for detailed figureg.
The general regults are that-for dﬁth, grouping is used considerably less fre-
quently than it ;sfiﬁ/;;;ding. For Title I students math instruction is given
in groups’ about 70 percent of tﬁe>€ime while for requlat students the figure is
about 60 percent. )

<

 In summary it can be said that Title I students receive their instruction in

sotewhat smaller classes than regular students. Much of the instruction in
reading is given ié:subgroups.rather than to the whole class, and there is a
tendency for Title}I students to receive subgroup ;nstruction in groups of stu-
dents of differing achievement levéls when compared to regular students. Por
math the situation is soqgwhat @ifferent with more of the instruction being whole
class instruction, but when groups are uéga—szﬁﬁga;n see that the Title I groups

are of differing achievement levels. ‘ £ '

WHO TEACHES TITLE I AND RFGULAR STUDENTS?

In trying to understand what compensatory education ig, we have examined the
amount of instruction received by CE and regular students and found that CE stu-
dent9 receive moréAreading and qath instruction than regular students. We have
also found that CE students receive their instruction in slightly smaller classes
than rggular students. We now examine whether or not Title I students and reg-
ular students receive the instruction from similar or different teachers.

Table IV-2 shows a number of characteristics associated with teachers in various

c%gsséoom settings.

In our sample of schools about a tenth of the teachers were in non-CE schools.
Among the reading teachers in CE schools 17 percent teach only CE students, 60
percent teach both CE and non-CE students, and 23 percent teach non-CE students.

The corresponding figures for math teachers are 1l percent, 43 percent, and 46

* 113
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Table IV~2

Average Experience and Training of Teachers

Teaching Teaching Teaching
B T Teaching Both CE  Only Non~CE . QOnly Non-CE |
Quly CE ° *CE Students in Students in
___-rStudents Students CE School Nen~CE Schoal
// — - = u—
) 7““&12 » 3
Percenﬁage of Teachers Who {
Were: 15 54 21 11
Percentage of Teachers in CE : Y
Schools who Were: 17 60 23 -
Number of Years Teaching in . \\
Any Schogl 10.3 11,2 1.0 \ 11.9
Number of Years Teaching in .
Current School 6.1 6.8 6.6 6.6 -
Highest Gained College Degree!| 2.6 ~ 2.4 - 2.5 2.5
Number of College Courses in | - T
-{ Teaching Reading 119 1.3 1.1 \ 1.2
Number of Hours of Inservice
Reading Training 14.3 12.0 10,2 10.9
Math ’
Percentage of Teachers Who \
Weras: 10 k!:] 40 12
‘| Pexcentage of Teachers in CE ;
Schools Who Were: 11 43 46. —e
Number of Years Teaching in ' )
Any School - 9.3 10.8 11.5 11.9
Number of Years Teaching in ' ’
Currant School .5.8 6.6 7.1 6.7
Highest Gained Collegs Degree 2.5 2.4. 2,5 2,5
Number of College Courses in
feaching Math .9 o7 5 .6
Number of Hours of Inservice
Math Training 8.2 9.0 5.5 4.9

*] = less th'n 4 yearr of college, 2 = bachelor's degree, 3 = S-year preparation,

master's degres, or 6 years specialist degree, 4 = doctor's degree.
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percent. Thus, we &ee that in reading in CE sthools most teachers teach both
CE and non-CE students, while roughly a fifth teach'only CE students and another
fifth teach only regqular students. In math the situation’'is somewhat different.
Ther: are somewhat fewer math teachers in CE schools who teach only CE students,
b;t there is a considerably higher percentage of math teachers who teach only
non-CE students.

—

For both reading and math, those teacix,er;g yho teach only CE students have had

less total teaching experience and less teaching——ex'pe;ience at their current
sc;hools. However, - those who teach only CE students ha—\‘ré"élightlx_ more coullege
education, have more college courses in teaching, and somewhat mr;;\i'n’servigg
training thar other teachers. Presumably such training should make these tea;:ixr-x"”'
ers more effective. On the other hand, the reqular teachers have had more teach-
ing experience, which should make them more effective. In Report #10 tl;e one
teacher characteristic which seems to be associated with greater student achieve-
ment was the anoun’t of teaching experience of the teacher. Thus, to “the extent
that Title I students are receiving their instruction frca less ex;gri‘.enced teach-
ers, and our evidence suggests this is the case, they may be at some disadvantage
relative to regular students. -

-

IN WHAT INSTRUCTIONAL SETTING DO TITLE I AND REGULAR STUDENTS RECEIVE INSTRUCTION?

As already indicated instruction can be given in many different setti:’ngs. It can
be given to t:l\e whole class in the regular classroom by the regular teacher, or ‘
it can be given in small groups by a special teacher, or in a special room by a
special teacher, and any number of other combinations. Four times a year we
had teachers complete a Student Participation and Attendance Record which, for
each student, gave us a report on the setting in which the student received in-

&

struction. From this record we can compare the setting in which Title I students
and regular students in Title I schools received instruction. Figure IV-6 shows,
by grade, the hours of instruction for Title I and regular students in the reg-
ular whole classroom setting by the regular teacher.. It will be seen that Title I
students receive considerably less instruction in reading in this setting. Fig-
_ure IV-7 shows the same thing for math instruction with the same results. Fig-
.ures IV-8 and IV-9 show the amount of instruction in reading and math with the

97
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regular ﬁeacher when the class is broken down into smaller groups. For ;:eading,
both 'ritle I and regular students receive about equal amounts of instruction in
this setting, but for math, the Title I students receive considerably more in-

struction f-om the regular teacher in small groups than 4o the regular students.

Figures IV-10 and IV-11.show the amount of reading and math instruction given-by

special teachers and aides (usually in a small group setting) for Title I and
regular students. It will be noted that the Title I students receive much more
instruction in these settings than do regular students. Fir..lly, Figures Iv—l:.Z'
and IV-13 show the amount of instruction where the student is working alone with-

_ out the immedffite assistance of a teacher-or aide. It will be notéd that regular

students engage in considerably more of this kind of learning than do Title I
students. This should be to the advantage of the Title I students since they
should leirn more when being actively taught rather than when working by them-
selves. «

hhﬂimludnmymhlonmls jgctheeamnthinkitpmontl

Bt SN

one of the most important ‘instructional disunctiom between T{tls T and regular
students. It should be remembered that all of these students come from the same

Title I schools. The graphs show clearly that in both reading and math Title I

studsnts receive less instruction from the reqular teachers in whole classroom
settings and that Title I studeats spend much less time working on their own with
workbooks, dittoed sheets, etc. 3ut the most uiqpificant difference is that, in

contrast to regular students, Title I students receive much more instruction from

special teachers and aides in small growp settings. The Title I dollars largely
go to buy this difference in instructional personnel and setting, a setting that
should be favorable to learning. (In Chaptsr V we will see whether this is in-

deed the cass.)

mmmmmmormmonnmmnumxsﬁnmf

W%e have seen that the services given Title I students and rsgular students differ .

in tarms of total hours of instruction, size of classes, experience of the teach-
ezs, and the setting in which instruction is given. We will now examine the-in-
stxuctional pract’ces used by teachers to see if the way instruction is given
di#fers between Title I students and regular students in the same schools.
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Teachers were asked a series of questions about how they gave instruction in
resding and math. Teachers were asﬁed, "To what extent are the following aspects
of your reading (or math) instruction basically the same for all or most of your
students?" They could mark "basically the same for most of the students" or
;tends to vary among students." Table IV-3 shows the‘bercentage of students
whose teachers reported that instrugtion varied in a number of areas. 1In con-
trasting Title I students and regular students we see that there were a number
of areas where instruction varied more for Title I students than for regular
students: the amount of time spent in instruction tended to be more variable

Table IV=3

Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That Instruction
Varies Among Title I and Reqular Students in Title I Schools

nw_w-m_.mwﬁmwmm.mmmwww

- Reading Math
Title I Regulax Title I Reqular

Type of Instruction: Students Students. Students Students
Total Time in Subject 32 29 X 32 23
Instructional Objectives 62 54,5.{ 50 37
Sequence of Activities 56 48 46 34
Expected Rate of Progress 91 92 - 89 85
Teaching Method 72 69 64 . 54
Types of Instructional . '

Materials 68 52 56 44
Content of Instruction: *
Based on Approved

Curriculum 33 43 32 46
Based on tested needs

assessment 19 . 11 22 10'
Both approved curriculum . -

and needs 48 46 45 43
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for Title I students, particularly in math; the instructional objectives tended
to be ‘;nore variable for Title I students; the sequence of activities was more
variable, again particﬁlargsy in math, as were the teaching methods and the types
of instructional materials. Most teachers of both Title I students aid regular
students expected the students to show squal u\ounty of variation in their ~ates
of progress. In terms of the content of instruction there was considerable vari-
ability. There was considerably less use of an approved curriculum for Title I
students than for regular students. In the case of Title I students there was

a cgnlidcrably more frequent use of a curriculum devised in terms of a test-
based needs-assessment rather than on the standard approved curriculum. As grade
increased there was much less use of the approved curriculum for Title I students
“and nuch‘\qreater resort to instructional material based on a needs-assessment.
Table IV-3 shows that there is a noticeably greater effort to individualize the
. typ\e\and content of instruction for Title I students than thers is for regular
students. . Many believe this should be a positive factor laading to greater
learning.

ARE THE READING AND MATH ACTIVITIES OF TITLE I STUDENTS DIFFIRENT FROM THOSE OF
REGULAR STUDENTS?

u‘\- we are examining in finer detail the actual activities that the
. h\ teaching their students. It is the actual instructional process
Mm the intellectual content or material that the student re-
ch\i,rl were asked to describe the frequency with which they gngaged
‘of instructional activities. 'There wers twelve different reading
ci\x tha teachers described as baing used "very frequently” (scored

or ‘almost never" (scored 1). The teachers responded on a five-

1
essively declined through the sixth grade. Also, these activities
used \m:. frequeritly with Title I students than with regular stu-
- dents. ‘' The activi\\t:l.u were:

Identifying nbd practicing letter-sound correspondence
Identifying aﬂ\d writing letters or groups of letters

= %,
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" The following activity was low in the first grade and then at the "sometimes"

i ~

~ Blending sounds letters stand for to form words
Learning and practicing sight words |
Reading texts orally

These are all basic activities and are ones students start with in the first
grade, where these activities were rated about 4.5 on a {/ive-point sc¢ale. While,
these activities decrease with grade they are still being used "sofietimes” ir

the sixth grade, but they are being used considerably more frequently with Title I
students than with regular students. )

Similarly there was a group of activities that was used relativelf infrequently
in the first grade, but its use increased in the higher grades. "These activi-

ties were:

Dividing words into syllables » %
Answering comprehension questions on timed reading - .
Using reference materials such as dictionaries-and encycloéedias

i
These are more complex activities than those in the previéus list. There is j
some tendency for regular students to engage in these activities more frequently ?
than Title I students, as might be expected since the regular students are . \4
achieving at a higher level than the ﬁtle’ I students. FPinally there was a
group of activities that showed no increasing or decréasing trend with tj;:ade.
The following two activities were engaged in freéuently in the first grade and
throughouf;"’tl‘xe elementary grades:

Usiﬂé-"c‘ontext clues to gain meaning

T

Answering questions on comprehension T

level in the rmi.ninq grades:

Reading and writing stories created by self or other students

In auunry, there are a number of different processes used in teachiixg 7teading.
Basic processes are used very frequently in the lower grades but are used with . 1




decreasing freguency as grade progresses. However, Title I students at the
higher grades continue to be instructed through the use of more of these activ-
ities than do regular students. More complicated raading“processes are used
infrequently in the lower grades and more frequently in the higher grades.

There is a slight tendency for Title I students to be instructed in these activ-
ities less frequently than regular studeni;s.

Since learning to read is such an important part. of a child's education, we
gathered extensive data on teachers' practices in teaching reading. We wanted
to see if teachers used different practices in teaching Title I students from
those they used with regular students. We have just seen that thers are signif-
icant ditfoxgncos in the activigies that are most frequently used. We went fur-
ther and attempted to see within these activities if there were particular .
approaches that were favored by teachers toaching Title I children. For each
approach teachers were asked to indicate whether the approach was "used as a
wajor approuch,” which was scored 3; wvas "used as a secondary approach,” and
was scorsd 2; or was "not used,” and scored 1. Listed balow are approaches

that increase with increasing grade and which are also used more frequently
with Title I -students. Theapproaches are listed in the order of the difference
in their use for Title I and regular students. 4

7/
1. An approach that uses a modified alphabet system which sither augmants
or marks the regular alphabet so that it corresponds more closaly to
the sounds of the language. A

2. A ulf-inntﬁct:l.onnl approach that uses a series that presents material

in 'tnuu' conuining small bits of information to which the children

are asked to respond. Immediate confirmation as to the cSrrectness of
their answers is given in the text. - - —

I 3. An approach in which children select their own reading materials, such .
as library-type boocks, and receive instruction primarily through
teacher-child conferences.

4. An approach that uses a reading series uﬂ/or library-typo books to
teach forms of literature and literary appreciation. :




5. An approach in which children read their own writings. These 'stories’

provide the material on which reading instruction is based.

6. An approach that includes reading in the content fields, such as science
and social studies; teaching of study skills, such as how to use tables
of content, indices, graphs, dictionaries, encyclopedias, etc., and how
to organize materials into outlinss, summaries, and reports.

-

s
There was only one approach that was used more frequently in the first few grades
and was then used less frequently as c-ade increased. This approach was also T
one which was vsed by teachers of Title I students much less frequently than

2 with regular students.

7. An approach that. uses a graded reading series containing a vocabulary

based upon worés that occur frequently in the language. New words are

3 introduced by sight and by a phonic mélysis\pmenting the letter-
sound relationship of consonants before f.h;t gf vowels.

2 \1

.

3 T There were two approaches that were used as frequently in the hicher grades as
= in the lower grades, but these approaches were used significantly more fraquently
with Title I students than with regqular students.

8. An apprcach that uses a graded reading series containing a vocabulary
based primarily upon words that are regularly spelled. The most com-
‘ mon patterns, those containing short vowels, appear first, a typical
X sentence in an early reader being: Nat is a fat cat. Gradually, mo:e
‘:, complicated, less frequent patterns are introduced. New words are '
- learned by analysis of spelling patterns or by sounding and blending.

9. An approach that uses a graded reading séries containing vocabulary
that rapidly introducés the letter-sound relztionships of all the
.sounds in the language. Long and short vowels are introduced at the
onset. New words are learned by sounding and blending.
) ?imlly, there was one o.pproach which differed by having one . trend for-Title I-
“students and a different one for regular students. This approach was used w'th
equal frequency for both groups in the first grade, increased with frequency of

:
:
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_ 4. Literary forms and appreciation 4. ‘Literary forms and appreciation
S. Students read own writing - S, Students read own writing
1. Modified alphabet ’ 3. Students select own materials
3. Students select own materials 2. Self instruction with reinforcmnt
.. 6 Reading in content fields - 6. Reading in content fields o o

use in the second grade and for regular students continued to increase to the
sixth grade. But with Title I students its use decreased after the second jrade
and was lower in the sixth grade than it had been in the first grade.

