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PREFACE ) .

e

A major emphasis of federal educat1on policy, especially over the last 16

years, has been to support programs for children who are in need of special .
assistance ~-— 11m1ted-ﬁngl1sh aking students, ch11dren of migrant fam111es, ’
the handicapped, ethnic mlnortzie%, and the poor.

N

Under the Conngssional leadership of such individuals as Congre sgman
Carl Perkins, Chaitman of’ the House BEducation and Labor Gommittee and Senator

* Claibogne Pell, Chalrman of the Senate Sub-Committee on Education, several ' !

s

ERIC:

- v

landmark p;eces of legisl®tion have underscored the Federal commitment to
promot1ng equal educatiﬁnal opportunities tor these targetéd gtoups of students.
By ar ‘the largest of these programs for elementary and secondary school ’—\\;f
stddenfs across the country is Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act. §r03ects funded under this title are primarily des1gned to help children
farthest behind in school catch up with other students in the basic subjects
of reading, language arts, and mathematics. The largest component of Title I
is intended to prov1de extra and specially-designed services in schools that
. traditionally receive the fewest' resources -- schools with high concentrations

of poor students. . ; T

i 0

’

The next’ several yedrs ‘will be marked by considerable deliberation and p0551b1y

s1gn1f1cant redirection-of the federal role in education. Policymakers in the

Executive Branch and Congress will peed bas1c information about the purpuses,

services dellvered costs, and effectiveness of ex1st1ng federally-sponsored .

edueation programs, as do the hundreds of.-thousailds 'of teachers,, adm1nlstrators,

and parents responsible for maklng Title I work. ° . e ’
. Py .

-

- "
’ .

The Nationgl Advidory Counc11 oa the Education of D1sadvantaged Children (NACEDC) -

has a statutory mandate to "review and evaluate the adm1n1strat1on and operation"

of Title I and to report .to the Congress and the President on the effectlveness .

of this and dther programs aimed_at improving the educational’attainment of
educat1onally deprived ‘children, AIthough the Council office,is in Washington,

D.C., its members ‘are .commuiti'ty and educational leaders from.across the nation.

Council members include a parent of Title I children, local Title 1 adm}nlstrators

and teachers, commumity and civil rights leaders, academ1c1ans, and representat1ves

,of Ind1an H1spen1c, ‘Black, m1grant, non-pub11c, an& other ch11dren e11g1b1e for i
T1t1e T serv1ces. , . . R

. - “ > ) -
¢ . . ¢
oy ~

The Council believes that -the dec1s1ons qade over the next few years ,about ) .
federally-sponsored educatioh programs will be lmproved if dec1510n~makers" , '
have ' access to a synthesis of recent information on existing .programs, much of
vhich is often- reported only in disparate and volum1nous documents in-limited
circulatién. This factbook‘represents the Council s ‘attempt to provide straight-

forward apswers to. fundamental questions about Title I. It summarizes the most -

relevant ex1st1ng information contained ‘in detailed and technical reports and )
studies, and orghnlzes th1§\f2fg§hatlon around the ,most frequently asked questions. -
about the program. - . . L .

, Readers who des1re 2 more in-depth -information on the issues and data summarlzed
in th1s sourcebook will find a listing of mgjor .research and survey reporks 1n

the "Selected References"‘sect\on dt the end of this book. . . .
L] . ‘&
% “?“e , - ‘ . -
N v . t
e . . .: " . " \ »
. - : . ' ) .0 )
4 . ’ e




_ | TITLE I, TODAY SUMMARY FACT SHEET

Are Title I, School District Programs Effective? ) AV

-

. \i Stable Title I progrgms which focus on improving reading and mathematics
skills can result in dramatic achievement gains for Title I students.

- ~
e Title I acHievement data reported-by states consistently show better-
than month-by-month test score gains for studenks who would otherwise

be “low achievers, ’

,
3 N hd
. Title *I has been effective in gettirg extra funds to poor school districts .
and schools, and also in serving as a model for states in starting
and designing their own programs for low achieving or poor students.

’

What Do Title I Dollars Buy?
5 . Over 86 percent of all Title I dollars is used by schepl districts to
-provide specially designed supplementary programs for educationally :
deprived children in poor schools. ’

a

. Remedial reading and basic mathematics are, by far, EGE subject areas ’
, most frequently supported by Title I funds. -
. ) :
- ) . Title I sarvices involve smaller classes, more hour's of instructiqg
in reading and wath, special teachers and aides, and more varied iostructional
“« « approaches and materials. , - \ .
. ' y . ,
- . » + In 1980, grants totaling $209.6 million were provided to SEAs to meet
N the special educational needs of the children of migrant’ farmworkers
and fishermen. : o :

S
N .
.

. ~. . ApproximateBy 225,500 handicapped children in 3,900 state schools and ° -
p . . * 3,100 school distficts received services funded by the Title I Program
R . . © * for Handicapped Children. . '

]

s

\ ‘  Who Participates in Title I, School District Programs?
N M v

L . N L

’

. < 2
Y Over 87 percent of ‘the 16,000 school districts nationwide participate
) ) ©in the Title I program, More than 4.9 million public school .children
V' dnd 135,140 non-public school children, totaling approximately 5.2 million
s .children received Title I, services in school year 1979-80. .-
.- v B 2 ¢ . ) v +
. . An equivalent of 241,827 full-time teachers, aides, administrators,
and other professional and support staff were ¢mployed in Title I,
J projects in fiscal year 1979. . .
. In those schools with Title I programs, 34 é:rcent of \ghe- compensatory
v education students are black, compared with 19 ercen25‘§£the total
enrollment; 54 percent are white, 'compared with 75 percent of the total .
D e . - enrollment; 10 percent are Spanish surnamad, compared with 5 perceant (
. of the total enrollment. : -

B Title ‘I teachers tend to have more specialized inservice training and
more courses in instructional techniques than regular teachers in Title ir
’sg}ools. . . , .~

A . - ‘

in the decisiov-makding and instructidnal aspects of their children's

P

'
- = .. Title I has led Ehg{yay in recognizing the value of involving parents

LA - education.s In 1979, 265,755 Title I patentseswere members of the program's .
NS . parent advisory councils and more than 431,000 participated in other
-, . . e Title I activities such .as home tutors, in-class aides, and organizers
. - e of specia}l, eventse . ! - .
. -?-’ . 2 . N
.0 ¥ B : * .. .
- ‘»\:' . . ¢ Vl]: . - . N M
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INTRODUCTION L

- .
°

Poyefty and poor performance in school go hand in hand. They cause
/

students to drop-out of school, and they foster unemployment, cr1me, and

more poverty.? Prior to the 1960's little was being done to break this so-

A

called cycle of poverty. At that time, most children in the nation's poorest
. ‘
schools had two strikes against'them. They suffered from the deprivations

of growying up in poverty, and when they entered school, they received fewer
\ ’ .
educational resources, were taught in larger classes by less experiieced

* _ -
. -

and less well-trained teachers, and had virtually no special programs to
. \

é

. ¢, . X . .
help them catch up with other children in basic academic skills.

~

.

=
\

"In 1965 Congress passed what re@éins the largest program in this country

: A . . , : / .
to help’ low-achieving children in poor ‘areas do better in school: This program,

.
.. - . . -

Titie,I of the’Elementary and Secondary Education Act, funded ¥n fiscal year
S N,
1980 at $3.2 b1111on, serves over 5.2 m1111on elementary and secondary students
D' I3
in public and non-pub11c schools. It pays. for an equlvalént of almost 100,000

full-tlme‘geachers and more than 100,000 educational aide$ in appgoximately

14,000 school districts nationwide.’ On-average Title I provides .each chiﬁd

served ad add1t1ona1 $436 'in edQCat1ona1 services which represents an increase

of about 34 percent mqif than these students normally receive from stat@
1 e
and local sources.

. . ) .
’® .

.- - D - . ~
* A

A growing body of research demonstrates that low-achieving students.

\ - . - . ' . s a

who participate jn Title I, on average', make greater academic gains®than * -

do $imilar types of students pot receiving Title:.I or other coﬁpensatory
. D ’ . h

services. . . i ’ o ' v
. e ) )
) - ) ix




This factbook is organized around three questions frequgntlyvfsked about
" : . ~

this program:
. Are Title I programs effective?’
. What do Title I dollars buy?

. Who-Aarticiﬁates in Title I projects?
. . _
\To better underStand the answers to these questions it is helpful to o

know how Title I'is administered. —

3 -

In enacting Title I, Congress, recognized that districts with concentrations

' :
of poor students usually do not have adequate resources ff8m state and local
y . '

- ——

sources tqg offer extra services for theit-lowest achieving students. Congress

also recognized that rules are needed to ensure that states and school districts

~ . .
ac;:311y spend their Title I dollars on e@ucationally disadvantaged children

in the poorest schools and to incredse the likelihood that Title I projects
¢ . . . ] .

would be effective. . Finally, Congress bglieved that federal, state, and

. ¥ ’
local levels of government should share the responsibilities for Title I's

- -
administration. .

L}

L -

> 4
Thus, the primary roles of ‘the federal government are to (1) determine

how ﬂﬁch Title I money each statg.willmreceiée and distribute the funds,

R \
. \

» . . '
(29 establish the rules under which the program operates, and.(3)-review

-
.

and monitor the performance of the states and scho6l districts to ensure
\ z - ~

‘that -the rules are observ d.~ o
P, 2 ) Lping

local programs. o L e o (

Staﬁes aré responsxble forN?\Q helping school districts understand

~

Txtle I rules, (2) ensuring at .the dlstrlcts use their Title'I funds as
”» N

§ e . :
intended by Congress, and (3)] submitting to the Department of Education assurances

which desc¢ribe how the program funds were spent and reports which evalpate

; : -
. - . [

A »
S .
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School districts are responsible for (1) selecting Title I schools and - .
C . .
students,
. ..
and (3) submitting accounting reports and evaluation results to_the state

’ . : +

ségdents, (2) desigqing programs and delivering services to eligible

.

In practice, however, these administrative responsibilities are highly

intertwingd. The Department of Education allocates funds to the states, B

- 2

which in furn distribute funds to school districts. - (The "Glossary" section .
e L 4

of this factbook desctribes in more detail the rules or program requirements

’

for Title I, and Appendix A presents a'state-by4state.1ist of Title I expenditures

and enrollments.) School diStficts must first, however, submit an application

v

~

for Title I funds. The requirements for spsnding Title I dollars are meant

to increase the likelihood that Title I services supplément not substitute

are of the highest quafity, and result in increased

for local resources,

-

\
.

1
student achievement. . . N
! - ’
s . \ ;\
rl - r
* , ) ‘
t 'Y o l.
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ARE TITLE I SCHOOL DISTRICT PROGRAMS EFFECTIGE?

- - ot

K

The, sticcess of T1t1e Iis usually Judged by examinining test ‘score: ga;ns

in readlng and mathematlcs Judged by thrs’prlterlon T1t1e I is a success.

Recert national achlevement score dgz;\;rom a number of sources consxstently
a LN
‘ document galns for Tltle I students 51gn1f1canc1y exceeding those of other

. -

’ i
needy students not served by Title I.
* ' »

Improving The Academic. Achievement of Title I Students in Basic Skills -

ot ) ¢

‘ Early national evaluations (1965-1974) of Title I's impact on improving
* - a
achievement gains in readlng and mathematics were dlscouraglng 1 However,

‘s

some . of these early studies failed to take into account the frequent use

.
-

of Title I funds. for general aid in those early years and others were conducted
with hxghly questlonable methodologxes. For Gample, the TEMPO Study of-

T 14 districts’ rece1v1ng T1t1e I-funds found no sxgnlflcant gains 1nlstudent
achxevement when it compared the gains of the studemts in 1967 _with Tltle I

to the gains in thegprevxouq year, befqre Title 1 programs started in these
. 4 ‘ '

A

schools. This study, however, used average classroom achievemeut of all

) 1

students -for the study's schools rather thanéfocusing on the achievement of

i .

