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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Overview of the Purpose of the Study

Using a case study approach, this study examined the dynamies and
outcomes of the Chapter 1 pirogram’'s school and student selection pro-
cedures in order to provide timely 1information to pollcy makers during
the program reauthorization process. The central focus of the study was
to explain why t(he characteristica of schools and students selected for
program participation vary across districts. To understand better the
dynamics and outcomes of the program's targeting processes, we linked
two types of data in 30 purposfvely-selected districts which represent a
range in district size, urbanicity, poverty, and achievement levels.
First, we collected detailed information about each district's Chapter 1
school and student selection practices. Second, this information was
coupled with each district's existing student-level data abhout many
important characteristics of both Chapter 1 and non-=Chapter 1 students,
including achievement scores, poverty status, grade level, school

attended, and participation in various categorical programs.

Description of the Sample

e Chapter 1 schools in our sample have higher conceatrations of
poor students than non-Chapter 1 schools (53% poor in Chapter 1
schools and 36% in non-Chapter 1 schools). The poverty levels of

Chapter 1 schools range from 1% to 100%.

e Students in Chapter 1 schools in our sample have lower reading
achievement levels than students in non-Chapter 1 schools at the
same grade bands. (average score of 50 NCEs (50th percentile) for
students in Chapter 1 schools and 5B NCEs (65th percentile) for
students in non-Chapter 1 schools). Average achievement scores
of students in Chapter 1 schools range from the 42nd percentile

to the 78th percentile.
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# Chapter | students, on the average, score nearly 1 standard devi-
ation lower than non~Chapter 1 students in Chapter | schools. 1In
our sample, the average achlevement ascore of Chapter 1 atudents

18 at the 27th percentile {or 37 NCFs).

e About 71X of the Chapter ! participants in our sample are poor

compared to 53% of the students in Chapter 1 schools.

e Fifty~two percent of the students {n Chapter 1 elementary achools
in our sample who score below the 50th percentile in reading do
not participate In Chapter 1. Using districts' definitieras of
educational deprivation, 37% of the educationally deprived in our
sample of Chapter 1 schools do not participate in Chapter 1.
About half of these sgtudents, however, participate in other

categorical programs.

e The students defined as educationally deprived by their districts
who do not participate in any categorical education program tend
to score just below their district's cutoff for Chapter 1 program
eligibility. They do not participate in any special programs
because they are judged less in need than those who do partic-

ipate.

1]

e About 16% of the Chapter 1 students in our sample score abov
their district’'s criterion for eligibility. Ten percent of the
Chapter 1 participants in our sample score above the 50th percen-
tile. The unreliability of the instruments (e.g., tests, rating
scales, grades, etc.) used to measure educational deprivation
will result in students obtaining different scores on different
administrations of the same test. At the school level, it may be
determined that students who score above the cutoff for program

eligibility have invalid scores and deserve to participate.

13




Sumpary of Policy Implications and Findinga

Reduce the participation in Chapter 1 by districts that have lsw average
poverty and no high poverty schools.

e Fourteen percent of the schools 1in the sample ‘having poverty
levels at or below 12X are eligible for Chapter 1. On the other
hand, 30% of the schools in our sample with poverty levels above
20% are not eligible because their poverty levels are below their
district's average. When the 25% rule is used, 7% of the schools

with poverty over 20% are still ineliigible.

# Low-poverty Chapter 1 schools are often a direct result of the
participation 1in the program of low-poverty districts. Low-
poverty schools are eligihle for Chapter 1 funds when they have
poverty levels above their district's (low) average. Although
Chapter 1 allocations to low-poverty districts are relatively
small, they add up to about $400 million annually.

Within districts with poverty levels above 25%, allow more high poverty
schools to be eligible and encourage districts to serve them.

e High=poverty non-Chapter 1 schools result from schools being
below their district's (high) poverty average and having slightly
fewer than 25X low-income students. In some cases, they result
from schools being in high-poverty distriets which for reasons of
stability or educational philosophy serve only thelr very need-

{iest schools.

Restrict the use of the uniformly high concentration of poverty option
to high-poverty districts and provide more technical assistance in its
use. :

e The uniformly high concentration of poverty option can be used by
a district with all low-poverty schools, since the poverty range

x1
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In such n district would be leso than 10%Z.  Under such elrcum=-
stances, use of the optlon will contribute to the presence of

low-poverty schools in Chapter 1.

e Misunderstandings about the appropriate way to apply this option
caused some districts in our sample to use 1t in a variety of

ways, not all of which are in accordance with the legislation.

Kequire that districts enforce uniform sgtandarde and measures for
selecting Chapter 1 students across all schools in the district.

e Compared to others in the sample, districts that have relatively
higher proportions of unserved low-achieving students and higher
proportiona of higher-achieving Chapter 1 participants tend to
lack uniform student selection standards. Methods for selecting

students in these districts vary from school to school.

Encourage districts through technical assistance to have comprehensive
policies addressing the issue of assigning to appropriate programs
students who are eligibi: for more than one program.

e Of those students defined as educationally deprived by their
districts, 18% recelve special services from other programs such
as special education, a bilingual/ESL program, a migrant program,
or a satate compensatory education program. Participation 1in
other categorical programs decreases an educationally deprived
student's chances of participating in Chapter 1, even though
he/she may be among those in greatest need. For example, many of
the most educationally deprived students in our sample partic-

ipated in special education and not in Chapter 1.

Clarify how the formerly eligible student selection option 1is to be
used.

e Most districts in our sample do not apply the formerly eligible

student selection option in a way consistent with the legislative

xii
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framework. Studentas who are no longer educationally deprived but
who were in Chapter 1 the previous year are beifng retained in the
program under thiam option. About 35% of the higher=achieving

Chapter 1 students were progrom participants the previous year,

Encourage greater use of the schoolwide project option, 1f there is an
interest 1n having districts with high poverty schools {increase thefr
flexibility in selecting students for Chapter 1.

e Currently both in our sample and natlonally, few districts that
have achools with poverty levels qualifying them for the school=-
wide project option are using {t. Within large districts, while
increased use of the option might increase the number of higher
achievers participating, the average achievement level of Chapter
1 students would remain low. In addition, the proportion of poor
students in a large district's Chapter 1 program is likely to

increase by using the schoolwide project option.

Encourage districts that have small concentrations of educationally
deprived students in their Chapter 1 schools to re-examine their school
and student selection practices.

o Districts that have more openings for students in the Chapter 1
program than they have educationally deprived students in their
Chapter 1 schools may fill remaining openings with higher-
achleving students. These types of districts typically contain
students having an average reading achievement score well above
the national average. For some districts in these circumstances,
it would be possible to serve more of the schools that are eli-
gible for Chapter 1 funds and serve fewer students per school.
This would decrease the presence of higher achievers in their

Chapter 1 program.
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Continue to permit districts to choose the grade bands (or school
levels) to target.

e Both within our sample and nationally, districts' application of
the grade band option has meant that Chapter 1 schoolr are more
likely to be elementary schools. In our smample, 74% of the
elementary schools, 49% of the middle schools, and 22% of the
high schools receive Chapter lifundgg The poverty rates 1In the
high schools 1in our sample are lower than those of the junior
high/middle schools. The elementar. achools have the highest
average poverty of the three. Hence, the current practice of
targeting fewer schools at the upper grade levels corresponds

with the lower proportion of poverty in the high schools.




T. INTRODUCTION

Overview of the Chapter 1 Program

Since the passage of ESEA, Title T over 20 years ago, federal in-
vestments in Title 1 and {ts sueceseor, Chapter 1 of FECIA, have totaled
over $45 billion. The purpose of Tttle 1 and Chapter 1 programs has
been to provide funds to state and local educational agencles “"to meet
the special needs of educationally deprived children” (Section 552,
Education Consolidation and Improvement Act, 1981). Both programs were
designed on the premise that children Iiving {n poor households or in
poor neighborhoods are wore likely than other children to have problems
in school. Consequently, the legislation allocates funds to states and
couitties primarily on the basis of the number of school=age children
from low-income families “ho reside in each school district. Funded
districts must then select schools to participate, usually based on the
relative concentrations of low-income students 1living in their atten-
dance areas. Participating schools in turn select students on the basis

of their educational need, not on the basis of their family's income.

Concerns About Chapter 1 School/Student Selection

The number and nature of schools that have Chapter 1 projects
results from the iInteraction of several factors, including: (a) a
funding formula and funding levels that permit more than 90X of all the
nation's public sachool districts to participate in the Chapter 1
program, and (b) district officials' use of Chapter 1 school selection
provisions, which contain enough exceptions and options to permit
operation of the program in approximately 70%Z of the nation's public
elementary schools and about 35% of all public secondary schools
(National Assessment of Educational Progress, unpublished tables).
Since in about 25% of the nation's schools less than 7% of the students

are from low-income families (Kennedy, Jung, & Orland, 1986), it appears

18



that some rchools with relatively amall proportions of low-income

students receive Chapter 1 funds.

The amelection of low-achieving ttudents within targeted schools to
participate in Chapter 1 has also been the object of considerable
scrutiny. The Study of the Sustaining Effects of Compensatory Education
in Baslc Skills (SES) (Breglio, Hinckley, & Bael, 1978) reported that
40% of low-achileving students from low-income families were selected for
Title I, and that an additional 14% received some other form of com-
pensatory education. Twenty-six percent of non-poor low-achieving stu-
dents were selected for Title I and 16% for other compensatory educa-
tion. The report concluded that the group of students with the greatest
proportion selected for Title I was the cconomically and educationally
deprived. Cooley (1981) used the same data base, organizing students in
different selection categories, and concluded that more Title I students
were neither low-achieving nor poor than were low-achieving and poor,
and that the majority of poor, low-achieving children were not 1in the

program.

A more recent report from the Office of Educational Research and
Improvement (OERI) (Kennedy, et al., 1986) used a wide selection of data
to summarize Iinformation about the intended recipients of Chapter 1/
Title I services. One of the analyses, which again used SES data, found
that while 60% of students scoring below the 25th percentile on a
reading test Iin 1976 were not receiving Title I services, over 10% of
students who scored above the 50th percentile were receiving Title I
services. The District Practices Study (Advanced Technology, Inc.,
1983) also suggested that students with widely varying achievement
levels received Title I services. Thus, while data indicate that low-
achieving students are receiving Chapter 1 services, these data also
show that some very low-achieving students are not served by Chapter 1

while students who appear to have less need are being served.
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Previous studies of the Title I/Chapter 1 targeting and selection
process, while addressing many questions about the population served by
the program, have been unable to explain how or why the population of
participants ends up as 1t does. Specifically, they could not account
for the presence in the Chapter 1 program of low-poverty schools or
higher-achieving students, nor for the absence of gome higher-poverty
gschools and !lower*achieving students. They also had only 1imited
information to indicate whether unserved, low-achieving students were
already receiving service from another categorical program. Although
they were able to describe the variation across districts and schools in
which students are selected for Chapter 1 participation, they could not
link specific targeting options or selection methods to these variations
and to the characteristics of the students ultimately served. Further-
more, these studies did not collect data that would permit the simula-
tion of alternative school or student selection methods and estimate the

effect of the various methods on the population served by Chapter 1.