10. An approach that uses a readin; series and/or other books to teach
both literal comprehension and understanding of implied meanings in
the text.

The previous results have been prasented in terms of changes in frequahcy of
use of the various approaches as grade changas and in terms of the size of the
differences in use with Title I and regular students. This presentation may
give a wrong impression regarding the fraquency of use of the various approaches. '
The frequency of use varies grsatly from.th@ first grade to the sixth. In the
fi{;segrmthouu-aumnuex-tmnu as with
m students, but the differences incrsase with grade. The following list
gives the rank order of the frequency of use of the approaches for Title I and
regular studsnts in the first grade. The approach listed first is the most-
used approach while the last one is least used. (In the list the number is
the one used in the text above to identify the description of each approach
while the short sentence {s a capsuled statement c{ the major characteristics
of the approach.) S

Title I Students in the First Grade _gg_z Students in the Fi rst Grade- -
7. Graded sight phonic analysis 7. Graded sight phon{c analysis

9. Graded letter-sound relationships - 10. Literal and implied cnqrehmion
10. Literal and implied cowpreshension 9. Gndod lctu:-loynd _nht.tonlhiﬂ -
8. Graded spelling, somding/blcadiqg 8. Graded spelling; scunding/blending

- A

2. -Self instruction with runto:emt 1. Modified &lphabot -«

i
{
I T T




As the list shows, the frequency with which the approaches are used is about
theé same for Title I students and regular students in the first grade. Phonics,
letter-sound relationships, and comprehension are the three most frequently used

gppmchés for both groups in the first grade. Among the least frequently used
approaches are modified alphabet, reading in conten: field, and self instruction.
Those who are strong advocates of phonics should be pleased to see that it is
‘the most frequently used approach for Title I students and regular students in
i:hTii.;; grade. But what happens as grade increases? The following list shows
the rank order of the same approaches for students in- the sixth grade.

Title I Students in the Sixth Grade Regular Students in the Sixth Grade

1‘

"3,
4.
6.
8.
9.

7.
10.

In this list for the sixth grade the contrast between the approaches used for

Modified alphabet © 10, Literal and implied comprehension
Self instruction with reinforcement 6. Reading in content fields ]
Students read own writing ) 4. Literary forms and appreciation
Students select own materials 7. /Graded sight phonic analysis
Literary forms and appreciat.fon 3/ Students select own materials
Reading in content fields 9. Graded letter-sound relationships
Graded spelling, sounding/blending 8. Graded spelling, sounding/blending
Graded letter-sound relationships 2. Self instruction with reinforcement
Graded sight phonic_ analy 5 t read own writing

- Literal and implied comprehension 1. Modified alphabet

—

e ——

Title I si:udents and regular students is striking. The first three appfoécﬁés
used with Title I students are the 1 ee used with regular sixth grade

It seems that the most-used ap-

proaches with regular students in the sixth grade are advanced approaches, that

is, they assume a mastei; of elementary reading and emphasize comprehension,
lit.erary fom and content-field reading~—-The first three approaches with Title I-

o students_ are different. - Students who are having reading difficulty are exposed

/
to approaches emphasizing modified alphabet, self instruction, and reading their
own writing. And this is no fluke of the data. The 1list for the fifth grade is
almost identical, with the first three items for the fifth grade being the same




ones_as for—the sixth grade for both Title I students and regqular students. It
. seems that Title I students are much more frequently taught by special teachers
and aides and are assigned to self instruction and the reading of their ov -
1 ’ wriging in the higher grades. As ressarchers we are not reading specialists,
F but this ordering of approaches may not be the best. We believe it would be
usefiil for these data to be explored in depth by reading specialists to see if,
in their judgont, thc proper approach is being taken to teaching reading to
Title I students in thc higher qrades.
) In summarizing this material on the practices used in teaching reading it is
- clear that both the activities engaged in and the approaches used vary consid-
- erably with grade. Some practices are used more frequently as grade increases,
\\ others are used less ﬁequenﬂy, and some retain about the same frequency. For
sany of the teaching practices there are clear differences in the activities
. and approaches used with Title I students and with regular students, and this
- varies with grade. Some of the practices used with Title I students in the
2 higher grades do not have intuitive appeal and should be studied in detail by
reading specialists to see if the best approaches are used with Title I students.

For math the trends are not as strong as they are in reading. The activities
that are used relatively frequently in the lower grades and less frequently in
the higher grades ars, in the order of their frequency of use:

Learning about number sentences
- Learning about sets - - .
- r—~~m:nrng-ywou
Working with math games )
lo:kingwithphyllculodoh

N

AN

To those of us who were inolmmyi«:hool;nuﬂnro!ycm ago thig is a
lu:prising list. That learning about nubgz sentences and about sats should be
high in the first grades and then decrease dces not fit our expectations. The
- activities which are low in the first grades and increas: as grade increases
are, again in order of most use: N . -
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Reviewing computational skills
Learning about number theory
- a Learning about meast’izenent
Learning properties and axioms

- a

Again speaking as laymen in math instructional theory, it seems 'appropriate» that
computational skills should bo emphasized in the early grades, but it is sur-
p/:ising that it increases up to the. sixth grade. It is surprising that number
theory is emphasized early.

" Activities which are flat and ordered from high to low use are:

. Learning about fundamental operations
Learning math vocabulary

: Learning geometric concepts

3 ) : i ILearning about structure of number systems

= —_——

. Oone final activity, solving word problems, starts with & low frequency in the

) first grade, then increases through the ucond third and fourth grades,

then decreases. There are small difterencel between Title I and regular stu-
dents in terms of the activities used in their ‘math instruction. Relative to
regular students, Title I students receive more "learninq about the structure of
number systems,"” ";otkinq with math games, ™ "working with physical models, " and
“learning about sets."” While these differences are not large, it surpr\ises us
_ that they are emphasized with Title I students.

e

DO TEACHERS USE MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT DIFFCRENTLY WITH TITLE I AND REGULAR
. STUDENTS?~ .

In teaching reading and natix, teachers use a number of different approaches to
teaching. They all use some Jginds of materials and equipment. Among the mate-
; rials used by ‘teachets are :e:gula: texts, supplemental readers, 'free reading'
=  books, reﬁrence books, workbooks, dittos, programmed texts, games, puzzles, |
: gecboards, and many others. We compared the usé of these materialé for reqular- ,
achieving students and low achievers and found some differences although all
2 these materials were used with all kinds of students. There was a slightly

-
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. - -had somewhat Less tsaching experience than regular teachers. How

smaller use of texts with low-achievi:ng students and a slightly hrgeg use of
programmed materials. ' As a general rule it seemed that the low-achieving stu-
dents were given more instruction with materials that were obtained in addition
to the regular text material. The same tendency w'u definitely the case with
equipment such as sound projectors, isdividual viewing equipment, utra“'rmrd;rl,
listening centers, ‘special reading machines, ltudy carrels, etc. Title I stu-

“~

\dllltl receive much more instruction through the use of ‘equipment than do regular

students as is shown in Figure IV-14. If such use of equipment is effactive, .
Title I students -houlg certainly show achievement improvemants.

What is coq:annt.ory aeducation? There u sinr~le thing that can be called

.compensatory education. It is a whole uriu of things which are diffe-ent in

the education of CE students than would have been the case if they had been reg-

ular students, The imtmctiox: of Title I students differs from regular students’

in the £ollowi.nq :ogbocts: ‘ '

Title I studeats receive services coat:l.nq about $436 lonm the
services regqular stddents Teceive. Most of this money is spent on
teachers, remedial specialists and aides. -—

Title I students receive considerably more instruction in reading
and math than do regular students. But while the Title I students
mmdvingthuadﬂtiannnﬂugmdnthmtmuon the reg-
ular students are receiving instruction in these same and other H

subjects. Thus, it is not clear that Title I ltudlnts anjoy a not [

ga:l.n in total instruction.
" Title 1 I students receive theif mwuon from tuch-rl who have

m:,th.sp.cuituchorlhavchadu-ﬂhumcouﬂmrkmd ,
inu:vicomiunginmchinquthodl ™
. \
Title I students receive their :Lutrucuou SQ somevhat smaller
e:hnu than :oguhr students. N .
‘The major é:lf.founco between Title I instruction and regular'in-
struction is that Title I students receive less of their 1mtruct.i.on
) inah:g.gzoupinthoroguluclusmm:-cuwmhm
instruction tn a small group setting from spocial teachers and
aides.

Teachers of Title I uudcnp report using different methods and
practices in ‘teaching Title I students than do the teachers of
regular students. In reading, Title I students are exposed,

€
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_ throughout their elementuy grades, to more elementary or basic read-

4 _ing methods than are regular studente, who receive instruction in more*

] . complex materials. "In the first two grades the approaches used in
teaching reading are similar for Title I and redular students, but
then they begin to diverge. ‘By the sixth grade the approaches most \
frequently used with Title I students are least froquently used with ‘\
regular students and vice versa.
Teachers of 'rit-.h I studnntl report a much higher use of audiovisual

| equipment in their instruction than do teachers of regular students.

G o . L _‘;4_,
Qur results show that there are cléar and significant differences in the inatruc- -
_ tion received by Title I students and regular students. In the next chapter we
- vill see whether there is evidence that these differences lead to greater

achievement. ) ) . N
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CHAPTER V. HOW EFFECTIVE' IS -COMPENSATORY ' EDUCATION?

,‘ L . . ’ . ” = >

Thie chapter ts8 aoncerned with the amount of achievement growth
mault‘ing‘fr&n Title, I services. Firet, ‘a hypothetical .qamlpl_e'

° {8 given to illustrave the problems inv ived in forming.proper
comparison groups, and also to show the way atudents change in
"CE status from year to year. The exemple will aid in underetand-'
.ing the major results. The results aré presented by comparing
the rate of growth of Title I students with the rate of growth
'of Regular Needy students and Regular students. The iesults
8how: ' 9 7 .

s y .
: . @ In reading, in gradees 1, 2, and 3, Title I students
grow at a faster rate than' eimilar Regular Nesdy
_ gtudents. In gradee 4, §, and 6, the Title I sgti-
" dents grow at the same rate «s Regular Needy st:
dentas. : \

o In math, for all gradss ﬁ'om 1 thru 6, Title I #tu-
. dents grow at a faster rate than similar Regular i .
Needy students.

o Titl~ I students usually grow at a rate that is ’ .
camiiar to the rate of growth of Regular students. ‘
Nevertheless, the gap between Title I studsnts and

. Regular students wi a8 grade inoreases. It is

. shoun that thie inoreasing achievement gap is to a
. oongiderable extent artifactual.

School, principal, and teacher charucteristios (as well as- S
instructional practices) associated with achievement growth were
examined. It was found trac: ’ :

@ CGreater experience in teaching ie related tou- higher
student growth in both reading and math.

o . The amwunt of regular instruction and tutor/indepen-
dent work shows eome positive, but modest, effecte
on achievement growth. In contrast, the amount of-
instruction by special teachere or instruction in
very emall groupe does not often contribute to the ex-
nlav*ion of achievement growth, and when these do
negative »elationships are observad. ) . .

119 -
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e In bott reading and math, the disruption of instouc-.
- tion . ndg to be an mfmmble condition for learn-
ing in the upper grades but not in the earlier grades.

e Frequency of feedback on student progress sometimes
relates positively to reading and math achievement

gmth.

o In reading only, a teacher's effort in plamming and
evaluation shows z positive rclatwns}np to achieve-
ment growth in same grades.

We have now examined tra questions of yho receives compensatory education and
what’ constitutes compensatory edvcez_ion. We will now explore the evidence on
the effectiveness of CE. -But before.ve do 5o we should ask how we vill judge
EB' effectiveness. What do ve expeéct ‘CE to achieve? Students receiving CE
are doing so either because tuts shpw that their levels of achievement axe’
laworbccamtuch.n;\ﬂgo t.hat thoixporforuncu are low and they would

hmﬁtfrcnc:u:vim ﬂwn:chdono:pcctthﬁtobcmﬁt? Some would
say. that if their wfomnneu :I.qron at all :hon ‘the cost of CE is justified.
'ﬂ\hisanah-olnuc:itcrionmtbcumthatv.mshplyukingform,

imsprovessnt m: the student's previous level of perfomr.ce. -But they will -
grwin.chiqvo-ntcmvimcs, lomqbulllyroquin that CE result in .
Wt g:oat.rﬂnnmldhavcb«nachundhadthc st:udonta not had
. But how do we tell how much the student would have improved \d.thout CE?
hmdsaoundotamimstm wtththcmofam -

_standard the judgment of upxovu-m has changed from a requirement absoiuta '

change to a relative chanqn. What is an appropriate comparison group? _Some
wiuuyehatth.yvonldlmcc!studmﬂtoimzmmhtaoqmlcﬁgper-

formance of their peers, pesumably nnninq the average p‘o:fomncc of tha non-

cz ltudcnu in tb. ichool or class. h.u is prcbably an unrulistic expecta-
r..i.om, some individun students may make such ga:l.nl but not the avorag. of all
_the CB ctudonu. .’ | )

Anc'.er comparison group might be made up of students who are similar to the
ats zgcciv,fnq CE in initial performance scores and home background. In
this case we ask that those studants receiving CE for a peviod of time show




performance scores which are superior to the comparison groixp of similar stu-

dents who have not received CE. Many w _.ld be encouraged if we could simply
show some improvement relative to the comparison group even if it were . not
large. In theory it would be possible to form such comparison groups and after
students have received CB‘services for a year or two to determine how ‘much the
CE students have benefited. In practice this is a very difficult thing to do.
It will be worthwhile to.understand why this is the case.

The first problem is one*%?iiefinition. In this chapter and in several -

i ) that follow we will he presentmg data on the relative performances of groups

. of students that we call ‘Regulax Students,’ 'Regular Needy Students ' and ¢
'Title I Students.' By Title I stments we mean those students who are re—
ported by their schools to be "desiguted to receive”™ Title I services. The
amount Of services varies from student to student as does the nature of the' - ,
services, but, as we sav in Chapter IV, these students as a grour -do in fact
receive more hours of reading ani math instruction in a‘different context than ] .
other students in the game scr .ls. By Redular Needy‘ ‘students we mean stu-
dents who are not receivmg CE sez'vices but are judged by their teachers to
~eed sch services; in _other words, they are receivix% only regular instruction
<%en .hough they have an educational .need for add2ticnal services. By Regular
students we mean the remaining students in:a school or class who are receivinq

gular instructiog: It would seem that these groups of students h‘e fairly
¥ clearly defined.*“ They are at any one period of time, but g:hen one siders

the progress of a student through several school years, the student may, from
time to time, belong to all three groups. For example, a student might be a

_ regular student in grade 1 and do rather poorly. In grade 2 the student might
be judged as in need of CE bu: not receive any CE services because *there are
inSufficient resources available for this particular student. In grade 3 the

*Except for the Regular students. In some comparisons Regular students Are

all the students in a school except for the CE students. At other times . 1
Regular students are the students remaining after the CE students and Regula¥r |
Needy students are subtracted.. The text will make clear.which definition is

Jbeing used. Another group of students, not cénsidered in this chapter, are

tstudents receiving other than Title I CE services.




