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_TITLE I AND THE- AUSTRALIAN DISADVANTAGED -SCHOOLS PROGRAM .

L4
-

Tltle I of the Elementary and Secondary tducatlon Act J
in the Unitéd States and the Dlsadvantaged Schools Program in. |
Australla are both natlonally funded programs almed at 1mprov1:j”/
cal

N\
<schoollng in poorer communltles. Both occur in- a federal poli

structure where schoollng 1's operated and substantlally funded at’:

sub-natlonal level This paper Ls an merqpslonlstlc response:

.to a three weeks' study tour of the United States funded by the
_Fard Foundatlon through the u. S Australia Progect which enabled

me, as a 'person assoc1ated wlth ‘the Australian program, to see

--_somethlng of the. operatlon of Tltle I at flrst ‘hand 1n Callfornia
"and to talk with people at natlonalsﬁsd state level about the

- program. Clearly, my knowledge of the two programs is not of

omparable ‘depth, but the visit did occaslon some reflectlons

about programs‘such as Title I,and the Disadvartaged Schools

. .Program which may'be of general interest. L

A fundamental d1fference between the ‘two brograms iss =7

tha each enters a d1fferentﬁ1n1t1al schcol fundlng situation. -

In the United- States, because, on averige nearly half of the funds

for public schooIs is raised from local property taxes, there are
great dlsparltles in the basic resourcej'schools have. Within &
slngle state, ‘expenditure may range from $600 to $2600 per student
accordLng to the district in which the child lives. Even in
California, whlch has made more strenuous efforts than have most
states to equalise expenditure across schools and districts, high
spending districts still spend more than twice as much per pupil tha
do low spending Ones. On average, some 8 per cent of total expendit
on schools comes from federal sources, all of ‘it in special purpose

grants, and most of it through Title I, which, at $2billion a year

is by far the largest federal program. Although these funds are

distributed among statgs and districts according to the number of

low income families in them, they do not bring resources in low
. . - - l
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spendlng districts even to the national average, lot alone to the .

-

levels exlstlng in mgre affluent d1str1cts. This sycuation in
many ways blunts the point of Tltle I, which conti nues to ‘be seen

by many’ as.a weak but polltlcally acceptable move towards national .

-

equallsatxon of school resources rather than'as 2 rieans of»gettlng

~more than average rtsourcos into schools which ma/ te expected to

‘have greater than. average needs.

The Dlsadvantaoed Schools Program, .on the ‘other hand,’

[

S

does bring grekter than average resources into such schools, #and

is in this sense a program of positive discrimination in a way

L 4

' wnlch the Amerlcan program isn't. The six states, whlch operate

and substaﬂtlally fund the publlc systems of educatlon attended
by four flfths of all students have trad*tlonally followed a pollcy

" of prov1d1ng on a roughly equal ba51s for schoels of comparable

Y

slze. Mlnor différences in average per. pupll expendlture among

states have largely been overcom° by«£aderal general ourpose grants~

Qc‘ & -

|
A brlef description of the aAlms and -methods oE operatlon

Q of the two programs will be usjful as a basls for the: ensulng

dlscusslon, since few readers i1l be equally famlllar with both

-~

'T’tl= I began as part of the Johnson era War on’ Povertv.}-It was

basad on the idea that if: the~conpet1.1ve'pos1tlon of children

from poorer families could b¢ improved through more successful

schooling. their futures econgmic prospects would be improved also. ’ -

Such childrem could be.givep a better chance of keeping uﬁ’Wit;\‘
their peers in learning if |they were given special assistance in
the early formative years.! According to leglslat;onfauthorLSLng )
it, Title I has three obJeotlves. The fhrst is the direction of
‘lunds to schools and d‘str pts serving poorer populatlons. The -
slgnlflcance in the Amcrlcan ZEEEE_Ef/thls objective has alreadv
been indicated. The other tWo obJectlves are concerned with
in-school action - to fund spec1al services for low achieving-
children in the poorest schools and to contribute to the cognitivey

emotional, social or physical development of participating students.
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' Aconflned to supplementar instruotion i the basic skills of

¢

- - EJ
-

AWF o * . . )
Thus, glthough the school derives its eligipility for Zunds
from the number of low income families .served by it, once, the
funds reath the school they may only be spent on low achievers,

, )
‘ - . \. A “~ :
who are not necessarily from low”income families. . ‘ Aq’/

2 -

-

. \ The _tightening up of federél requirements since 1974
has”concentrated fdnds in poorer schools and d1str1cts. They

are not SO strongly concentrated as they,{ould be lf the distri-

butlon of funds did not also include Lacentlve payments designed
to- encourage hlgher local school spending, ‘or if national: definition
of eligibility were unlformly followed’by state éufhorltles. ‘who’
have power to vary the national poverty levels according’ to other

income related crlterla in their division of funds among d1str1cts.

Jlthln schools, stringent federal regulatlon does also now ensure

the concentrati on on low achieving- students of serv1ces funded.

‘But of recent years, and largely as’a rasult of the detarfed

nature of*federal regulatiof, ;he»se:VLQes funded are now effectivel
reading

lansuage arts and maénematLCs. The, greater part of this instruction

is 71ven on a pul‘-out or withdrawal ba51s, some 77 per cent of

‘ readlng assistance -being given in such $ituations and 44 per cent’

-

- N . : . co s .
of special instruction in math. Although it is theoretically
oossible to use funds for the broader cognitive and developmental
aims mentioned in legislation and emphasised in federzl statements -

about the program, omly four per cent of funds across the countTy

. s, °* -
are now spent on ancillary services of a welfare or general

developmental‘nature.

o
-

"Educatlonal disadvantage" is defined within eligible

schoals as a score below the median on standardised basic skllls

3

tests. The tests are not uniform throughout the country and since
the funds are insufficient to provide services for all studentf
. L] .
within eligible schools who fall below whatever mediar is used; oo
- t -

the target population within schools is variously defined by =

- {
districts. It is defiped by cut-off scores and levels of schooling,
" ‘
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with a strong concentratlon on the early vears. izhiy per cent: .-

itle I funds are spent on spec1al‘ vices fer vaurs K through

three and some two thirzds of- all elementary schocls participate in:

» i
. i

the program. y . : y
I Commlttees of advice, a majcrityei whose members must

te parents of pa'E{chath students,.are mandatory @t both district

-and gchqol level.and the degree of information’about the program's

intentions and. methods of operation which are made available both

‘to these parents ‘and to the publlc in 6eneral is lndlcatlve of the

for the Schools Commission which it set up. The program runs at

LA
seriousness of lntent winich marks it on every side. Districts and

schecls must submit a plan of operatLon,bandsevaluation reports

-
4

wivich hinge strongly of scores improvement. A national

»

dissemination program vets the succesa claims of programs chosen

as models .for naclonal dlssemlnatxon.