The Current Study

App

issues concerning the operation and net effect of the program's school

roach. We have designed this study to address these and other

and student selection provisions. The study uses the case study method
to examine the process of determining which students will participate in
Chapter 1. We selected a sample of 30 Chapter 1 districts to represent
a range of size and urbanicity, including urban, suburban, and rural
districts that had collected districtwide achievement and program
participation data on their students. Tables 1 and 2 present the
characteristics of these districts. (See Appendix B for a more detailed

discussion of site selection.)



Table 1

Number of Diatricts in Sample by
EnrolIment Size and Urbaniecity

| - , Urbanicfty
Enrollment Size _Urban  Suburban  Rural ___Total
Over 54,000 4 4
10,000 = 54,000 8 2 10
2,500 to 10,000 2 2 3 7
1,000 to 2,499 2 3 5
Less tnan 1,000 2 2 4
Total: 14 8 8 30

Table 2

Number of Districts in Sample by
Achievement Level and Poverty Range

-  TPoverty Ramge -
Achievement Level _0-12%7  13-207% 21-50%7  >50%  Total
46-47 2 4 6
48-52 1 2 5 3 11
53-56 1 5 6
57--6h 4 2 1 7
Total: 5 5 13 7 30

Note. Achievement levels are in terms of reading achievement on stan=-
dardized tests measured in normal curve equivalents (NCEs) and poverty
levels generally represent the percentage of students participating in
the National School Lunch Program. (NCEs are normalized standard scores
with a2 mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 21.06. Because the scale
is normalized, it is assumed to be equal-interval.)
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As the tables show, the sampled districts represent a wide range of
enrollment, poverty, and reading achievement, although high poverty
districts were deliberately oversampled. Because of the requirements of
this study in terms of the format, content, and availability of student
daﬁa,l the sample comprises a select group of local education agencies
that have complete and accessible data on their student population for
at least several grade levels. Thus, while specific results, such as
percentage of students served, are not generalizable to the country as a
whole in the same way they are when a stratified random sample {s used,
this study has the advantage of having enough data to completely
describe the targeting process and its outcomes in a number of widely

varying districta.

While specific study findings are not generalizable, simulations
performed in the study reveal the interaction of various distributions
of puverty and achlevement with the mechanics of school and student
selection for Chapter 1. By examining within our sample what could
happen given extreme circumstances in a district, we can discuss with
some confidence the "best" and "worst" cases of the use of a particular
targeting gptihﬁa Thus, while we cannot predict the incidence of a
particular outcome across the country, we can say that, given certain
district conditions, the use of a specific targeting procedure will

result in that outcome.

Data collected. Study staff visited each site in the sample and

collected both quantitative and qualitative data on school and student
district, school, and student characteristics. Data were collected from
each district to permit a complete description of the district's school/

student selection practices, including the poverty and achievement

lgee Appendix C for a description of the procedures involved in the
preparation of the district data sets.




levels of participating and nonparticipating schools and students. Site
vigitors obtained any quantitative data used to nselect students for
Chapter 1, including information such as test data, teacher ratings,

basic reading levels, and others.

Issues examined. As well as producing more recent data, this study

offers a more detailed description of Lhapter 1 school/student selection
practices than previous studies because these practices are examined
within as well as aecross individual districts. This permlts us €o

address such questions as:

e Why are some schools with very 1low poverty concentrations
recelving program services while other schools with very high
poverty concentrations are not?

e Why do some students with relatively high achievement 1levels
obtain Chapter 1 services when many very low-achieving students
do not?

® How do districts use the various school and student selection
options contained in the program's legal framework?

e How are Chapter 1's school and student selection decisions
affected by the presence or absence of other programs with goals
or target populations that overlap with Chapter 17

e Have program targeting practices and outcomes changed in recent
years?

practices led to a particular service pattern in one or a group of
districts. The study examines targeting in each district from the
standpoint of whether district targeting objectives are being achieved
as well as from the more general standpoint of the interaction within
the district between poverty, achievement, and Chapter 1 participation.
Further, by using student-level data obtained from each district, the
study simulates changes in district targeting practices to determine
what the outcome of such changes would be in terms of the population of

students receiving serviece in that district.
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Relationship to DthefrquréﬂtVstﬁgégﬁrpf;Chﬂpt§¥ 1. This study is

one of a group of studies funded by OERI (formerly the National Insci-
tute of Education) in compliance with a 1983 Congressional mandate to
provide descriptions and assessments of various critical aspects of
Chapter 1. Other studies in this group will describe Chapter 1 in terms
of services delivered, service recipients, background and training of
teachers and staff, allocation of funds, coordination with other pro-
grams, and effect of programs on students' gkills, school attendance,
and future education. Together with this study on Chapter 1 targeting,
these studies will be used by OFRI to provide Congress with information
for the reauthorization of Chapter 1, scheduled for 1987. The results
of this study, in conjunction with targeting findings from the nation-
ally representative surveys of the National Chapter 1 assessment, will
be of particular interest to policy makers who are concerned about how

best to direct Chapter 1 services to their intended beneficiaries.

Content of the Report

The second chapter of this report begins with a discussion of the
context in which Chapter 1 targeting decisions are made, including state
and local characteristics as well as legislation and funding 1levels.
The third chapter describes school targeting, or the process of select-
ing for Chapter 1 participation those schools whose students are most
likely to be from low-income families. This section includes a discus-
sion of the effects of including low poverty districts in Chapter 1, the
effects of various targeting options, and the effects of district deci-
slons to concentrate services at particular grade levels or to spread

services across all grades.

sion presents data from our sample on the educationally deprived
students in Chapter 1 elementary schools who do not participate in

Chapter 1 reading, and describes the reasons these students are not

24



participating. Also examined are the reasons for the presence in the
program of participants who are not educationally deprived. This
chapter also 1includes a demseription of the four student selection
strategies used by districts in the sample, and presents simulations

uged to compare the results of the selection strategies.

The fifth chapter summarizes the findings of the school and student
selection chapters, and offers suggestions for possible policy changes.
The sixth chapter discusses Chapter 1 services to non-public school
children, and recent changes 1in Bchool or student gelection practices in

the sample districts.
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11. THE CONTEXT G# CHAPTER 1 SCHOOL AND STUDINT SELECTION

To understand how district officials go about selecting schools and
students to participate in the Chapter 1 program, we firgt gummarize the
program's basic targeting rules and options as well as examine program
targeting practices from a national perspective. Te 1llustrate how
school and student selection practices can evolve over time and how
federal rules can interact with changing state and local circumstances,
we then describe the evolution of the Chapter 1 school and student
selection procedures for one district, from the inception of Title I
through the early years of Chapter 1. In the third section, we combine
these two perspectives. Ve draw on what is known about the factors
affecting local implementation of Chapter 1 and present a framework for

examining the district's school and student selection procedures.

Part 1. _National Perspective: The Chapter 1
School a§§m32u§§n§,Sgiecticn,?ﬁpvigiang

Basic Rules for Determining School Eligibllity

Chapter 1 legislation states that programs are to be "[c]onducted
in attendance areas having the highest concentrations of low-income
children” (§556(b)(1)(A)~(C) of Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation
and Improvement Act; 47 Federal Register, July 29, 1982, p. 32863,
§200.49). (Unless otherwise noted, all citations refer to sections of
the Chapter 1 statute or regulations.) Each district can determine, for
example, (a) the type of data to be usad to assess economic need, (b)
the measure to be used to order {ts attendance areas, and (c) the grade
spans that will be involved. The flexibility afforded by the federal
legal framework 1s increased by the presence of various targeting
exceptions. While the inclusion of these exceptions glves greater
latitude to LEAs, it also increases complexity, as will be evident in
the description of the legal provisions presented below.
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In 1identifying eligible school atitendance areas (5AAs), histor-
lcally diatricte have been required to use the best avallable type of
data--which may be a composite of several indfcators--for determining
the concentration of low-income families (5122(a)(1) of Title 1:
§201.51, 46 Federal Register 5167~5168 (January 19, 1981). According to
data from the District Practices Study (Advanced Technology, 1983), in
1981-82, 77% of the LEAs used counts of students participating in the
ational School Lunch Program: 36% used enrollment Iin Ald te Families
With Dependent Children (AFDC); and 19%Z used census data on family
income. Fewer than 107 of the diastricts Indleated using other typea of
information such as Free Breakfast counts or employment statistics.

Some districts use more than one type of data, and this accounts for the

The "concentration” of low-income children may be measured in terms
of the number of children from low=income familiea in the SAA or the
percentage of such children, according to the Nonregulatory Guidance
provided by the U.S. Department of Education (June 1983, pp. 7-8). The
SAAs are then ordered according to poverty concentration using (a) per-
centage, (b) number, or (c) a combination of these two (§200.50(s)(2),
51 Federal Register 18409 (May 19, 1986)). All the SAAs in a district
may be ranked together, or grade-band groups of S5AAs may be ranked
geparately. For example, using the latter method, a district that
contained elementary and middle schools would rank all the elementary
schools in one group and all the middle schools in a separate group.

With the percentage method, the cutoff score for eligibility may be

determined by one of two methods. 1In the first method an SAA is eli-
gible 1f the percentage of children frum low=-income families in that
area is equal to or greater than the percentage of children from low-
income families in the district as a whole (Nonregulatory Guidance,

U.S. Department of Education, June 1983, p. 7).
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Under the mecond method, any 8AA may be considered eligible in
which 25% or more of the children are from low-income families, even If
the districtwide average 1s substantially higher (§556(d)(1)). The 25%
rule is intended to be used in those LEAs in which there are high con=
centrations of children from low-income families residing in many areas
of the district. (Under §122(a)(1) of Title I, any SAA having a 25% or
greater concentration of children from low-income families could be
considered eligible 1f the total level of Title I and state compensatory
education expenditures 1in the Title [ areas served the year before
remained at the game lével {n thoae arsas or was 1Inecreased.) lUnder
Title I, 46% of the districts were eligible to use the 25% rule, and 37%
of this group actually used 1t in school year 1980-81 (Advanced Tech~-
nology, 1983).

When S5AAs are ordered according to the number method, an area is
eligible if the number in that area is at least equal to the average
number of children from low-income families in each SAA in the district
as a whole (Nonregulatory Guidance, U.S. Department of Education, June

1983, p. 7).

When a district uses a combination method, SAAs may be ordered on

the basis of either their percentages or numbers of children from low-
income families. The cutoff score for eligibility must be selected so
that the total number of SAAs that the LEA {dentifies as eligible does
not exceed the maximum number that would have been identified as eligi-
ble under the number or percentage method alone (Nonregulatory Guidance,

U.S5. Department of Eduecation, June 1983, p. 8).