Title I participants. . .
VS . gﬁ e, .
¢ Since 1975, carefully designed studies consistently report that Title I

programs do_ improve students' performance in refding and math over the school

-

\ . . . .
year; moreover, the most recgnt study reports that students seem to maintain
i S N . . P

‘these increases when they "graduate" from Title I programs. . .

- L
. - . . 3
g *

In 1977, the National Institute of Education reported on the réEding‘

and mathematics achievement of Title T stedents:in 400 classrgoms. Included

/

¢

PR
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. in this study were classrooms with stable Title I programs which emphasized

improving reading and mathematic skills of low-achieving students. While

I3

. these classrooms were not rarddomly selected, the students came from a range
of income levels and éthnic backgrounds, and the schools they attended were

in urbam, rural, and metropolitan areas in both the North and the South:

N .

.

. The study found: . ' v )
T Y Title I students .in first grade made an average gain of 12 months
in reading and 11. months in mathematics in the severi-month’ period
between the fall and spring testing. - . ®
M Tt
. Title I students in the third grade gained 8 months in reading

and 12 months in mathematics ‘over the same time period.

. . Both af these results were higher than would Be expected’withpui the
special services providéd by the program. Irxs Rothberg, Deputy Director
of the study notes, "While we cannot. conclude from the results that all compen-

satory educatiarr students are gaining as much as those who participated in

. the study, the results 1n31cate that school dxstrlcts Qan and do create the

1

w3
conditions necessary to .mdke coripansatory 1nstructhna1 services effective."” |,
[} ~ \ «
- LY o .

The National Diffusion Natggrk{g publication,‘Educatfdnal Programs \That

ﬁbrk provides one of'’the more detaxled sources of 1nformat10n demonstratlng

"that Title I promotes programs ‘that resuf§ in marked achlevement gains for
a
educationally disadvantaged children. Thiq_catalog describes those "exemplary?

~

projects approved by the Department of Education's Joint Dissemination Review

©

, o~ L] 4 ™, , .
Panel (JDRP) for national dissemination and replicatién. Each approved project
must provide objective evidence of its effectiveness.‘ Of the 140 prOJects

|
i ' B : { ‘
listed and described in the Fall, 1980 edxtxon 53 were develoPed with Title I .
‘ g ; ' . . f

. 4 ) - ) .
»~— funds. - Appendix B presents a "Sa@plar" of these Title I-funded exemplary

.- . projects’

’I\ - ". ’ 12, ’ - ' . \ .‘ -‘
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Other recent national surveys and studies that do not focus only on
A * - ,
"+ exemplary programs report higher achievement gains by Title I studsnts than -

would be expected in the-absence of the program. Stanfo:dEResearch’;nftitute

+ collected and analyzed 283 étate-levelvreporta‘on Title I completed during
0 . * ~ ;

. [ . .

' the 1969-74 school years. - in calculating average monthly gains from:pre- and

post-test data, ‘the survey report determined:

.

The average of the reported monthly gains are consisteuntly near

. ~ 1.1 month's gain for each month in Title I. . . . In terms of the .
unofficial standard of success, which is-a month's gain for a month
in the program, T1t1e I must be judged a significant success.

A February 1980 report from the Department of Education to Congress

s , .
summarizes the reading achievement data from 23 states (representing about

.

14 percent of the Title I reading students) that had volentarily used new

\ -

standardized reporting procedures. Again, these data show a paftern of student-

improvement in reading and mathematics exceeding that expected in the absence

\ - .

= ¢ '
of Title.I servicés. The report also points out that these data should be

interpreted'cautiously since they were-collected from different years and

.

were new, and the sample was incomplete.6 Nevertheless, these preliminary

*

state survey data suggest that new standard1zedAreport1ng procedures are

beginning «to ‘pay off by providing comparable ach1evemen@§data across States

—~

which closely correspond to_national study findings. .

-

.

One such analysis, the "Study of Compensatory Reaaing Programs"_gatheteé
, .

readlng achievement data fo; children in grades 2, 4 and 6 served by Title I

and other- compensatory educat1on programs during the 1972-73 school year.

different sources for Title I/non-Title I comparisons,. the reporting methods




services.9 ‘ & .-

‘The study employed six analytic techniques, five of which indicated that.

compensatory education students tend to catch up with non-compensatory education .

. : . ’ .
studerits when they received additional basic skills instruction. The sixth
analytic method showed that compensatory education students made similar

- AN

‘achievement gains to the gains of nonicompensdtory students.’

The most comprehensive federal study of Title 1's achievement impacts

is the Sustaining Effects Study. The recently released Interim Report of

-

this study-ggmmarizés data collected in 250 public elementary schools in «
grades 1 through 6 during the 1976;;; school year and documents that: )
. Title I is effective in improving the reading-aéhieveqent/of studen‘p
in the first, second, and third grades; . &' .
. Title I is ;ffeétive in improving the math pevformance‘Lf students

in all el t des. ‘ ‘
in all elementary grades i . - Y ¥ A

- .

The Sustaining Effects Study is the first large-scale study of Title I's

impact on improving basic skills for the disadvantaged over more than one

school year. When completed, the study will report growth over a three-year
»

period for students receiving different types of Title I services over different

time periods and the pattern of student petformance after Title I services -

end for them. The Interim Report, which disScusses the preliminary findings

- .
.

over a two year period, found that students who lose their Title I services

-~ .

. . 4 . .
because they "graduaté" from Title I programs continue to perform at a relatively
. . L4 .

L . .
higher level than would Be expected had ,they not received compensatory education

!

53

14

o,
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*Finally, the Na;ionéi‘Assgssment of Edugational Progress reports in.
P’ , * LS -

reading scores have increased rather

@

1981 that disadyantaged students'

.t *
' dramatically over the last ten years.

This study, sponsored by the National
. 3 N ~ 5
Institute of Education, first surveyed a nationally respresentative sample

e e,

of elamentary and secondary sbudents 1n 1970
» ) ‘
survéy in 1975 and again in 1980.

1

and repeated the -reading skills

Overall, the ana1y51s concludes that

-

elgmentéry:échool students are reading better today than were elementary .

.
~

sgh&ol'children in 1970 and that junior and senior high school students “are
generally reading as well as their 1970 counterparts. However, those groups
which traditionally scored below the national level showed the most impressi;e

kg

. . gaips. Black elementary-school students closed the gaplpetween themselves

and ofﬁéf'?le@entary students by 6.0°percentage poig\¥. "Although still scofing
about 11 percentaéé"pcigtstbélow the natioenal average,\bléck 13-year-olds

. »

narrowed the gap by 3.4 pefaénﬁage points.

/,\ r <
- .,
’ .. .
[ - 4
.

3

<

The Nat1ona1 Assessment also asked a panel -of readlng experts to 1dent1fy

\

: -~
..a number of specific activities that may have contrihuted to such gains.

c The panel of teachers, teacher trainers, and researchers cited federal aid

[§ P

.. . . - . . 1
for readlng instruction in elementary schools as one of the primary factors."

Congressman’ Carl Perking, chairman of the House Education and ‘Labor Committee

" :- R N~
commented : , -
i ) F \a.-‘ ‘
. *'. I am extremely ene@uraged by the results of thls third read1ng assessment,
, ‘ in particular the sxgn1£1cant ga1ns for n1ne—year~olds from rural -and
r disadvantaged urban reas. To me this data strongly suggest that our
Federal education pﬁ_grams, especially Title I, which is focused on ele-

mentary students fromlglsadvantaged backgrounds, are working well.

~—~

. . . . .
s * .However, the success of Title I in increasing achievement as measured

by test scores for participating students reflects only one of the several

program objectives which have evolved gradually over time.

Q . . . PN
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"The Evolving Objectives of Title I

When Title I was enacted in 1965, its architects and supporters had

a variety of expectations for the program. Some saw Title I as the first'

3
>

step toward federally-financed general aid for American schools. Others

1
.1

wanted and hoped for more. Some wanted to equalize per pupil expenditures .
: "> ! ..

3

across states &s well as within school districts. Others.were searching

’ ~

for a way to reform the nation's schools. And still others sought to help

\ . : 12
disadvantaged children escape the cycle of povertyf

. Siuce 1965, the original legislation has been expanded and refined through
o, . " » -
seven major revisions or reauthorizations. The last reauthorization in 1978

extende¥ the prSgram until 1983 (PtL. 95:561). The initial goals of the program

3 »

have become considerably more defi]ed through the debates accompanying these

es, and official legislative reports.
. |
In conducting a compensatory education study in§i977, NIE identified

;proceeding:, the .revisions themsel

three "clearly discernible" purposes of Title I from the legislation and
/

other formal Congressional statements: ¢

3
4

. to provide supplementary funds to school districts and schools °,
‘ in relation to their humbers of low-income children;

- )

. . to target specially-desilned services to the lowest achieving students
Ww%;i:;?:“ ) in these schools; and, ,
T - . 3 .
= . ultimately, to contribute to achieyement goals for students who ¢
would otherwise be low achievers.®: . /‘

14 -
- &

The multiple and evolving goals of Title I require that the program's

~

impact be assessed in the context of its other major purposes.

/



“a

[

Providing Supplementary Funds for School Districts and Schools in Low—-Income
Areas ' ’ ‘

. . .
. . ’

-
\‘ Prior to the passage of Title I, thége was almos;ino special funding -
for low-achieving students in poor schools$. In fact, schools at that time e

with high numbers or percentages of students from poor families had lower

.

per pugil expenditures; fewer and less qualified teachers and other professional

»

staff, and fewer textbooks.and other instructional materials. Both within

»

and dcross school districts, children in poor schools were not receiving

R \

. ) . . 14
services comparable to students in wealthier attendance areas. . .
g -

.« % !

-

Ti€le I has not "solved” these fundamental educgtional inequities. It
appears, howaver, that the program is ‘far more effective in élosing the funding
gap between rich and poor school districts than other state and\ Federal <« . >

programs. An NIE aﬁalysi§f'Tit1e I Funds Allocation: The Current Formula,

- ¢

reported in 1977 that: - : ’ Y  ~

\

Title I is markedly more redistributive than.othér¥state and Fedaral
. aid programs. . . . A recent study of aid programs® in education,
welfare, and other -areas suggests that Title I might be the most
redistributive of all Federal domestic programs providing funds
to jurisdictions. . . . Only food stamp programs cane closi to
_equaling this apparent redistributive effect [of Title 1]. 5

’
.

Evidence also §ugéests that Title I has been influential in raising . .
state and local awareness of the need for and benefits of providing additional
4 - -

funds for basic skills instruction to educationally deprived children. For

example, prior to 19653, énly threeystaté§ had small pilot compensatory education
16 . o i

programs. 6 Since then, several states. have begun or expanded their own

' programs for the disadvantaged. In 1976 sixteen states allocated approximately

-




Y

$364 million for educationally disadvantaged or poor children, increasing. , °

the level of support for,compensatory education by 20 petcent above Title I

L 4

.17 . . .
funding. From extensive interviews, NIE reports that:

The coordinators of state compensatory program§ agreed that .
Title I was necessary for.the success of their own efforts.

. Title I established the principle of special assistance to
disadvantaged children and created a model that others followed.
Without it, they argued, few States would have initiated, or would
continue, funding for this special purposg.

. . : -
Title I, then, has’been effective not only in, providing ektr} funds
to poor school districts and schools, but also in serving as a model for o~

state programs for low-achieving or poor students.

Improved Targetiﬁg:of Specially-Designed Services to Low-Achieving Children

“

“

Congrébéﬁhas-long recognized that Title I funds generally are not sufficient

to serve all educationally deprived children in a, school district.