-

The Australian program began in 1974. ‘It was, in
firancial terms, a minor partu)f expanded feceral funding for

oublic and nonepublic schools institutad by the first national

L . . A - : R . . - - % . . .
Labor Government in 23 years on the advice of the Interim Committee

”

atcu:s SZths'year and has since 1977 teen supplemented by a smaller .

(35m) Disadvanta 3ec Country Areas Program which will be excluded
& .

e,

om this discussion, slnce it has a somewnat dlfrerent ratlonale
and neth hod of operation. The Dlsadvanta ed Scnoo‘s Program
constitutes only some 3 per. cent of all federal. a531stanca .to
schools, the great bulk of which ‘gces in general asslstance grants.
It'is administrated through the Schools Commission, a statutory
.federal hody Qh‘ch succeeded the Interim Committee and which has
the task of adv1sing the federal government on the levels and’ ’
dlrectlons of nﬂtlonal school fund;ng and of adnlnizzjrlng the progzr.

chrouOh which national fundg flow to schools and s&® 1 systems.

[

The general rationhle'forxthe program is that, to the
degree that populations are segregated geographically by socio-

economic level,. some schools have a greater than average need for

s ) - .
) . y 4 ’ ‘,r . N “ ~ -
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.. resources because of the concentragion in them of s:tulents whose
social background.charactéristics are éssociated wity low sverage
performance -and with a need for wicer than avera: school.services.

’ It was not believed that a marginal increase in *esources would of

themselves greatly affect ‘the quality”and naturs of the services

r ' . offered,to students (Dlsad\antaged Schools Program funds amount,

on»average, to only some $50 per pupil, a JA increment on average

runnlng costs) ‘Since over a hundred.yoars of compulsory schoollng
in schools of roughly equal resource use had falled to reduce the

differences in school outcomes amon; social groups, and the way  to
do this was unknown, it was decided to set ﬁp the progtam in a way

h
which encouraged locally desgigred experlmentatlon and the commitment

Hii

of people in the school communities concerned to their own lmproved .

. .. 'scheoling.

The objectives of the program are formulated in very
troad termskj improved learning; more Meaningful and enjoyable
schooliﬂg and, imorovedxschool/community relétionships. Funds are
1aulonally dlstrlbuteo ‘among public and non-government school -

systems on the bas1s of an index of disadvantage which ranked the .
oopulatlons of school catchment areas, using 1971 census data,
according to the inter-correlation of 38 social va{lables having
a negatiwe association w}th school success and with, educational

.'particépétion béyond compulsory years. Systems’ then declare a
list of eligiole schools wnose nomber is limited by total enrol-
ment figures federally set. In doing:so, most use a simplified
list of social criteria in which father's occupation, dependence
" on welfare or income relate@ybenef?ts, and ethnic background are
central. One system combines school achievement scores with these
social criteria to produce a rsnking of schools. Th?se objective - |
mzosures are s"pplemented by the judgements of peaple who know
) AN " the schools well. _ The Australian program is confined to a more

limited proportion of schools than ‘is the American, since it uses

Q concentration of students having particular background character1st1

Y - ¥
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rather than tbeLr absolute number as the test’ for =lizibility.

[

. Some 12 per cent of primary and’ secondary schools =rd (uLv co-

. 4y

incidence) a similar proportion of students is c=3w=zrad.

It is fundamemntally different from Titl: I-in being
whole school program in which action funded is not confined to
. selected students within a school. Schools declared ellglbli)do
not have an autématic entitlement to extra funds, although in
practice it is unusual fof a_schodlgdeclared eligible to receive’
none. Funds are made available according to the quality of proposal
for action worked out at school level. These proposals must be
zenerally consistent witia the broaduaims of the’prooram and must
be formulated on the basis of a study of the needs of the Cg?punltj
served. As each school sets ;ts own objeccives for improvement,
action is evaluated”by(it in terms of those objectives and with
the intention that, at each successive period of funding, the ~
. GLaLLuj of action’ p.oposed will be improved in bhe light of

experience, both in the school jitself and in other schools of
. Lo J

the program

Ad
Systems requlrp evidence tnat there has been partici-
oatlon by teacners and parents in the aﬂalySLS of the e*ustln6
situation and in the formulation of the propoaaxs for lmorovement.‘

’ T Those~p*oposals ar2 ajudicated by area or central committees
\

(depending Qn the sizé of the system), corposed of administrators
‘and'elacted or appointed teachers and parents. They also often:

g include academics and pecple-drawn from eduQatibn-associated
‘agencies, such as welfare .and health. , .
R
' ‘ As a consequence of these procedures, and of the
braadth of program aims, action funded varies widely. It may
. be centred directly on the improvement of basic skills or om | )

\figtion indirectly designed to improve them. It may range through

2 P . . ) ¥ * *
-excursions and camps to brass'bands and creative drama. It may

o , consist of curriculum?édaptation designed .to make better
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connections befween the learning program and life~in’ the communitys

it may have a wel;ere emphasis or be a response to e:hnic*ve:iety;
it may set out to counter sex stereotyping ot to improve the

*+ physical strength and érace of students or their social c¢pnfidence
and competence. rossiagf tutoring and cowmmunity experience

- programs, lncludlng wo.a.%xperience; mav be part of it, or it may,

concentrate ‘primarily op participation of pa;eﬁts in the educational

-zprocess .

In general, it could be said that the American prograd
is primarily a direct attack on low formal achievement among
designated students within schools whose eligibility is determined

by the. number °§.l°w lncome families served The Australian

q
<

‘program operates more like the California School Improvement

Progrem than 1%59 Title I. Conflned to school selectéd for the,.

concentration’ o families of low socio-economic status, it seeKs

the means._ :o lmaroved schooling in neighbourhoods where schools
s Eave in the pask registered lease\success, wlehout prasuming
either tha: the nature of the problem or the attack on it can
yniformly be defined. Tﬁe hope is that formal learning -will
improve, that the experience of school;ng will be more satisfying;
and that schooling will be changed to intefact more positively
with the Iife experience of students and their ccmmunities in ways
wanich enhence students” cepacity!to manage their cwn lives. .