Circumstances in Which All Schools are Elfigible

There are two situatfons in which all schools in the district may
be considered eligible for a Chapter 1 program. Chapter 1 programs may
be operated districtwide in very small districts and in districts having

uniformly high concentrations of poverty.

[
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Very mmall diptricts. Local educational agencies with a total

enrollment of fewer than 1,000 children may operate a Chapter 1 program
in all attendance areas in the district (§556(1)(c)). Districts with
very small total enrollments do not have to restrict eligibllity to a

subaet of schools.

Uniformly high concentrations of poverty. This exception to the
basic school selection rule applies to districts in which there 18 a

similar incidence of children from low-income families among all schools
in the district. Under this provision, all artendance areas fn the LEA
or in a particular grade span grouping are eligible to receive Chapter 1
funde (§556(b)(1)(B)).

The Nonregulatory Guidance (U.S5. Department of Education, June
1983, p. 7) indicates that there is a uniformly high concentration of
children from low-income families if the difference between the per-
centage of children from low-income families in the attendance area with
the highest percentage and that with the lowest percentage is not more
than the greater of 102 or one-third of the percentage of children from
low-income famillies for the district as a whole. (This represents a
change from the "n->-wide-variance" option that existed under Title I
(§122(a)(1)). Under the Title I regulations, the option could be usged
if the difference in percentages was not more than the greater of 5% or
one-third the percentage of children from low-income familieg in the
district (§201.51(d)(4), 46 Federal Register 5168 (January 19, 1981).)

The Nonregulatory Guidance further notes that districts that use
this option must provide project services in all SAAs. 1In other words,
a district that chooses to use this option cannot then decide to serve
only a subset of the schools. In addition, Chapter 1 services must be
made available to qualifying students in the LEA who are enrolled in
private schools (U.S5. Department of Education, June 1983, p. 8).
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computes the percentags of children from low-income families for each
SAA, and calculates the difference between the lowest and higheat SAAs.
Then it computes the percentage of children from low-income families
districtwide. If the districtwide figure 1s greater than 307 (we will
refer to these as high poverty districts), the one-third multiplier
should be applied; 1if it 1is less than 30% (low poverty districts), then
the 10X rule is applicable. 1If it is equal to 30%, both rules produce
the same percentage. The {interpretation allows SAAs within "high pov-
erty” districts to have a greater range of poverty (less concentration)
and still qualify under this exception. In comparison, in "low poverty"

districts the range cannot exceed 10%.

Other Exceptions to the Basic School Selection Rules

Four other exceptions to the basic selection rules are contained in
Section 3 of the Technical Amendments to Chapter 1. The exceptions are
intended to accommodate situations that may arise in certain districts.
These exceptions either define the circumstances in which a school that
would otherwise be in the eligible pool can be skipped or a school that
would oti:erwise not be in the eligible pool may be included.

Formerly eligib;gwgchup;gr(§556(d)(4)). For those attendance areas
or schools considered eligible in either of two preceding years, an LEA
may continue to designate them as eligible for one more year. If an
area or school was eligible in both of the preceding years, the Chapter
1 regulations indicate that it can retain an additional year's eligi-
bility for each of the two previous years in which it was eligible
(5200.50(b)(4)(11), 51 Federal Register 18410 (May 19, 1986)). The
option is intended to provide continuity of services in schools that

would be otherwise ineligible because of minor or temporary fluctuations

in the attendance area's population.
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Services of the same nature and scope (8556(d)(5)). SAAs or

schools that sre otherwiae aligible under the basic selection rilea may

be skipped if they are receiving similar services from nonfederal funda.
Comparable services in these circumstances are ones that are of the same
nature and scope as those provided by Cﬁaptar 1 (5200.50(b)(5), 51 Fed-
eral Register 18410 (May 19, 1986)). The intent of this option 1is to
avoid duplication of services within a school. This option can only be
used with the approval of the state education ageacy.

Higher {ncidence of educational deprivation (§556(d)(2)). Under

this exception, & local educational agency may (with state approval)
skip a higher ranked SAA if a lower ranked SAA has a subgtantially
higher incidence of educational deprivation. This option represents the
only instance in which educational deprivation may be conaidered in the
school-selection process. If this option is used, the total number of
SAAs eligible for Chapter 1 may not exceed the number identified under
the basic selection rules. The state education agency can approve the

stantially i1mpair the delivery of competnsatory educaiion services to
educationally deprived children” 1in Chapter 1 areas served by the
district (§200.50(b)(3), 51 Federal Register 18409 (May 19, 1986)).

The enrollment option (§556(d)(3)). Under this option, a district
may provide Chapter 1 services to public schools in otherwise ineligible

school attendance areas if the proportion of children in actual daily
attendance who are from low-income families ia substantially the same
as the proportion of such children in an eligible attendance area

(§200.50(b)(2), 51 Federal Register 18409 (May 19, 1986)).

This exception was created to be used by schools in SAAs where eco-
nomically advantaged students have chosen to attend nonpublie schools.
Thus, although an S5AA may be a high-income attendance area, a substan-
tial proportion of the students who remain enrolled in the public school
may be from low—income families. 1In such cases this option may be used

to qualify the SAA for Chapter 1 funding.
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Overview

The basic plan for school targeting is that any school with poverty
greater than the district average can be served. 1In recognition of the
many and varied circumstances «f districts, the legislation allows con-
siderable latitude in the method of targeting echools. This s provided
for in the form of the following options:

25% option

very small districts

uniformly high concentration of poverty
formerly eligible schools

services of the same nature and scope
higher incidence of educational deprivation
enrollment option

One or combinations of these options may be invoked by a districe,
depending upon such factors as district characteristics, the level of
Chapter 1 funding, and district decisions to serve all eligible schools
or to serve only some eligible schools. The flexibility allowed dis-
tricts in school selection is achieved by 1increasing the complexity of

the legal framework.

In practice, more Chapter 1 districts that must make school selec—
tion decisions use one or more of the options than use only the basic

rules for school selection.

e Dats from a national mail survey of Title I LEAs conducted in
1981 ‘~dicate that, of Chapter 1 districts that must make school
selection decisions, 28% used the "no wide variance” option
(Advanced Technology, 1983). Preliminary data from OERI from a
1985-86 survey indicate that approximately 40% used the broader
Chapter 1 "uniformly high concentration” option.

e In 1981, 14X of Title I LEAs reported using the 25% rule, and in
1985 preliminary OERI data indicate that an even higher percent-
age of Chapter 1 districts use the option.

e In 1981, slightly over 452 of Title I LEAs used the "enrollment
option.” Preliminary data from OERI indicate that fewer than 30%
of Chapter 1 LEAs currently use the option.



One of the {mportant differences among districta that the flexi-
bility in school targeting was intended to accommodate is differences in
rates of poverty. A ranking of districts nationwide by percent of poor
students served in 1980 ghows that in the districts in the lowest quar-
tile, fewer than 72 of their students come from poor families. In
contruat, the highest quartile containe districts with poverty con-
centrations ranging from 21% to 100%Z (Kennedy, et al., 1986). Districts
in all four poverty quartiles participate in Chapter 1. Thus the
program's funding formula and funding levels in conjunction with Chapter
1 school selection provigions permit the entry of low poverty =schools
inte the program while some of the high poverty schooles in the nation do
not receive program services. These 1issues are investigated 1n some

depth in Chapter 3 of this report.

Basic Rules for Determining Student Eligibility

Chapter 1 legislation states that the program is intended "to meet
the sgpecial needa of educationally deprived children” who reside in
eligible areas (§555(c)). Educational deprivation becomes the primary
criterion for determining which students are eligible to participate and
who from that group should receive services. As 1s the case in the
school selection process, districts are allowed great latitude in their

identification procedures.

The early Chapter 1 regulations define “educationally deprived
children” as "children whose educational attainment is below the level
that is appropriate for children of their age” (§200.3(b), 47 Federal
Register 52344 (November 19, 1982)). An LEA may use information and
criteria of 1its choice to identify educationally deprived children,
according to the Nonregulatory Guidance (U.S. Department of Education,
June 1983, pp. 10-11). The types of data (or a composite of them) may
include standardized test score data, results of informal diagnoses,
records of academic performance, and observations by professional staff.

However, regardless of what information and criteria it uses, an LEA
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must conduct an annual needs assessment, one of the purposes of which is
to identify educationally deprived students in eligible attendance areas
(§556(b)(2); §200.50, 47 Federal Register 52348 (Ne omber 19, 1982)).

The legislation provides that educationally deprived children in
eligible attendance areas be identified. This highlights an important
difference in eligibility for Chapter 1 and eligibility for most other
programs. Although a student must be educationally deprived to be eli-

gible, educational deprivation alone does not pguarantee eligibility.
Due to the two-stage selectior process, one must be deprived in terms of
one's surroundings as well as one's achlevement. The legislation was
originally drafted based on the assumption that the reason some students
in poor areas are low-achieving is due to the effects of the areas them-
selves. Title I and its successor Chapter 1 are intended to compensate
for these detrimental effects. Consequently, eiigibili:y is established
by residing in a poor attendance area of the district and by being among

the students in "greatest (educational) need"” in one's school.

"Greatest need” is not defined in the Chapter 1 legislation;
however, Chapter 1 provides for an annual needs assessment “which...
requires, among the educationally deprived children selected, the inclu-
slon of those children who have the greatest need for special assis-
tance...." (§556(b)(2); §200.51(a)(2), 51 Federal Register 18410 (May
19, 1986)).

While the legislation requires that students "in greatest need” in
eligible schools be included among the educationally deprived students
selected, the choice of a cutoff criterion for Chapter 1 services is
determined at the district level, and no direct guidance is provided in
the law or the regulations as to what specific criteria should be used.
In practice, one district may deem eligible all studcnts scoring below
the 25th percentile on a given test. Another aistrict may define as

serve only a portion of this group. Often professional judgments about



who should participate in Chapter 1 are also involved in the student

selection process.

Students in non-public schools (§556(b)(2)). Whatever operational
dafinition of educational deprivation 1s used by a district to determine

eligibility, it i8 to be applied to all gtudents who reside in eligible
school attendance areas. Educatiocnally disadvantaged students attending
nonpublic schools who live in a school attendance area served by Chapter
1 are eligible to participate in the program. Such children are eli-
gible regardless of whether the private schools they attend are inside
or outaide the LEA.

Circumstances in Whigh All Students in a Project School are El@gib;g

Under certain circumstances all children in a school may partic-
ipate in the Chapter 1 program. These circumstances, described in the
schoolwide project provision, represent the only situation in which

economic need can be used as the basis for student selection.