L4

The Title
1
1 law stipulates, therefore, that projects be "of sufficient size, scope
pulate ‘ , pe,

and quality" to'emsure that there is a reasonable chance for the projects

19

to be successful.
\

. -~ . . - . .
Over time; Title I has been increasingly successful at concentrating

funds rather than spreading its limited resources as general aid. The cross—time

e
-

data in Table I demonstrate ‘this trend. 'wa I shows that app oxi%aéely
5.5 million students met Title-I's eligibilit} criteria for poverty in 1966;

\ - g - »
yet more than 8.2 million students actually’ga;ticipated %n the program (Row II). '@

This is almost one-and-a-half times the number of formula-eligible;children

.

‘and stronglj suggests the general aid nature of Title I programs at that

time (Row III).

Indeed, studies of Title I's early year; (espeéially between

I~




-\

1966 and 1970) document that maﬁy s¢hool districts were us{ng Ti
for -general aid rather than, for-spe;:ially t
childrc;:n.zo
in the Title I eligibility_formula (Row I), only

cipated in the program (Row II) or about two

[y

1.

II.

IIL.

Iv.

v.

vI.

vIL.

-

o«

»
-

A\

-SOURCE:

T.ablc 1: Targeting Figures®

for Title I
from 1966 to 19733

- 1966 1970 1974 1978
Children countad for ' ~
LEA En!i:lmegts
(in millions) 5,331 6,952 6,267 9,043
Participating 8,233 7,528 6,100 3,155
Percent Pvar:icipa:inz < r ’
‘of Counted 14% 108 .98 57
Per~Pupil Expeniiture .
(unad justed) $116.46  $151.98 $237.75 $378.52
Per~Pupil Expenditure -
(adjusted for iaflac.on) $119.81 $139.82 $167.73  s5193.71
Total Ticle I
Appropriacion
(in millions) | $1,193 $1,339 $1,633 $2,247
Tocal Ticle I
Apprapriation
Mjusted for inflation
(in millions) $1,217 5,151 $1,232 $1,162

: Figutes derived !ro"u tables
Etducation

children, but do not include handic
migranes, or childten in agencies

4

provided by Departoent of Heelch,
ard Welfare, Office of Ziuszation.

b Figures fo? Rovs I and II include qaly

spped, juvenile delinquencs,

Zor the aeglected.

¢ Adjusted figures are derived froa che l::ruu-o! Labor Statistics

“Coasumer Price Index for
with 1987 as base year.’

Kirst, Michael and Rjichard
Longitud
A Thircee

311 Urbaa Consimers ¥.S. City Average™

wagz. “The Utility of a

3]l Approach in Assessing loplementation:
Year Viev of Ticle I, ESEA” Educationel

“educationally dissdvaataged™

T

Evaluation and Policy Analgsis, 2 (Sepcember-Occober /
19 s Pe 23,

-

In contrast, in 1978, while abéut 9 .million students were counted

o

’ r

©

’

1

Pl .

i

Tdn

.

tle' I funds

3~

-

argeted programs for disadvantaged

5.1 million actually parti-

~thirds f the formula-eligible

. students (Row IJI), indicating improved cqﬁcentz:;ting of limited Title I .

funds,

ERI

i

i
7 %

X
- W
) L]
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v The result of this improved concentration of-fundg is illustrated in

¢ ——

Rows 1V'and V of Tgble I. Even allowing fo},th effects of inflation, Title I

per pupil expenditures increased by over 60 percent du}ing this period. An

"inspection of Row VII reveals that during the same time per-pupil expenditures

were increasing, the total appropriation for fﬁtle I dollars adjusted for

v
N

inflation actu?lly declined by 5 percent.. It appears, therefore, that the -

larger per-pupil expenditures were due to impfodea concentration of funds Y

i

rather than additional appropriations. .

Two other recent studies of Title I participants have found that, in

A

terms of percentages, children with the lowest achievement scores in poor

N

schools are the primary recipients of Title I services. . These 'services-

3 \‘ . 3 - - N ‘

include extra hours of instruction in reading and math, smallersclasses, .
. i

_more individual attention, spefially desaéhed materials, and teachers who
- N R ~ 4
have more inservice and college training in teaching réading and math.

In sum, ?};1@ I makes a difference. Over time, the program has. been

increasingly successful in targeting special services to low-achieving students.
‘B?growing body of studies show that Title I students can make better than
month-by-month gains in reading and mathematics and that these gains often

significantly exceed those of other needy students not served by the program.
. o :

" . \

-




=p o -WH@T'DO TITLE 1 DOLLARS BUY?

In enact1ng Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Congress

' ~ L

recogn1zed that children from low-1ncome fam111es have special educational
- v L

needs and that school districts #ith concentrat1ons of low-income families
. R : . \.
lacked the.resources "to support adequate educational programs" to addreyg

r
. .

these special needs-, Congress, therefore, declared "it to be the policy

<

of the United States to provide financial assistance . . . to local educational

- v

. - ~
agencies serving areas with concentrations of children from low income fdmilies

t

to expand and improve their educational pro rams" to fieet '"the special educational
Xp P 3 Frog \ p

t

needs of educationally deprived children." Congress later added programs to

‘serve the ch11dren of certain mlgrant parents, neglected or dellnquent chlldren

- ~

ot

. . . . . . - C
and hand1capped chlldren in state operated institutions, and Indian children. .
<
1 A ~
4 . : i . )
To carry out Congressional pollcy, local school d1str1ct and state
4
educat10na1 dephrtments design and operate programs funded under T1t1e I to -
t . s -
addreﬁs the special needs of these disadvantaged children. . ) :
-~ - . 4
b ‘ . ‘-’ ) -
LR} .
. FICHRE I:' The 1908 title I Deflor — \Mat Does 1t Buy? C .
) 1 Pereent ot Total s, -
. T tatad T ot g fus |afteed y
’ / Btate .
. ¢ ) , Programe !
Programs for Lducazionally Dlsedventaged Chiléren P(ot .
Nam by Schoel Districts  nigrant] . A
S R r
. “capped| % t 2
- ! 2 ' h‘: :
— fected] = |3 -
‘ Detin-
: quant .z .
. "
.
¥ -
# .
> 1900 Totats . o L . -
(in oiitions} =/ $2,776.3 parr.2_fseasfsrs] 93,2152 - .
L4 it
g ‘ Set-Axides s R
SOURCE:  Ssoed on alletment figeres ‘for IY 1930 Ln -pm-w todles vmldﬂ y ‘e ‘
by ¥. 5. Depoctaent of Ldwcation. .
' .hci-h- Sasic ond concentration gramts. .
_‘S«b]nt Ro sljuctaeidts in i'!;tnt Tconsfer Record System. *
- . ° N ~
“ o, ' ‘o 4
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.
—
N

o N . . ‘\. e A
. As illustrated in Figure I, over 86 percent of all Title I dollars ‘s TP

Y
* - A

used by school districts to provide specially designed supplementary programs
- for eduzationafly deprived children in poo; schools. .Jﬁst under 12 percent ,
- . .

is provided to states for targeted assistance to children of migratory
. X . ° ‘

farmers or fishermen, to hhqgicépped children in state agencies, and to neglected
¢ . . o , . B

or delinquent children. Of the remainder, 1.5 percent is set aside to reimburse

. L2} B
states for petforming the adminis¥rative functions connected with Title I,

a
and .5 percent is reserved to improve local evaluations of Title-I and to =,
. : - , ° e
‘ . 2 . ' 4 D
> assess the program's effectiveness. _ . -
) . - - .
I. Title 1. School District Programs t . 35\- . e

A}

Since school districts have considefable flexibility in hdw'they .
~ ’ .

' -
¢

. . 5 2o
> use their Title I funds, there is;%o single example of a Title I program. -

- < “

, Title I projects differ from district to district as do other educational -
( . ' cN
. . programs. . ) . ) \
° ) . ’ [
School districts determine which schools will receive Title I funds :
‘ , » . : ’

and which students will rcteive what kind of services based on a local-assess-~

- t

ment of the Sbecific needs of the children-in each school. Ihe'ipw ad regulations

~ . . -
LI 2

. require that programs be targeted to schools in the poorest neighborhoods, s

~ ' 4 v 3.

that the .students in greatest educational need ,to be served first and that ’
C, o - . , - :’ .

v

the* services provided with Title I funds be in addition to the régular services
“ \ ‘ ‘ — X [ 4
. provided to/ﬁzﬁdents from state and local sources. The law also stipulates

. that school districts establish advisory councils to encourage parent,involve-

-~

ment in the planning, carrying out, and evaluating of Title 1 projects.

N

ERIC N

o
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v~ . L .. -
' +. Figuré II: What Do Title I Funds Buy .
L. ' . at th® Scfxool District Level? . )

[}
Y]

. .‘t K ' :lnstruction . . . ’
' ' o . 74.28% :

2. o y -Other . — 2
. . 21.10%

. . Auxiliary Services
. .0 . 4.62%
SOURCE: NIE, Compensatory Education Sersices. 1977, p. 19 '

o * .- o .

< -
" - Although each school district's Title I program is unique, some

.
<

- national patterns exist., Figure II~111ustrates that school dlstncts use
- . .
. ‘ Tltle I funds pnmarlly for direct instruction for part1c1pat1ng students,

. -~
. .

spending,'on average, three quarters of their Titde I all8tment on thése T oY

. & d

classroom services, This instruction is most frequently in remedial readit\f

and mathematlcs "Sfor elementary school st:udent:s farthest behind. Another

one-fl%th of these Tltle I funds pay far other- expenses d1rect1y related

Y

. to classroom services; those expenses include salaries for support personnel,
@ [ . . . )

-
fringe benefits, equipment, building maintenance afid capital outlays. . )

>
& -~

. . . ' . — .

» Less than 5 percent-'6f the total school district. Title I budget is used

to fund auxiliary services such as parent involvement activities, libraries,

| health and nutritional services, and counseling. With the exception of expenditures

.

for parent involvement activities, including parent advisory councils, the
< s .
. ‘ &




. 14 ) .
- proportion of ‘Tifle I monies Aent on auxiliary services had deciined by )
. 20 percent from 1973 to 1978. Library services and guidance programs have
b . (\ 3 . !
been the first to be dropped or reduced. . ’ : )
/ . . o .
' ! ’ ‘ . ®
Since there are insufficient Title I funds to serve all eligible schools
- . . —- . . . 2 ' * ’
and students or provide compensatory instruction in every subject area and
;oo 0
grade level, school districts must often select the sub_}ect: areas and grade
) levels in which they will use their Title I funds. .
N ) Remédial réading and basic’mathematics are the subject areas most frequently )
, - ) :
. supported with Title I funds as Figure III demonstrates. Over 86 percent <
of Title I compensatory services are in those areas; remedial reading/l\aﬁguage
arts alone accounts for Mmost two-thirds of the Title I instructional programs. -
In 1977 the National Institu’tetof Education re'pofted at 95 percelnt of all
Fxgure I: Compensatorv Instruction Rec&ived by
~ ‘ Title I Students by Sub_]ect 197 79’
7 -
. e ‘ )
1 Remedial Reading/ - - ]
~Language Arts
i 60.6% Mathématica |- — .
. 26.1% .
3,522,325 1,513,623 . .
o - Number of Number of
Stydents )
\ .
a ‘
. ES.L. 3.0%" ~
' ' Number of Stiidents ' -
' 173,480/\
g : . Number of Students ’
. 599,441 Lo
N ‘.’ " SOURCE: Figures.derived from unpubh-hed Iuhle “FY 1978
_ * Number of Purticipotits Who Received Inktructivnal and
’ Service Activities in Title 1 inrumu' LEA Progrum .
| Purticipanty from Low-lhconte Areax™, U.S. Depurtmen LT
| — e A FEducstion ; = 2 : —
TP " T 24 | _ ;
P E.S.L. meuns “English us Second Lunguage™ N :

i.e,, presschool readiness, «eience. ete.

e Y ~ 7
¢ ! : . ..




Title I districts provide»supplementary reading/language arts as‘part of
their compensatory edudation,offerings.a Other instructional' areas’funded

’

in whole or in part by Title I include pre-school readiness programs, soc1a15;

Ky

stud1es/cu1tuta1 awareness, science, vocational skills, services -for handicapped
/ . y
children, anq English as‘aJLecond language (ESL) instruction.