Lo ,

"~ The Federal 'Hand ' ' 5

.o " When one considers the scale of Title I, operating
through State Education Authorities and 14,000 participating
districts to schools, it is scarcely surprising that the-amount - .
. : of regulation considered necessary to.achieve locat compliauce
with the federal intent isd}mmeasurably;greater than is the case
"in -the Australian program,i&hich operates throﬁgh six public and
six‘nqn-public sebool sysﬁggs and over some thousand schools.

Ly




have long been used to,viewing educational processes«and outcomes

It is~uhdoubtedly the case that federal programs ars most securely
based wnen they express priorities shared down the line to'the

point of action. THLS,VQINCldeN”e is more difficuit .to achieve

in programs expressing soc1al priorities, which by their‘nature

are controversial, than it lS wnen federal funding merely supports

6T 2nables Ho extension of some educational service which everybody -
desires if someone else will pay for’it. lerqrx programs,

teacher development prog%ams;and career education programs fall

under this”lagter heading. Title I and the Disadvantaged Schools

Program, on the other hand, express social priorities. Educators .

witnin a perspectlve of 1nd1v1dual dltference which strings out

all students along a limited number of' standard dlmen510ns. Both
Title' I apd the' Disadvantaged Schools Program assert a complementary
social perspective. Thas Disadvantaged Schools Prograam does this
more s&rongly than does Title I, because ir it the social indicators.
are not seen simply as pfoxiés for low achievement, But also as
indicators of the jind of changes in in;:i}ﬁtional orientation

raquired if schools are tc serve pcorer cémmunities more effectively

-

It seems to e well established that without the extenmsiv
federal regulation which has been btuilt up, mahy Stzte authorities
in the U.S. would have usad Title I funds as zeneral aid. The
volume of regulation recuired to ensure the federal iutent is now
so“zreat that ccmpliance has tecome zlmost an end in itsélf. When

we consider that Titl{\i, although the -largest, is only one of a

large number of federal” and state programs targeted on a pre-defined

group of students within the schéols, the institutional fragméntatic
resulting from separate and close regulation of each of these sepz

of funds is not difficult to imagire. Beyond the regﬁlations
governing the distritution of Title I funds among districts and
schools are a whole host of others, designed«to ensure that funds

are spent only on the targetted students, that parent advisory

groups exist, that programs are planned repotCed on and assessed, .

that action is of sufficient 1nten51§t to havq a reasonable prospect
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" of success, that Title I funds are not used to supplant funds
from other sources, but supplément what' is made.availzble to all

students, equally across all schools in the district. "Tbis

H -

plethd}a of regulations largely dictates tne type of action taken.
It is easier to demonstrate that you are "in vomplLance if

X evervthing funded under Title I is. c0hflﬂed to a pull-out ‘situatien
‘separate from the regular school probram. 'In California, the
existence of state funded programs for the aisadvantaged'allows

the pullout arrangement, which is not‘fegarded as the only or
necessarily the best-method of attack on improved basic skills,

to be avoided if people so’desirg. Many ocher states have similarly
funded state prograas which presumably ‘also make it difficult to .

ideﬁtif& precisely what is state and federally funded in the‘sgecial‘

support services offered to low achievers. Yet, pull-out, even.in

California, seems to beathe rule rather than the exception.

There is a minimum of federal regulation in'the

Australian program. Schools must be declared in order to be able

to participate, but if“public systems it is the State rather than

.

the federal minister who makes that declaration. There is feurral

»

ezulation of the maximum number of enrolment; covered and a:

aquirement that the funds be spent only in declared dlsadvantaged

r{

<  schools. The Scnools Commission has relied on lndlrect means to’

22t the processes of the program operating in the way lt intended.

o

. f .

its periodical reports to the natlonal parliament it outlines

intentions, points up weaknesses and su;oests particular‘emphases.

It annually issues Guldallnes for the program, Whlch do not have .

tne force of law, but waich carry COnSLderable influence, parclcular
L2 "

as concerned pressure groups are able to point to them as the way

the nrozram should run. t took several years in some systems for
DTOoZ L _ .

the processes to tecome fully operative. In others they were taken
k : L] Y : o . "o %
: up with enthusiasm from the beginning of the program The ooj

ordinators of the program in the various systems, meet perlodlcally

to share experlences and problems. There have been occaSLoLQ}

more: widely representative national codﬁkrences. Annual reportlng
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.

~unwelcome federal intervention in systems.

< ',\!-' _lo - o ‘ N .
bv the systems according tc an”ac ead tormat has T 2ably been

established WAithin systems cons~derab‘e 11 servi:a 2ad analvéis o=

L]

of e\perlence takes place and con;ultants are emp’t e eu\fo assist |

schools in the formulation and evaluatlon\qt acticn. There is a

-

snmall scale national disseminaticn -program. In general, the
: 3 L gene

approach has been that the p#ogram i3 a.mutuel lesarning experience,

in which people learn from thd arnalysis of their own 8ractice and’
g

~é§§osure to what others are doingz. "~

.
.

There are, however, attendant weaknesses in the Disad-

vantaged Scnools Prozram. Both systems and schools are nervoys
SE outside scrutiny, beyonq tndt which cdmmittee examination of
proposals provides. Hence, a disciplined documentation of the

-

sutcedes of partlcu types of action, which could at least

i

iiminate appreaches which nad beew w;delv tried and gererally

1
(W]

und ineffective, is slow to develop. jluch effort over the 5 years
- " 1 » V . “ " . + .o ' - - .
of the program has gone into establishiag the processes of collectiv

school appraisal and.forward plannirz. The stage nas now Deen

,

reached where more posit ve guides to curriculum development are

Y

widely seen to be meeded. It is accepted that there are no. existing
- “ . . ! - . 2
Dlueprlnts religlng formal learning to rezal world tasks
xne“lences and expectations, so chat developments will be Slow
':}

and uneven, !and results long-term. This, however, cdoes not preclude

" the 90551b111ty of setting out scme genaral principles which go

béyond descrlptlons of particular action. The reéd ior this'if now

" . . . . " \ » . . s ;

svident, particularly at secondary level, where there is in mahy
lLaces feSLSCance to the idea of usirg maxzinal fuads to lmprowe

the effectiveness for students of all resource application~in;the

school - especially, perhdps, where that lever is also seen to be

’

" There is a sense in wnich both T?tle I and the

Disadvantaged Schools Program are now coming up against a similar

kind of limitation. - Establishing the procedures and getting funds.