'c and D were clasgified as Regular ltud.nta because they sccred above the 50th

student may still be educatiénally needy, there may be resources ‘available,

and the student may become a Title I student. Thus, iff three years this stu-
dent has been a Rsgular student, a Regular Needy student, and a Title I student.
Or consider the ‘- tudent who performs at the 25th percentile on a test at the
beginning of the first grade and is designated a Title I student. Because of
Title I services this student's performance improves, and in the spring he
scores at the 35th por«ntih. hlnxt year in the' second grade there are nny
needy students below the 35th percen tile so the student is 'promoted ontf of
Title I. The student is still some -t needy but not among the most needy and
thus is no longer a Title I student. It is easy to-follow the changing classi-
fication of individual students, but in an evalustion of the effectiveness of .
CE we are dealing with thousa.ds of students in each classification and the-. =
change of students from ons category to another makes the formation of com-
parison groups extremsly difficult.

A HYPOTHETICAL EXAMPLE ) .
In this chapter, and in later ones, we vilg.th presenting tablsa ind. gnplu
to shovw the relative achievement gains of different groups of students. To
help in undexrstanding the meaning of these graphs and tables, and to illus-
trate how thay have been derived. we present a hypoth.td.cal illustration.
In the '!nmle School, ' durinttho first year, “here vas on].y a single thi:d
grl,d- class consisting of eight students. Table V-1 sbovi thou eight stu-
dlns-l and their fall percentile scores on an achievement test. Based on these
achievement scores the school classified the eight students as follows: A, )

pcmmtil.andnnmtinmdof.t:!mvicu. Students E and ¥, who had -
smuo£35lnd30, were judqodbytho.tr tuchort.obcinnudotctbut

since the #chool has only snough resources tor two Title I I students, studants

E and F were classified as Régular Meedy students. Students G and H, who had
the lowest achievement scores of 25 and 15, were selected to receive Title I
services. /

An achisvement <'tAlt'wu givea again in:‘the :pi'ing-to the grado 2 students and

the four hquiu] studen.s still perﬂoind well with gome improviﬁg slightiy 3

! .k
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Table V-1

Percentile Scores for Students in Exampie School=~

rr

- =

<
~

.md some performing somewhat ‘less wall. But the two Reqular Needy student;s,
E and ¥, performed less welllthan they did in the fall and now have the lowest
scores of the whole class. The Title I students, G and H, profited from their
Title I services and ﬁgibtetsd gains, gaix;g that placed thew above E and F,
the two Regular Needy students. ¢ ’

r
€

All of the studentg were promot: ' to the fourth grade and Table V-2 shows thg.
results for both ky‘ears. At che_'beginhing of the year the teacher v - faced, '

-
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Grade 3 .
, ugI . Spring
Student Classification Percentile Score Parcentile Score
A Regular oL e N
B Regular s : 75 ‘ 75
c Reqular ‘ 70 5
D .~ Regular 65 A
E . megular Needy - 35 Ny s A
- B Z.2
IR IR 4 ’ o Regular Needy - 30 ) ' 20 ) -
& TitleI - 1 S— Y -
B Title 1 15 25 ,

‘ ‘ : . S
Class Averag.‘ o 50 - s :
Regular Aversée . ;_;_ L 74 ] !
Regular Heedy ‘Average : = 32 % 23 :

Reqular & Regular Needy Agg_gf’ge ) € g 1
Title I Average " ) 20/‘; o e - 30
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Percentile Scores for Students in Example SQI\:ooi-
Grades 3 and 4 '

Table V-2

N

Grade 4

Vi i [ !
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Grade 3 -
PFall Per- Spring Per- - Per- Spring Pex-
centile 8core- .. centile Score Classification  ceritile Score centile Score
85 ‘80 Regular -~ - - 80 80
75 : 75 ___  Regular 75 76
~ . e - // ;
s 70 . /},/ Regular 75 70
7 " 65 85 Regular 65 60
Regular Needy 35 25 Title 1 25 ~ 30
r - " Regular'Nesdy 30 . 20 Title I 20 25
¢® Title 1 25 35 Regular Needy 35 35
H Title I 15 25 ' Regular Needy 25/ 25
_ ) .
Class Average 50 50 . 50 50
Regular Average 7 M - R ;N
Regular Needy Average 32 23" - 30 £ 30
f ’ =) R ) .
Regular & Regular Needy Average : 60 . = 57 ) 59 58
Title I Average - a0 30 2 27
~ ' X
X
X

Lo



with a difficult decision.. The Title I students, G and H, had clearly profited
from their Title I services and wg""re no longer the neediest students in thn__",
class. But if their services were taken away what would happen to their per-
formances? On the other hand, the two Regular Needy students, E and F, cléarly
needed Title I services and were now performing less well than the 'I‘itle T stu-

-~ dents. What $o do? Pacing the realities of limited funds, the f.wo Title I

) students had their services taken away and in the fourth grade were clasgified
as Regular Needy students. The two formerly Regylar Needy students, E and F,
now became ‘ritle I students. The last column of ;fable V-2 shows the perfotnince
scores at the end of the fourth grade. It wiil be seen that the Regular stu-
dents gener#lly maintained their-pmvj.gus posit.i.ons and the new Title I students
improved relative to their previous position. The previous Title I Students, .
G and H, who became Regular Needy students in. the fonrth grade, maintained

“,

- 2

services. .
.4

'S J— - —

T

All of this is shown graphically in Figure v-l. Here it is important to note.
-ih’e relative slopes of the unés. During grade 3 all groups of students
1Qroved their perfornances, but the Title I students improved at a consi;der-
ably faster rate than the Regular Needy students and at a slightly faster rate
thah the Reg'ular studeﬁts. During qrﬁc wl all-groups continued their improw
ments, with the new Title I students i.lproving at a faster rate than the now
Requler Needy students and at. about the same rate as the Regular students.
While this example is bypqthetical, it corresponds reasonably well with the v ’
actual findings to be presented. In fact, Title I students do tend to do some-
what better than a comparison group comosed of mgula-r Needy students. Also,
therex is considerable chmge in status from one yeaz to the next. Of those .:
studpnts receiving ’l‘itlc 1 services during -a particula: school year, about ‘
40 percent will not rece:l,ve Title I aetvices the next year, and those who do -

not receive thein because they were ‘promoted out' will continue to perform at -’
= S t;.ha now-higher level that cauged them to lose Title I services.

) - - [
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ARE ¢ + .HIEVEMENT GAINS FOR TITLE I STUDENTS? ,’ { .
P .
- At the time of writing this Interim Report the analysis showing the amount of

?7 ', - “achievement gains for @,;le I studehtthas been completed for the first yeayr
- ) data... Laten, there will he a report%:ase‘cf on three years of longitudinal
- T . _growth data. Report #10,— Student Educational Develo ment During the School
Year -and the Effects of wsducetion, is 4in press and will be pub-
. lished in early 1981. It is a lengthy and cutplete description of educational
‘ qrowth during one school year and is also a description of efforts to fmd )
those educational practices that lead to achievement growthy this Interim ’
.Report only a few of the most sigm.ficant highlights will be ::Ml— '
the results in Report #10 are guite cons:.stent, independent of the particular T
- technique used in eaalyzing the data,

The pesic resialts' are shown in Figures V=2, /V=3, V-4, end V=-5.. The firsﬁ-”t;o
4 fig}t'res show the :result‘s for reading, with'the first figure showing the. results
’ for grades 1, 2, and 3 and the ‘second figu:lre showing *he resilts for gfedes

4, 5, and 6. We have chosen to use two graphs to show the results in each

- subject becausé it makes the prese'ptation less complicated. (He could have

shown the results for siwe of gtudents, but the number of )
lines crossing and occupying neerly the same space would have confused the -y
. picture.) Thus, each graph shovgs the results for Regular students*- (in Title 1
. schools), ‘for.j,'.l‘itle I students (in these seme Title I schools) an"d— for lieguler
‘ Needy students in schools not having CE. The choice o.f this last group as the ¥
coq’:erison group is’ soéwhet arbitrary. We could have chosen Reguler Needy :
student$ in the Title I schools, but there are two drawbacks to using this com=-

. parison group. ' In the first place, these students are needy, but the school
authorities heve decided that they are not as needy as those chosen for 'ritle I
services, and ‘thus they differ from the Title I students. 1In the second place, -
there is the problem of the "spillover effect" which might contribute to all .
students in Title I schools but particuler-y the Reguler Needy students. This )

] is the problem that the instruction in Title I schools may affect all the stu-

b

"rhese Reguler students include the »Reqalaz Needy students in ‘the 'ritle I N
schools. ) o B ~.

S - . Lz 2 .




7 .- ‘ " dents in the school, not just the 'I‘itle I students. An eminabion of Report
:010 will show that the results for e:.ther comparison group lead 'to the same ) 5
cbnclusmn '

= AN inspfct:l'.on' of the"giguu shows the results of the analysis, but such a
_.p:ucnuti.on is not adequate for those who require statistical tests. First\, )
it should be mentioned that the hackup mﬂers for these ﬁgures will be found

i {n Tables B4-1 and B4-3 of Report #10. 'rhe approximate number of students in

S each grade for Regular, Title I, and Regular Needy groups in reading are,

-‘ rcspoctively, 6,400, 2 (600, and 600. In math the approxinate number of ‘stu~ ‘

SN dents is 7,500, 1,500 and 1,150. The exact numbers differ frosm grade to graaa. —

v IS [

., +~The larger numbers of alqular and Regular Needy students 'in math-is caused by
v the smaller number of,'ritle I n__ath students. The main poi.nt of the aboye is
i ) to stress that each data point -is based on a large number of students afnd thus
_ ~ 7\ is quite stable. ° ,

— e —

Fig re v=-2 lhm that for reading the 'ritle I students in grades'l, 2, and%
’ - —atasouvhatmterrmthanthccmuongroupotmguhr!!udy
RS :tudu\u. All groups of students had educational growth during the school
’ year. :noaghgrademﬁqumuﬁkntlmdmtahfqh.rlmhm.' . .
o ended the\school year at higher levels. In gradas 1 and 2 the Regular stu~ o ‘
: d-ntn grew &t snghtly faster ram—e?wuthcr the Title I or t.he mgulat
Needy ;tud.nﬁ{» In tho third grade the 'rit].o I students grew At slightly
faster rates than the ‘Regular students. In each of the' three grades the } .
[ miele'l studonta\\g:w at rates which wers high.r than those of the coqarison S e
;_f* ) graup of Regular ﬁu\ody students. We conclude th.lt in reading for the first ) )
- _ three grades students- ~receiving Title I u:vicu show improvements that are .
greater thap:would ha been the case if they had not rtcciyod thuc Title I
= ~"*  services.. At the nm ime the amounts of improvement axe not great enough
’Ec na:row the 'achievement gap' betwsen the Title I students and the Regular |

i

| students. In hct. tho gap. is becoming 1ugor. ' . T

. R N s ~ - -
- . AV - N 3 r .

!'igui:c V-3 shows lidhg d'au\gor reading in grades’ '4. 5, and _é. Por these ‘,'F
-grades there 46 hot seem to bo‘.’\ﬁ\oneficial effects from Title I services.
X L \ . -

-
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3 um: gap is lomtlung of an axtifact since the composition of the three groups

. (_) ‘ g -
. .

However, the iates of grov\ath for all three groui:s appiailtgﬂ m,%her’same In
spite of th:l.l ipparently équvqlent growth rate the gap between the Regular
studmts and tae other stude‘ts continues to grow. ‘This growth :I.n the achieve-

kocps changing from year to ya\u, as it mst ina cross-sectional comparison.
The batter Title I students and bottor Regular Nccdy atudent: keop being pro-
‘moted out of the bottom groups u their achiomnt scoru improve. In any’
grade, at the beginning of any yth Aafter the fi:st grada) , the Regular group
is composed of the relatively h:l.gh scoring Regulu: studmts plus the better
scoring Title ‘1 and Ragular Noody studom:s from the revious yaar. At the
same time the Roquluc group loses it‘. pooust scor students to :the Title I
and’ Regular Needy groups, wbn have in turn lost theiy better students and had
tKen replaced by poorer scoring students. Thus, it is almost inevVitable that
in crou-nct,i.onal data the gap betwun Ragular and’ iit_lo I or Regular Needy
studentu appears to widen as grada increases. Another contributing factor is
that the absolute number of. Title I students doerauu as grade increases

with the result that the avprage adxiovmnt 13%1 of Title I studcnt;q in the .
higher grades is lower relative to that in the" earlier gudu. 'rhis 1°¢ truo
becausge the most needy studcntu are hcinq ulectnd and sii\ce fm: are selucted
in'the ‘higher grades they are relatively loqer scoring. In summary, for read-:
ing Title I seens to be somewhat crmtm in grades 1, 2, and 3, but not
effective in grades 4, 5, and 6, {

Figures va-4 and V-54; the results for math. The ruults\ here are more

. positive than they aye for reading. They show that for all gndes the Title I

‘students improve at/a faster rate than the ‘Rfgular Needy students. Fuarther-
more, the Title I students in math improve at faster rates than the Regular
students while the Regular Needy students change at’'slower rates than the

—Regular students. It seems quite clear that Title I is effective in math and T

o

considerably more so than in reading. : _ﬁ/ -
3 ' - ;/
An explanation for this ma'- be the dif:erenc& in the way readip'g and math a‘re .
learned by studehts. Reading is learned in school but alsc in a number of
other settings. There are opportunities to learn reading at home from many . i
. >
. I " ¢ .
131 ) Y
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\ : sources, such as comic books, regular books 'Slhewspépezs, instructions oxi toys ‘{
. and packa?es. and also away from home on postezs ' adveztlsements, in Sunday i

School and in other soc:Lal settings. On the other hand, the ,oppoztunlty to ¢

1earn mth is much more limited. Outside- the school there is some opportunity

to 1mn math in changing money, .n sports in\ keeping score, etc. but such

math is quite simple and gem:ally does not increase in comlexity with the

increasing age of the student. Thus, the school is the nin place where lﬁath

- is learned, and it seems apparent that the additional services provided by
Txth I to nath students result .i.n ifcreasing their levels of achievament.