Of the approxfmately 5 2 million students served in T1t1e I programs

.

in 1979 almost three-quarters were in grades 1-6 while a f1fth were in grades

7-12, and less than 7 peruent.attended pre—K or kindergarten programs.5

P

)

Quality of Instructional Services in Title I Sehool D1str1ct Programs

- ]

While school districts des1gn a variety of programs w1th T1t1e I.
funds, overall, services received by- Titld I students differ in‘important

ways from those rece1vcd by non-compensatory students in the same school.’
€

T . ) ,
On average, Title I services involve smaller classes, more hours of instruction

in readihg and math, special teachers and aides, and mqre varied'instructionald

£l

. . e —
approaches and, materials,

' Clas’s Size
s g

,/ . ,
‘The “Sustaining Efgzits Study sponsored by the Depantment of Education

» -

. found that while Title 'I students receive their instruction in classes'smaller

than ones for'regerar'Stueenté, rhe major'&iffereﬁce is thétlTitle I students
/;le taught in small gréup set;iﬁgs by speciél teécge%s'and:aides. The NIE
‘Compensatory Educat1on Study‘teperted ‘that the average clae; size for compensatory
instrucéidn is 9 students for remedial reading and 12 students for math.
These’class sizes ae significantly smaller than an -average homeroom s;ze

[ . -

of 27 students i the iitle I schools studied.6. o

4
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e

Teon

Instructional Time

Even _though the number of hOurs in a school day is fixed, Title I

students recelve con51derab1y more hours of instruction, én the average, i . :
” -
in the bas1c skills areas of reading and math> than do_régular students. These
comparisons, however, seem to fluctuate according to grade level and subject
. )

- (tle T andsortitle T scidents n Figst and -
area. For example, Title I and"mon le' I students in fiyst and second _
. ) - - \d ) < .

grades receive approximately thi.same amount of .reading instruction. Beginning

~

in the third grade and continuing through the sixth grade, Title I-stué nts

have cons1derany more hours of read1ng instruction than do non-Title I students'

[ A

On the other hand, compensatory education students re!;1ve much';ore <nstruct1on

' —

in mathematics in all of the first six grades._ Overall,

tegular students

receive about 4.8 hours of math instruction per week while comnénsatory

. . . 7
students receive 5.8 hours per week or about 20 percent more. . .

¢ « . . . «

-
. Content and Method of Instruction

. -/ : . [ . . &

- Accord1ng to teq.her survey data, T1tlp I students generally recezve

»

dxfferent and more varied content in.their special instruction than they T
_— . N (S
do in their regular classroom instruction. EspeciaLly in réading, Title I

students are exposed to more basic or rémedial content of instruction than

c T ’ ' R [ Y
are regular students.. Although there are considerable differences across
grades and programs, Title I-.students in grades 1-6, for example, more frequently .

practice wri:ing letters or groups of letters, learn sight words, and read

e - -

orally than do regular students. Thése differerices in content and teaching

¢

. ./ ..
methods become more pronounced ip later grades.

¢

s A}

M .
i rd

.. Also, Title I teathers and aidds more often éttempt to Individudlize

.
< A K

gﬁe'type and content of instruction for their students than,do regular ,teachers, -

-
Aty

‘.

S . ’

o B - °
. .
N ) .
.
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And, Title'I teachers more frequently design their curriculum on the basis of

© »

objective needs ‘assessment data such as test scores rather than a standard,

i * -t - - P R e
S —approved curriculum. e -

Instructional approaches, of course, vary widely in both regular and

i
Title I classrooms. Nonetheless, in genétal, Title I studénts receive more

-

- - - . $ - - - -
Instruction from teachers and aides who use a wider variety of instructional
¢ s

v

materials includingvindividual viewing equipment, study Fattels, learning
v centers, and special readingﬂmachines.
, . Location of Insttuctiggv .
. Most studentsg tec;ivg tﬁeit compensatory instruction outside th

P :

. . ) :
Thus, there is apparently a wide-spread but erroneous

regular classroon.’

«

belief that the Title I law or regulations require pull-out programs -- removing . .

. i ) R
students from their regular classrooms for a part of the school day to

obtain

|
o . !
-

additional remedial instruction. ‘
: | -
- - L L d - * -

. However, Title I services can and. are given in regular classrooms, in small
R . ! i N

N . . . . - v . . y -
groups within a classroom,. and in learning centers within the regular class, -as°®

. : < - |

- . |
well as in summer school, after school and in weekend programs. For example:

. In the Personalized Instruction Program in Westminster, ColoLado,
'specialists work with regular classroom teachers and aides in the
. classroom to create instructional activities individually tailored
té each child's learning style and interests. These individualzed

activities are especially designed to reinforce the classroom teacher's
language arts curriculum.

T3

o The Redding English Rotation Project in Thomson, Georgia relies
on team teaching and a rotating classroom approach. Students  are
~ ) , divided into small, flexible groups which move among the various -

L4 »

learning stations within the cldssroom.

™~

. Té;chets with Title I students in Warren, Michigan work with reading .
specialists and the principal within the classroom to develop a
step-by-step program for ‘selected- students. The program, A Chance
.o for Every Child, provides the student-instruction at his/her o
: individual level with high interest materials. The teacher
- . retains primary responsibility for putting the plan into action
' . using materials developed by the specialists.l0 ’

27
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e

Based on research which found that' both approaches can be equally effective,

[

angress, in reauthorizing#Title I in 1978, "emphasize[d] that Title I should

.

not be considered .to encourage or'require any particular 1nstruct10na1 strategy

and d1rectéd the Department of Education to 'develop regulatlons which inform

program administrators how to design 'in-class' as well as 'pull-out' programs

for Title 1." 11 x’ °, " ) -

P

» \
I1I. Title I, State Agency Set-Aside Programs

In-addition te‘fqé;ing the supplemental services for low-achieving

\ students in local school districts, almost 12 percent of the Title I funds

¥ ¢ '
PN ) ~
are spent on three®other programs :aperated.by state educational agencies.

I3

Title I Programs for Migratory Children

£y

‘In schoollyear 1980, the federal government'made grants totaling

I

$209.6 millfe;hto state edcation departments to meet the special educational

L)

needs of children whose parents are migratory agrlcultural workers or mlgratory

fishermen. With thes® funds and federal technical assistance, eaéﬁwparticipating

-

state debartment (1) éigabliqugzor‘improves projects which serve migrant
children, either directly or through local school districts, and (2) coordinates

its programs with those in other states and arranges for the computerized
. ' [N . . .

@
transferral of school records for migratory students.

.
P ]

3

. By 1980 the Title I Migrant Program offered educational and related
services to over 520,000 mmgrant students in about 16, 000 schools in 47 states
and Puerto Rico. Tﬂe largest of these grants went 'to Texas ($63 million), -

Callfornla $54 m1111on) Florlda ($17 mllllon), and Washlngton (59 m1111on)




o

o

el
S .

N

»——~—~——-"*—W“*Migra£t prb}écts differ from state to state and district to district,

o

wre

i
¥
1
H

just, @s” the school disfrictabrograﬁs for. educationally disadvantaged children

do. However, most include remedial reading and writing in English and the
. ] 3

students' home language.

s /

S
-~ . .

L A major.success of this program has been the development of a nationwide

~

computerized communication system which permits rapid transmission of student
o N ° o

- " background and achievement data. This Migrant Student Record Transfer System

[

(MSRTS) ‘allows schools receiving migrant children to more quickly and accurately

\§kill$ Information System (SIS) is-now _being added to MSRTS. Information

& v

o
~

t to help teachers design approprlate eduCatlonal programs.

Very few children of migrant workers graduate from high school.h It

-

is estimated that even in the early 1970's, 9 out of every 10 migrant children

-

did not attend high school and only 3 out of 10 of those who did, graduated.1
The MSRTS as'well as_the other special servfces of the Migrant'program are

désigned to dvercome obstacles‘COntrlbutlng to this low high school complet1bn
% . ay

rate. In add1t10n, the Wash1ngton-Texas Secondary Credi't Exchange proJect

-Eunded by'the Migiant-program,‘is a successful pilot program which permits

L )

the transfer of crédit for courses taken in one state to meet sthe graduation
* requirements in another state. .

A} Since soggety has long’ overlooked the special, needs of migratory workers

A . . .
and their families, drawing migrant children into the school system is itself

find or establish proper educafiond} program$’ for these students. A Coordinated

about the reading and math sk1lls which students'have mastered are available °




>

»20 .

l . .
« a goal of the program. In 1978, the Department of Education began a major

"ehild find" campaign to identify all eligible migrant children. The initial
* success of‘thé;e effor;s is suggested by the growth-of ;his program from .
121 projects.in 1967 serving about 43,000‘stq§ents to 3,000 prdject sites -
s in 1979 serving approximately 522,000 students. The migrant child search;
| ﬁowever, is far from complete; it was estiyated in 1978 that Approximately

500,Q001children remained unserved.ls

1

"Fitle I Programs for Handicapped Children

-

, In }980 approximately 225,5007handicapped children in %,900 state
schools and 3,100 local educational agencies received services funded by

.this Title I program. The primary emphasis of this program is to provide .

¢ . [
' spedial services to (1) handicapped students in full-time residential .

institutions supported with state funds, (2) handicapped students who are

enrolled, in & ‘regular school but require additional assistance from itinerant

speqialists, and. (3) handicapped‘children confined to their Bomé because

Y
A=

of the severity of their handicap. < -

¢

P

-

\ Because these funds are used in a number of ways to supplement other <

state and federal resources for ‘the handicapped, it is difficult to isolate-
4¢

F

and generalize about the services handicapped students receive under this

one program. However, Title.I generally funds (in whole or in part): speech,
- | . M , .

audiology, and psychological services; Ahysical and occupational therapy;.

= \

and counseling and medical services for diagnostic or evaluation purposes.

‘ D
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Title I Proé!ﬁ s’ for Negtected or Delinquggg_Children?
-
" The addition of this program to Title I in 1966 (P.L. 89-750)
' - €
represented.the first federal effort to improve educational experiences_of

*

children in institution$ for neglected or delinquent youth or id adult
; B . .

correctional facilities. In 1980, funding for the Title I Neglected and

Delinquent Program ués $33.1 million. . =~ .

.
» L
b}

Services funded-by this program vary considerably from site to site
dependiné ont how a facilit;;;rganizes 1t; regular educational programs
Mbst-m1n1mum~secur1ty facillt:es where students can move from class to class,
provide sér0ices in th; same way régular schcols'do - in”pull-out or in-class

programs emphasizing basic reading and math skills, Other facilities °

hold Title I classes in one or two rooms with tight security. As Figure IV

-

1llustrates. approxiqately 80 percent of all Title L funds for neglected

’ 2 ‘ L
Y 1o ' ' -

—or delinquent childten are spent on classroom personnel, primarily te chers

H

and aides.
[}

Another ll\percent cover expenditures for dther support staff

‘\

) \ e 4 . . . .
such as teacher resource specialists, community/school liaisons, and evaluatiom
¢ } -

[

and other technical assistance staff, while local administrative costs account '

for’approximetely 3 percent of the total allotment.

1
LY -
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Figure IV: What Title I Funds for Neglected
' _and Dehnquent Clnldren Bny

N

&%

Classroom ‘ Personnel
80%

Other Support

,Adminhtu;oro

-

8., tuchor resource specialists, comMmuniiy/schoot inisons,

<
evaluation specialists. ‘

SOURCLE: System Development Lorpornion. "A\aduml Evaluation

of Title 1 Progress for Neglected or Delinguent Youth in
State Institutions,” Interim Report for Contract 300-76-0093
with U.S. Office of Education{Sants Monica. ('\.:m.. 1977).

a .
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WHO PARTICIPATES IN TITLE I SCHOOL DISPRICT PROGRAMS?