¥

directed as intericed is one thing. Program effectiveness, which

N - 14 -




‘cempliance, but as now turning on "issues of program effectiveness’

- to ensure that the educational goals of TLtle I are achieved'". The

-effective, relevant and enjoyable for students in low.S.E.SX

cation wruld be inappropriate, since the emphasis is so strongly

B -11 - '
nust depend on the quality of educational programs z=.the school, ¥

Ievel,“is another. In reviewing U.S. federal projrums, a Rand

—

Educ ational - Policy Seudv1 concludes that ''the fundamental principle:
ES L}

a“i purposes of a federal aid program olrected to ci sadvantaged

puplls are -currently Jzaely, if not universally accepted". The

study defines tne problem as being no louger one of administrative
§ i . . .

nature of useful federal lnput changes at this point. 1In the

Aust rallan case, the- Lederal input needs now to be about what
\e

kinds of curriculum, teacher skills and expectations, and what

) ‘4"", . - - M :
xinds of community involvement are likely to make schools more

communitiags, aqg‘ho@, if at*all those specifications would .
differ from those also applidg able to other social groups. The
nature of the Australian program is such that detailed specifi-
cn local initiative and commitment. Hopeful directions of change
could, nowever, usefully be drawn from a more clearly articulated

theoretical perspective and from experience in the program.

Tre U.S. program wey, on the other hand,. require
aubseawtlaf cnanges in format as it enters the stage “of mo79ment
from adm*n*strat;ve structures to suvstantive educational ! A
stratagies.., A pattern has been’ establisned which presumes that
the educational answer to improved outcomes is a concentration
on tasic skills in isolation from the general program oguthe
school. This has the danger of degenerating into a routinised

. \‘ [ . ) [
operation whose effectl,yeness, even 1n 1its.own narrow terms, 1S

far from established. The Australian program, with all its

vagueness, keeps alive the search for strategies among people in

-
.

. -

¢
1. Michael Timpane (ed), The Federal Interest in School FlnanClqg,‘
Ballinger Publisning Company, Camb. Mass. 1973, P. 184

14 vd
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and wldened insigncs. I

"and s«ills of teachers for their improvement.

-12 -
tne scnools and has aenei?ted a considerable profess-zual elan
£ it is in fact the case, =3 the
AUSE allan pT rogram. assumes, that people have to serceive
pT lnms for themselves and Search out their oun answers, with
the support of research, developmental activities and dissemination,
the form of the American program is less enccuraging of this than
is the Aystralian. Systems and schools rightly perceive in
sustralia that the progfam is thejrs, and)that federal inputs
are suppOEtivé rather than directive. The search for program

effectiveness is thus self generating. .
ht
- 2

It is indeed difficult to influence from afar what goes
on in schools and classrocms. All'si:hatiohs Eaced'hsbe, moreover,
unique aspects arisiné from what went on before in a particulér
location, from the strengths, weaknesses and capacity for developmer
sf the people in the situation and from differences among communitie

———

Uaiform recipes for impreving schooling, or even of improving

3

sreciselv definsd outcomes are thexéfora inappro

0

I3

riate, at least ‘
at tae present stage of our xnowledze avout learning. They wiil
fooacly aLdays r:maxn so, to the dagree that teaching is an art

r than a science and learning a ‘complex human zctivity which
13 oot amenao‘e to simple rules of thumb, there is ir the end no

nract Lcaole alt rnative to relying on the dedicaticn, urderstanding °-
a  J . .

.

" So, in funding designed to’influence the educational
procass, we are lookiﬁg for patterns which poth issue a general
challenge about what the funding agency expects, and support

teachers in the learn}ng process involved in working through

what to do about it.f:Resent research, notably the Rand Report - .

I

on Federal Prog*ams qunportlng Educational Change (whose findings

influenced the deslgn of the California School Improvement Program)
supports such an approach. - The Rand study suggests that professiona

learning is closely'linked with the responsibility for designing and

.testing out action Bn the school site, within an organisational
- N . l .
o .. ')
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7~ framework waich ackncwledges the imporﬁance—of the insights of
practitioners and the strength derived from mutual support among
a work team which has established educational communication among
its members and assumad a degree of colLective‘responsibility for
what happens to students within the institutioh as a whole. The’
professional learning process is continuous, and pursued throughout
progressive adaptation of practlce, supported by relevant anuts
from beyond the school community, lncludlng generalised statements
of aims and expectatlons. The Dlsadvaneeged Schools Program comes
close to this model, as does the Califo;nia School Improvement

Program.

. Somewtommentatorsl allege that Title I, through its 5
"packaged management approaches" which tend to be viewed as a
"complete road map of innovation' has discouraged program

participants from developing flexibility to perceive‘or cépe with

problems in a non-standard way or to respond to what is unique in

1 L4

2ach situation.

The recent OFETG:D. review of programs for the
disadvantaged in the United Stat;.es2 recommeneed a pattern of
funding which would pass l1lt\étlve to the school. It saw the
equaLLsatlon of basic s»nool fundlﬁg as the major task, followed
(:y a consolldatlon of fedefal school programs for the disadvantaged
wnich would raise total resources above average levels in schools
where there was an above average ‘Concentration of "disadvantaged”
students and leave\aetlon to be deslgned at school level within
the context of a total school progra?. There appears to be

considerable support at all educational levels in the. United

1. Robert Gottel in Michael Tihpane (ed), The Federal Interest
in Financing Schools, Ballinger Publishing Company, Camb.
Mass. 1978 . a . . ’ .

2. - P. Karmel (Chairmah) Review of Educational Policy in the
United States, O0.E.C.D. 1979 .