Schoolwide project. The 1983 Technical Amendments include a

provision that allows an LEA to design a project "to upgrade the entire
educational program” in a school if not less than 75% of the children
are from low-income families (§556(d)(9)). In such instances, all
atudents in the school may be 1ldentified as eligible and may recelve
Chapter 1 program services. However, the distriet must comply with
certain planning requirements and must contribute funding for the
schoolwide project in proportion to the percentage of non—-educationally
deprived children in the school. The SEA must approve the plan for a

schoolwide project.

Other Exceptions to the Basic Student Selection Rules

Section 3 of the 1983 Technical Amendments allows exceptions to the

basic student selection rules that, in twc of the three cases, are
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analogous to the exceptions to the achool gelection rules. Just as was
the case with the achool targeting exceptions, the student selection
exceptions are attempts to tailor the basic selection rules to diverse

local ¢ircumatances.

Formerly eligible students (§556(d)(6)). Children no Ilonger 1in

greatest need, but who were in greatest need in any previous year may

continue to be served as long as they continue to be educationally
deprived. The intent of this provision 18 to allow students to remain
in the program even though they may not be currently most in need of
special assistance in order that they have an opportunity to consolidate
or sustain whatever educational gains they may have achieved the
preceding year. The current Chapter 1 regulations limit the use of this
option to districts that "serve only children in greatest need for
special assistance” (§200.51(b)(1)), 51 Federal Register 18410 (May 19,
1986).

Comparable services (§556(d)(8)). An LEA is not required to serve
educationally deprived students in greatest need if such students are

receiving services from other nonfederal sources that are similar in
nature and scope. (This usually means services from state and local
compensatory education programs.) Such students may be skipped in favor
of less needy students who are not receiving comparable services
(§200.51(b)(3), 51 Federal Register 18410 (May 19, 1986)).

Transferred participants (§556(d)(7)). The Technical Amendments

permit an LEA to continue to serve an educationally deprived student

during the school year to a nonparticipating school. This exception
might be used, for example, in circumstances in which districts have
re-assigned students to schools in the midst of the school year to
achleve racial balance. To achieve continuity of educational services
and to ensure that a student's special educational needs are still

addressed despite reassignment to a non-Chapter 1 school, such a student
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is s8till entitled to participate in the Chapter 1 program (§200.51(b)
(2), 51 Federal Register 18410 (May 19, 1986)).

Overview

The Chapter 1 statute and regulations require that students who are
"educationally deprived in greatest need” in eligible attendance areas
be included among those students selected. The criteria for educational
depr. .tion are left to each district's discretion, and greatest need is
determined by an annual needs assessment. Exceptions to serving stu=-
dents currently in greateat need in eligible attendance areas may be

made under the following options:

® gchoolwide project;

e formerly eligible student;
s comparable services; and
e transferred participants.

The literature on Title I student selection reveals a varlety of
district targeting practices (Advanced Technology, 1983). It also
provides a picture of the level of educational deprivation that exists
among the students who are selected to participate through the applica-

tion of various combinations of school and student targeting rules.

In 1983-84, Chapter 1 participants' average reading achievement
generally fell below the 30th percentile, showing that these students
are substantially more disadvantaged than non-participants. However, an
earlier national study of Title I participants in the elementary grades
(Breglio, et al., 1978) showed that 60%7 of students scoring below the
25th percentile on a reading test in 1976 were —ot receiving Title 1I
services. At the same time over 10Z of the students who scored above
the 50th percentile were participating. The degree to which the flexi-
bility and complexity of the legal framework governing student selection
for Chapter 1 contributes to these findings 1s examined in the fourth

chapter of this report.
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Part 2. Local Perspective: The Evolution of Chapter 1
o School and Student Selection {n M{il City

Having described the legal framework for selecting Chapter 1
schools and students, we now turn to an examination of the evolution of
targeting practices in a particular district. Then, in Part 3 of this
chapter, we use that case to illustrate a more general model of the
district dynamics for selecting progrsm schools and participants. The
district in our example, which we call Mill City, is real. It 1is an
urban district in a midwestern state serving a city of approximately
370,000 inhabitants. The case does not typify LEA practices in achool
targeting and student selection, but was selected because of the
insights it provides into the way such practices evolve and the variety
of factors which mold them.

Mill City's first Title I application was completed in the spring
of 1966 by the new Director of External Funding. Since he and the pro-
gram were new, the director relied heavily on guidance from the SEA in
designing the program. The district had to conduct a needs assessment
to identify educationally deprived students and to determine their
educational needs. The local director accomplished this by reviewing
district standardized test scores, asking classroom teachers to list
students in their classes who needed additional help, and asking
teachers and principals what sort of special assistance would be most
valuable to provide to students. He intended to begin modestly, gerving
only a few schools, with the thought of expanding 1f funding allowed.

This strategy was also influenced by resistance from several principals

to the - -=osed program, who were suspicious that it would disrupt
gchoni - 28, use valuable space, and dissipate their control.
T state program coordiritor suggested that the funds would make

the grc-test impact at the elementary level. The director shared that
philoscphy, and noted that certain elementary principals were most re-

ceptive. District achlevement test scores were lower in reading than in



math, and the needs assessment survey of elementary teachers supported
a reading focus. The vew program in this district was accordingly
designed to serve educationally deprived elementary school students in

reading.

Federal legislation required that the program be targeted at school
attendance areas having high concentrations of children from low income
families. The instructions provided by the state suggested using counts
of students receiving free lunch through the National Sechool Lunch
Program to measure the incidence of poverty in schools, and the state
Title I coordinator further recommended that the percent of students
recelving free lunch, rather than the actual number, be used to compare
schools. The district's 70 elementary schools were ranked, and five
with the highest percent of students from low income families were
selected, although more than 20 schools were above the average district
poverty incidence of 24X and thereby eligible for the program according
to the satate's interpretation. The program was to be housed in one
school to minimize the need for staff, space, and equipment. Students
from other eligible schools were to be transported to the central

location in a van.

Instructions from the state dictated the use of standardized, norm
referenced test scores to identify educationally deprived children,
serving lowest scoring children first. According to these state in-
structions, children scoring above the 49th percentile were not to be
gerved, but the LEA could determine its own cutoff score to eatablish
eligibility. The LEA routinely tested students only at grades 3, 6, and
8, however, so no scores were available for children in other grades.
The director responded by asking classroom teachers in all grades 1in
Chapter 1 schools to refer students they believed needed special
instruction in reading. The referred students were tested by the Title
I teacher, and if they scored at or below the 40th percentile, they were

placed in the program.



The decision to set a cutoff score a' the 40th percentile repre-
sented the director's view that the help provided by Title I should be
available to any student in a targeted school who truly needed 1t. The
cutoff was lower than the maximum allowed by the gtate, but it was
generous enough to qualify most students who were educationally deprived
in reading. Since students would be identified only 1if they were first
referred by a classroom teacher, administrators expected that far fewer
than 40X of the students in a achool would be placed in the program.
The 1nitial needs assessment, in which teachers were asked to identify
the atudents Iin their classes who needed additional help to master basic
skills, suggested that around 15% of the students in an elementary
school would be referred. There was no accurate way for Title I
administrators to know how many low achieving students in the targeted

schools were not referred by their teachers.

The program grew quickly in the years between 1967 and 1973. As
funding increased, resistance faded, and the director felt confident
about administering a larger program. By 1970, the use of vans was
discontinued, and students were served in all 29 elementary schools
whose poverty levels were above the district average percentage of
children receiving free lunch. Funding continued to increase, prompting
the director to consider expanding the program into Junior high and high
schools. The director held informational meetings and surveyed parents,
teachers, and principals at the junior high and high school levels, and
found interest in expanding the program. 1In 1971, the Title 1 program
was extended to include all grades. 1In 1972, the director noted that
more children in the district were scoring lower in math than in read-
ing, and a math program was added. Throughout these years, the LEA
continued to use the same procedures initiated during the first year to
identify schools and students, meaning that teacher referrals continued

to precede testing to determine program eligiLility.
In 1973, the district began implementing a court-ordered desegre-

gation plan, and the distribution of children from low-income families
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underwent a dramatic change. As low-income ntudents were bussed to morc
af fluent achools, more achools and different schools qualified above the
average poverty incidence. As more affluent students left the public
schools, district enrollment began to drop quickly, and achievement fell
as the average incidence of poverty rose. District targeting and selec~
tion procedures remained emsentially unchanged, but more schools qual-

ified for and recelved Title 1 sgervices.

Beginning in 1979, rapid changes in the district began to affect
Chapter 1 school and student selection procedures. Firat, the super-
intendent and the board of education decided that Title I classes at the
high aschool should no longer count towarda graduation credit. Eligible
high school students had been receiving special instruction in reading
and math through Title 1 {n addition to regular language arts and math
courses required by the district. Because the additional Title I activ-
ity was considered remedial, school authorities decided not to grant
additional credit. Without eredit, most students did not want to par=-
ticipate, and Title 1 enrollment declined. The SEA strongly recommended
that the high school program be dropped, arguing that it served too few
students, and was educationally less important. Title I administrators
agreed. The parents of Title I high school students and the principal
disagreed vigorously, and lobbied actively to maintain the program. The
superintendent requested a study to evaluate the effectiveness of the
high &chool program, and used {its results to support dropping the
program. The program was dropped. No subsequent changes were made in

the grades served or subjects taught through 1986.

Also in 1979, the district decided quite independently of Title I
to begin testing all students at all grades K-8 in the spring. For the
first time, Title I administrators did not have to rely on teacher
referral to identify educationally deprived children in the district.
Suddenly, the number of eligible children grew. The Assaistant Super-
intendent for Instruction noted this in reviewing the application, and

requested that the Department of Research and Evaluation conduct a study
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to set new cutoff mcores, now possible because of a new district com-
puter syatem. The redearchers recommended cutoffs at the 20th percen-
tile in reading and the 35th percentile in math, and the Asslstant
Superintendent declared these to be policy. Title T administrators were
stunned, and argued hard for a 35th percentile cutoff in both mubjects.
A compromise was reached--cutoffs would be establighed at the 25th per-
centile In reading and the 35th percentile 4n wmath, but referred
students could be tested on meveral occasions, and could qualify on any
one of them. The new procedure resulted in fewer students sgerved in

reading.

Following the change in cutoffs, a change was made in the targeting
of the Title I program. Continuous growth in the number of low achiev-
ing students served by special education contributed to the decline in
numbers of Title I partic.pants. Special education students were
declared ineligible for Title I by local policy. Consequently, the
Title I/Chapter 1 program no longer spent all its funds. By 1984, more
than $1 million had accrued in carryover funds, and the SEA demanded
that the district find a way to expand its program. The Assistant
Superintendent stood adamant against adjusting the cutoff criteria to
identify more students. Chapter 1 administrators decided to serve five
more elementary schools, using the option allowing districts to serve
echools 1in which 25X or more of the students are from low-income
families. They planned to drop service to those schools should their

funding level decline in the future.