TiFleII is truly national in-seppe**—@ver 87 pércent ofﬁtﬁe'approximately
16,000 local school districts, nationwide’, participate in the program. More

than 4.9 million public school children and 185,140 non-public échbol‘children, . -

N ’ -
; or-approximately 5.2 million, received Title I servites in local school districts

during school year 1979-—80.1 About 73 percent (or 3.8 million) of these

childrep attended grades 1-6, representing almost 16 percent of the-public
{ N

and non-public school enrollment in these grades.

~ .

-

School districts employed an equivalent of 241,827 full-time teacers,

aides, administrators, and other professional and support staff in Title I
- o - - .

school district projects in fiscal year 1979.2
. . 3

districts use Title I dollars to fund about 5 percent of their teaching staff

- v [
The nation's six largest school

and over 40 percent of their educational aides. Almost 700,000 parents of

Title I students serve on advisory councils and participate in other program
activities. This section describes some offthe chardcteristics of these
. } \' 0

participants in Title I school district projects.

\

L. Title I Students ‘ . y

o

There are not enough Title I f8nds to serve all the children performing’

’
*

below grade level in the country's schools. Thus, Congress decided to concentrate

: these limited resources on- educationally. deprived children attending the
poorest schools. In general, only those schools in which the concentration F
TN A, )

of pobr children is as large as the district's average are eligible for Title I —
L4 ¢ N ’

. N . - t
‘projects. Usually, the poorest schools must -be served first. However, to |,
- give districts flexibility to meet local circumstances, the law allows the
. ' . .

2 . :
» 5 . R
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‘' use of other cr%‘eria for selecting schools under certain circumstances.

. For example, a school district meg choose to maintain a Title I project )

. for two years after a school loses its eligibility according to strict

~—— . -

poverty rankings. The lav also permits the use of a variety of poverty standards
to rank sthools, including Census data, free lunch or breakfast counts? AFDC

records, school surveys, or housing and employment statistics. .
N N

Once a school district selects its target schools, a pool of eligible

children "having the greatest need" for remedial help are identified at each

target school. 1In general, the students performing most poorly in SCh201 /
must be served first. Schools determine poor .performance on the basis of

standardized achievgment,scorés, teacher judgments, or some combination of

methods. In order to strengthen the program's cdntinuity,‘the law allows

-~

school districts (o continue 'services to children no longer in greatest

need, but who arePetill educationally deprived. Title T gives school districts

-~

flexibility in other respects; it permits the districts to keep children

in the'program who are transferred to an ineligible school or to skip the °

v

lowest achieving students if they are receiving similar serviges from other
- \‘

R

4
state and local programs.
h ’
K .

v

Themost tecent and comprehensive study of who participates in Title I

o

school district programs repdrts that "[i]t is clear in terms of percentages,

*-

-

that poor children and educationally needy children are the principal recipients

% .

of Title I."4 Héwevér, largely because of limited funding and f}exibleLschooll‘

student selection procedures, almost half of .the low achieving ‘students in

[} &
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grades 1-6 -- or almost 3 milljon students,-- do not receive any compensatory

v

| >

In junior and senior high schools even fewer educationally
2 N .

education sarvices.
deprived students receive the services 9f Title I. The National Igstitute
"of Yducation'ssCompensatory Educatizh Study reported in 1977 that in Title T°
distrigts witﬁ both elementary and secondary scﬁools,‘oniy 1 percent of the

~
_secondary school students received Title I-funded

7

- 5 \
services.

S

1y

. .

&3

o

-~ ° " . . .;,
Table II: Percentage of Children Who Receive Title I and
-Other Compensatory Education Services by Family

] ‘ * Income and Student Achievement Levels (Crades 2-6)
~ Non-Poor Poorf\' Non-Poor/
Poor/Low Low Regular’ . - Regular
Achiever Achiever Achiever Achiever
o a .
Title I,
School District
Programs 402 - 26 22 . 8 <
Other T \!F~\§i> *
Compensatory *
Services . 14 g 16 ' 8 | 9 ]
‘ - * . ‘ i
No < . . !
Compensatory B . % ° :
Education 47 58 70 ; ' 83 s
TOTAL . 101z° 100 '+ |\ 1002
tudents also Teceive compensatory services from :
? other federal, \state, andlocal sources. .
_ Does not total to duye to rounding error.

SOURCE: Adapted from The Sustaining Effects Study: An

Interim
_ Report, 1980, p. 66: Table I1I-14. Ty T

i . N : N ~

~

An inspection of Table II shows that 40 percent of the children .ho -

- are both poor and low achievers 'and 26 percent of the nori~poor low achievers
- . 6 ' ‘ ’
receive Title I services.  Another 30 percent of these students are enrolled
in compensatory programs funded fé:& other federal, state, and local sources.

4
- H A 4

' : 35 . | .
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A large percentage of low achie\\ers, both poor and non-poor receive no compen=

satory services. The(lata also‘indicate that some regular achievers are

.

receiving Title I services, but th1s may be due to d1fferences in how the

ES
- A - ’ . . . C
study defined 'regular- achievers" and hqw districts -actually identify parti-
Q & «
. cipating students. The lflexibility_ofi‘gle law's schogl/student selection
, . .08 he lav's sthogl/scudent. SSlece
L - . ) ) 3
/. L4 A [ ’, o 1
However, it also appears that some school districts are actuairy serving some

. o 9

Aineligible students. Nonetheless, the porcent;ages reported m this table ~

show that: low achievers™are the pnmary recipients of T1t1e I services and

.

y that Title I is much more lt;ggeted on these children than other compensatory

-

education programs.

-

> Figure V: A Comparison of the RacxaI/Ethmc‘Composmon of’ e

L Compensatory Educatior Programs in Title I-Districts =
to Pistrict Averages

. . Sy

"Percent Enrollment in ‘ ' - Pe;'cént of Total
% . Compensatory Educdtion *  Enrollment in
< / Programs ' . Title 1 Districts

LLR
<

: Spanish-
’ Surnamed

-
. *Oiher, i.e., American Indinns. Asian. Pacific Ilunder.

. " SOURCE: Adapted from figure< in ME. Compensatory Educution ’ -
- Servicex. 1977, p. 14: Tuble 2 “Racidl/Ethnic Composition

-~ ™ .

. . of ‘Titde 1 Dispeicis.” ¢

4 o
P . -

requirements may also account for the presence of some of thé "regular, achievers.”.
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""" """"The moSt recent datﬁ)availabﬁ§ comparing the racial/ethnic background

of compensatory educatién students, primarily Title I studen&s, with the

+

averagg racial composition of Title I school

¢

N

districts are presented in

Figure V. These figures show that the concentration of minority students

)

in cémpensatory programs in Title “I districts is substantially higher than

o~

e

that in the districts as a whole: 34 percent

2 r

ﬁ)::udents are black, compared with 19 percent of the total enrollment; 10

.

percent are Spanish surnamed, c®mpared with 5 percent of total enrollment;

Table III re

>

and 54 percent are white, compared with 75 percent of total enrol

o
o

1ment.
/

oA

s

~of the compensatory education

ports theqnost recent available data (FY 1979) on the age,

N » sex, and languagesbackground of Title I participants in grades 1-6. -
. e .0 -~ .
o -t
- j -
- SRl . .
’ R j;le Ix:. Chajac:zrig:ics of Title I Participants: Age, \ .
. Sex, Linggage Backgraund Percentages (Grades 1-6 only)
v ) ! acksr ) o
* Age . ?tczntagz ‘
5 =6 years ' 12 T
‘7 17 , .
o - ‘*‘vm
N - 8 18 .
: 9 g 17
- 10 ‘ 12
. 11 < . 14
L e ” rs
12 , 4 .
' . -8 100 % ‘
Sex ' -, L
- . . s ~ ,
' Fenale rJ [¥3 -
. 4 . .
- - Male Ve A 56 R
N I _ ¢ Mo . s
4 N $ "' - B -
o . k Lang-lage Background . ’ -
x " Englisi spoken at homs - 8 . .
N Spanish spokenpat home - 12
: \ Other language spoken at home 4 .
w L —_—
1 , \ k3 - %100 2
é . ‘. ° ° ’
, . a o ~
~ N A}
. B oL Y ? Source: ED, Apnual Evaluation Report on Education Programs, 1980 .
- . . : ’ p. la. /
. \‘1 . v

- ‘e .
. .
. v -
; . . .
. T ;

e , .

v -
am .
sad

v
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Title I in Non-Public Schools °,

B (&, "

In fiscal year 1980 an estiffated 191,000 privite school students participated

"in Title I school district programs. This represents about 4 percent of the over

; . . 7 ' . .
5 million students enrolled in private schools. Although non-public schools:

cannot recéive Title I funds directly, eligible students attending ﬁZn-public
schools andMiving in Title I_project areas must receive services comparable

to those eligible public school students receive. The most freq;ently used tethods
for gé?ving these students include mobile educ#tional units and equipment, dual

enrollment, and the use of employées paid by public schools with Title I funds

©

who work in non-public schools attended by eligible students.

v - ’ \

.In states where local districts substantially fail to provide Title I

4

services to eligible non-public school thildren of when state $tatute prevents

school districts from providing such services, the U.S. Secretary of Education

may invoke what is called the by-pass provision. That is, the Department
of Education may contract with an independent agency to serve eligible students
in non-public §chooI§ and may pay for these services with part of the state

ang school districts’ Title I allotment.

Until recently, basic descriptive data on the participation rates of

and services to eligible non-public school students have been lig

example, prior to 1978, Title I school district grantees were_no

<
~

‘to report separately: (1) benmefits provided to

students, o; (2) the effectivenéss of Title I fof types of sfudents.

%

~ -

. ‘ '
are receiving equitable services. .

» Without such data it is impossible to determine if non-public school children

v

+
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Urban/Rural Participation ’in Title I School District Programs

Rural areas rank highest in terms of. the number of Title I students

e

served. : Figure VI illustrates that there are approximately 1.78 million

‘ Title I students attending rural schools. Cities under 500,000 rank second
. - 0 s

with approximately 14.55" million Title I students. The smallest number of

v -
Title I students are emrolled in Suburban schools. | Coe

X ., # { I

-

' .

¢

| Figure VI: Percéntage and Estimated Number of
Students Receiving Title I School District
< Services by Urbanicity, FY 1979*

S

=~ ) . STUDENTS
IN MILLIONS

Cities
Over 200,000
" 241%

1.24

Lt

5.7%

Cities
29 '

50,000-200,000

. . Cities
- Under. 50,000
30.1%
1.55

»~

4+ B - . I .

A{.m,ost 13 percent (or 650,994) of students ig Title I school.

district, ﬁrogt'amé"are conceni:rat;ed in 6 of the country's largest districts

e

L L

-

_listed in Table w.° : - -39 .
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Table. IV: Title-I Participation in the Nation's Six
* Largest School Districts (1980-81 School Year)

) ENROLLMENT NO. OF SCHOOLS .~ TEACHERS (FTE) AIDES (FTE)
- - - ?__ d ’3 ¥ ¢ -~ v
< City District *Title I District Title I Digtrict Title I District Title I
New York City 945,116 202,057 939 563 53,305 3,105 11,244 3,945
Los Angeles 538,596 221,936 666 227 20,5522 1,075° - 1,250°
‘Chicago - || . 458,497 |- 64,147 626 300 2,562 1,157 2- 1,265
| Philadelphia || 228,971 92,867 512 224 12,331 . 569 2,532 1,258
v . . ‘ ' a
Detroit .Y 216,373 41,534 366 209 8,300 441 2,005 1,583
! . ) . R ‘ : ‘ - .
" _| Dade County 232,951 . 28,453 . 342 « 103 . 11,602 199 | 1,279 167 -
(Miami). P ’ » ' . . ! 2
ey , . .
- ? : R . ‘b ) ]
1 ToTALS 2,620,504 '} 650,994 [ 3,451 | -1,626 130,652 6,546 9,468
. 9§sE?hates Ve . g < /

o & » ’ . . -
Only three'of the districts were able tg report public_and non-public schoolAEitle I students separately.