The four figures ghowing graphs of achievenent change give the basic results,

. but’ thc technical reader will want to refer to Report #10 foz the detailed
statistical analysis. In describing the methods used in a:_:alyz:.ng the data,
Hing-mei Wang, the authoz of Report #10 says: : T

ok , *Five types of ‘evaluation modgls. are a-ployod that are :eIated to
‘ ‘the models required by the lducation Départment for use By grantees
‘ in evaluating and reporting on their logal Title I projects ‘
{45 CFR, Parts 116 and '11€a.) The hrgc SES samples provide us
"a unique opportunity to apply a variety of methods that require
different subsets of data to address the same question. Briefly, =~ = -
the norm-referenced analyses are wvariations of Model A (norm- )
referenced design). The analyses of variance (ANOVA) with dif- .
fersnt layouts and different measures of growth, and the analyses ] 3
of covariance (ANCOVA) .using different analysis groups and ad-. '
justed for unreliabilities of the covariate (pretest score) aras :
designed to address the cases of Model B (control-group design).
Tae'comparison of gains conditicnal on pratest scores is a devia- .

cc-puiuons ‘with expacted q:mn‘.h represént a\blend of Models B

RS ment group in pretest scores and othey relevant
N The analysis of each design further sncompasses a class of sub- .
] analyses. All the analyses are devised to complement: another
so that pitfalls in.one may be avoided in another. 1In the ‘end,
we hope that the integrated findings from these different - \
approaches will approximate an accurate evaluation.” .

The different analyses mentioned above were carzied out and are contained in
Report #10. They essentially confirm one another and indicate the statistical
Joundnus of the conclusions praviously stated, namely that Title I does have

159
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A1

a posxtxve effect for reading in the 1st, 2nd, and 3rd grades and in all

grades for math. ' R . g

s

WHAT EDUCATIONAL PRACTICES ARE ASSOCIAIED WITH TITLE I EFFECTIVENESS?

We have shown that Title I is effectlve in increaslng the performance of 10&-

:achievinq studehts. We would like to be able to' show that certain- educational

éractices, pripcipal and teacher characteristics, and methods of classroom
organization-are related to this effectiveness, so that‘the useful ones could

be more widely adopted. Therefore, we explored a number of these variables. j
We in@estigated the relatiossbip of the following tQ‘increased achievement: ‘

e Instructional services such as the number of hours of instruc- )
tion and the costs 6f'that:instruction. 3iso, such factors as g
the amount of 1nstruct10n received from‘regular 1nstructors,
special 1nstructors. tutors, or through individual instructlonal

materials.

e Student background variables such as economic status, white/

N

4

minority status,’ and mother's education. .

o,

e The type of school and instructional‘setting That is, wﬂether
the school was a Title I sqvoi, an Other CE gchool, or'; non-
CE school. Alsq, whether *the instruction was given in the _
Mwhole classroop setting, in small groups, or through individual ;
“ instruction. . :

® Characteristics of the instructional personnel such as years
of teaching experience, amount‘of cpllege training, amount of

in-gervice training, and attitude Zoward the school progran.

e Characteristics .of the educational environment such as the
school's minority concentration, school's CE concentration,

district's control of instruction, principal's instructional

leadership, amount of classroom disturbances, etc.




!.1‘

® : Characteristics o,f educatiocnal iarac,tices such as: tha,a;mo_unt

! of effort devoted to plaririing and evaluation, use of 1;s§6n )
plahs, frequency of feedback, amount of homework, individuali-
zation of *instmction, anq. use of audiovisual aids.

The pou:l.bl effactiveness of these variables was exploz'ed by a nunber of
different 5_;oc:lmiquca such as roqrusion analysis and e'ausal modeling. , ‘Gen-

erally the results were disappéintmg in ‘the sense qhat there were no strong :

relationships between any of Eh.se variables: and increases in achievement.

R ‘There were some relationsh:.ps that seemed to be signiﬁcant but they were not
) strong. The most notm*thy findings were: -

° Greatci experience in teaching is related to higher student
growth in both reading amx math.

‘o The amunfrof :egulu' inétruction and tﬁtor/independent work
shows some po-:l.tiva, but -odut. aﬂect; on achievement growth.
In contrast, anount of mt:ructicn by special tnchm or in ““
very small groups’ " does not often contributa to thg explanation J"
of achicvmnt growth, and whcn it does, a negativt relation- ¥

ship is cbeerved; - - :

e In both :ead&ng and math, disruption of instructibxi tends to.
be an unfavorable eonaition for learning in the upper g:ades
but not in the urlj;er gtma - Y

e PFrequency of foodback on a student': prognu mtines re-
lates posit:.v.ly to ruding and\uth achievement growth.

- o In ro.ding oaly, a toachor'h ettort in planning and walu&tion
shows a poaitivo nhti‘omh.i.p to achinmnt growth- in’ some '
grades. £ \‘ ;

y\

\—

“In :u-jrizing this chnp& it can be said that there is evidence that Title I

smic;t are- ponitivolx , atad +*o achievement growth in read,ing in the first
three grades and that ¢ I services are positively rel@tod t.gachievmnt
growth in math in all grades. As Just-discussed thane’ are r-me Gducational
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practices that are positively 'related to aclue\(ement growth, xPartxcularly :
noteworthy is the fact/that students -who rece;ve instruction from more ex- - )

parienced teachers profxt more than’ those receiving instruction from less

exper:.enced teachers». Also, mstructxon in the regular classroom settmg seems
to be a positive factor as does race:wing. instruction in a settmg without

e ‘v -

s disrupti.on. ) T \ : , | /,;
ba ¢ ' ’ o ) y ) :.‘ . : .
éé From a practical point of view the implications of theSe findings are that

" Title I services shotﬁd be increased so }:hat they are aviilable to all needy / -

/
/

students. Since only about half of all. neeﬂy students are how receiving: Title VI" :
services this would require a very large increase in the amount of 'ritle I funq- LT
irg. A political judgment is required as to whether qhe ‘amount of gain is
'§uff1c1ent to ;ustify this _increased funding, but it is clear thr* . .very luée
i) fnuubet of children wha could proﬁ.t £rou 'ritle I servxces is not rgceiving ,,'
,l

N ; 2% . . 2 . /-
o . [ . A
~ } thes. A - , S ) Do
;v:; . 4 N “ . / .

. ; [
/  The findings also suggest that educationally needy students should be the Jneﬁ

to receiw ‘instriction. fro- the most experiénced t"eachers in a regular cla#s- "
room setting. At present thi&-tends not to be the cm ‘Title I studem:# ;'-
' ) tend to receive ‘their instrnct:lon fron less experienced teachers and not in

the regular classroal 'rhese are matt:ers that could be corrected at the local
. 'L (&

‘district and school level. . -

- N s - f —

, - i

3

‘These findings are baspd on the analvsis of the first year datarvwe are now
analyzing the data from three Iongitudinal years. When these analyses &re

. ﬁnished we will be able to réﬁ.ne and expaﬂd the results reported in’ this
chapter. . ' S ) :’ ‘ . ;x
‘ J A ) ) . ;
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CHAPTER VI. HOW COST-EFFECTIVE. IS COMPENSATORY EDUCATION? ‘ ’ R

r

oo In CE" programe it is usually assumed that ae the cost of the re-

oo gources increases, there will be a corresponding increase in the

B . -growth of student aahievement. This aseumption is basie to most - . R
ﬁ federal education programs. To test this asaunptwn, a "regource- - .
cost" model was-developed that allowed us to examine the relation-

ship betueen instruotional costs and achievement growth. The re- @ ¢

v

+ - sults were that: . . A
£l - «J ‘ ' * .
b e There i8 no demonatmted reZatwnsth between the o —
costs of the instruction ;tudenta receive and chmges
. in academic- achzevement. ! : )
T ’

v —T¢ kas aonaequently been arguecl that this fzndmg can be e.'cpZamed
T by the fact that the least abte students receive the most costly .-'
R - gervices, and they ave also - the ones that are least Z’zkely to
¢ . improve academically. ‘ This idea was tested and it ias found
: : .. that: - ‘

- _1 e The coai' of zmtructwnal services received by the -

least able students is higher than the cost of in-
. 8truction for more abZe studenta. :

;e
',

While tizig" ﬁnaing ofﬁra aome explanatian for the lack of re-
lation bétueen instructional cost and achievgment growth, it is
: 7 not a auffment ezplmatwn - In vww of the importance of these:
T ” findings, zt i8 suggeated that an mdependent analysia of our re-
“ aource-aoat data be undep%aken to confirm the results, or to-
y : . develop a more appropn&te methodology.

L™

INTRODUCTION - W*‘_.,‘x

. e

: It seems reasonable that as more and more Xesources A& Hade” available for the '\
@Wructmn of M@iﬁ‘é st\:ients, the athievement of the students should

e s L ¢

increase. One of the assunptions underlying federal funding of educational

B

-—




programs is’ that poor school districts are not able ‘:o marshall enough local

T

resources to provx.de the extra services that should help low-achievmg stu-
dents to improve their pe:fomnces.’ We attegp;aLto\ test this broad assmp-
tion by investigating the telationship betman them and costs of re- i
sources consumed and consequent changes in student ach*evmnt. The tinding
\' is that thm 48 no- positive relat.ionship botween the tptal cost of tl;e person- i
. e nel and -other :aourcga used in. instruction and growth #.n ach:i.ennent. since
- this ﬁ.nding is’ contruy to conventional wisdon, as weli as the assumption under-
‘lyi.nq Title I and uny othor» social progtm, it. daserve\s to be. scrutinized

_ THE moﬁncz—cos'r ugin__’d_,_/ Y
3 S Early étudiu of cost,-effectiveness were usually based on obtaining the total
L . sxpenditures i.nvolvodinaczproaralanddividingthuhythe nuﬁero.fpa:-
" _ ‘J,' ticipatinq students. ' This gives a per-pupil cost, but there are many reasons
5 j- why this app:oach gives untmstvorthy reaults. Report #7 discusses these
] uu&nl, wh:l.ch include: the auumtion that all students in a projdct receive
L. . the same uﬁice:, ‘the vustly ﬂiﬂamt amounts of -oney that actuany are
B used for instructional purposes even thoug™ the per—pup:l.l eqund:l.tu.res are
' thé scme (dus to different amounts that are taken ‘off-tha-top' for such - -
= . things as administration, building use, capital expenditures, and staff tisin- -
5 : mg) , and var:l.ati.ms in costs !or sil:l.lu' servicu botveen dif.‘ferent regions ’
¥ . 41' che comtty Lo i &

oo ‘ e ' ;
Y In a}a attq: to overcome thc lilitltim ‘of the above app:p}d:. rosmchcﬂ
. haye recently developed a -momo-copt- model based on u;d 1dea of applying
2 a standard cost’ E“MW:wdmwmu. This bottom-

w approach, as contrasted with the top-down. approach, starts wi*h a teacher's

2 report of how much instruction each student :&ecived -The teacher indicates
for each ltudom: the amount of recaing mumtion (o“:."“iattr ins on) re=- -

caived, and the lituation or context in which the instruction was \given; that
is, vhether the inltruction was given in the classroom by the regular
teac special teacher, in a small group b*g an aide,’

- |
140 \
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or in some other instructional setting. The teacher also reports the in- '

."structional materials and ‘equipment used-::r 3

2

& 5
A K (:
'Stand_ara prices \_é'er,e developed for each element of instruction ‘given under the :

various conditions described above. These prices are uniform for all students
under similar conditions and thus ignoré actual variations in teacher salaries

from one region of the country to another. The basic assunption ‘is that a

teac‘:her with a certain amount of education and teach.mg experience is domq

as. effect:.ve a job in one job location as ,m another. Likew:.se, iv-is assumed

— that smlar instructional materials and equipment have: the same effectiveness, -7

 » ‘- irrespective of their actual cost~. --Thus, by using this - ’ty)e\af\thﬂlg_ing, for-
mulated in a resource-cost model a unifom,.comon metric was develqiaed and

used to cost the instruction recei by each student. ' (This metric did hot

! include administrative costs, builmu overhead tim{ which,

; whiie real, were believed not to have a direct impact on instruction ) The. -

resource-cost ugdel is described in detail in Reports #6 and #7, which also .
cite relevant literature regarding the model and alternative methods of mea- i
3 43 * - . .

suring cost-effectiveness: a.

I -t

. T8E RELATIONSKIP BETWBEN INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS AND STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT GM’I‘H

. X Fig\lre vVi-1 shows the relationship between reaéing program costs and student
achievemene growt.h* for Title 1 students, and Figure VI-2 shows this relation- C
ship for sducationally needy students in non-CE schools. 0verall, the rssqlts

show that there is no significant positive relationship between these two

o ) variables. ‘For sone grades therersee-s to -be a slight positive relationship
> ' ‘ but it is countered by ott'e: grades with slight negative relationships. In
' - Report t'l, detailed statistical tests are reported and the

»l"' " )
'

P
s

E =1C stIjalii - SeIvices a—-stident receives the less the achievement gas
E made by the student.) The authors of Report #7 say:

L *The figures show percentage gain in student achievement during the school
year: percentage gain equals raw gain divided by the pretest score times 100.