Genczral Attributes of Chapter 1 Targeting Decision Making

Mill City is first a reminder that the great majority of current
Chapter 1 programs existed as Title I programs more than 10 years ago.
In such longstanding programs, the selection of schools and students is
often governed by procedures which were worked out 1long ago. When
district changes (such as those discussed in Chapter 6) force changes

in targeting procedures, the changes will usually be broad enough to
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accommodate the now local conditions, but no broader. Thus a change in
targeting leglslation will change district practices if it makes those
practices non-compliant; new legislation 1s less 1ikely to affect prac=-
tices in a particular Jdisgtrict {f the changes add new procedures to the

range of poasible school or student selection methods,

In the course of 20 yeara, Mill City changed 1its student selection
procedure twice and ite school targeting procedure only once. Only two
changes were made in the gelection of grade span. Once procedures vere
established, they brought predictability and efficiency to the admin-
istration of the program, and a consensus of support for thern was
generally established. This ordinary relfance on “"standard oper:s-ing
procedures” has been widely noted in reapect to organizational behavinr
generally (e.g., March and Olsen, 1976; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1974) and in
Chapter 1 programs specifically (Knapp & Richards, 1985).

A second observation illustrated by Mill City is that changes in
external conditions trigger most changes in fhe targeting of Chapter 1
programs. These may include changes in district enrollments, bound=
aries, grade configurations, or other factors external to Chapter 1
legislation and programs. Demographic changes, brought on by desegrega-
tion or economic factors, may affect the number of eligible schools and
the range of school targeting options. Changes In district testing
practices or the availability of other special programs may produce a
marked change in the number of eligible students. Compensating changes
in student selection procedures, such as the changing of a cutoff

criterion, may result.

Factors such as the perceptions of district administrators, SEA
policies, and local demographic shifts can interact to affect targeting
practices. The targeting procedures developed in Mill City, such as
ranking schools by the percentage of students receiving free lunch and
selecting students scoring below a certain score on a standardized

test, were constrained by the range of options district administrators
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believed they had. This range was significantly restricted by the
interpretation given by the state. SFAs have the responsibility for
reviewing and approving LEA applications for Chapter 1 funds, and fre-
quently provide guidelines and technical assistance to district Chapter
1 program staff. State agencies tend to Interpret federal regulations
concretely and tightly, in effect restricting the choices available to
digtricts (Turnbull, 1983). 1In addition, a district's cholce of achool
targeting options ig determined by its size and distribution of poverty.
When Mill City chose to qualify more schools using the 25% option, it
could do so only because changes associated with desegregation had

increased the number of schools with more than 25% low-income students.

Targeting choices in Mill City reflected beliefs and values of
individuals representing different organizational levels. The prin-
cipals’ early resistance to the program, the program director's cautious
advocacy, and the SEA coordinator's insigtence on certain procedures are
fllustrative. Decision makers in Mill City brought differing perspec-
tives to the question of which students were educationally deprived.
Initially, this question was left to teacher judgment; a test score
served only as confirmation. When districtwide testing made greater
reliance on tests possible, the SEA coordinator and the local director
saw this as an improvement. Teachers resisted, arguing that their Judg-
ment, based on a year of interaction, was more valid than performance on

a single test.

The question was moot until the cutoff for student selection was
lowered. That decision again highlighted a difference in perspectives
between Chapter 1 administrators, who believed that moderately low
achieving students would benefit from the program and should have an
opportunity to participate, and other LEA administrators who believed
the program was better restricted to the lowest achieving students.
During periods of adjustment, such as this one, the decision process was
as much political as rational: i1t involved the interaction of individ-

uals representing differing organizational and value perspectives,
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employing persuasion and compromine, and its outcome reflected the rola-
tive influence each brought to the decision. To mwodel asuch decisions
requires conslderaticon of both political and organizational factors
(Alligon, 1971; Cronbach, et al., 1980).

Finally, 1t shouid be noted that decisions regarding targeting
practices occur in a context of existing program procedures and organi-
zational structures outside the program which affect the cost or dif-
ficulty of implementirg a change. 1In Mill City, the decision to reduce
the student selection cutoff in reading from the 40th percentile to the
25th percentile was influenced by the fact that astudents were also
gerved in math. 1If only reading services had been offered, auch a

change would have made the program too small.

Having presented the 1legal provisions within which Chapter 1
programs operate, and having shown how local considerations in Mill City
determined the shape of the program within these legiaslative con~
straints, we now move to a general framework presenting the overall

context within which Chapter 1 targeting decisions are made.

Part 3. A Framework for the Context of
‘Chapter 1 Targeting Decision Making

The context of Chapter 1 targeting decisions at the local level can
be summarized through four sets of contextual factors: established
practices, LEA resources, available options, and perspectives of
decision-makera. The Mill City case provided an 1llustration of these
four factors in a historical context, but their application 1is not re-
stricted to a particular case. The categories emerged from a review of
the 30 districts included in the present study. They parallel c¢losely
the general categories described by Lasswell (1971) 4in his social
process model of poliey making.

In this section, the contextual factors influencing Chapter 1

targeting decisions are defined and influences on them at the 1local,
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rtate, and federal levels are f{dentified. Figure 1 graphically displays
the relationship among these factors leading to Chapter 1 targeting

outcomes.

Established practices. LEA Chapter 1 practices have evolved over a

period of years, and now usually represent a stable "accustomization®” of
federal regulations and intent in a local setting (Jung & Kirst, 1986).
Districts do not repeat annually the series of steps initially required
to design and establish a Title I program, except on a pro-forma basis
to satisfy monitors that the project is based upon a needs assessment.
To decide anecw each year what grades and subjects to include would be,

o

in the view of Chapter 1 directors, to invite annual chaos and disrup-
tion. Grades and subject areas are changed very infrequently. Changes
in participating schools occur more frequently, but the procedures
through which both schools and students are selected remain highly

stable.

LEA resources. The number of atudents that can be served In a

district in Chapter 1 is partially determined by the resources available
and how these resources are used. Resources are largely externally

determined and include:

slze of the Chapter 1 allocation;
availability of volunteers;
district funded support; and

other programs for educationally deprived students such as spe-
cial education, state, and local compensatory education, bilin-
gual programs, dropout prcvention programs, and migrant education
programs.

With a variety of programs, a local education agency can focus its
Chapter 1 program more narrowly. With increased dollars, it can serve

more students.
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Available options. The third factor affecting Chapter 1 targeting

is the range of legal procedures and practices that may be considered by
the LEA as it arrives at or changes its approach to targeting schools
and selecting students. The use of federal targeting options by LEAs is
often subject to state approval and interpretation as well as local
conditions. For example, some states allow districts to use counts of
students eligible for either free or reduced lunch as a measure of
poverty, wiile others restrict counts to free lunch recipients only.
This variation in state practice can affect the number of schools a

district can qualify for Chapter 1 under the 25% poverty provision.

In addition, knowledge of the options by LFA decision makers will
certainly affect whether they are used. Turnover in LEA positions may
result in the losas of such knowledge. Because information concerning
targeting options is disseminated by the state, local familiarity with
options often reflects state approaches to communication and interpreta-

tion.

Perspectives. The fourth factor 1includes participants' beliefs,

knowledge, and priorities. In particular, these include:

e Beliefs about where compensatory educational funds should be tar-
geted. Do LEA decision makers believe that it is most important
to assist students with basic skills in the primary grades, or do
they believe that it is equally important to provide assistance
to students at all grade levels? Do decision makers believe that
the lowest achieving students are less likely to benefit from
Chapter 1 assistance than students achieving only moderately
below the norm?

e Standards of size, scope, and quality endorsed by decision
makers. Such values affect LEA targeting practices by limiting
the extent to which decision makers are willing to stretch
limited resources.

The value placed on continuity of service. It is disruptive to
schools and staff to drop a program from a building where it has
been in existence for several years, because the school no longer
qualifies for Chapter 1 services according to the procedure used
by the diastrict. 1In this situation, do Chapter 1 administrators
respond by targeting the school as "formerly eligible”?
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The perspectives of local decision makers are influenced by the
intent of federal policy and the extent to which they identify with ig,
by state recommendations, and by technical assistance provided by elther
federal or state sources. For example, a change in district targetipn
to include kindergarten in Chapter 1 may be influenced by a local belief
that intervention should occur as early as possible. That belief, 41
turn, may have been influenced by a memorandum from the Director of
Compensatory Education Programs of the U.5. Department of Education 11
December, 1985, encouraging districts to establish early childhood
programs, and by a workshop sponsored by the SEA in whieh remearel

evidence in support of early intervention was emphasized.

Chapter Summary

In this chapter we have reviewed the targeting rules, options, awd
exceptions within which Chapter 1 targeting decisions must be made, and
we have then showed how these legal requirements interact with othet
factors to influence a district's choice of school and student selection
practices. A district's eatablished practices, its avallable resources,
targeting options, and the peropectives of local and state decilsgion-
makers can all influence its targeting decisions. As we show later in
this report, unless a contextual factor changes, a district is likely to
maintain the policies and practices of previous years rather than re~
consider each Chapter 1 program decision every year.
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II1. SCHOOL TA_RGETING

Chapter Over-view

Many districts mut determine wEnhich schools will qualify for
Chapter 1 funds as one!f the first st—eps in the process of deciding
which students receive pgram services. In this chapter we examine the
process districts 1in oursmmple use to df etermine which schools will have
Chapter 1 programs. Weihow that schoo 1s selected for Chapter 1 in our
sample have more low-licome, 1limited’ —English-proficient (LEP), and
special education studens and lower avesrage achievement scores than do

the non~Chapter 1 schoolivithin the samme districts.

Chapter 1 schools o our sample =mre, on the average, higher in
poverty than the non~Chater 1 schools amt the same grade bands, although
we find a wide range of poverty level s among both kinds of schools.
Nationally, districts vite poverty lev—els are under 10% receive about
$400 million annually inChapter 1 func3s (Anderson & Stonehill, 1986).
The presence of these ditricts in Chap>ter 1 1s problematic, and as we
demonstrate in this chaper, 1t 1s thei-x participation in the Chapter 1
program that is primarlly responsible for the participation of low=

poverty schools in the pogram.

In this chapter thiuse of school selection options and exceptions
by districts in our samjle is evaluated to determine how and the extent
to which these optionstn contribute to Chapter 1 funding of low-
poverty schools. We aliw document thamt, in our sample, the targeting
options appear to be urely misused ..and to be generally useful to
districts in meeting thir targeting ssoals. A possible exception to
this 1is the uniformly hgh concentratl on of poverty option, whiech had
limited utility for ouw sample and wkaich is open to misuse by some

‘distriects.



Our sample also demonatrates that, while many low-poverty achools
receive Chapter 1 funds, some high poverty schools (defined in thig
study as over 20% poor) do not receive funds, either because their
poverty level 1s below 25% or their district average, or because of a
district policy to serve only the most needy schools. The fact that
many districts choose to exclude upper grade level schools from Chapter
1 does not necessarily contribute substantially to the excluaion of high
poverty schools from the program, however, asince as we will show, high

schools tend to be lower ia poverty than elementary schools.