"In these three sthool districts, Title I public school studénts represent 26 percent of the total public :
schébl enrollmeénts in their districts. ' On the other hand Title I students (both_ public and private) in

~the ;ix largest school districts représent.24 percent of the total public school enrpllment in their districts.

«  SOURCE: Telephone interviews with scheol district personnel, April 1981. -

i *

1613

.
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Urban/Rural Participation in Title I School District Programs

-

Rural areas rank highest in terms of the numb%r of Title I students

P .
served. Figure VI illustrates, that there are approximately 1.78 million

Title I students attending rural schools.

with approximately 1.55 million Title I students. The smallest number of

-]

Title I students are enrolled in suburban schools. </

>

Figure VI’« Percentage and Estimated Number of

e. B Students Receiving Title I School District .
Services by Urbanicity, ¥Y 1979* .
STUDENTS Cities ‘ :
Over 200,000

IN MILLIONS :
. . ' 24.1%
1.2¢4 '

. Cities
Under 50,000
30.1%

- ) b
o «, Suburbs T\ 1.55 -

P SN

3
-
»
R~
49
“r

o
~
~
4

Almost 13 percent (or 650 994) of students m ’h.tle I school

Cities under 500,000: rank second '

T —

‘e

—— ]

' luted m ’Iable IV.

6 4,)

. u~d13tnct programs are concentrated in 6 of the countty s Iargeat: d13tr1cts

‘.

I P




Table .fV: Title I Participation in the Nation's Six
— s ‘Largest School Districts (1980-81 School .Year)

. ENROLLMENT NO. OF SCHOOLS TEACHERS (FTE) -AIDES (FTE)
City District Title I District Title I District Title I .District] -Title I
New York City 945,116 202,057 939 563 53,305 3,105 11,244 3,945
Los Angeles 538,596 | 221,936 666 227 20,552° 1,075 -~ 11,2500
\ T . ’ i
"Chicago 458,497 64,147 . 626 300 24,562 1,157 == . | 1,265
N , { « ‘
[ N . - t i
Philadelphia 228,971 }. 92,867 512 224 12,331 569 2,532 1,258
v ' ’ - - N . s '
- > . ‘a .
Detroit. 216,373 41,534 - 366 - - 209 8,300 ¢ 441 2,005 1,583
Dade County 232,951 28,453 342 103 11,602 - . 199 | 1,279 167
(Miami) - : §§ ‘ .
. b‘ N Al v
TOTALS 2,620,504 650,894 3,451 1,626 130,652 6,546 ‘ . 9,468
Estimates - :

bOply three of the districts were able to re

port public and;nob~pub1ic school Title I students separatefy.

In these three school districts, Title I

school enrollménts in their distric®.
the six largest school districts repreae

public school students represent 26 percent of the total public
On the other hand, Title I students (both public and private) in
nt 24 percent of the total public school enrollment in their districts.

SOURCE: Télephone interviews with school district'ﬁé;sonnel, April 1981.
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I1. Title'I School District Staff ’ \\\5\\

During the 1975-76 school year, approximately 111,000 full-time

* : ! - - . . -
equivalent teachers provided compensatory education instruction in Title I
~

-

" districts. Largely because of higher educational costs, the number of full-

<\

time equjvalent teachers paid with Ti;le I fépds dropped by more than 13,000

or 12.8 percent from 1975 to 1979.-

in 1979, Tiﬁie I paid the salaries of.more educational aides than teachers;

of the‘stafﬁ/memberé assigned. to Title I programs, 97,772 were.teachers and

104,286 were educational aides'.10 The data reported by the 6 largest school
{ . . ) ol

districts reflect a similar pattern in school year?1980-81. These districts

hired the equivalent of approximately 6,546 teachers and 9,468 instructional

3

aides with Title I funds. The 4 districts reporting éomparative staffing

3

figures for Table IV, paitfor over 40 perceht of their inspruétional aides o

~ [ -N

¢ .

with'*Title I funds.

- . « . X
Educational aides generally provide extqh attention to students either

*

individually or in small grodps. Teachers reporf‘fﬁét these aides provide

individual instruction to students in 75 percent “of the compensatory math

1
-t -
Vs

classes; in 58 percent of the compensatory languagk.arts classes; and in

42 percent -of the compensatory reading cldsses. Studeats who obtain their
w— * « K t
on average one hour

- .

compensatory reading instruction from an aide receive
¥ . . [ . 'S

‘more of reading instruction a week than do students taught by reading

i

. 4 11 '
spec1a}1sts. . ' SRS

e <
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Title I teachers are usually. highly qualified. Sixty-seven percent have .

graduate training beyond a bachelqus degree, and 62 percent specialize in one

. 12 . . . . s
area. As Table V illustrates, Tltee 1 teachers tend; to have more specialized

4
inservice training and more courses i

instructional techniques than do regular

teachers -in Title I schools. Both groups have similar amounts of college (J
. o ' -

training, but Title I teachers tend to have less teaching experience than

<

regular teachers. ‘

K3

Table V: Comparing Title I and Non-Title I Teachers:

§

*  Average Trainin%'and Experience®

N
. - TITLE I A" NON-TITLE I
- . Reading Mathematics Reading Mathema?ics
. ﬁours of Inservice . .
Training 14.3 ~8.2 10.9 5.9
) Number of College f% ¢ ’
Courses in Specialty i .
Area 1.9 .9 1.2 .6 -
[ L S
Highest Degree ° B.A. plus B.A. plus B.A. plus B.A. plus
lLevel Graduate Graduate - Graduate Graduate
Hours Hours Hours Hours
Number of Years, ' - -
Teacher Training ~10\ 3 9.3 11.9 11.9

*In Title I Schools

2
!

Adapted from The Sustaiming Effects Study: An Interim Report,

46 ;.

T of
oy

. SOURCE:
' 1980., p. 96: Table IV~2 "Average Experience and Trainiag of -
J ® Teachers” :

~
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figure VII disﬁlays the most recent available data an the ethnic
distrfbution of compensatory education teachers. Although this distribution .
i; not representative of the ethnic distribution of compensatory education
students, 1t does approximate that of the t;tal enrollment of Title I

S

. . 13
districts. .

.

Fi{‘gure VII: Racial/Ethnic Distribution of
Compensatory Education Teachers
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I11I. Parént Involvement in Title I School District Programs

- ~

D e e . v
\"ngle I has led the way in recognizifig the value of involving parents

LS ... ), . Co . .
in fg:,deczsxon—makzng and the instructional aspects of their children's
. » “ no J‘ . 4 - . '

education. ..Each sthool désttict receiving Title I fupds:must establish a

, <
4 -
° . v . . '

. N — .,




district advisory council

&

3 H

'

- 13

and aﬁ'advisory council at each Title I school.

In district$ with small Title I projects only a d1str1ct advxsory council -

is

of

on

required. ‘A ma

Title I- cﬁ’Tﬁren.

.o

Jorlty of the membéers on these counc1ls must be parents

_Their functions are to advise the schoolvofficjals

how to plan

carry out , agd evaluate Title I projects.

-~

- Between the school years 1977-78 and 1979-80, the number of .parents

«on Title I parent advisory “councils increased by 28 percent from 207,345

to 265,755..'he number of Title I parents‘ who participated in other Title I
v

/

activiaies such as home tutoring, working as in-class aides, and designing

and evaluating grogram plans increased even more drsggﬁfbally by 66 percent --

from 258,763 to 431,166 from 1977 to 1980: 13

- . . . L
Congress has “Tong realized that active Title I parents are one of the
> . )

‘ cruc1a1 factors for lmgyOVLng the effectlveness of Title I programsa Thus,

parents of Title I children are as integral a part of ‘the program as teachnrs

aides, adm1nlstrators, and, students.
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TITLE I, TODAY AND BEYQND: BIPORTANT POLICY QUESTIONS

The major purpose of this report is to address three Jusstions about
Title I today. This section, on the.other hand, identifies what the Council
sees as important policy guestions which need to bz considefed in order to
continue improving services(E&r educationally disadvantaged children in the
1980s and beyond. . ’ -

Pl

1. Thle federal government, especially over the last-15 years, has
assumed an active role in targeting supplemental services to traditionally
underserved students, including poor children, ethnic mino¥ities, migtrants,
Indians, students with limited English proficiency, handicapped children,
and certain neglected or delirquent children. As Title I and other federal
education programs have developed, the federal goverument has relied **
increasingly on extensive and intricate regulations to ensure that these
students receive equitable services. On the other hand, local school officials;
faced with 2 growing number of ever more complex regulatiops, have ¢oiced
strident opposition to what they perceive as federal intrusion in education.
One of the key policy questions facing educational policymakers in the 1980°'s
is: How can the federal government best accomplish its equlty goals wlthout .
creatlng undue burdens on local scbool districts?

2. Federal education programs.have evolved in a patchwork fash1on
in response to particular demands rather than as a result of an overall plan.
Until recently each program had its own set of rules, regulatlons and ‘guide- 3
linés. Each program assumed that the stydent it served were dlstlnct'from
children recelﬁino other- forms of categorlcalssﬁsistance. "In reality, many
children are eligible for more than one “*categorical program. Serious consideration
»must be given. to such quéstans as:, How can schools best serve_students who
are eligible for moxe than.oug categgr§ca1 program? How can parents best
advise school officials- in scﬁ%%ls and, ‘'school dlstn@gts that. receive funds
from several federal and state programs 2 How ¢an wider use of the school-wide
_project concept in,the 1978 Jrevision of Tltle i ‘be fostgred7

u,’

3. Relatedly, the federal, and in most 1nstances s§%€e adminlsrratlon
of Title I is separate from the administration pfjother federaily-funded .
programs for handicapped children, for bilingual” education;..and for: other
civil rights programs and manddtes. However, at thealbcal‘ievel these programs

™ are highly inferdependent. Title I policy, therefore,™” myst, be decided in

light of its relation to other federaf” and state cate efical programs. Policy
quest1ons in need of further résearch arezL What "i¢ fhe cumulat1ve51mpéct
of the confluence of state and federal categor1ca1 pXograms .on school pr1nc1pals
and school district admlnlstiators’ And, to what degyee-do, schoof officials ‘use
Tltle I Fumds to accomplish other~program requ1rement \ or ciyil rights mandates?
’ . . » ~ ﬁ w cf, *

4. Title I serves very few secondary schools, 'spec1a11yxh1gh schools.
This is at least partially due to limited Title I fun ing.+ There ds, however,
little systematic information on such quéstions as: What are barriers to .
Title I pFograms in secondary schools? How tan these bBarriers be reduced -
or-eliminated? Are there some particularly effective approaches’to compensatory
instruction at the secondary level? U

.

i o
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COMMONLY USED ABBREVIATIONS ’ T
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PRI A¥DC - . ,AidUCO'Families with Dependent Children
. - - ED X - United StaEes Department ef Education j)
ESEA Elementary and Secondary Education Act ‘
ESL - English‘a; a Second Lanéuage '
. FTE Full Time Equivalent B -
FY ° - . Fiscal Year.® )
JDRP \\ Joint Dissemination and Review Panel ) ,
LEA \\\hpcal ‘Education Agency T
e MSRTS Migrant Student Record Transfer System ‘
NIE National Institute of Education ‘ . ‘ 2
., N&D (; Neglected or Dellnquént » )
’ OCE Office of Compensatory %ducat1on o ' ; )
- PAC Parent Advisory Council ' .
. “sEA . State Education Agen;y o ot )
. > -
TACs *  Technical Assistance Centers ’
» ~+ JTIERS . Title I Evaluation and Reporting System
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A S0 MMARY OF TITLE I PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS 1 - - \

Title I is a categorical program which provides monies to.school d1str1cts
to meet the spec1a1 educational needs of edugqationally disadvantaged children
et in poor'schools. It .is not intended to provide general funding to local.
- school districts. Because Title I has never been fully funded; school districts
generally ‘must select the poorest schools in the districts a Title I schools
and cHoose students farthest behind theirpeers in these schools as Title I
. students To make. sure that Title I i not used as genetral aid and ‘to help
. ensure that school districts design quality projects, the program includes
a number of program requ1rements. Each of these requirements are based on

the :progtam's "Declaration of Policy." (See back cover). The requ1rements
are summarized below. O

~
L]

. Funds,Allocation'Requirements v ] ..
. An interrelated set of requirgments cencerned with (1) the selection ° ~
» of schools and students who receive Title I funds or (2) with the use of
: . Titled funds so that they prov1de speC1a1 services for educat1ona11y deprived
childreén. - . . 3
a - ) Comparability generally requires that the level of local services in évery .