RC ~' ‘ lo -
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"-  States for a consolidation of categorical programs and greater

iiance on local initiative in the form of their irpiementation.

rt
1]
-

(73]

tate programs for the disadvantaged have already been cohsolidaged,
intc an Economic Impact Pregrah, and within the 3chool Improvemenﬁ

.Fr:o‘g:am emphasis 1s being placed on initial analysis of the total
scnocl progrém, giving particular attention to the special needs

of low achieving students, and subsequently allocating parts of

i~

‘the action planned to appropriate funding sources. Whether equal-
isation needs to-precede consolidation may be arguable. Whether
consohidation will be politically acceptable, eitRQer to legislatures
or to- Ofaups who ldentlfy with particular ‘.aCegorlca1 programs is

. an open question, whose answer may Se expected to depend, at least
parcly on the trust placed in professionals to carry out specific

andates without separate accountability for the use of funds and

deéons:ration that those funds have been applied exclusively to

sartizular students. .

-~
»

It is sometimes said that "the feds cannot influence
anything important' because of the tenuous .links between funding
,z*Jﬂb - and act101 ‘at schooL level. But if fuﬂds are provided in a way

which gnneraees and supports thougntful Local initiacive, this-

nature of its influence on what actually -happens -in classrooms,

"federal funding has considerable educational impact. Both\f?t{g r
and the Disadézntaged Schools Program have re-ordered the -

- educational agenda in ways which force attention to :he unequal '
way in wnich schools have served dlffnrent sections oE the
population. Title I, because of its higher. polltlcal o*otlle,
has done this more &ffectively than has the Australian program,

but the inequalities cf U.S. society are also greater and racial

proolems both largefvin'scale and more visible. Both programs
have placed & soc¢iological pefspettive on a ﬁap dominated, by.
. considerations of individual psychology. They have challenged

-—  the acceptance of a high failure rate in the most basic educational.
’ . S ~ .

is not necessarily the case. Irrespgctive of the d=a raz and TR
J - ¥
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ach*eveménés. The American program hés brough& about equal basic
- funding among schools wlthln digtricts, and has hei;htened

attention to inequalities among districts in doing so. Thropgh

it large rumoers of minority group parents have been employed

in the s:hools as aides, an influx which has at least marginally

changed the social character of schools as ingtitutions. Title

I has infcrmed parents - in a way which the Australian program

often conspicuou@ly has not - of thelglrlghts under the program

and ot the kinds of questions they should ask of authorities. Itn

has served as a nallylng point for minority organisations and raised

expectations about what their children havé*the'right to -expect,

.t -~ -

from schools.

3

\ ) ' Where the battle to establish the new prgﬁrltles is long

.

‘drawn out, as it has been in the United States (where it is alkso
complicated by the intrusion of the issue of equal basic funding),

tight .federal regulation will be required for a period. The

sngvestlon now isjthat that peﬁ;gg is over and that patterns of

Lund‘ng more supportive of lacdl, responsibility and initiative,

! ' such as that recommended .by the 0.£E.C.D. review team, would now
improve the’educaQional effectiVenésS of the program in schools
and classrooms without detracting f;om the social priority it

reprasents.

Yoa School or pupils as the unit?

-\f ' The school- is the unit of funding and action in the
D-sgdvantaged Schools Program, individually deSLgnated students
within the school in Title I. This dlfférence is laree}y
explglned by reference to the rationales of the two programs,.
“as qlready outlined. Broadly stated, the Amerlcan program

. assumes that if one could improve the early school performance

of the children from low income families, the chances of improving

’ » N
their longer term educational achievement would be greater and

ERIC . Lo
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thelr adult economlc p051t10n thereby be lnproved "1t further

assunes that the way "to do this is through supplemeimary instructior

in ‘the basic skills, couducted separately from the main program

of. the school.; The Aus-rallaﬁ program does not assume either that
eHe means-of improving performance are known or can un;versally be
orescribed; its ‘objectives are less specific, its hope that through
engaging the commitment.of peépie in and served by the school to ‘
improved educattghal experience and outcomes for the students in
particular school programs will be devised which interact more
0051t1vely with life in those communities, responding to its
pressures and build;no on its resources and strengths. It is not
assumed that major sccial changes can be effected through action

in schools, excegt tc the degree that such action raises the-
competence and confidence of people to; participate 1n directing
then and in navaglno tbelr own llves.f The Aus»rallan program
entertafins the 00551h911t/ that the achools as institutions may

be in need of;a chanzed orientation ;t they are to ve equally

serviceable to students of differing backgrounds. b

Some positive arguments for using the school as the unit

'0f funding and acticn have been implied in the discussion of formg

ol federal regulaticn. These argurﬁents nignlight tke iﬂoortance“

of cc-operative analysis, goal setelng and action in- achool

improvemeént and prefessicnal learﬂing. Action focussed on a

| Drecefrned group of students assumes, that what will. be most

effective is an add-on.which puts- &We maJor part of the school
program beyond question. Yet if lﬁgls in fact the case that the

whole irstitutional orientation‘is in need of change if even the

[}

targeted s»udents ate to get somethlng of a more p051t1ve nature

from their schoollng, this may be misconceived.
3

?

A simple illustration may be ‘taken from Australian
experience. Before 1975 federal funding for students of non-

"o

English*speaking backvround (the only federal funding "targeted"’

to particular otUden*S within: the school in Australia) could only

¢ Lo

L}

.
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‘ "te use¥ to support special serv1ces unlque to such stutents. '

The result was very like that seen in Title.I. Withdrawal e

ungllsh classes tauvht by spec1allv furided teachers were the

stahdard respons° to the conditions of fundlng. This, h#wever,

was found to have Cert%&n ceanteﬂ=product1ve features. The york
. of’the spec1al teachers was not co-ordinated with that of teachers
in the fgular classroom where most second language learners. spent
most of the school week. The' regular class teacher often took the
view that nothing special needed to be done in the regu{?r prograﬁ
. to assist second langudfe learmners, slnce their problems were - a

"rc

teing leed" elsewhere. The major program remalned as non-ethnic

as e, even in schools where an over«nelmlno majority of .

studenfsd was drawn from non-English speaking backgrounds. Even
with chapged condlt&ons of funding, change has beenyslow, but-jt

idely recognised that the school response to an

¢

is now mor

ethnically diverse 'population affects every aspect ‘of the
T

institution and the school program, and that without such widely
inclusive support measures,ethnic minority students will remain

outsrders to the school. This is a whole scnool 1ssue, nqf one

<

,C onflned to students of non-Anglo bae&ground Many schocls

continue to use pull-out for migrant students, but the pressure

'—‘.