In this chapter we also dis:uss the effeclis of averaging poverty
within, rather than across, grace bands. Averaging within grade band
tends to decrease the number of elementary schools qualifying for

Chapter 1 funds, a fact that not all districts appear to be nware of.

Districts' use of school selection options appears to have less
effect on the national composition of the Chapter 1 program than the
poverty and achievement levels of districts qualifying for funds. From
evidence presented {in this chapter, there appear to be two options
policy makers could use to improve Chapter 1's focus on children living
in high poverty areas: (a) to specify a minimum poverty level for
schools to qualify for Chapter 1 funds, and/or (b) to increase alloca-

tions to very high poverty districts.

How do Chapter 1 Schools in Our Sample Differ
From Non-Chapter 1 Schools? '

Chapter 1 schools at the same grade bands vary greatly in terms of
their student poverty levels, mean achievement, and proportions of stu-
dents who are handicapped or LEP. 1In our sample of 30 districts, there
are 682 Chapter 1 schools. Because the districts in the sample have a
wide range of characteristics, so do their Chapter 1 schools. These
schools have in common, however, the fact that they have the largest

proportions of low-income students in their districts. In addition to
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thelr relatively high poverty, Chapter 1 schoolas differ from non-Chapter
1 schools at the same grade bands in that they have higher proportions
of low-achieving studenta, LEP students, and special education students

than do non-Chapter 1 schools.

Most Chapter 1 schools are elementary schools (as defined by their
districts). In our sample, 74% of the elementary schools are Chapter 1
schools, while only 49%Z of the middle schools and 22% of the high
schools are receiving Chapter 1 funds. The tendency of districts to
restrict Chapter 1 programs to the elementary grades is wideespread, and
the rationales for and some effects of this focus will be dimcussed in

more detail later in this chapter.

What are ithe poverty levels of students in Chapter 1 schools in eur
gample? ' o ' '

In our sample, the percentage of low-income students in Chapter 1
schools ranges from 1.32 in a suburban distriet to 100Z in an urban
district. (In 83%Z of our sample districts, students participating in
the National School Lunch Program are considered low income.) Table A-1
in Appendix A shows the percent of low-income students in the "average"
Chapter 1 school in each of the 30 districts in our sample.2 These
average schools range from 2% low Income to 98%7 low income. As we
explain later in this chapter, the wide range is primarily a result of
the range of districts with Chapter 1 programs. Chapter 1 schools are,
as they should be, poorer than non-Chapter 1 schools within their own
districts. In our sample, there is a 30% difference in poverty between

the average of the two types of schools (see Table A-2 in Appendix A).

2The average school was created by averaging school-level data
within each district, without weighting by school enrollment.
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Table 3 shows the distribution of students In targeted elementary
grades in the 11 sample districts that have non-Chapter 1 schools and
student-level poverty data. (Half the districts in the sample gerve
every achool in their district at the targeted grade bands.) The
Chapter 1 schools have a higher proportion of poor students than do the
non-Chapter 1 schools (53% compared to 35%). Looking at the data
another way, almost 757 of all poor students at these grades are 1in

Chapter 1 schools.

Table 3
Student Poverty Distribution at Targeted Elementary Grades for 11
Sample Districts in Which Only Some Schools Recelve Chapter 1 Funds

School Attendance

“In Chapter 1 Not In Chapter 1
Poverty Schools ~ Sechools ___Totals
Status = N 0z 000000N 0x "N X
Poor 44,302 53.3 15,147 35.5 59,449 47,2
Noa=Poor 38,816  46.6 27,546 64.5 66,362 52.7
Totals: 83,118 99.9 42,693 100.0 125,811 99.9

Note. Poverty data are available for only 11 of the 15 sample districts
having non-Chapter 1 schools.

What are the achievement levels of students in Chapter 1 schools in our

sauple?

The average reading achievement score in the Chapter 1 schools in
our sample 1s 50.5, wvery close to the national average. District
averager in the sample range from 46 to 66, with lower scores in the
high poverty districts and higher scores in the less poor districts (see
Table 4). Across the sample, non~Chapter 1 schools have higher average
reading achievement scores than do Chapter 1 schools, with non-Chapter 1
schools having an average achievement score of 58 compared to an average

score of 50.5 for Chapter 1 schools. Within our sample, Chapter 1
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schools always have lower achievement scores than do the non-Chapter 1

schools In their districts (sce Table A~3 1in Appendix A).

Table 4

Mean Reading Achievement Secores in the Average Chapter 1 School
and Non-Chapter 1 Scheool in Our Sample

~Chapter 1 Schools Non-Chapter 1 Schools
District Mean ~ Mean Chapter 1/
Poverty #f of Reading #f of Reading Non-Chapter 1
Range ~~ Districts NCE___ Districte* NCE __ Difference
Low to moderate 5 61 2 64 -1
poverty (0-127%)
Moderate poverty 5 57 2 59 -7
(13-20%)
High poverty 13 51 8 56 -5
(21-50%)
Very high poverty 7 49 1 52 -3

(over 50%)

Overall: 30 51 13 58 -7

Note. In this study, schools were divided into the four poverty groups
(low to moderate, moderate, high, and very high) based on the district
poverty quartiles used by Kennedy, et al., (1986). The bottom two
district quartiles were combined to include more schools and the top
quartile was broken up to separate the highest poverty schools, since
this study oversampled high poverty districts.

*Digtricts having non-Chapter 1 schoolas for which data were available.

Table 5 compares the reading achlevement quartile of students in
Chapter 1 and non-Chapter 1 elementary schools in the targeted elemen-
tary grades in all 15 sample districts having non-Chapter 1 schools. It
shows that a higher proportion of students in Chapter 1 schools than in
non~Chapter 1 schools are in the bottom achievement quartile (19Z com

pared to 97), or the second quartile (29% compared to 23%). Looking at




the numbers another way, almost threce-fourths of all the students in the
bottom achievement quartile in thiam group of districts are attending a

Chapter 1 school.

Table 5

Student Reading Achievement Distribution at Targeted Elementary
Grades for the 15 Sample Diatricts 1n Which Only Some Schools
Receive Chapter 1 Funds

Reading “In ﬁhapcet 1 Nat Iﬁ Chapter 1

Achievement ___8chooln Schoola Totals

Status N % N _—x T N_n
< 25 X{le 17,360 19,3 5,917 9.0 23,277  14.9

25-50 Zile 26,356  29.2 15,078 22.9 41,434  26.6
> 50 Ziie 46,405 51.5 44,712 6B.0 91,117  58.5

Totals: 90,121 100.0 65,707 99.9 155,828 100.0

What proportion of students in the sampled Chapter 1 schools are in spe-
cial education or are Iimiced'Enggiahﬁprafjgientv ' ——

In our sample, the average Chapter 1 school has 11% of its students
participating in apecial education programs, with proportions ranging
from 12 to 16X across the sample. Because special education classifica-
tions and participation levels vary widely from state to state, com
parisons across our sample of proportions of special education students
in Chapter 1 and non-Chapter 1 schools are problematic. Within eight of
the 11 districts for which we had data to make the comparison, Chapter 1
schools have higher proportions of special education students than do
non-Chapter 1 schools (see Table A-4 in Appendix A), although differ-
ences are quite small. Data from our sample suggest, then, that the
presence of Chapter 1 services in a school does not reduce the number of

children receiving special education services.
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For the 13 diatrictas in our aample thar provided Jdsta on LEP atu-
dents, 4.1% of studentsa in Chapter 1 schools are LEP, ranging from 0.1%
to 24.9% (mee Table A-5 in Appendix A). In every district where Chapter
1 and non-Chapter 1 schools can be compared, there 1s a slightly higher
proportion of LEP atudents in Chapter 1 aschools than in non-Chapter 1

schools.
Summary

In our gample, Chapter 1 achpgols are different from non~Chapter 1
schools in having higher percentages of students who are from low-
income familles, having lower mean echievement scores, and having higher
percentages of limited-English-proficient students. These differences

are mogt pronounced when they are examined within i{ndividual districes.

What Accounts For The Presence of
Low Poverty Schools in Chapter 1?

Introduction

Of particular concern to policy makers has been the presence in
the Chapter 1 program of schools having low concentrations of poverty.
Queations ariss as to how such schools are qualifying for a progranm
desipned to provide financial agsistance to digtricts merving areas with

concentrations of children from low-income families.

An examination of the poverty levels of eligible schools 1in the
30-district sample reveals that the low poverty schools that receive
Chapter 1 funds are those that are located in districts whose average
poverty is low. While these low poverty sachools have poverty levels
above their district's average, the incldence of children from low=

income families 18 quite low with respect to other schools nationally.



To what extent do low poverty schools An_lov poverty diatricts _partic-
ipate in Chapter 1 nationa]ly?

Nationally, district poverty levels vary dramatiecanlly. An examina-
tion of the diatribution of poverty levels In school diatricts in the
United States (Kennedy, et al., 1986) shows that one~fourth of the
nation's districts have poverty levels ranging from O to 7%; in the
second quartile of districts poverty levels range from 8% to 12%; in the
third quartile, from 13% to 20%; and in the fourth quartile from 21% to
100%.

It is estimated that about 90% of the nation's school districts
receive some type of Chapter 1 funding (Anderson & Stonehill, 1986),
One azight expect that the wealthiest districts in the nation would be
least ltkely to receive a Chapter 1 grant, but in fact it is very small
districts with fewer than 1,000 students that are the least likely to
receive Chapter 1 funds. Nearly 80% of the districts whose median
family income is in the top 1% receive grants. In fact, districts whose
poverty levels are under 10% (nearly 40% of the nation's school dis-
tricts) receive 16% of the Chapter 1 funds or about $400 million
annually (Andersonm & Stonehill, 1986). The high participation rate in
Chapter 1 of low poverty districts indicates that a significant number
of schools with low concentrations of poverty may be participating in
the Chapter 1 program.

Do Low Poverty Schools in the 30-District Sample
Qualify Far _Chapter 1 Funds?

In our sample, 621 schools have poverty levels above their dis-
trict average, and thus are eligible to receive Chapter 1 funds.
(Additional schools are eligible under the various options and they are
examined in a later section.) Of this group, 28 schools (4.5%) have
poverty levels at or below 12X, defined in this study as low to moderate
poverty. Only seven (one-fourth) of these low to moderate poverty
schools are actually receiving Chapter 1 funds, primarily because low
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poverty districts receive small allocations and are sometimes reluctant
to spread them too thinly. The smal! number of such schools in our
samplo is due to the deliberate oversampling of high poverty districts.
As we have shown, the participation of low poverty districts in Chapter
1 1s significant at the national 1level, and we will use our sample to
show how the participation of these districts can result in the partic~

ipatioen of low poverty schools In the program.