<
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— coefficients that served as our indices of cost-effectiveness -

\ It can also beargt‘:ed

" ing t.hei: lmls ‘of achi vement than less needy students a.nd

lvicu than highor-achiovihq stxﬂ/onts. Hhilq the relationghips are not st.ronq E
. they a:o at least :;rg}n ‘to support the i.dea thtE the negative rehtion—

. T
\pw-wpﬂdﬁ g Kol
;7 e m:ud.n

"

"Our results have ‘been nondecisive in the sense that noné ‘'of our
conparisons among groups of students reveal meaningful d:.fferen%s
in‘cost-effectivengss. On the other hand, we are not quite pre-
parad to conclude that the level of resource utilization has no
independent ;effect| on outcome. Though small, the raw regression

frequently' two and’ three times their standard errors,. .
and were often dis :urbingly n.gativb. - : ; :

It fac. vnlup. one uight conclude that in- o
of resources has a nuisance sffect that tends:
across most of the range of progrem cost
our’ sample. If this were truly the case, we
a critical cost belgw which the returns to
, and above which they are decreasing. We i
L potnts should have been revealed -by our - ,

t the reason for ‘the slightly negative rela“t:.ionslﬁps
is due to the zwé that 1§ 'c résources are given to’the more 'needy studcnté".
It u argued that thc mo nudy studlnta vill have more &j.fﬁ.culty 1n ilprov-

tchti.onship ‘found ‘is de ned by the nature of the
more .costly services rathi “than tho ineffcctiveml ofv tre increm :I.n ser-
vices. Figures vi-3 and | VI-4 show the relat /ianship between £n.u read:l.n;

A 4

m:himt scores and thp cost of :oad;bnq services uceived by the studan,ts.‘
n: vwill be seen that t.h. h.ouar-achj.«ving students do receive more: costly ser~

ship botwun cgc}t\ mmmn; -i8_a function of. thc achievaunt Jevel of ~

" ‘ug uxvotl The’ uuthots of aeport 7 ny-’ ’ —‘",.',‘ . %:
t-.bo nu mlonpg obt.ains here as in the area of .health
care. That is, gticv:tously 111 patieénts consume ‘more costly -

" and intensive medical care; yet the returns to such medical

care, as measured in success rates. (cures), are probably lower

than those encountered with less sericusly ill patientl who re~
ceive less costly or intmivc treatment. In effect, then, the
same non-equivalence among treatment groups exists in terms of
- allocating services."

g g

¢ i
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While it is possible to offer explanatiéns for ﬁhe negative relationship, it
is still important to ask why a fairly strong positive relationship wasg not
found in groups of students homogeneous in achievement level. The idea that
increasing the fundi- 3, and thus services to needy students, will lead to
increased aﬁhievement is so pervasive and fundamental to federally-funded pro-
Y grams tha; these findings must be most carefully examined for faulty analysis.
” -7 . One way of checking the possibility that the results are due to a € 1lty
{ resource-cost model is to underé%ke the same analyses using total hours of .
‘%\ instruction received by the student {instead of estimates of costs of the re-

sourcé?“‘Vﬁfed"te thi= instructxoan_Jﬂur1ﬁr”dfﬂﬁaa}s of instruction received
is 1nd€gfgggnt«of’iﬁ§ggost nadel and in a sense is more basic thar a cost-

- efféctive.. ss analysis. Ye% the;results are the same as those found.with the

resource-cost model. The authors say: T RPN

“We are confident that our cost metric is not at fault. For ex-

ample one might question their use in models with a single cost -
var'able, since this assumes equal returns irrespective of the

ways in which resources are deplcoyed. We believe we have addressed
this question in the analyses where "e data are blocked by pro-

N gram configuration, and total ccst i: disaggregated irto ten pro-
gram component costs. Another podsibility is that the utilization
of rescurces has beneficial effects, but the benefits do not advance
as rapidly as do the costs. We have addressed that question by
substituting program component hours for program component costs
in some of our trials; we still obtained negative regression co-
efficients for the individualized-instruction components and the
special-teacher-instruction components. Therefore, the cause for
the negative relationships i{s not in the cost metfic alone."

The resource-cost model used has been cticized by some researchers as faulty.
They say that the model does not take into consideration local economies that
astute school superintendents may be able to achieve, and that it also improperly
lumps together regional variations in costs. In our view these criticisms are
N irrelevan. to the study of cost-effectiveness on a national level. Neverthe-

~

+?si less, the importance of the relationship between the costs of ‘services received

and gains in achievement is such that we recommend that an independeq; analysis
of the SES cost-effectiveness data be undertaken. It may be that there are

some underlying logical flaws in the way the analysis was done, although we
doubt this to be the casa since the meéhodolq%y was developed at onz of the

rs

by A




N

/-

most prestigic-.s organizations in the cost-benefits analysis field. ut is

possible that an overall analysis in which all r~udents are lumped together
may mask relationships that would be found at the individual schodl level.
When we have the results from our in-depth study of 55 high-poverty schools we
will have more information on this subject. But based on the present results
we believe an independent analysis would be worthwhile either tb confirm the

. results reported here or to clarify '.71;0 methodological problems in such analy-

:
ses. '
!
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CHAPTER VIf-‘,-' ‘?WHAT HAPPENS TO THE ACHIEVEMENT OF STURENTS WHEN THEIR
~ ""  COMPENSATORY EDUCATION SERVICES ARE stgoﬁﬁy!{m?
. _:/I’ ‘ t

-7

- v Y

Swrmgﬂ' - T e - ST % : |

- \
A\

"his chapter examines the freq.uency of termination of CE se}vices
N\

and the change in achievement growth that results when CE services

are terminated. .The resul-.s show that:

o There is considerc.zble turnover ,rom year to-year among
the students rece.gi:%@m»&yza./y About 40 percent
of the students receiving Title I in a given year will
not be receiving it in the following year. The turn-
over is higher in other GE programs.

o There are three reasons for this turmover. About 60
percent of the CE students who are discontinued are
'promoted out' because their achievement increased
enough to'no longer place them a .g the most needy;
15 percent were promoted to grades which no longer
had CE services, and 25 percent were in schools that
logt CE funding in the second year (but this was not
common for Title I gtudents). ,

o When the instructional services received by the stu-
dents who had lost CE were examined, it was found
that the services of these former CE students had
reverted to the same services as received by Regular
students, °

o During the year when CE services had been discontinued,
the students who had been "promoted out' continued to
perform at higher levels and did n~t seem to revenrt
to lower achievement levels.

INTRODUCTION _ \ .

The discontinuation of CE services became an important educational issue when it
was reported (GAO, 1975) that districts and schools differently interpreted the
Title I requiremént to serve the most educationally deprived students. Under one
interpretation, as lon. as the student is among the educationally deprivedwhes—
~ entering the program, that studixlg_g _to be retained antil reaching an age-
- \\gropriate ach{l.eY;e!nent—leVéI; Under anotheir interpretation, a student has to -
rémain among the most educationally deprived to be retsined in the program;
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otherwise, the student is replaced by a student who is more educétionally de-
prived. Under a third interpretation a student is retai ined in the program even
after reaching ar. age-appropriate level, in the belief that the extension of
services is necenaA[ to maintain achievément growth. Based on these GAO find-
ings and on recommendations from states, districts, and the USOE, bearing both.
lound elines, Zongress cla:ified the Mucation Mndnents of 1978).

The amended law‘ilphui—zerﬂﬁ’ﬁ"ritle T funds must be used to meet the needs of
students in greatest educational need, but it provides an exemption (amongy sev-
eral) for students who were determined to be in greatest need in a previous year
but no longer are, even though they are still educationally deprived. In effect,
the amendment meulschools and districts to maintain Title I services for stu-
dents who qualified in *he Previcus year, so that students are not caught in a
*revolving door" of alternating racexmL

But the GAO findings were based on less than representative data and the recom-
mendations from other sources tended to be based on impressions and anecdotal
examples. In the Sustaining Effects Study it was possible to study the problem
in detail and determine whether or not it was a serious problem. Three questions

were studied: ) . ™

1. What is the incidence of the discontinuation of CE services?

2. wWhat educational services do students receive after their CE services
are discontinued? )

3. what happens to the achievement 1~ _1ls of students when their CE ser-
vices are discontinued?

_ Data were available for the 1976-7' and the 1977-78 school years. Data from the

1977-78 school year were more reliable because we had positive records of each
b .-wsNt's status in the previous school year. For the 1976-77 school year the
students' statuses were reported 'aé teachers remembered them and were thus subject
to some error. The two data bases were analyzed separately and tend to support

. each other. Therefore, only the results from the 1977-78 school year will be
reported here and are given in detail in Report #1l.
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WHAT IS THE INCIDENCE OF THE DISCONTINUATION OF CE SERVICES? -

1

Three reasons for the discontinuation of CE services were avallable for study: -

first, discontinuation because the student had—reaéhed an achievement level that

no longer qualified the student for CE serV1ces, second, discontinuation because

~~._ a CE student was promoted to a grade which did not have CE services; and third,
t;;\giﬁaént“was"iﬁ\a school dQuring the second year that lost funding in the
‘second year a~ven though it had funding in the previous year. About 60 percent
of the students no longer receiving CE services had them discontinued because
they were no longer qualified due to high achievement; 15 percent were no longer
s2lected for CE because they were promoted co grades in which there was no CE
program, and 25 percent were discontinued from CE because their schools lost CE

funding (although this was not common for Title I students).

a
-

. _ . ———There are two ways of looking at Ehéidata. On the one hand we can ask what
percentage of all the students in the school have their services discontinued;

ticular CE p;uQ;;Etho‘naue_a_gv1ces stopped. Table VII-%/fhnws~th€’a’£a both
ways. When viewed from the perspectIVE‘bf~all_;he students in the school, the
problem does not seem particularly large. Depending on the CE program involved
and the subject matter, the percentages vary, but about 5 percent of all the
students have CE programs discontinued. The more important figures are the pro-.
portion of CE students who have CE services discontinued. For Title I about 40
percent of the students receiving Title I services in one year will not receive
Title I serv’ es the next year. For both other federal programs and state/local
programs, the turnover is considefably'larger than in the Title I program. For
Title he students losing Title I services are mostly students who no longer
qualify because their aéﬁdemic achievements place them above other more needy
students. For the other fede 1l and the state/local programs there is-a much
stro wger tendency for the schools to loée funding or to have the students-pro-
moted to a grade withuut that category of funding. ’

—~

oA_;gg\BEﬁer\hand we can be concerned about the percentage of studrnts {E’ELEE;;,,”ff"“




~ : Table VII-1

Percentate of Students Whose CE Was Discontinued, by Reason
for Discontinuation, CE Punding Source, and Subject Matter
e e U -

§ of Title I

Title I 8 of All Students Students in Year 1

- Meading  Math Meading Math
Pormer Title I students no longer

qualified 6 4 4 32
Pormer Titls I students but school .

lost funding 0 1 : 0 ?
Former Title I students but pro- ’

soted to non-Title I grads 1 0 5 4
Title I students in both Year 1

and Year 2 N 12 7 61 57
Mew Title I students in Year 2 10
Mot Title I students ther

Year 1 or Year 2 72 80 .

BE——— - s S of Other Folaral

Other Pedaral CE B % of All Students CE Students in Year 1
Pormexr Other Federal CE students ~ )

no longer qualified N ‘1 21 22
Pormaxr Other Pederal CE students N, .

but school lost funding 2 ‘-\ 1 41 k)
FPormex Other Federal CE students . \‘\
| but promotad to grade without N 20 25

Other Federal funds . e o

T -/

Other Pederal CE students in both T

Year 1 and Year 2 1 1 19

Bew Other Federal CE students in Year 2 2

Mot Other Pederal CE students in either
Year 1 or Year 2




(Table VII-1 Cont'd)

% of State/Local

State and local CE S of All Students CE Students in Year 1
Former State/lLocal CE students no P
‘longer qualiﬂ.’d 7 T [ SN S 217 T 18
f*?ozur suu/Loc 1 CE students but
school lost funding 4 2 36 32
Former State/local CE students but .
promoted to class without State/local 1 1 7 16
funds
State/Local CE students in both Year 1
and Year 2 4 2 35 34—
New State/Local CE students in Year 2 7 6 —
//
1 Mot State/Local CE students in Year 1 o
or Year 2 83 86 -
/

Table VII-1l clearly demox::;at}mhere is considerable turnover among CE
students. But is there ence that there really is a difference in achieve-
se whnse CE is discontinued and those who continue in the

able VII-2 shows the average Comprehensive“Tests of Basic Skills
nt percentiles for the different students in terms of their statuses in

ment levels betwe

CE program?

ear 2. The CTBS scores are for the spring of the first year because that peri--
od represents the time when achievement information would be -vailable for de- .
cisions about assignment to the ensuing year's classes. The table shows that
the regular students are slightly above the mean in achievement while all cate-
gories of previous and present CE students are considerably below the mean.
Students who have had their CE services discontinued for one reason or zfhother
fall considerably below the regular students but considerably above those who
conf.mue in the CE programs from the previous year. Those continuing in the
program-have achievement means in tl_le 25th percentile range, while tnoge whose
services-have been discontinued tend to be in the 35th percentile range. 'rhus )
it is apparent that those whose CE is d:.scontinued are those who are pg;f.gmng
relatively well and that tiose who are retained in the /proﬁams are still per- *
forming poorly. These figures indicate that CE-administrators are behaving
appropriately in decidinz; whicjbf_ggadé"ﬂ{s_fco retain in the program and which ones

= = * +
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Table VII-2

* : Avéraqe CTBS Percentile Sccres Over All Grades by Transition Category.
] (Percentile Scores for Spring of Year 1, Transition Categories for Year 2) |

Transition Category . ) Mean CTBS Percentiles
Reading path
] stodents =~ 55 51
Discontinued from CE in Ysar 2: ™ o ’ L
N Due to high achievement _ - Y e T T
———'&qumq__ 7 ) 3q k1
. ° - \\
1 AN Because school lost funding 4 T3 |
— . //' e -
CE students: R
g Continuitig in program from Year 1 22 26 _ .
i | Started CE in Year 2 32 - 33 ’

to 'promote out.' At the same time we should not forget that those who were
‘promoted out' were not doing as vell as thé¢ regular stuydents.

.

Clearly for CE studipts there is a large turnover, with many students receiving : ) .