5 to regard this as one altermative and that, even if followed,
’ 3 "~ ® - “ .
it need3yto be supplemented by changes in the whole school program

planned jointly with the decision to use it.
v .

In general, it is one thing for the professionalg
involved to decide, within the focus of a tetal school preéram,‘
and integrated.with it, to withdraw some students for limited
periods of intensive instruction. It is quite another for the
. group to be externally defined for the "treatment" to be chosen

for édministrative convenience rather .than as part ofs/an .

. v educational strategy. he large numbeir of categorical programs

now operating in Americgn schools fragment the school as an

instltutlon and categorise ‘individual students in what may be
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destructive ways. & single school may Le operating ten or (so
‘catggorical programs, each with its ovn committee cI zdvice
(a device which also £r agmghts parentc), its own detailed .
regulations. and accountability- #A#quirements. Thz same students
v . . " ) . ;' ‘
may qualify under a number of categories, withbut any coherent

intention and with unknewn degrees of ﬁverlap

An ‘exclusive concentratlon on 1nd1v1dual student

uenerl s encourages the idea thae tHe only way to get aoproprlate
attention is to proliferate categorles. If the slow learmners gec
soﬁnth‘ng special, so then should the gifted; a plethora of

prlorltles cancels eaca other out; every categor}(*s in competltlon

-

for benefits w1fh every other. Perhaps more dangerously, such a

concentration can erode the whole concept of.public schooling.

v

1f educakion is seen orly as a service to ¥ndividuils, the notion
. " ) * R ’ *
that they migh®%ith greater satisfacticn command it themselves

tarosugn having their choices funded in an open ecducational market-

i3 neo€ far away. wnere, then, has tne :ldea of common citizenship

and mutual: responsibilicy gone! /
o “ . i ‘ )

Segregated action directed at low g€hieving students
. . ” . .

)
e.e

1zhin the school, however good its intention, publicly brands

-

—
-

HY

students cpncernsc as deficient in a particular dimension

(¢}

. 3/ . . .
iving that dimension a status above every other strength the

uQ

student may poséess. it ziveg a creadenc2 to sta;dardised
testing which may be unwarranted and continuously rsinforces
the ranking of students arnd indivicual competitionéas against
mutual nelp in the learning environment. Evidence -about the
long-term learning gains from pull-out reﬂedlal asszstance
iwoﬁld need to be stronger than it is to justify routine aud
widespread adoptxon of the practice. Where pull-out is not
péacticéd, the ¢ Dcurcl“y of excludlno some studeénts from the
use of equipment or the services of personnel cabegorlcallv
.funded is particularly evident. It is equ legfby the absurdlty
of pull=-out where almosg’alk students in & school are classified -~

as educationally disadvantaged. 21

>

.

|
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¢ R .
¢ t 4mole school programs avoid invidious distinztions
among students and parentsS.e They allow ths content -=d mode of
-4 learn1n¢ of tne whola scnool to be adapted to the -otal group of

-students present and to the conditions of life which the local

population saares. ‘They encourage tne development of links
L tetween the schpol aﬁd local people, the use 'of loeal resources
PUbSIdiﬁthe‘bCﬂ?Ol within the school and the development of the .
school.as an jmstitution whHich makes a contribution to the life
of the community itself. Where the range of local employment is
limited, unemployment rates high and significant nunbers of low
income single parents present, they allow the curr«?ﬁlum to

respond to those condltlons too, without singling out, individual

;tudents. Because they encouraoe teachers to learn about the
local community they broaden the social understandlno of profes-
. siocnals and their “cspe"t for people facing conaltlons of llfe
’ wltn‘walch the existing school currlculun either fakls to interact

at all, or which it 1.rml*c1tly d& grates.

This isinot to say that there are no difficulties about’

scnool based >rograms. Two separate issues are inyolved. The

L% o8

[l £

irst *elates to tHe pruovision of funds, the second to the school

sogram itself. 1In tne Australian program, schools are either

W

"in or out", t ney el*ﬂer quallfy or they do not quall;y for funds
under the program, according to the decree of concentration in
Y  them of low S.E.S. families. 'Some schools demopstrably qualify ‘i
- particularly those serving areas of welfare housing. But the
population is not neatly segregated by socio-economic level. nnd
as the margin of lncluSLOP is reaghed there is very—-little to
distinguish schools which qualify from those which don' t. This X
'"is a considerable source of tension in the Australian program,
narticularly as the ranking of schools éap be dramatically affected
t o by the factors selected to identify them and the weightings given

those factors. There is some turnover of marginal sche#®ls, but

mﬂhy would 11ke the turnover to be greater, particularly as it
)

ERIC | e 2
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~an ec4caE‘on“l ;sadvantage over and above the influence of

-

- k4
i%s 'claimed that the processes of the progrjm, involving .

icipatory decision making, critical analySLS of school

~ar

.(Y

oifcrings and a study of tne local com ﬂunlty, are usjlmoortant
4

in school’ improvement as are the res ources prov1 dad. Some;clélm
tﬁét once these pre ééses are establlsh»g. improvement is self-
zenzrating. It is; however,.also the case that _g¥rson rel empIO)ed
under the program are usually indispensible to actibn taken. The
fact that the brogramjis limited to selected schools gives it an
entity which i;{%%portant to the degree of success it has. Staff
cmpete to get into $cme schools {h\%gﬁ program where it was in
the past difficult to hold good staff. The liveliness of the best
sciools ingthe program often contrasts stfongly with routinised
operations elsewhere. A widely voiced criticism of the Australian
program, however, is that children from lew S.E.S. families and
iow achlevers are present in all schools, ard that in absolute
terms the mnumtars of “such students excluded from the program may
te considerably greater thaglthose in-it, and tﬁat many students
in disadvantaged schfols could not, on either social cr educatlona>

grounds be described as disadvantaged. “This criticism is answered
:y maxn&glmlng that equal basic provision for schocls assumes )
an average social and educational mix, so that oaly abnormal
:cncentrations should attract-extra funds, and b$*3preal to a

-~

evidance. that concentration of low S.Z2.5N\ students constitutes

ifdividual circ;nstances. The evidence on this point is much

disputed, but a recent Swedish longitudinal study gives new

Suppoxt to the contention.

) L4
»

It is possible, especially if funds provided are in’

total relatively large, to spread programs more widely, so‘diluting
uniqueness of pdrticipétion and. the social priorities represente

Title I covers a high proportion of scheools, grading benefits to -

thadt according to the absolute rumber .of low income families served

It would be possible to'maLnCALn this gradirg in the distribution

-

2o .