To 1llustrate how low poverty aschools can be eligible for Chapter
1 when low poverty districts participate in the program, we will con-
trast two diastricts in our case atudy sample. These two diastricts are
of similar size (enrollments of about 23,000 students) and have similar
numbers of school attendance areas. One very important difference
between the districts is that the average poverty in one district is 3%
compared to 20% in the other. VWe will asimulate school targeting in
these districts, using the district average percent poor and no target-
ing options, to determine which schools are eligible for Chapter 1

gervices.

The low poverty district (District C2) contains 23 elementary
schools ranging from OX to 12.2% poor; five middle schools ranging from
1.2% to 4.8% poor; and three high schools rangins from 0.5% to 3.22
poor. Of this group, 10 elementary schools, thres ” . ddle schools, and

one high school have poverty levels above the district's average.

The high poverty district, (District S3) has 22 elementary schools
with poverty levels ranging from 107 to 34%; five middle schools with
poverty levels ranging from 19Z to 25%; and six high schools ranging
from 122 to 28%. Of this group, 14 elementary schools, four middle
schools, and one high school have poverty levels above the district
average. Table 6 contrasts the poverty distribution of the Chapter 1
eligible schools in the low and the high poverty districts.
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Table 6

Number of Chapter 1-Eligible Schools In a Low and a High
Poverty District in the Sample by School Poverty Range

Type of T _____School Poverty Ranges
District —— 0= B-12F 13-20% 21-50%
Low poverty (3%) 12 2

digtrict (C2)

High poverty (202%)
digtriet (53) 6 13

In the low poverty district, schools with poverty concentrations of
2.8%, 3.1%Z, and 3.2%, for example, are eligible for Chapter 1 because
they have poverty levels above their district's average. If these same
schools were in a high poverty district, they would be well below the
district's poverty average. In fact, In our example, there is no over-

lap in the poverty levels of the Chapter l-eligible schools in the two
districts.

School selection procedures for Chapter 1 create a situation 1in
which a low-poverty district participating in the program can qualify
low-poverty schools for Chapter 1 as long as they are slightly above the
district's poverty average. Thus, in a district with 2% low-income
students, a school with 3% low-income students can become a Chapter 1
school. Certainly a low-poverty district can have one or more atten—
dance areas with much higher concentrations of poverty. 1In such a case,
schools serving those attendance areas would also qualify for Chapter 1
services. In a more homogeneous low-poverty district, however, where no
such high-poverty attendance areas exist, only low-poverty schools will
qualify for Chapter 1 by virtue of being above the district's (low)

average poverty.

In our sample, 21 schools with poverty under 8% and seven schools
with poverty under 137 could participate in Chapter 1 because they are
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above their district's poverty average. All of these low-to-moderate
poverty schools are, as one might expect, in districts with average pov-
erty levels under 13%. It is a mathematical necessity that low poverty
districts have a preponderance of low poverty schoola. Conversely, few
low poverty schools will be found in high poverty districts, and those
that are will rarely be eligible for Chapter 1 services under any
current targeting option. (Table A-6.1in Appendix A shows for our sample
the poverty distributions of Chapter l-eligible schools and the dis-
tricts in which they are located.)

The preceding discussion has shown how the participation of low
poverty districts in Chapter 1 can contribute to the funding of low
poverty schools by Chapter 1. In the the sections that follow, the
impact of various school selection options is examined to determine the
degree to which they contribute to the presence of low poverty sachools
in Chapter 1 in our sample. These analyses show that the use of school
selection options accounts for only a small proportion of the Ilow
poverty Chapter 1 schools in our sample, although these school selection
options increase the number of schools eligible to participate beyond
those with poverty levels above the district average. It is the par-
ticipation of low poverty districts in the program, however, rather than
the school selection options used by those districts that appears to be
responsible for most of the incidence of low-poverty Chapter 1 schools

in our sample.

To What Extent do Targeting Options Contribute to the Presence
of Low Poverty Schools in Chapter 1 in Our Sample?

The presence of low poverty, higher achievement schools in the
Chapter 1 program nationwide has led some observers to ask whether the
school targeting options intended to add flexibility to the program have
made it too easy for districts to include low poverty schools in their
programs. Are districts using these options to skip needier schools and

gserve schools with less need? Are districts using the options to
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include achools which are below the district's poverty average and which
are not the types of schoolas envisioned by policy makers as appropriate
targets for Chapter 1 serviceg? Our sample shows that most school
selection options are not open to this type of misuse. All the dis-
tricts in our sample are providing Chapter 1 services to their high
poverty schools first, when such achools exist 1in their districts. A
few are using the formerly eligible option to phase out slowly Chapter 1
services in a school which has undergone a change in ite poverty level;
however, in our sample these schools are not, with one exception, sub~
stantially different from other schools being served in the same dis-
trict. The option most open to some misuse seema to be the uniformly
high concentration of poverty option. Despite the word "high" in the
name of the option, it could be used to serve all achools in a very low
poverty district that has a narrow range in school poverty. We found no

examples of this misuse in our sample, however.

In the following section, we discuss each school targeting option
or exception districts can use in determining which schools will receive
Chapter 1 services. For each option, we discuss the districts in our
sample that use the option and the schools qualified as a result. Table
7 shows the number of districts in our sample that elected to use each

option.

The Formerly Eligible Option

The formerly eligfble option 1s used by eight districts in the
sample. The most frequent reason given by the districts for using this
option is that they want to minimize disruption in staffing and program-
ming and to ensure that schools do not "bounce” in and out of the
Chapter 1 program from year to year. This option can be used to skip
eligible schools; however, all but one of the districts in our study
have chosen to use it to add schools over and above those already
qualified. Table 8 indicates the number and percent of schools formerly
eligible for Chapter 1 that continue to be targeted by the districts in

our sample.




Table 7
Sample Districts' Use of Chapter 1 School Selection Opt

ions

Options to Determine

‘Sample Districts Exercising Option

School Eligibility ___Number R
Formerly eligible schools 8 27
Uniformly high concentration

of poverty Shk 17
25% rule 8 27
LEA less than 1,000 students 3 10
Districtwide Average

Percent method 13 43

Number method 2 7

Combination method 0
Educational deprivation 0
Enrollment option 7% 23
Comparable services 0 0

*See text for a discussion of how this option is being used.

**One LEA used the districtwide average and then the uniformly
concentration of poverty option to qualify schools below the
districtwide average.

Table 8

Number and Percent of Schools That Ware Qualified as
Formerly Eligible for Each District Using the Option

high

Schools Qualified as

District Number of Schools - Formerly Eligible:
__Code in Chapter 1  Number I

D2 145 14 10

D1 90 7 8

P2 55 3 5

52 20 2 10

s3 15 1 7

El 8 1 13

56 3 1 33

S84 2 2 100

Totals: 338 31 11
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What kinds of districts in our sample use the formerly eligible

option? Districts in our sample that use the formerly eligible option
range from one with an average of 1% poor atudents to one with an
average of 53X. Schools in these districts range from 0% poor to 100%
poor, and within one district (82) achools range from 14% to 100% poor.
In another district using this option, schools have a much smaller
range, from 0% to 4% poor. Thus, within our sample of 30 districts we
can see that a variety of types of districts use the formerly eligible
aption. Districts for which thie option has no utility are those
qualifying all schools within a targeted grade band using the 25% rule,
uniformly high concentration of poverty option, or LEA less than 1,000

students option.

What kinds of schools in_our sample are qualified using the for-

peglgreligiblergptiﬁn? An important point to keep in mind about the

formerly eligible option is that almost any school qualified using this
option was qualified without the option within the past two years. The
option can never be used to qualify a school which has not had a
relatively (for its district) high number or proportion of low-income
students, unless the school is in a homogeneous district which has used
the uniformly high concentration of poverty option. In districts that
experience dramatic shifts in school attendance, such as a district
initiating a desegregation plan, the number or percent of low~income
students enrolled in a school can change sharply. District §2 1llus-

trates this in our sample.

Three years ago, District 52 began desegregating using a magnet
school plan. This large, urban district has an average of 53% low-
income students across all its schools. In 1984-85 it used the formerly
eligible option to qualify two of its magnet schools. One of these
schools, at 53.7% low-income, was barely under the district cutoff for
number of poor enrollees. The other, at 14.4% low-income, is the least
poor school in the district, with 13 other unqualified elementary

schools not served by Chapter 1 having more and higher percentages of
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poor students. It 1is important to add that 1in this district schools
qualified under the formerly eligible optlion receive reduced funding and
are operating reduced, transitional Chapter 1 programs rather than the
full programs operating at the other Chapter 1 achools.

The formerly eligible achool in 82, at 14% low-income, I8 currently
the least poor school in that district. In other diastricts 1in our
gample with lower poverty, however, a school at this poverty level could
easlly qualify for Chapter 1 funding. 1In our sample, other gzchools
qualified under the formerly eligible option include one with 1.3% low-
income students. This junior high school is in Digtrict S4, the only
district in our sample that skips eligible schools using the formerly
eligible option. If the district average were used, the two schools
that qualify as formerly eligible would still be eligible; however, the
district would also have to offer services to four additional schools
with higher poverty. Instead, the district reduces the number of
schools it serves and maintains stability by using the option. Because
of {its narrow range of poverty, schools in this district can easily
change rankings from one year to the next, making it difficult to main-
tain stability while concentrating services within a few schools, as

this district chooses to do.

In our sample, the schools qualified under the formerly eligible
option range in poverty from 1.3% to 53.72%. 1In six of the eight dis-
tricts using the option, the schools qualified as formerly eligible are
within a few points of the diatrict cutoff, meaning that these same
schools could easily be above the cutoff again in succeeding years. In
Distriet S2, already discussed, one formerly eligible school is a magnet
school that has undergone a dramatic change in enrollment and 1s phasing
out its Chapter 1 program. In another district (S6), the district has
three schools and wants to serve all of them but as shown in Table 9,
their poverty distribution is such that if they use the number method
schools 1 and 2 qualify and if they use the percentage method schools 2
and 3 qualify. Consequently, for the past few years, the district has
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alternated each year between using the average number poor and percent
poor as a cutoff. The formerly eligible clause 18 then used to qualify
whichever school is below the cutoff that year.

Table 9

Number and Percent of Low-Income Children
in Each School 4n District 386

Low-Income Children

School Enrollment N Percent
1 721 86 12
2 443 95 21
3 252 63 25

Average: 81 19

In our sample of eight districts using this option, it is clear
that most districts use the option to maintain stability and to qualify
additional schools for service. One district 1in the sample uses the
option to serve schools out of order. However, since a school can
qualify under the option for only two years, the district will have to
develop a new selection plan in the near future. Based on our sample,

this option seems to be a useful one that leaves little room for misuse.