CE services in one year and then having them discontinued the next year. How
- " serious is this? One vay of looking at it is to say that it is not serious at .
, »  all. 1f in the second year the student is clearly not as needy as other stu- .. ..
3 _ dents, . then the other students lhould\:mivo the services and, with limited - -
] funds, the less educationally needy sﬁ)@nt, should be dropped from the program. -

) : But, if in the proc"olu the student whose “.g\rvicu were discontinucd drops Back

and again joibs the sost needy ranks, then a'disservice has been done the étudent

and ‘l}#hlvé ,'a},j:wolv:l,l_ig-door process ;.n-nhiché\_‘!lﬁa student is successful he is
removed from the program oy to fall back because the serviGes have beer with-
——-————-drswm. But this fily a conceptual problem; what really happéens tn studenss ’
who have been promoted out because they no longer qualify? -




EDUCATIONAL SERVICES AFTER TERMINATION OF CE
2

The regulations for Title I, by far the largest of the CE programs, specify
that CE services are to supplement rather than supplant reqular instruction.
Because the number of hours in the school day is usually not increased for CE

.students, the CE program usually consists of different instruction which is of

greater intensity or higher quality than that for reqular students, as we noted

in Chapter IV. Or the CE program may emphasize instruction in reading and math
at the expense of otﬁer subjects beihg taught to the reqular students. When a
student's CE‘ser;ices‘are discontinued, we would expect that the hours and costs
of reading and math instruction would revert to approximately that of regular
students. 1Is this actually the case? -

R ' ‘:
Table VII-3 shows the hours and-¢tosts of reading and math instruction averaged
over all grades by student category. The table shows that the number of hours
and costs of in;truction for continuing CE students are considerably higher than
they‘are for regular students. The corresponding figures for students whose CE
has been terminated are quite close to fﬁose for the regular students. There are

wide variations in the services offered from grade to grade.in reading, however,
0 o

e Table VII-3 .
;verage Hours and Costs of Instruction by Student Transition Category
T?ans;tion Category . i Reading Math
T H?urs " Cosgt* Hours Cost*
‘Regular students 239 "250 175 135
Discontinued fio; CE in Year 2: » .
Due t; high achievement 246 280 174 1§}»
Due to promotion to non-CE grade - 225 266 169" 144
1 — Bacause school lost funding 244 288 171 153
c?ntinuigg CE students ?58 436 206 305

*Standard resource dollars




, - . . -~
so the average figures do not give the whole picture. Figure VII-1 shows the
T cross-sectional costs of i;nsémction by grade. Again, we see for read{ng the
marked decrease in the cost of readi;xg instruction as grade increases, ‘and we ¢
- also see the much higher costs of the reading services offered to CE students. »
There seens to be a slight tendency for discontinued students to receive more
costly sexvices than fegular students, but they are _clearly differentiated from
the continuing CE students. A similar figure for math would show the same pic-
ture as that for md.l'nq, e:éept that math instruction costl- are relatively con-
sun;: across grades. From this material it is clear that when students are tér-
minated from CE they really dp stop :ﬁcefviing the services they would have been
receiving if their CE status had not changed. When one locks at the nature of -
this change, it becomes apparent that the discontinued students are getting™ .
dxeiz instruction from regular teachers rather than from special teachers in ,
small groups. This may not necessarily be bad. We have already seen that reg- -
ular teachers tend to be associatéd with superior instructional results. What T
in fact happens to the discontinued studerts? Do their achievement levels drop
as a. result of the lack of more costly and intensive services? i

ACHIEVEMENT AFTER TERMINATION OF CE

°

We now know that there are many students who are terllnat:.ed from CE programs for
a number of reasons, but high on the list_ is termination because they are achiey-
ing at a level that is relatively high. We also know that if a CE student is '
terminated, then the new instructional program takes oa the characteristics of
the program for regu].ar studcnu in contrast -to the more costly program offered
to CE students. 'The question now is whether the terminated CE students retain
their relatively high levels of achievement or wh.th.: they revert to pmlou: .
lower levcls There are two ways of iooking at this quut.ton. One way is to i -
dotmim the relative achicv-lnt status of the students at the e.nd of the next
inlu:uct:l.onal. yur to see it they still -are achieving at rclativoly high levels.’
The other way of addressing the gquestion is to look at rates of growth during
ﬂe 1 year to see if they remain at the 10;013 they were while

receiving CE. Both approsches will be examined. Table VII-4 .

gives r.bo'pc;cont.{lo achievement levels for students in the gpring of the ‘second
- year. This table is for Title I studynts. Similar data are av:ila;ble for other
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Table VII-4

___Average Reading and Math Percentiles for 'spring of - B
~ the Year After CE students Were Discontinued

Grade
v' - - - 2 3‘ ‘ 5 6
Reading
Magular students 61 63 65 60 58 :
Continuing Title I =tudents 24 26 - 17 20 17 i
Studants Discontinued from Title I: ;
Due to:high achievement 26 42 37 28 30
Due to promotion to class
without 'rit.h _41. 34 30 32 - 36
L
-~ . Bacause school \Qst tundi.nq - - - - -

Regular students ——————S59 . 59 56 59 58
cdpts.nunq Title I students , 33 . 23 2 / 22 3
' Sthdentn Discontinued from Title I: '

Dus to high achievement e a 3 33 s | ]
L e Qut.op:unetwtoclus“ ,
a vithout Title I - 48 - 48 30 22 24

i

Because lchool lost funding | 39 45 30 38 36

£

\ j

.
!cdcral‘ p:ognu and for state/local ’ptogrm, and the interested reader can

refer to SES. Report #11 where it will be seen that the results are similar to
those for Title . The table shows,| for both reading and math, that the regular

, students are & aeving in the sp:ing‘ of the second year at levels considerably /
above the average. Those Title I st;udenu whose CE program continued during

the second year are still perfomind at quite low levels. However, those students,
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'who had been Title I students, agd\whose services were discontinued due to their -

higher achievement continued to perform at levels which, while not equal to the.

regular students, are much higher than for those students who continued 1n',
Title I. It certalnly appears tha!?those students who had their services di
cont;zﬁed did not drop back to the general leyel of Title I students.
g |

<
|
The second way of examining the question of whether the discontinued studénts

have continued to grow at rates similar to rates while they were CE studgnts

is toi;xamine growth curves. The general fdea is to determine the rate of growt%
of the student during the year in which the student received CE and then to com- °
pare that,growth rate thh the growth rate in the next year whenlthe student did
not rece};e Ct. Thxs is a!somewhat complex and inexact comparison dué to several
factors. .rst, we know that the measured rate of growth decreases for each suc-
cessively igher grade and thus the second year's growth should be somewhat less
than the first year's rate. A way to get' around this difficulty -is to form com-
parison groups and see if th& growth of those whose CE services were discontinued
is similar to tne growth of those whose services were eontinued (or a similar com-
parison can be made with regular students). The problems with this method are
that students of diffe:.ent achievement levels grow at different rates, and regrps-
sion-to-the~mean effects are different, depending on achievement level. While
bearing t.ise problems in mind, we attempted to compare groﬁth rates. The gener
method is to determine the growth that took place in the first year and from that
growth to predict the growth that should take place in the second year. Then the
aetual growth in the second year-is compared with the predicted growth in tne

second year. The- dszerence hetween\the predicted growth and the actual growth
is-called the difference score, If the student _rew more than was predicted then .~

-

there is a positive difference score, and if the student grew less than predicted

there is a negative difference ,8coré. ’ ..
Table VII-5 shows the difference scores during the second year for students who -
had been Title I students in Year 1 but those services were discontinued in Year 2.
Similar scores are shown for regular students, and for students who received

(%4
Title I services in both Yegf 1 and Year 2, (Similar results were obtained for

the other funding categories and can be examined in Report #11. ) Reqular students
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- . Table VII-5
Average Difference Scores in Reading and Math for Year 2
, (Vemcal Scale Scores)
' Grade !
2 3 4 s 6
Reading -
‘Ra'gular students -22 -6 -14 TIZ 0 : -
AContinuing Title I students B 6 4 18 /3" 12
Students whose Title I was v 6. =2 o <8 1 ]
: discontinued . ' : €
\ T~ =
- Math
|  negular students : . 12 <17 -4 -16 -9 . ]
_ Continuing Title I students. 9 9 9 4 6 \ >
--ftudents whose Title I was ¢ 27 - 11 / 10 -4 =7
discontinued v . ” U
- {' ‘ T ]

tended to have actual scores which were b§1w th;ur p:q'qﬁ.ctad from the first
year growth experience. This is what we would expect\!ﬁon the fact that actual
g;owtb rates are somesvhat r in aach luccutive g:ade. The yrowth rates for
the studens who rgceived Xitle 1 services in both Year 1 and Year 2 are positive. -
While g positive growth is encouraging and conliste‘nt with the gdeneral finding

~ that 'l'it.‘l.o I has a positive effect, the conclusionl need to bc tespered by remem- -
bering that these students come from the lower part of the achiement distribu-
tion and will exhibit higher regression effects than the othe: two' groups.. Pi-
nally, the students who had their Title I services disc(;ntinued in- the second
year fall be-ween the re students and those who conunued to rueeive 'ritle 1
services. In Year 2 the rats of reading achiqvement for these discontinued st:u-
dents didn't quits keep up with thoi: growth :hdu:ing Year 1.whep :h.y were
receiving Title I serviges. In m€h thfpmious ‘Title I students seen 'to sur-
,:m ‘their expected Year 2 growth when thev are in grades 2, 3, and 4, but not’
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to exceed expectatiors in grades 5 and 6. (In interpreting these ficures we
must remember that thé§ are expressed in vertical scale scores and not percen-

tiles. Generally, a gain of about six vertical scale scores is required to be

signi ficant at the .05 level.)

The conclusion drawn from this material is thét those students who have had their
Title I szrvices discontinued continue to grow in the next year at about the rate
that would be expected if they had coneinued_t% receive Title I services. The
data supporting this conclusion are-not as clear as would be desirable because
they ar rinated by the fact that comparison groups come from different
lé;;is in the achievement distribution and thus grow a: differeant rates, and

also by the problem of differential reg.ression rates. However, when we considéi
the results based on growth rates and the results based on the percentile scores
achieved in the spring of the second year, we feel safe in concluding that the
discontinuation of CE services for the higher of the low-achieving C* students
do#3 not result-in an impairnnent of their achievement grogth in the subsequent

P

school year,




CHAPTER VIII. WHAT HAPPENS TO STUPENT ACHIEVEMENT OVER
THE SUMMER, AND IS SUMMER SCHOOL EFFECTIVE?

Summe / ;
Thie chapter examines two questions. ’.l"he first cor~~vmg the

amount of achievement .oss or gain over the summer. The second
bears on the effectiveness of sunmer school. The results are:

- o There is no absolute loss over the summer. There
7 are quite large reading gains qver the summer and
there arz smaller -math gains.

e In comparing Ct studente with regular studenta,
thkere may be a very slight, overall relatively\

. ~  -smaller swmmer gain for CE students in reading, but
not in math. The differences are 8o small that
they have no practical significance.

P The relative changes of htgh achievers and high
gainers were examined. The results are compounded
by regression effecte and show that high gainers
tend to lose over the summer but low gainere tr-d
to gain over the summer. Such changes-as may exict
do not seem to justify any special summer programs. R

, o In comparing the achievement gains of gtudents who S 4
attended swmer school with those who did not attend, :
no differences were found It is _emphasized that there
ig relatively little instruction in reading or math
during summer school and that gains probably should
not be expected.

INTRODUCTION

All groups of students show achievement growth durin. regular school year.
But what happens to that growth over the summer? To what extent do students
continue to grow academically aven though thev receive no fornal instruction?

We have already s<en in Chapter V that during the regular school year the rate

of growth for CF students is sometimes less than it is for reg‘hlar students.

It has been suggested that during the summer, regular students continue to
improve thej.r achimmntsﬂ_@_mfmal_,emingixpem., but—:hates—

students lack both the motivation ard resources to engage in these :gnformal»

! learnirg activities. However, the evidence ‘is iess than clear-cut. As will
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be discussed later, some have argued that, for all students, achievement
guffers an absolute decline over the summer, wﬁile other evidence suggests
that CE students suffer a loss relative to regular students. It has been
further éuggested that, among CE students, those who achieve the hL.ghest gains

. during the regular school year suffer the sharpest losses during the summer.

Based on these ideas, it has been suggested that summer school has an unusually
important role to play. It has been arqued that some CE students have regular
school-year learning experiences which enable them to achieve exceptionally

high gains, and that it is importart that efforts be made to continue tpis

high rate of achievement, summer sch%ol seeming like a reasonable way of doing

it. Since summer school classes are available to only about half of all stu- .
dents, it has been argued that cheir availability should be increased, parti-

cularly for CE students.

The remainder of this chapter examines tﬁese ideas. Pirst, we will discuss
the extent to which there is a-"summer drop;off‘ and then we will consider
the availability and effectiveness of summer school.

THE NATURE OF ACHIEVEMENT GROWTH OVER THZ SUMMER
E

In a 1972 review of the effectiveness of summer compensatory education, Austin,
Rogers and Walbesser (1) cdnclude that students participating in CE sulsier

. programs show "modest achievement gaiﬁs.' Howaver, they point ¢ tiat th~
studies reviewed gensrally'had no c¢ontrol groups, and it is possible that
“maturation” cmruld account for the gains reported. The same review indicated
that 51 principals and teachers believed sﬁllnr school to be an sffective
learning oxporicnce. However, starting in 1976 Eﬁe Stanford Research Insti-
tute's (SRI) Bducational Policy Resonrch.Center issued a series of reports ‘
that raised questions about whether or not ‘there was any maturation over the
sumser and whether ot not there were ccmparable grcwth changes for regular and
CE students. Their studies weru done withiq the context of otudying the proper|

period for evaluating CE programs. It was argued that evaluations based on
~— ~ —fall- o-spring achievement gains were less than adequate because there were

.

significant changes during the summef. Thus CE students who showed impressive
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gains during the fall-to-spring time period might lose much of the gain during
the summer. If this were the case, it was argued, then the proper period for

evaluation was from the fall of one year to the fall of the next year.

The series of SRI reports raised serious questionsAéhat influenced policy
regarding whethex the federal goverument was appropriately evaluating its CE-
funded prograss, as well as whether it should support efforts to increase
federal funds available to summer programs. In light of the significant impact
the SRI results were having, it was important to examine the LES data base

relative to summef achievement change.

Is There an Absolute Summer LoOss?

As we have already discussed, it was generally assumed that there should be
some relatively modest gains over the summer. Test publishers assume a one-
month summer growth, ané the literature generalily supporéeg a summer. gain. N
Thomas: and Peiavin say, “Howe@er, existing research suggests ‘that the dis-
a@ﬁantaged student hag no gain b{ a one-month loss over the summer” (19). It
was suggested that dE.students were given pargiculaily,intensive instrxuction
duringithe reqular school yeaf and thus.showed very signifécant growth. But
this growth was thouqbt to be ephemeral and much of it was lost during thg
summer. Thus CE studehts who had gained more than reg-lar students during
the regular school year lost more than regular students during the summer,
and ended up the following fall further behind the regular students than they
had been the previous f-11. However, the 1976 SRI repo.t.wag'based on a com-
pilation of state ESEA Title I evaluation report< and the data were admittedly

1ess than satisfactory. 4

2

In 1977 Pelavin and Dg;id (16) published a report based on longitudinal data.
{ They obtained data from a midwestern city, known as "City M," which had fall,
spring, and ensuing fall test results on the Gates-MacGinitie reading test for

a moderate number of CE students. The results are shown in Table VIII-1.

4
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*adapted from Pelavin and David (16), Table 1.

Table VIII-1

"City M" Grade Equivalent Means for Reading for Students
with at Least Three Consecutive Test Points*

Grade N Fall Spring Fall
3 2712 2.23 3.29 2.78
4 931 2.65 - 3.88 -, 3.18
5 980 3.23 4.30 4.01
6 316 . 3.84 4.78 : 4.42
7. 128 4.35 5.25 4.9 |

Similar result; were available for two successive years. While the number 6f
cases shrank considerably, the results were similar, with each fall grade-equiv-

"alent mean comi&erabli below the mean for the preceding spring. They also
'report results for two California junioz high schools participating in the

Demonstration Programs in rntcnnive Instruction. The number of cases is quite
small (from 47 to 153) and the results ars reported in (often misleading) grade
aquivalents. Again. students were followed longitudinally for two years. Of
six mwimm £or reading, ﬁ.w showed swmer losses and one a gain; for
nath, five showed losses and one 10 charge. E’rou these repults they believe
that *, . . achievement gains made dun.zg the school year are not sustained,
even until the nexty fall®, and say: ) ‘3

“In conclusion, we urge that districts administer achievement tests
minimally each fall and preferably each fall and spring. These
data would provide the capubility for estimating the extent to
whict. school year gains are sustained through the following summer.
Both fall and spring tests have added advantage of allowing a
sesparation of school-year and summer achievement. Although this
information is not critical for estimates of annual gains, it is
valuable for studying the extent and causes of summer losses. If,
for example, the phenomenon is a function of the measures used,
the standardized achievement tests, one would want to change the
measures not the program. If it"is a result of instyuctional
techniques ‘that mitigate against retention, then the techniques
should ba changed. Since there are no simple solutions (for ex-
ample, there is little research to support the notion that summer

.
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. &
school would alleviate the summer loss?.s) , it is inportant to
be able to determine why the losses occur in order to develop

appynpriate remedies."