- Txtle X school be roughly equal to the average level in non-Title I schools:
. . These requirements are des1gned to ensure thht Federal assistance is not uded to
RN : support a level of“services already available in non-Title I schools in the
_district. 1r'is generally measured 19 terms of two ratios: pupil to staff .
and expenditurés per pupll for instructional salaries.

M-S . °

«
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Eligibility criteria set standards for which school districts are eligible
“to receive Title I assistance, define eligible schools as those having high C
concentrations of children from low-income families, and identify the class of
potential recipients as children who are educgtionally deprived.

- Equ1tab1y provided regulations require that T1t1e I children in Title I
schools receive their fair share of specific gservices in comparison to chjldren
in non-Title I schools. These regulations afé’part1cu1ar1y useful when districts
are, introducing a naw, locally provided service to some but not all children.
1f a district implements”a limited new program to teach English as @ second °

; language, the equitably prbvided rule stipulates that Title I children: be .-
_invélved in the new program—in relation to their proportion of the total number
of children in the district. , . ‘

K \

Excess cost requirement clarifies the supplantrng provisions by stipulating
that Title I funds can pay only f6r the excess costs of Title I programs and
M projects. If, - for example, a district is spending $1,000 per pupil, and_the
local Title I program is designed to provide. the same program at a more intensive
level, Title I may pay only’for the costs of the program that are in excess of
$1,000 per pupil. Therefore, the supplement-not-supplant and excess cost
provisions are closely related. The supplanting provilions prevent local school
L * districts from penalizing childrer~in Title I programs when allocating state and
local funds. The excess cost provision requires that Title I funds pay only the
costs of services beyond normal instructional expenditures.

Y

eneral aid prov1s1ons give broad d1rect1§% to school|districts requiring L
them serve only "educationally degr1ved" children with Title I funds and

. not the student body at large.

Maintenance of effort provisions require that a district's funding from .
state and local sources does not _decrease. Without such provisions, states or
districts could substitute Title I dollars for local and state funds. Thus;
the requxrement is designed to ensure that Title I grantees do not, shift ongoing
financial re5ponS1b111ty for basic educat1on programs to the féderal govermment.
i * A

*Sugg@ement-Not—Supplant requirements aré intended to gnsu;e that Title I
:funds are added to, and not.used-to replace, state and local funds. ¢Children

N in Title I programs must receive the level of state and le€al~funds they.would
- have received if Title I did not exist. .

Sy -

.Targeting standards determiné which of the eligible areas and children will .

‘4 * in fact be served. . ‘ 2
, , o
Program Deve10pment‘Requirements' . ~ -
) ’ .
, Program developmen requ1rements ‘establish the procedures that school
d15tt1cts must follow in designing and implementing Title I programs. These six
g ma;or requirements are meant to ensure that the services provided are related "
o L to the needs of the children to be served and that they are carefully planned
1mp1emented and evaluated. @
. @ . ) A

7 L]

. . '
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The coimplaint resolution requirements are intended to provide parents
and other interested individuals procedural safeguards for resolving their ~
complaints about Title I projects. The 1978 law stipulates that school districts,
state departments, and the Department of Education develop procedures for
« investigating :hq/resoiving complaints.

- >

The concentration requirement 1s intended to ensure that' Title I funds
provide services of sufficient size, scope, and quality to give reasonable promise
of success. .-TNis requirement takes on added importance since Title I typically
is not fully funded. T ' ]

) 3 o

The coordination ;Equirqunt is intended to prevent Title I from duplicating
benefits provided to the target population by ensurihg that Title I services are
planned in conjunction with othed federal and gtate agency programs. . -

.

-
~

The needs asgéssmeqt requirgment is the 'first step in the program develop-
ment process and involves identifying educationally disadvantaged children and
cifying their needs. This requirement is intended to ensure that all’®
ZEi:Ytionally disadvantaged children residing in low-income areas are identified.
s v s -
The parent involvement requirement prescribes the nature and ‘extent of )
paréatal {nvolvement in the development and operation of Title I programs.

%

The program design régulation requires a formal plan establishing objectives
for the Title I program and the specification of activities and services to
.accomplish the desired eﬂff’ based on the results of the needs assessment. . .

. ' . &
The program evaluation requirement provides that the effects of the Title 1
program be assessed. The results of these assessments should be used by school ,
districts in the design of future Title I programs and must be reported to the
state education agencies. .

-

OTHER FREQUENTLY USED TERMS e . -

Under the by-péss provisiong the U.S. Secrétary of Education withholds funds
from any applicant, usualiz;p public school, and arranges to provide Title'l
services directly to priv school sthdents.

.

Categorical grants are to be used for specially defined activities, certain

categories of recipients, or legislatively established purposes.
1} « .

.

Compensatory education ~educational or support services intended to upgrade’

- or compensate for skill deficiencies of children doing poorly in schools.
&> ’ - ¢
/ - A
' Educationally-deprived children - children whose educational attainment
o ~ is below the level that is appropriate- for children of their age.

-

.

. ' Pull-out prOgramé - programs in which studlents recg}ve their compensatory
instruction outside the regular classroom, Y 5

* 1 ‘ . N
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ALI{ENDIX A: A COMPARISON OF TITLE I EXPENDITURES

-AND ENROLLMENTS BY STATE

~
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/ APPENDIX B: .» SAMPLER OF “EXEMPLARY”
TITLE I-FUNDED PROJECTS . ]

Educational Programs That Work, (Fall, 198Q), pré%ared for ED's National Diffusioan
Network, lists and describes 140 "exemplary" projects Fifty-three of these were
developed with Txtle I funds. Among other fpequirements to attagin "exemplary” status,
each project must demonstrate to ED’'s Joint Disséminatiorm and Review Panel (JDRP)
its effectiveness with objective evidence: Space only permits a brief descriptién
of a handful of these projects. Copies of--this catalogican be purchased for T
$5.50 (prepaid) from: Order Department,’ Far West Laboratory fon.goucatxonal Research
and Development, 1855 Folsom Street, ‘San Francisco, CA 94103 ?

IRIT: Intensxve Reﬁdxqg Instructxonal Teams - Hartford, Comnecticut — N ¢

/

The IRIT program in Hartford, Connectxcut is a hxghly-focused-laboratory p¥oject ’
for third and fourth orgde studencs thh reaﬁxng problems. The progcam places emphasis
lon three 'areas: encodung/decodxng, 1nd1v1dualxzed readxng, and vocabula}y/comprehension.
Students receive 3 hours of intensive imstructioa in‘these skills.in the morning R
and return t the clasgroom teacher in the afteraoon for iustructibn in other basic
subjects. Test results iadicate that studeqts earolled in the program show a seven-

month gain for every ten weeks of thé*program. “ . TN

QLASSROOW INTERVENTION: Indxvxdualxzed Basxc Skill Reading Program - Seattle, Washington
) Yo -

Thxs program demonstrates that even~in the immer city, Title 1 programs can achieve

\\c outstandxng results. Classrpom Interventxon uses a system of continuous feedback

and rexnforcement multiple basal materxals, and, through the effectxve use of teachers
and éides, provxdes xndxvxdualxzed attention to sgudents. It also offevs a resource
room for severely disadvantaped ‘readers. £ecause of these built-in success factors,

students have more thaqsdoubled the1r average read;ng gains.
. .- .- . . '
. L

_Hawaii Basic Skills Remedxat1on Project - Hxlou Hawaii . ]
> ’ N

Parental xnvo;vement is key to .the success of the Hawaii Basic Skills Remedxat;on

Project and-has resulted in behavivral as well as academic xmprovement of studeats .

in grades 3ithrough 8\7 Along with' aiding teachers in the selection of students ic .
for the program parents work with their chllaren in the evening, offer encouragement ‘%
-for good work, and “sign all homework ass1gnments. W1th1n the classroom, students, -

’&eceive small érizes as incentives for goodawork'ano:attendanceﬂ ‘The program has

almost’ doubled students' reading skills and math achievémegt scores. L

. ;Pre=Algebra Developuent Centers - Chxcago, Illinois . g

This eight-week surmer mathematics ?rogram for pre°h1gh school students concentrates

on five areas: ratlaéfand proportlons, f‘actlons, decimals, percents, and metric

v . [y

education. It employs mathematic laboratory and regular classroom instruction, - .t

sindividualized diagnosis and remedxatxon coupled with reading in mathematics.

Loagitudinal evxdence shows that 95-percent of the participants pass_algebra u1th

. . k\\'\\\;ﬁldegree of success and 85 percent take additional math courses 'beyond algebra.

e

N
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1. P.L. 95-561, Section 196, 1978 (See inside back¥fcover fox, teit of this
provision). . T ’ ’

. -
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Introduction - . e

1. Based on most recent estimates for school year 1916—77‘a5xreported
in the Sustaining Effects Study: An Interim Report «(Santa Monica, .
. California: System Development Corporation, 1980), p. 10 and pp. 85-87.
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Are Title I,-LEA Programs, Effective? ‘ RN
1. a§ee for example, Gene Glass, Education of‘the Disadvantaged: An
Evaluation Report for Title I, Elementary and Secondary *Education Act
for Fiscal Ye&r 1969;°D. HawKridge, et. al., "A Study .of Selected
,Exemplary Programs for the Edutation of Disadvantaged Children, "
(Palo Alto, Calif.: American Institutes for Research, 1968), prepared
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Education Times, December 9, 1980, p. 2.

4. See p. 13-6 of Seventh Education for completé listing of Title I-

~

funded exemplary projects. - s .

: - . .. ' - D
. 5. -Patterns in ESEA Title I Reading~Achievement Report (Menlo Pdrk,”” - .
, quiﬁ;, 1976), Report No. EPRC 4537-12, p. iii.
’ \ . ~ : ‘ . v
- 6.+ U.S. Department of Education, "Annual Evaluation Report on Education
Programs" (Washington, D.C., February 19809, p. 27.

D

.7. Donald Trisman et. al., Final Report on the Study of Compensatory
Reading Programs (Princeton, N.J., Educational Testing' SerVice, 1976),
prepared.for U.S. Office of Education, Executive Swmmary, p. 3. °
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8. The §us:hining Effects Study: An Interim Report (Santa Monica, Calif.,:
-System Development Corporation; 1980), p.2. Lo
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Adapted from Natioﬁa} Institute of Education,'Administration of
Compensatory Education (Washington, D.C. 1977) p. xii.

See' for example' Stephen Barro, "Federal Education Goals and Policy *
Instruments: An Assessment of the 'Strings' Attached Categorical
Grants in Educatien'" in the Federal Interest in Financing Schooling,
Michael Timpane (editor),.(Cambridge, Iass : Ballimnger; 1979), p. 237
and -fn. 3; A. Mundell, Resource Distribution Inside School Di¥tricts
(Lexington, Mass,: Lexington Books,. 1975) J. Owen, "The Distribution
of Educational Resources in’ Large American Clties*' Journal of Human
Resources, Vol. 7, 1972, pp. ¥71-190. LR

Title I Funds Allocation: .The Curfent Formula, pp. 93-94,
added. - N ’ P

aced ‘ v . Q )
Jerome Murphy, "Title I of ESEA: The Politics of Implementing Federal
Education Reform,"'Harvard Educational Review, vol. 41 No. 1,

February 1971, .p. 38.. e . *

+

emphasis

Administration of Compensatgfy Edueation, p. 57.