-
-

-
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~of funds.and to consolidate categorical programs into whole -

school imgroveﬁént programs. ‘This would require a dh;nged'vieQ.
aboﬁki{;ignificant lavels of servize", which in Tizile 1 is asguﬁed
. to require around $200 per year for selécted pupils, as well as
more open initiative in séhools about how gunds ara uséd. How
far processes and how far funds are’crucial in improving the
. effectiveness of schooling in poorer communities is a question
| which i's srucial to such decisions - and about which we know
tlicecle. -
) v // 3
Apart from the distribution of funds issue, the other
difficulty about scnool based programs is that they require f;ith
at the political level that teachers gnd parents will take seriously.
the need to find more effective ways CO‘Success'in formal learning

g .
among tne inevitably more diffuse goals for improvement among which

thev are given freedom to choose. A requirement that formal
learning improvement be one of the goals of action and one of the
~ teras of local evaluation .of action could to.a degree overcome

o

nis difficuley.

There are gcod agguments, however, for.cdncentrating
| botna programs in fewer schools, confining them tp those whereﬁa s
very high proportion of lo# S.E.S. and/or low performing dhildren
ars concéntraqed; This would concentrate resources in ways which
could givebeQE%r clues-to’ what critical level of resources makes
e -
a difference and highlight the §ocial pfioriEy of the programs
" more strongly. The level of supplementary funding islvéry low in Qbﬁ
the Australian program, with its present spredd oﬁ‘schools. In
Title I theére seems 'to be some logical absurdity in deffglng

"educational disadvantage' as performance below the median in

normed tests.




It may well Sz that the attention ziven =3 skills

trazining in Australian schools is inadequate. Tin2rs can be no

doubt of the American obsession with it. This is not confined ",

‘e

to Title I, but closely assinated 2ith the minimum competency

»

'av.

requirements legisliatad in most states.’ ncdt entering into
the complex argument about what.standardised tests can measure,
it nay be said that there are clear danoers in laying too great
an emphasgs on them in: evaluatlng the effects of achoollng 0?3
the progress of learning. While it is‘pOSSLble through intensive
attention to low achievers marginally to improve tést scores, at
laast on a short teﬁm tasis, the improvemants achieved aré not
likely to be such as will ¢hange the relative ranking of the.low
achieving group as a whole. II the concern is to improve-the
ircime earmning caracity of the students -cncerned, only a :hénge
in rank position can do thai while unemplovment persists. If
tn2 desire is primaril. to improve the chances of sudsequent
learning success, irrespective of economic SuCCOmes, he same
argument holds. If more sophisticatad learning is something

e
i

re than an accretion of skills, but a creative act of meptal
t:,nsLormablon in wnich tire learmer has to hav; poth the desire |,
and the confidence to enzage, then we have no evidence that isolated
attention to skills will -advance it., There is now some reason to
oelieve that whilevperformance, measured in standardised wéys can-
te improved by specific attention to what is tested, a plateau is
reached beyond which-some more active initiation by, the learrer

is required.’ This ;nitiative might reasonably be thought to be
associated with what point he or she sees in the task which skills
are the means of mastgring. They are never the task itself, unless

the 2ducation systein chooses to frame up its goals in that way.




e e

» . ’ o
N . B - 23 - -“ -
The Australian program defines competence in a oroad

and vazue way which reflects the manv-diménsional zoals of

. education itsélf. It is mot assumad tnat what happens can simply

D]

be measured. It maf well be that within this vaguzness formal
l2arning improvements should take a mora central place as an

. . aspect of=compet§nce in negotiating the world, undarstanding
oneself and others, willingness to taka individual and collective ¢
initiative.and responsibility. It is inﬁeresting that both the
cection of the N.I.E. study of -Title I which was concerned with
its instructional dimensions! and a,Sta;}ord Research Institute
é:u@y reported that evaluatien in the terms practised in Title I
" nad little flow back into action in the school, being seen by

; teachers as a means of satisfying external authorities rather

than as a guide to their own futare action. Teachers generally:
believed' that spin-offs resulting from more concentrated attention
-5 individual students, from the presence of ﬁore adults in the
schoocl and from greater parental interest brought venefits for.
sticdents-which could not be measured in terms of the evaluation.

, The teachers' goals, in other words, extended beyogd the basic
szills improvemknt to which so much official concern w;s‘direcﬁed.

’

13 ey
&

he age coverage of orograms

L3

Ninety-nine per cent of.studen;s“participéting in
’ Title I are .in elementary schools, most of them in the early
| vears of schobling. Seventy per cent of students in D.S.P. “
schools are primary. This concentration reflects concern thét
those students who enter secondary schools with low performance
levels are unlikely, given the nature of secondary schools, to
o partiﬁipaﬁe sucdéséfﬁlly in programs there., K It is also supported

by notions about critical stages of development and by evidence

L

1. Perspectives on the Instructional Dimensions Study, a

Supplementary Repurt from the National Institute of Education,
ERIC - D.H.E.W., Washington, D.C.. Nov. 1978. crest

\
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such as that advanced Sv 3locm and many other psycholozists, ., .
that the major part ci <czn nitive dEVLlOpﬂanb takes ziace at N
, ‘
. earl, ages. It seems to follow that if the battl: is not won

then, it never will b= > . “\\\x\—///f“

. . The heavy concentration of Title I on the early years :

h}

of elementary schocling is now being guestioned. Curiously,

Y ‘i 3 . o
ars has been no follow-up lnto secondary school of §;udents

&

cr
J4

<.
o B
(o]

participated in the program in their early years. Challenging

AN
\

»
cr
o
(U

received wisdom about critical periods, a report by
" P

-~

- . 4 .
Stanford ReSearch‘Instltute1 concludds that "Experience now

cr
o
14

.

uzg2ests at least that, lwtelllgence is less susceptible to

w

narirenant influence in the earl« vehrs than many researchers
hawve previously bel*eved" It also asserts that 'there is much
.4 . D
: . . R s s . !
v s2zezrch to suggzest that new intellectual capacities develop

siirinz adolescence tiat can make the ac sisizion of both basic
et h ‘ "

‘and applied skills mucin 2asier and morz productive than ny
t

P

[
[

[
d

by

Wwhatner this is the case cr not, there ars Zood reasons

7]