’

@

-

These results received wide attention in the government and became known as

the “summer drop-off phenomena."

There are a number of reservations that can

be gﬁde about the studies, which are ‘discx{é)sed in Report #8.

4 e

In view of the somewhat unexpected results from fhe SRI study, others have in-

_vestigated the summer drop-off phenomena. Recently, Hammond and Frechtling

(5) repc;rted on the.results from a special study of the NIE Instructional”

E Dimensions Study. 'Their resilgs are shown in Table VIII-2.
. ' o - -

’

A »
€. Table VIII-2
Grade Equivalent Mean Achievement Gain Scores for CE Students*®
Fall-to- Spring-to- Fall~to
Reading N Spring Gains Fall Gains ~ Fall Gains
- Grade 1 395 1.2 0.9 1.2
Grade 3 _ 565 0.7 0.2 0.9 -
-
Math —_—
Grade 1 . 143 1.0 - 0.1 1.1
Grade 3 - 314 1.2 0.0 1.2
P £l

*Adapted from Hammord and Frechtfing (5), Table 1.

.

]

P * !

5

These results show no supmer losses, and show summer gains in two of the four

comparisons.. Clearly these results are in contrast to the Pelavin and bavid

findings of summer loss. Again, however, the results are based on a moderate

number of cases, although it is said that the sample was representative of

the original sample, which was "# . . purposively selected for their instruc-

tional features."

representative of Title I reading and math programs.

*

The authors point out that the sample cannot be considered

E
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Heyns (7) studied summef school achievement changes in Atlanta, Geor:'gia. ~She

réports that Atlanta Jhas a particularly vigorous summer school program.g As a
part of the study she’ analyzed data collected by the Atlanta school system,
.which is relevant to the sudmer loss question. Table WIII-3 shows typical
results. ) : ) il

Table VIII-3

Mean Raw 8cores in Basic Subjects by Test Dates and Subject Subtest.*
(N = 739, 7th Grade)

I
: . ,Datﬁf Test -
Subject Subtest: : Fal} 1°7\,/ sprirg-1971 Fall 1971 | _
1. Word knowledge 17.3 ___,.//21.9 22.8
2. Repding 15.3 1755 ¢ 18.0
3. Languagn - 35.6° 39.7 4.3 -
4. * Language, Study Skills ‘9.4 11.6 . 12.2
5. Arithmetic Computation 12,7 17.4 17.2 \
6. Arithmetic Problem Solving  15.6 18.8 19.5~ \
N

*Adapted from Heyns' Table 2.3

-

*

The table shows that there are gqinsém the suzmer in all of the.reading-

In the math area thére is a smaill loss in one subtest and

related stbtests.
a larger gain in the other.
which show similar results.

Heyns presents data from several othor grades
Thess data have the advantage of being based on

raw scores and thus there is no scaling probla.

They have the°disadvantage )

of involving only 2 gmall nukber 9! arl Atlanta students and rop:o;ont only
one city. HNeverthelesj, they dg not lhov the marked'summer loss reported by
SRI. , | .

< .
— -
L

[

SES Report #8 contains d.ata relevant to this issve. While tl';o .sample is not
precisely representative of t.h; nation's schools, it is close to.a reprasenta- 77777 N
tive sssple and includes large numbers-of both regular and CE-students.
Figures io-l. and 10-2 shdw the. longitudinal achievement scores for a group of

b
‘ ¥ * . .
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about 39, 000 students for the fall of 1976, the spring of 1977, and the fall
of 1977. The number of students ranges from 7133 to 8412 per cohort. One
can see rates of growth during the regular school year and compare them with
le.21s of achievement in the subsequent fall.* Figure VIII-1l shows that, in’
reading, students continue %o grow over the summer %nd, for the higher grades,
at a rate which approximates the ‘growth dur’ng the regular school ;eSr. The -~
.figure further shows that in reading there is an absolute gain over the summer.
Figure'VIII-2, shows the results for math. However, the change over the summer

@

is different than for reading and, on the average; shows- cniy:smﬂ:m:qwmn““’*‘"m—“—
gains in four comparisons and a loss in one comparison. It can be suggested

- that students get much more opportunity to practice reading in their everyday
i lives than they do to practice math, This is particularly true in the higher
F . . grade's, and thus the raﬁe.of gain in reac}it:q during the zummer approximates

.the rate for the regular school year. Finally, it geems clear that in these

- — ~data the.te is not anabsolute swmer drqpiﬁ'ﬁ’,"mtéa& thére i3 an overall =~
i gain. The data from the SES are of nuch higher quality than that available

to Pelavin and Daviil, and as mentioned, their data‘have a_ number of potential
.deficiencies. In contrast, the SES Hata were specifically collected for the -
i study, were administered under known, controlled conditions, were based on

- . large numbers of quite representative students, and the vertical gcale scores A
are based on fall and spring testing points. In view of the results obtained, )
and their congruence with the NIE and Heyns d.ata, we balieve there isg.almost
certainly an absolute reading gain over the summer, and that there is a si:mlar.

\\\ but smaller, absolute gain in math.
- : Is There a Relative Summer loss? ; -
¢ ”~
Next it was suggesged that there was a relative loss, namely that CE students
showed more of an achievement loss than regular students. David and Pelavin
(}) suggest this is the case an.g__say (p. 4): . _ -
b “Strictly, these :eorﬁ are not for the “"summer." Tests were administered ’ T

about four weeks-before school ended and about 3 weeks after it s3tarted.
N Report #8 discusses what imnlications this =ay-have, but—it should-be-notgd—~— ]

that this same characteristic is true of all the data reported by Pelavin
and David, by Hammond and Frechtling, and by Heyns.
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' _achievers lost ground over summer to the high achievers. The difference

1 cedure of achievement tests assume that the rate of achievement for

" also include new data from the Alum Rock Voucher Study. The Alum Rick reading

_was statistically signficant, however, only for the first grade. On a twelve-

_wide variation in gains. It seems peculiar that non-CE first graders gained

*

disadvantaged students achieve at a slower rate th expected over ,

"These studies, while extremely limited, present :g evidence that
the summer. Both conventional wisdom and the st

rdization pro-

all students is slower during the summer than during the school year...

This pattern of achievement is presumed to be the same for both ad-

vantaged ani disadvantaged students: all students are assumed to

gain over the summer but at a slower rate than over the, school year. .
The studies cited above suggest that this is not the case for disad- '
vantaged students. In fact, disadvantaged students may have no gain

over the summer or may even lose.”

i ’ -
! . . . .
Yhey then review their previous work and say,-"Together, these findings suggest
that hfg. achievement qag,nl produced by compensatory-education programs over
the school year may be followed by corresp.nding achiavement logses over the

summer.” David and Pelavin reexamine the data they t@brr.ed pr&'&uﬂy and

results show nummer gains for three grades and nd change for four grades. They

conclude by saying, "Combined with questions raised by previous research, such

as inconsistencies between school-year evaluation results and the results of

an.ual state-wide tasting programs, We suspect that the existence of sumswr ‘ ..
losses is quiu'co-np for educationally disadvantaged students.” e 1

Again the NIE data are relevant. Table VITI-4 shows data for students who vere’

above ths 50th po'tconfih and not recisving CE, and students who were below the

59111 percentile and réceiving ck. ) 7 . . F

v

Regardicig these results, Hammond a;dv!?'richilinq say: "When CE students whose
pretest scores fall below the fiftieth percentile 'were compared to non-CE stu-
dents whose pretest sgcores at or above the fiftieth percentile, the low .

sonth basis th~ low achievers maintained, their poiition relative to the high
achievers becuuse the CE students had higher rates of gain during the school
yedr." Theére are several puzzling things about these data——particularly the T

only 0.5 grade equivalents in both rudixig and math during t. 2 school year;

.
¢ .
4
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Table III-4 I
a Mean Grade Equivalent Scores for Non-CE Students LboVe the 50th
Percentile and CE Students Below the 50th Pexcéntzle*
N Fall-to-5pring Spring-to-Fall Fall-to-Fall
Reading _ Gainsg Gains Gains
Grade 1 ) .
Non-CE Stydents . 296 0.5 ‘0%1 © 0.6
CE Students 344 1.2 ‘.0 1.5
Gride 3 -
b)Y
Non-CE Students 305 1.0 o 0.6 1.6
CE Students 512 - 0.5 0.3 -0.8
Grade 1 - .
. . . - ¢ e o L /
Non-CE Students 435 0.5 0.1 0.6
CE Students T 97 1.1 . 0.1 1.2
Grade 3 ' ’
Non-CE Students 178 1.6 0.2 T1.8 f
CE Students 306 1.2 0.1 1.1
' - g,

LY

*Adapted from Hammdnd and Frechtling, Table 2.

/

similarly, why did the 3rd-grade -CE ;aadinq stqdents gain only 0.5 grade
-equivalents in reading but 1.2 grade equivalents in math? We believe that
these data are equivocal regarding the existence of a relative summer loss
for CE ;tudents._

+*
L4

4 . .

The SES has extensive data on this problem. We can use the same data as pre-

PR

sented before on the absolute summer drop~off qqestiqn, but break it into two

groups--those receiving CE and those not receiving CE. Figures VIII-3 and
* -




Z\Jn:-«a show the results for reading and for math. The number of cases for

reading varies from 1477 to 2344 for CE students and from 5400 to 6131 for
non-cs students.  The cozresponiing numbers for math are 1}15 to 1499 and 6132
- to’ 7061. It will be noted t‘hat for the non-CE students in reading there is a .
lessening in the rates of growth over the summer for the lower gréde cohorts ;
- but very little, if any, for the higher gfades. For the CE“students there 13
o, T a q.im lessening in .e lower grades, but, considerinq their slightly slower
rates of growth during the rcaular school year, there may be-a slight summér
qa!n relative to non-CE students. In the highsr grades the CE students in
*reading drop ‘off slightly more than their non-CE peers. For math the picture
is somewhat di!ffetent.’ Both the CE and non-CE student_show a lessening in )
rates of growtﬁ over the summetr f.or all grade cohorts. ’I‘he change for CE and
non-CE studentis is very similar with, ‘perhaps, a slightly 1arqer drop for the
non~CE studen Since the graphs have a number of overlapping lines and many

b

‘may be difficylt to follow, the same results are shown numerically in Table
viII-5. 1In nluati.nq these summezr chances it should be remembered that the .
' standard d.vi 'ion of a vertical lcalo scoze is about 50. It is our position
that there bo a very slight, ov-nn relative summer drop for CE students
in reading, not in math. Because of the very laige number of cases in-
volved in esch comparisci it is possible to show a few statistically signifi-
cant changes,| but frg 4 practical point of view the data do not support the
St idea of any I t loss for CE students relative to their non-CE peers.
Neither the ‘data nor the NIE data give credence to any large or particu-
larly significant relative swmmer loss. Iy s

-

r, 8o High Achievers Lose More than Low Achievers?

, /
ted that CE students who are high achigvers are the ones '

t during the summer. Achievement is d-fﬁud here as the /
1 of the student, not the qain during f.ha school yoar--wl/ﬂch
will be considéred in the next uctinn. It is thought by some that students

but that du:inq tho summer thcy are aqain placcd in'

-
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Table VIII-5

c-omer Gain Scores for CE and Non-CE Studénts.

{(Vertical Scale Scores) .
Cohort Spring 1977 Fall 1978 Summer Change
~ CE Status .
ot > Reading .
(.ohort 1—2 ‘
CE 385 391 -6
Non-CE 416 427 11
- - - v o
Cohort 2-3 i
CE 428 433 ) , 5
Non~-CE 468 - 476 8 '
Cohort 3-4 . ‘ )
CE 455 456 1
Non-CE 507 ) 518 11
Cohort 4-5
CE 474 . 477" 3
Non-CE 53% 543 9
Cohort 5-6
CE . 497 501 ° 4 °
Non-CE 561 571 10
Math
Cohort 1-2
E 376 377 1
Non-CE 395 400 5
Cohort 2-3
CE 421 . 426 ) 5 %
Non-CE 451 451 0
—.€ehe;t——3-4‘_~*‘ e
CE 469 ~— T — - 468 -1
Non-CE 505 506 T
Cohort 4-5 .
CE 502 <01 -1
Non-CE 552 547 -5
Cohort 5>-6 B S
- CB-— — — —.____ 539 By ———— 4
Non-CE 591 To— 592 — 1

I —




further suggested that children who are lcw achievers gain relatively little
during tge regular school year, and likawise lose relatively little during

the sunmer.

3
¢

The graphical presentation here is more complicated than in the previous graphs
because for each cohort two concqpts are presented simultaneously, namely.,

CE status and level of achievemaht. Leval of achievement was defined as the
average of the fal. and spring (recommended level) test scores for the previous
school year. This averaging was done to achieve as much stability as possible
in specifying the level of achievement for each child. The graphs show the
results for the first quartile, that is, the quarter of students having the
lowest achievement test scores, and for the third quartile. The third quar-
tile was selected rather than the fourth quartile for two reasons. First, the
number of cases of CE students in the fourth quartile, by grade cohort, became
quite small and the results were rather unstable. Second, the fourth quartile
results, while unstable, were conli.stust with those for the third quartile
where the number of cases was reasonably large (not less than 114 for the

smallest cell-by-cchort, by CE statusj. able - viol 7 ns

losses in achievement test scores over the susmer for students ifi the first -
and third achievement qua:tilo:. Figures VIII-5 and VIII-6 are quite compli-
cated but are included here because ti.ey show the Fagic growth data for the
school year and the summer. A number of interesting results follow from these
data:

1) For reading. the growth rate for the first quartile during
the school year is quite similar for each cohort and between
cohor.s, and the growth continues at approximately the same
rate over the summer. A portion of the measured summer growth
is undoubtedly due to regression, buf, surprisingly, the amount
of growth and/or reéiession is similar for both CE and non-
CE students.

T

2) FPor reading, the rate of growth of third quartile students
duripg the school yvear is considexably higher than that  for
first quartile students. There is 2 tendency during the
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Table VIII-6

Changes in Test Scores Over the Summer for Low- and
High-Achieving Students by CE-Status.