3

Administration of Compensatory Education, p. 73, emphasis added,

.see also Stephen Barro, pp. 236-240.

pp. 144-164.

Children?

* (
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and Ann Heisberger %r'rends in Management of ESEA QltIe\I.
from Compliance Reviews (Menlo Park, Calif.: April, 1979); Michael Wargo,

et. al., ESEA Title I, A Reanalysis and Synthesis of the Evidence,

(Palo Alto, Calif.: American Institutes for Research, March, 19722;//
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”

21. Vincent Breglio, et. al., Report #2: Students' Economic and Educational
Status and Selection for Compensatory Education (Santa Ana, Calif.:
Decima Research, 1978), Prepared for Office of Planniéng, Budgeting and
Evaluation, U.S. Office of Education, PP.: iv-v; see fn. 7.

”

. <

Wnat Do Title I Dollars Buy?
1. Section 101 of P.L. 89-10 as amendad, by P.L. 95-561, 1978, 20 USC 2701.
For Indian children, Title I school district funds are transferred to the
Secretary of the Interior for paymeuts to local educational agencies
’ KEak;/95-561,‘Sectipn 111(d), 1978). '

7 "'!’ ,
2. 1In 1980, although the' legislation set a ceiling of .5 percent for
evaluation efforts, .4 percent was actually allocated for these
ractivities, . '

te

3. NIE Compensatory Education*Services, p. 20. |
P2

k4

4. Two other, data squrces reveal ‘very similar patterns in the instructional
areas served by compensatory education programs, including Title I:

NIE, Compensatory Education Services, 197%, pp. 19-22; Ming~Mei Wang,
et. al., "Report #5: The Nature and Recipients of Compensatory-

* .Education" (Santa Monica, Calif.: System Development Corporation, 1978),
PP. 157-189. Also, the number of<stud2nts,receiving instructional
services in different subject areas should be: interpreted mindful
that students receiyihg compensatory education Services often receive
instruction in more than one subject area; for instance, reading and
mathematics. 1In fact, NIE reported in 1977 fhat approximately 45
percent of all compensatory education students, including those in
Title I programs receive such services in more than one'subject area.
(Compensatory Educatiqp Services, p. 21.) '

R i
. i . & .
5. "Children Living in*Low Income Areas and/or Institutional (Local)
" -« for Neglected and DeIinqpent,Children;".U.S.'Depﬁgtmenq of Education,
unpublished table. ‘ .
. . ¢

6. ‘See, NIE Compensatory Education Sexvices, 1977,‘pp. vi-vii, and 22-30
and The Sustaining Effects Study: An Interim*Report. (Santa Monica,
Calif.: System Development Corporation, 1#80), pp. 1-2 and.81-119.

-~

7. The Sustaining Effects Study: An Interim Report, pp. 81 and 87-92.

8. The Sustaining Effects Study: An Interim Reporz, pp- 108-118..

. . -
9. Compensagg;leducation Services, pp. 30-34.
10. “See National Diffusion Network, Educational Programs Tﬁat.Work,
Seventh Edition, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education,
Fall 1980), pp. 9-47, 9-55, and 9-99, : :

v
“

11. 95th Congress, 2nd Session, House Report No..1337 (Report of the
. Committee on Education and Labor, on the Education Amendments of 1978

H.R. 15, pp. 26-27; 95thyCongress, 2nd Session, Senate Report No. 856 59
(Report of the Committee on Human. Resources, on the Educatlon
Amendments of 1978: Repor; Accowmpanying S. 1753, p. 14. Y .




NOTLS oat'd

12.  As of 1980, there were no Title I-finded migraat prografis in Hawaii,
New Hampshire, Rhode Island, or the territories. "Annual Evaluation
- Report on Education Programs: Title I, ESEA, Migrant Education Program,"
U.S. Department of Education Report. to Congress, November 1980.

13. 1980 Annual Repoit: U.S. Department of Education, (Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office), p. 23.

. e

14, "Title I Migrant Education Program,” Education Briefing Paper
(Washington, D:C.t U.S. Office of Education, August 1978),_p. 1.

15.. "Title I Migrant Education Program,' p. 2. ’ \ ¥

. , ' I

Yho Participates in Title I, LEA Programs?

1. National Center for Education Statistics, The Conditions of Education: »
1980 Edition (Washington,,D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1980)e -]
PP. 60-61; U.S. Department of Education, "FY 79 Number of Children
Who Participated in Title I Programs by Grades," unpublished table.

* 2. U.S. Department of Education, "FY 79 Number (FTE) of Staff Members /
' Assigned to Title I Programs for Which Salary Payments are Made From -
“. . .. Title I, LEA Programs for -Ghildren in Low-Tiicome Areas 'and/or Children
¢ in Local Institutions," unpublished table. oL .
3. U.S.®%Department of Education, "FY 70 NLmber of Parents (of Titla I - .
) Participants) Who Patticipated in District and School Advisory Committees "

// and in Title I Program Activities;" unpublished table. o
. | & | " _—
4. The Sustaining Effects Study: An Interim Report, 1980, p. 1. ’

5. National TInstitute of Education, Compensatory Education Services,
1977, pp. v-vi. K ) . - .
¥
6. As reported by the Sustaining Effects Study: An Interim Report, . ,
© 1980, pp. 7-8, using the Orshansky index of poverty prescribed by

b Title I law. The Congressional Research Service reports that estimates
of the number of children who apparently reed compensatory instruction

, but who dqﬂnot recelve it range from one-third to 50 percent in

S + "Compensat8ry, Education: Title I of the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act," Archived Brief #1B77107 (Washington, D.C.: Congressional
. Research Services, July 1980), p. 4. . .

7. 1In preparing this factbook, a member .of the NACEDC staff interviewed
the then Assistant Secretary in the Office of Non~Public Education
(ONPE), Al Senske. He felt that the 4 percent participation figure
was probably more accurate than the Previously-released figure of
5 percent (See NACEDC, 1980, p. 10), but indicated that "solid"
evidencq of private school participation in federally funded education
Programs will not be available until 1982, when NCES Fast Response
Survey data are expected to be reported. He reported, further, that
there 1g presently detailed participation data for states operating
under the by-pass provision, but that there is little reason to believe
that these figures are representative of non-public school student®

‘Participation nationwide ) .
. a.




- NO.ES Cong'd

\gi\\P cenbages were derived from figures in }he Sustalnlng'Effects
Stady: An Interim Report, 1980, Table 111-4,"Percentage of Studeats
ReceiV&ng\;iI:ous CE Sexrvices by Famlly Economic Stdtus and Urbanism,™
1980, p. 523-actual numbers were then derived.for eaeh category of
‘urbanicity using 79 student participation data reported by U.S.

* Department of’ Education;~See fn." 1. - Ty

9. - Thg data reported in t;ié/fable were~collected from.telephdne interviews,
with ‘school officials” (#cluding federal ram and/ot -Title I

\ coordinators, business managers, or public relations staff) in April 1981.

. s » ) .
10. See fn. 2. . : ‘ - , L \

11. ’Compensatory;Education Services, 1917,.p. 25. . ’ T

[

12. Compensatory Education Services, 1977, p. vii.

. 13.+ Ceompensatoxy Education Services, 1977, P 27.

‘14. The present interim fipal regulatlons for T1t1e I (1/19/81) do not
requlre school advisory councils.if no mote than one full-time equivalent
staff member is paid with Title I funds and if no more than 40 students

. 'recelve T1t1e I services (Section 201. 155(c)). . ..

15.. U.S. Department of Educat:g%, unpublished tables: "1977 Pgrents
Who Participate in District and School Advisory"Committees and. Program
Activities [for Title I, ESEA]"™ and "FY 79 Number of .Parents-(of

* Title I Participants) Who Participated in D1strict and School Advisory

. 'Committees and iq,Tltle I Program- Activities.'

ey

« . . : ‘
.

® . .., . . R P 3
" Gldssary. - . T - -
Fy .
i 1. For a more complete description of and rationale for Tltle I s "
. - program requlrements, sed: "Thé Title I Legal Framework" :in Who N

Benefits from Federal Education Dollars?, edited by James Vanecko
* and Nancy Ames (Cambridge, Mass.: ABT Books, 1980), pp. 27-49;
‘ " * NIE, Administratibon of Compensatory Education (Washington, D.C.,
. 977), pP.’ 7—22 Most definitions used in this Glossary adapted from
. NIE study. - : ’ ‘ :




. February 1971, pp. 35-63. '
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-TITLE [—FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO MEET SPECIAL
. EDUGCATIONAL NEEDS OF CHILDREN

“DECLARATION OP POLICY

“Sec. 101. In recognition of the special educational needs of chil-
dren of low-income families and the impact that concentrations of
lowr-income f:amha ha.eva on tk:ﬁbi.lity of local the;iuauonal ] ci:s
to support adequate educati rograms, ngress here
declares it to be the policy of the Lpnited States to prévide financia
assistance (as set forth in the follo\rinti parts of this title) to local

o educational agencies serving areas, wi
from low-income families to expand and improve their educational
programs by various means (including preschool programs) which

)

educationally deprived children. Further, in recognition of the special

children and of handicapped, neglected, and delinquent children, the
Congress hereby declares it to be the policy of the United States to
provide financial assistance (as set forth m the following parts of
this title) to help meet the special educational needs of such children.

- TARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT. OF 1965

SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS ¥OR
EDG@ATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILDREN

Szc. 101. (2) Title I of the Act entitled-44n Act to strengthen and
improve educational quality and_educational oppertunities in t
Nation’s elementary and secondary schools”, approved April 11, 196
as amended -(Public Law 89-10, also known as the Elémentary and
Secondary Education Act of 1985), is amended to read as follows:

NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

Advisory Council on the Education of Disadvantaged Children
(hereinafter in this section referred to as the ‘National Council’) con-
sisting of fifteén members appointed by the President, without regard
to the provisions of title 5, United States Code, governing appoint-
ment in the competitive service, for terms of three years, except that
(1) in the-cnse of initia] members, five shall be appointed for terms
~of one‘year each and five shall be, appointed for terms of two years
each, and (2) appointments to fill vacancies shall be only for such
terms ‘as remain unexpired. The National Council shall meet at the
call of the Chairman. ’ .
“(b) Fuxcrioxs.—The National Conncil shall review and evaluate
the-adminijstration and operation of this title, including its effective-
,mess in improving the educationz] attainment of educationally
" deprived children, including the effectiveness of programs to meet their
occupational and career needs, and make recommendations for the
improvement of this title and its administration and operations. These
recommendations shall take into consideration experience gained
under this and other Federal educational programs fog disadvantaged
children and, to the extent appropriate, experience gathed under :t?x
public and private educational Progmms or disadvantaged children.
. “(c) Rervorrs.—The National Council shall make .such reports of
its activities, findings, and recommendations (including recommenda-
tions for changes in the provisions of this title) as it may deem appro-
gmte and shall make an annual report to the President.a g the

report shall include a report specifically on which of the various
compensatory education programs funded in whole or in part under
the provisions of this title, and of other public and private ‘educa-
~ tionsl programs for educationally deprivuf children, hold the highest
gon}ue or raising the educational attainment of these educationally

prived children. The President is requested to transmit to the Con-
gas such comments and recommendatiofis as e may have with respect

such report. Subject to section 443(b) of the General Educational

October 1,1984. ) o

concentrations of children ’

contribute particalarly to meeting the special edicational needs of -
educzational n of children of certain migrant parents, of Indian ~

TITLE I—-AMENDMENT TO TITLE I OF THE ELEMEN- |

Sec. 196. (a) Counci Estanvtsueo—There shall be a Nationat |

not Jater than March 31 of each calendar year. Such dnnual

' Provisions Act, the National Couneil sha'l ccntinue to exist until *
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