2oy -vanting expanded attemtion to segcondary students 1n programs
£ : 7 g

irr =ne disadvantaged. In areas where students from low income
fcmilies are congreszated, unemployment rates among young people
h, and may be expecta< to coutinu=2 so. Those
wno‘geﬁojobs ara likely to find little intrimsic éatiséaction in
, them. This dlscoura~°ﬂent suggests 2 need for“gggéial action in
the school to enable youn6 peaple o -understand the s: “tuation and
. what optiohs they have in it. The orientations of Aust*allan and

: : ~.
U.S. secondary schools are sufficiently different tQ make it

difficult to make an overarching comment. Australian-secondary
U . : :
scacols are still strongly acddemically oriented towards tertlary
selzction and are pradicated on a high.early drop-cut rate, roughly
1. ‘teredith A. Larson and Freya E. Dittman, Compensatory Education
and Early Adolescence, D.H.E.W., Washington D.C. May 1975 =
o co - o : . : J
EMC ’ ~ - . ) i
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H?lz the age cohort being out of .school by age 16. Azerica
.
nas attempted to hold young people out of the labour narket longert,
offering greater witain school choices and allowing cnoices whlc:’!""'~
can enable students to avoid activicies in which reading, writing:
and calculatiom flay a central role. -Such factors must come into
. any anaiysis. But it would be true to say that nowhere has the
cecondary school/yﬂt learned to associate serious intellectual
activicy with practical oursults or with issues of concern to young

deople enterlng a fast- changlng world where many of them £ind no

froauctlve and respected place. ‘ '

In commentinz on the two programs at secondary level,
it is important to take into account the wide range of U.S,
programs for disadvantaged youth, a situation which has no parallel

in Australia. 1!ore adventurous programs’ at secondary level in the

(")

H
-

)

advantaged Schools Program are multiplited .many timss in the

<

.53. - Sut not under the wings of Title I. One Tasmanian school

- .in che Disadvantzged chools Prog;am, for example, involved year 9
uqunts who negotiated a loan and sub- con;racted the building of

2 house, which they subsequently sold and in which muﬁhf6?~2he

latour as.well as the plafining was done by them.

The experience

st >
developed a wide range of skills equally importanff with the narrow

defiﬂ‘t'ons wnich schools usually put upon basics{ and the students
concerned keot up with tne ordinary curticulum, learning central
concepts through the real task of the housebuilding.” ‘Experience
based career education projects in the United States are one ‘
. example among many of the integration of learning into the 'real
-nrld"”. Such approaches seem to have more to offér than a large-
. soale centinuation of Title I into the secondary schools as

remzdial basic skills programs.
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| Tu2 netion of disadwvantaz= .

<isadvantage.

4

There arz real proulems witn the notion »

Ty

B

-

'~ zav be used in 2n absolute or relative sense. In'its absolute

s2cse it requires the setting up of some criterion level of

condition (as in the U.S. income mesasure or as in ninimum
zoap2tancy legisla:ion). “hen this criterion level refers to

cnool achlevenen the objections to it and the potential n:gative’

7]

aduiational effects of it are well rehearsed. When it refers to

: social condition, a legitimate response is to say that if low
income3 or*®lack of work or the négacive-ﬁeaturés 2f a proportioﬂ

>~ i jobs, or othee factorg,éapable of measurement is the problem,
cnen the problenm can oniy Le answered Uy cha ﬁged soci aL.arrange- 
ments rather than school action lS the appropriate response.“
tecause programs for the alsadvantaged focus on the victims
rilhier than the sochale constructed disadvantaging circumstances,
thev may encourase the view that if the individuals affected could

zd in some way, the problem weuld be solved.

Y

when used in the relative sense, there remains the

L §

tting up the criteria acccrding to which people
roups wili o2 cempared. In ecucational terms, the comparisons

tzrms of traditional school outccmes and the

e
o}

ralziive.chances of reaching througn education scme particular
.
cuinz in che social structure from various social origins. while

tner2 are good argumsents for attempting to increase equality of
ooportunity in this sense, excessive con centrat101 on the prospects
0oZ upward social mobility for* those»may DOSLtlvelv dﬂsquallfy the .
‘mass of the group whicn has exoerlence the underside of the coin

Lo of hierarchy in conditions of upbringing from coping constructively
with the kind of social futures they may realistically expect to
enter. It also continuously reinforces ithe notion of hierarchy
_itself and personalises failure, as well as unlaterally defining

. it. . ' ‘
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: ' It is thus easy to mount theometical attacks on
s-nzrans for the disadvantaged, who may from many p=ints of view
o= seen to.be responding realistically to the worid as it

rosants itself to them, and to the role of the gducation system

§s)

in that world. 7=t, ziven that equality of condition as distinct

& from equality of opportunity does not ccmamand wide support in
either U.S. or Australian society and that generations of children

. will come and go while we wait for Godot, it is irresponsible to
say thag‘nbthing can be done inbthe public schools, which, after
a}l. are also part of social arrangements, to widén the optionms,
botﬁ in paid wérk and in other aspects of life for those whose
conditions of upbringing are most limiting of options. There will
'be disagreement about how to'dp.this, requiring open experimenfation
in which every effort is made to engage the people involved in
seeking solutions, wnhich there is lictle reason to believe will

be avervwhere the same. That is a strong argument for school based

/gather than pupil specific action, particularly as engagement with
- the problem itself increases the perceived power over circumstances

which is part. of the solution. It may be necessary to live with
the ambiguities of the term disadvantaged, ,or with those of any
substitute for it, if tha notion of special action in schools to
riise the achiewvsment, the social ccmpecénce and th2 social power
0f the least privileged is seen as a worthy aim of policy. Both
Ticle I and the Disadvantaged Schools ?r%;ram exemplily these
ambiguities. The ‘American program, after sharing out funds on
social criteria, moves to the educatiocnal criteria of low performanc
levels in it¥ definition of disadvantage. It is therefore under-
standably subject to pressures to define it as a low achievers'
program,-per se, omitting the intervening social criteria. The
Ausﬁralian'program uses socio-economic criteria -selected for
. association with low average school success and participation
vet defines objectives in ways whicl do not concenérate narrley
on improved performance. In its tufn, and because of the way the

o program operates, it is subject to g{?ssuges to become a general

school improvement program.
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