3

Cohort . CEQL Non-CE-Q1 CE-Q3 Non-CE-3
Reading N
.l 1-2 1mn 16 "3 13
2-3 8 . 13 . 0 7
3-4 s 3, 10 -1 13
4-5 6 11 -4 _ 6
5-6 7 8 -3 3 11
- Math .
1=2 16 21 9 ©
2-3 7 ) 7 -4 7
13-4 - - 9 9 -9 1
4-5 9 9 -12 -9
5-6 1z 15 . -5 -1
*
regular school year for CE students tc grow at a higher rate ;}L
than non-CE'spudents.
~

"

Over the summer, third quartile non-CE students continue to grow,

while, particularly for the higher grade cohorts, the third quar-
tile CE students show a loss. The third quartile students should
show less regression toward the mean than first quartile students,
but there should stili be some regression for third quartile stu-

dents. 1In spite of this, non-CE students continue to grow over

R
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the summer. Certainly for reading, the CE students in the third
quartile show a relative loss, while the first quartile CE stu- ,
dents do not--rather they show about the same gain as first
quartile non-CE students. ‘ -

: 3) For math, the first quartile students ve in much the same
way as they do for reading; that is, t:hey have gains over the
¢ summer that are about the same as schoo]. year gains, and there

is little difference between CE and non-CE students.

4) ‘Por math, fc= the third quartile students, the picture is

» Sﬂ;“hat differant than it 19 for reading. Again the third
quartile students grow at a more rapid rate than first quar-
tile students, but both CE and non—-CE math students show losses °
over the summer. ﬁn, there is evidence tlut the CE studants
lose at a greater rate than the non-CE mtlg but the dif-
ference is not as areat as for reading. _

\ ) b -

/

From the above we conclude that low-achieving ltmmr

the summer and at about the same rate as during the school year, and thers is
no significant difference between CE and non-CE students. On the other hand,
. high-achieving students grow at a higher rate during the school year. ror '
reading, non-Ce high-achiwing students continuo to grow over the lt-or, but
CE students show a loss, and a relative loss. “For math,@oth CE and non-CE
high-achieving students show a loss over the summer, but the CE students show

a larger loss.

Just how important this relative loss for high~achieving etudents is dcp.ndl
upon where the emphasis for CE resources should be plac-d. -There are aboue
six times as many CE students balow the median in uchiovmnt as there are
above it. If the goal is to help the vast majority of CE students, can one
 4ustify allocating exceptional rescurces to high-achieving CE students on the —
grounds that they lose more over the sumser than “heir non-CE peers? On the
other hand, low-achieving CE students gain over the summer. Perhaps they )
would gain more if they had special summer services.

@l‘ 182 19y
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Over the Summer, Do High Gainers Lose More than Low Gainers? .

The final varia*ion on the summer losg question revolves around.the relative
loss of high and low gainers. It has been arqued that during the regular ’
schogl year, particularly for CE students, those who gain an exceptionay amount
lose the gain during the summer. It is thought that these students need the °
stimulation of intensive instruction~tq achieve these geins and tﬁgt lacking
such stimulation over the summer they lose more than those achieving smaller'

H K] ——

gains.

3
-

First, we studied the gains and losses of individual Title I students who had
experienced the largest and the smallest gains during the regular school year.
The students were divided into four equa1—51zed groups based on the amount of
gain experienced from the fall to spring in the regular school year. Then
the arount of summer gain or loss associated with each group was determined.
Table VIII-7 shows the results.

Those students having the highest measured gains during the schodlliear show
quite sizable losses over tne summer. On the other hand, those students Q-'
ing the lowest gains during the school year show equaily large gains over the
summer. These data are an almost perfect example of the regression-towaro-
the-mean oheno;enon. It is well knowh that test scores at the oxtremes of &

» -

distribution are less reliable than those near the mean. Gain scores are
generally less reliable thokdindividual test scores, and thus even more subject
to regression. As would be predxcted by regression effects, those stu@ents

who show very little_éain_dnring the school year show a relatively large gain
ove ‘“the summer, while those students showing high gains during school year

show relatively large losses over the summer. These gains and loghes are

<

almo.t certainly artifacts attributable to measurement errer and ‘show how *
- L= .
difficult it is to generalize about a trend unlesg both»gggg of the distribu-~

.

tion are considered (or one has extremely reliabled measures) .

@4 o I
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Table LVIII -7 -

Mean Spring 1978 to Fall .1978 Test Score (VSS) Chapges for Title I
students by Quarter of Achievement Gain in the 1976-77 School Year

» w,
i Quartef of 1976-77 School Year Gain
. Total Number -
- Cohort - og Studopts Lowest - Second Third Highest
- S Reading
1-2 1583 22 T2 -8
2-3 1606 17 . 7 =12
3-4 1646 18 2 -4 -16 ’
4-5 1303 i 22 6 -5 T -19
5-6 1066- 23 11 1 -12
Math )
1-2 854 22 5 -9 -24 »
2-3 . . 864 30 10 -3 T
-4 . 1023 . 17 - 0 -9 -24
4-5 - 850 . 22 1 -11 -27
56 158 . 24 8 o . -22

d 'm-r; is still the possibility that students associated with the uorq"lucceu-
ful CE projocts exparience greater -losses than those in less successful projects.
To investigate this possibility we determined the gains over the school year for
each grade in each school that contained Title I students. With the SES data we
were not able to associate each student with a particular "project” (which is a
very hard to define entity in actual school practics), but since particular
‘ grades having Title I students were a well defined unit, where the Title I stu-
e ,Mcma?rebablymtvinq-qnltc yhﬂtx instruction, we used grade in lieu
of project. The regular school year gain of each student in a grade was deter-
mined and from it the average grade gain was computed. Again, there were four
equal groups of grades tomd: dop.ndipg on the av;rage gain of the students in
~———grade. Table VIII-8 shows the gains and losses associated with each ’group of grades.

" T e
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Average Number . -
of Students at Querter of 'Project' School-Year Gains
- Each- Quarter of - S
Cohort 'Projgct’ Gain Lowest . ° Second Third -~ Highest
. ’ Reading
1-2 375 12 6 2 -0
2-3 . 346 -8 1 10 -2
3-4 . 360 9 2 0 .=9
4-5 2717 * 4 7 2 -7 )
5-6 223 8 7 4 2
' Math
-~ 1-2 186 9 0 -2 -9
2-3 190 17 13 -5 -9
] 3-4 232 -4 «1 1 -11
4-5 181 - 1 2 -9 -9
5-6 156 13 11 0 -7

- ’ . r
)

.

7

Table VIII-8

Mean Spring 1978 to Fall 1978 Test Sgore.(vss) Changes by
Four Levels of 'Project' 1976-77 School Year Gains

S

. Py ] -

Again we see the same trends that were seen for individual students.. Grades are .
made up of studer .s having a co;siderable a.spersion in Eheir scores and thus,

on the avérage, we would expect less regression towards' the mean when grade
averiges are used for categorization iatnef than individual scores. ‘Also, giroup
data are more reliable than individual data and thus there is less change. It
can be seen that those grades whose students had high'gains during the regqular
school year had losses over the summer, while those grades whose students had
low gains over the school year had summer gains which were similar to the losses
of the high-gain group. Asubefo:e, the results are almost certainly artifactual.
It is our conclusion from these data that high-gainers do not really experience
josses over the summer, nor do low gainers really experience unusual gains over

the summer.

P
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From this wealth of data we conclude that there 1s no absolute summer drop-off,.
But that there may ‘be a sllght, but not partxcularly sxgnlflcant, relative loss
for CE students in companson to non-CE students. The more detailed analyses of
high and low gainers, and of menbers of high-gain and low-gain projects, 1ead‘_
us to believe that reported relat:we summer drop-off is more of a. meaSurement
artifact\than a reality. .

SUMMER SCHOOL AND ITS EFFECTIVENESS s -
i P . -

The place of summer school in the general scheme of élemenury' education is not

" well defined. Some have suggested that students who have not performed well
during the reqular school year'should go to summer school as an additional learn-
ing experience that would help them in tl:xe coming school year. Tt has been
thougixt that thys might be particularly important for CE students who are having
d.xff:.culty in keeping up with their peers. Also,?if. high-ach:.ev:.ng CE students .
lost a large. amount of their sahool-year gain, it would be particularly impor-

» tant that they attend su—er"school to help mitigate such logses. Of course,
summer -school serves functions in addition to instruction in basic subjects.
There are recreational and specisl-interest classes that many students £ind
attractiva. Sumner school can also cerve as a safe haven for. children whose
nothe:s u'e working or need to be away from the homa. Susmer school serves
many puzposes in addition to instruction in reading and fath.

What Is .Summer School and How Available Is It?

/
In the SES, we surveyed the principals of 52 summer schoels ‘in the second-yeu'

. SES sample. -The average hngth of these sumner schools was ﬁiu to six weeks,
which means 25 to 30 school days. There were slight tendencies for ‘large dis-
tricts to offer a few more days of instruction than for sulliiltjglcu. and
for medium-poverty districts to offer a few more days of schooL ‘than high- or
low-poverty districts. But these trends ware slight and it is appropriate- to
tlgink of ‘summar school as lasting five or six weeks (see Table 3-12, Report #&\).
The amount of reading and math instruction is not large. On the average ghere\
gre- about 17 hours of reading instruction and about 14 hours of math instrtiggiog.
Thera is no difference in the amount of instruction as grade level increues;"
nor do Title I students recéive more instruction than others (see¢ Table 3-15,

186
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Report #8) However, there is a clear tendency for CE students to attend summer
,schoBl more than non-CE students., By grade cohort, the percentage of CE students
- who attend ranges from 2. to 32, while the percentage of non-CE students who
. attend ranges from 7 to 20. In terms of teachere judgments of need fof CE sfr-
v1ces, twice the percentage of 'neeay' students attend snnmer-school than the
'not neédy.' In terms of achievemeat test scores, those attending summer school 1
score considerably lower then” tnose not attendingﬂ and this is true both among -

3 ‘ CE students and non-CE students (3ee Table 3-7 and D-1 through D-5, Repert'#e). - T,

About half of all students have summer echool available either at their regularw

yow

year school or elsewhere in the d1str1c£ with larger schools more frequantzx*._‘ .
{ - havxng summer school. There is a sllght tendency fcr scheols hav1ng_hlgh con- T
\\ cenuratlons of minority students to have summer school more frequently. About ~
. two~thirds of all summer schools are svoported by Title T funds, but only a .
quarter are completely supported by Title I funds. .
The previoue figures are all cerived from the SES study and they are quite con-’
— ) sistent with other repcrts. David (4) intensiv:ly studied the Title I summer : T
programs in three states, and she found that "The programs ayerage five or six -
weeks in length and generally run two to four hours per day." She reports that |
fewer than 15 percent of all Tfitle I districts have Title I summer programs Ac
- first glance .this appears inconsistent with our flndings that about half of all o
students have summer school available. It must be remembered that there are many
small and rural districts and thaanﬂuungjjha—tendency-for large schoo‘s 1n large N
'd;strlcts to have summer school more frequently. She also reports ".. that the -
summer school program tends to be staffed by non-Title I teache) 1 reiﬁltr A »
) ing in a staff unfamiliar with participating students.® She repor. it per-
sonnel believe summer school to be cademical}y effective, but also.boints out

- - that she nas nq,objggtiveﬁdat; to’%ﬁpbort such a spppoéition" We havos already

e

'  cited Austin, Rogers and Walbesser's" (l) review of summef studies. They come

]
to the same.conclusion.

- —’/
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How Effective Is Summer "School?

‘In“judging the effectiveness of s:mmer school it is not-sufficient to show that

students who attend summer school increase their performances over the summer.

To measure the effectiveness of summer school, one must compare students who
attended summer school with similar students who did not attend.

rigure VIII-7 shows the reading growth of Summer school attendees and non-attendees
for the regular school year and for the sunmer, while Figure VIII-S shows the

same matexial for math. These curves show that, for reading, both attendees and
non-attendggg continue to grow over the sumner, and also that the summer growth
for the two grbups is similar. For math, there is growth over the summer in ti
lower gradas but a leveling off or decline in the higher grades, but again there

is no greater achievement for those who attended summer school.

a2

-

These figurby lump CE ané non-CE studerits together. It can be argued that, over
the summer, .CE students may perform differently. Figures VIII-9 and VIII-1O

-show a comparison between CE students who did and didn't attend summer school.

For reading it should be noted that in the first two grades the attendees and
non-attendees start the school year quite close together, while in the higher
grade cohorts the attendees are the lower achievers. Almost all groups gain
over thg summey; the attendeés do not gain more than the non-attendees. While
at first glance one may think there is a trend for attendees to gain more--for
example for cohort l-2--it is contradicted by another cohort--like 2-3. For
reading there is no statistically significant advantage as a result of attending
susmer school. For math there is a suggestion that those who attend summer
schocl gain more than those who do not, but the trend is not statistically sig-
nificant.

Theé previous data can be criticized on the grounds that attendance at summer
school is voluntary, and that when volunteers are compared with non-volunteers
from the same school a biasing element is introduced. It can be seen from
Figures VIII-7 and VIII-8 that it is the lower-achieving students who attend
summer school and it can be argued from the evidence in Figures VIII-5 and VIII-6
that lower-achieving students will seem to gain more than higher-achiaving students
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due to regression effects. In an effort to nvercome some of these possible -
limitations in the analysis, another comparison group was formed. Title I stu-

dents from schools that did not have summer school available were compared to

students from Title T schools offering summer school. The groups of students
were matched on initial ievels of achievement. Thus two groups were formed that
were matched on achievement and on being Title I students, but one group attended
while the other could not actend summer school. Again the statistical tests k
showed no significant difference in growth between those who attended and those
who did not. . -

‘ \

All the analyses from the SES data discourage ‘;he xdea that summer school, as 1
it is now conducted, is an effective mechamsm\for 1mprovmg the performances of

CE students.

As we compare students who attended summer schools with those who did not, we

simply find that present summer schools are not ef ective in raising basic-

achievement test scores. But what ¢ffect should Lb» reasonably erpected from
four or five weeks of instruction of less than an hour a day for reading or math?
when children are rapidly maturing in t‘.heir reading skills and can have summer

ng experieinces without summer school, shouid we expect sumer-s\.hool-relat.ed
reading gains? 1In the data there is a hint that summer school in the higher .
grades may be effactive in math, and, in comparison to reading, there is less

summer qfowth in math in higher grades. probably there is less opportunity for
math-related experiences dur;.ng the summer. We should not extrapolate these
results by concluding that summer school cannot be effective. If summer school
were longer and had more hours per day devoted to basic subjects, it might re-
- gult if achievement gains for attendees--but that is still to be aemonstrated.
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