The Uniformly High Concentration of Poverty Option

The uniformly high concentration of poverty option (UHC option) is
useful to districts where schools are homogeneous in terms of their
percentages of poor students. This option is most useful to districts
having small numbers of schools, since larger districts rarely achieve
the necessary narrow range of poverty levels. Large, high poverty
districts have the option of using the 25% rule to qualify moest or all
their schools. On the other hand, a district of any size whose most
poor school has less than 10%Z poverty can always invoke the UHC option,
thus increasing the number of 1low poverty schools eligible for the
program. For example, District S$4, a large suburban distriet iIn our
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psample, 1s eligible to use the UHC option. S4 has 19 elementary schools
ranging in poverty from 0.3% to 4.1%, three middle aschools ranging from
0.4% to 1.32, and four high schools ranging from 0.4%7 to 1.5% poor.
highest and lowest poverty school 1s less than 10Z. (This district does
not invoke the UHC option because use of the option requires that all
schools qualified under the option be served. Low poverty districte
receive relatively small Chapter 1 allocations and some are for that
reason less 1likely to sapread the allocation amenyg all the eligible
aschools.) Table 10 shows the districts in our sample using the UHC
option and the number of schools they added. The types of districts in
our sample that use the option and the kinds of schools that are

qualified for Chapter 1 under the option are discussed below.

Table 10
Schools Added to Chapter 1 by District's Using the
Uniformly High Concentration of Poverty Option

Schools Currently Schools
Targeted Possible Schools Added
District Using Option Without Option by Option
~Code - Z A o X
Bl 9 60 7 47 2 28
H1 6 100 3 50 3 100
85 5 83 4 67 1 25
M2 2 67 1 i3 1 100
B2 4 80 2 40 2 100
9 53

Totals: 26 67% 17 487

What kinds of districts in our sample use the uniformly high con-

centration of poverty option? In our sample, this option could be used
by six districts and is currently used by five, only one of which 1is
urban. This medium-sized urban district uses a unique variation of the

UHC option to qualify schools within grade bands. The difference in

poverty levels between the highest and lowest ranked primary schools in
this district is 18%. However, the district follows a two-step school
selection scheme that was suggested by their SEA. First, the district
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determines those primary schools that are eligible for Chapter 1 using
the average percent of poverty for primary schools. To qualify the
rewaining schools (whose poverty falls below the average for the grade
span) it determines the poverty range for those schools only and then
invokes the UHC option. 1In fact, this medium-sized urban district is
too large and heterogeneous to qualify to use the option 1in the more
standard way.

The other four districts in our sample using this option are
medium-aized and small suburban and rural distriets, and it geems clear
that the optfion {s such that its utility will usually be limited to this
type of district, or to districts with very low poverty (such as
district S4 discussed earlier). Very small districts with fewer than
1,000 students in the LEA or with only one school at a grade band have
no need for this option since such districts can qualify all their

schools using other rules.

The average poverty levels of the five districts in our sample
using this option range from 19% to 40%. Therefore, the option
logically can be most useful to a district with very low poverty, in
which the poverty is evenly distributed across its schools. 1In our
sample the low poverty districts that could have used this option to
qualify all {ts schools did not elect to use it.

What E}ﬁﬂsigfrschgqlg in our sample ggg,quslifiedﬁusiﬁg this op-
tion? 1In the five sample districts using this option, three districts
could have qualified the same schools by using the 25% rule or by using
a district poverty average instead of a grade span average, or both.
However, in all five districts using this option the SEA instructed or
advised them to use the UHC option and they did so, apparently with no

awareness of or interest 1in other possibilitics. The other two dis-
tricts, for which this option had utility, qualified schools at 10%,
16%, 17%, and 23% poor. Thus, although these schools are not partic-
ularly high in poverty, neifher could they be described as very low.
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Also of interest 1is the fact that five of the nine achools qualified
under the UHC option could have been qualified without the option.
Thus, this option appears to be less useful than other options, and more
open to misuse by districts with all schools under 10% poverty, which
could qualify all their schools if they wished to do so.

The ?5% Rule

The 257 rule has the least potentlial for misuse of auny of the
options, since it only has utility in cases where the district average
poverty level 1is above 25% (fewer than a quarter of the nation's school
districts, according to Kennedy, et al., 1986). 1In these districts, use
of this option can qualify those schools whose poverty levels are be-
tween 25% and the district average. 1In our sample, 14 districts could
have used the 25% rule to qualify additional schools but only eight dis-
tricts chose to do so. The diastricts that elected not to use the option
are those which prefer to concentrate services on the most needy aschools
rather than spread them by qualifying a larger number of schools. (The
effects of a decision to concentrate services in a high poverty district

will be discussed later in this chapter.)

Because it is most often used by urban, high poverty districts, the
252 rule is responsible in our sample for adding 150 schools to Chapter
1. The districts using the option were able to increase the number of
schools they serve by 57% overall (see Table 11). This is obviously an
important option and one that appears to have little potential for
misuse if an accurate poverty indicator is used. However, some consid-
eration might be given to whether 25% poverty is the appropriate limit
for this option, or whether a lower level would permit the inclusion of
more high poverty schools needing services. This possibility is dis-

cussed in more detail later in this chapter.




Table 11
Schools in Our Sample Added to Chapter | by Use of the 25% Rule

Schools Currently  Schools
Targeted Poaaible Schools Added
District Using Option Without Option by Option
_Code # ez R x
51 101 100 64 61 37 58
D1#% 83 B3 50 34 33 66
cl 105 86 54 44 51 94
pi* 47 53 ) 49 3 7
01 52 &0 a6 41 1% L4
H1 11 100 7 64 4 57
C4 11 92 7 58 4 57
02 5 100 3 50 2 66
Totals: 415 792 265 46% 150 S7%

*These LEAs used the formerly eligibie option to qualify still more
schools.

Other Options and Exceptions

LEAs with fgyggﬁthag‘}igﬂqrg;qggptg. Districts having student

populations under 1,000 may elect to serve all their schools at the
desired grade levels without rank ordering them. Of the four districts
within our sample eligible to use this option, three elected to use it.
Two of these districts are suburban, with poverty levels of 8% and 62.
These districts have only one school per grade band, so their use of
this option does not change the schools they would serve. The third
district, a rural district, has 25% low-income students and again only

one gchool per grade band-

A fourth rural district with a poverty level of 78% chooses not to
use this option. It serves its three largest schools, with poverty
levels ranging from 66% to 89%, with Chapter 1 funds. Two very small,
remote schools with poverty levels of 0% and 33% are not served, in one
case because services, although legal, are believed to be inappropriate

and in the other case because the school 18 so small and remote. In
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this particular district, use of the option could result In the quali-
fication of a sachool baving no poor children at all 1in attendance.
Thus, low-poverty schools are eligible for Chapter 1 under this option

if they are in amall school diatricts.

Ordering schools by number versu:  ercent poor. In rank ordering

schools by poverty, districts may consider either the number or percent
of low-income children in the school attendance area. Use of the number
methad tends to favor achools with larger enrollments (e.g., high
schools over smaller elementary achools). Of the 15 districta in our
sample using a districtwide poverty average to determine school eligi-
bility, one district uses the number method because in this way 1t
increases the pool of atudents from which Chapter 1 participants can be
selected. The schools it qualifies using the number method range from
49 to 100% poor. Another district uses the number method in alternate
years to increase the number of schools it can s~rve (as described in
the discussion of the formerly eligible option). These schools range
from 12% to 25% poor. The other 13 districts rank order schools by the
percent of low-income children. None of the diarriects in our sample
exercise the option of combining these two wethoda. Didtricts aloo iiave
the choice of using average poverty within or across grade bands. The

effects of this decision are discussed later in this chapter.

Educational deprivation. Districts may skip a sachool attendance
area with higher poverty in order to qualify a school with greater
educational deprivation. None of our districts uses this option,
although two districts reported that they compare rankings by poverty
and by educational deprivation every year and that they would use this

option if a leas poor school showed more educational deprivation. Given
the strong negative correlation between school poverty and achievement,

it seems unlikely that this option is open to misuse.

Enrollment option. Districts also have the option of using enroll-

ment data rather than residence iIn school attendance area data to
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qualify schools not located In eligible school attendance areas. This
option can useful to (a) districts in which many higher-income children
in a school attendance area attend private schools, and (b) for dig-
tricts undergoing desegregation. Seven districts {In our spample are
using enrollment data rather than school attendance area data. In all
but one case, however, the districts are using the option for all their

schools rather than for schools not in eligible attendance arecas.

One such district has no private schools within the district, and
uses enrollment data for all its schoola. At the grade levels served in
this diastrict, enrollment and school attendance area data should be very
similar because of the lack of private schools. Use of enrollment data
in this district should not have any effect on school selection.
Auncther district uses enrollment data for all its high schools, and four
additional districts use enrollment data for all their schools. These
districts are operating under desegregation plans and most have magnet
schools. Under these conditions, the concept of aschool attendance areas
loses its meaning since the school a student attends 1is unrelated to the
neighborhood in which he or she lives. These districts are using school
enrollment as the only logical method of school selection under the

circumstances existing in their districts.

Comparable services. Districts have the option of skipping schools

that receive services comparable to those offered by Chapter 1, such as

services of a atate compensatory education program. No district in our

sample exercises this option.

Summary

An examination of the use of school selection options in our sample
shows that these options, for the most part, are not open to misuse by
districts in a way that would result in skipping higher poverty schools
to qualify lower—poverty schools. Options which could be open to pos-
sible misuse are the UHC option and LEA less than 1,000 option. For

i
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most years in most districts, the Chapter 1 legal framework results in
districts qualifying the highest poverty schoola. 1In low-poverty dis-

poverty with respect to other schools in the nation.

Why are some high poverty eiementary schools not receiving Chapter 1
funds? . B

=

In the 30 district sample, 63 of the 812 elementary schools with
poverty levels over 20% did not receive Chapter 1 funds. (These schools
were not skipped as schools receiving services of comparable nature and
scope.) The schools are in eight districts, all with poverty over 207
and one with poverty over 50%Z. As we will show, high poverty non-
Chapter 1 elementary schools exist in high poverty districte where (a)
the schools' poverty level is below the district average and also below
25% or (b) the district has a policy of concentrating services on its
most needy schools. In addition, we will show that serving schools at
all grade bands can result in the exclusion of high poverty elementary
schools from the program. As we discuss in the following section, the
national emphasis on funding elementary schools rather than junior and
senior high schools can but does not necessarily result in the further

omission of high poverty schools from the program.

Since Chapter 1 is intended to benefit students in high poverty
schools, and since many schools with relatively low poverty nationally
also benefit from the program, one would not expect the program's legal
framework to be responsible for the exclusion of high poverty schools.
In our sample, however, 16 of the 63 high poverty elementary schools
(according to a definition of high poverty as above 20% poor) cannot be
gserved because they are below their district's average poverty and they
are also below 25% poverty (so they cannot qualify under the 25Z rule).
These schools are all in districts that qualify as many elementary
schools as possible. Thus, 1t is safe to assume that the districts

“would have included these 16 schools had it been legal to do so-
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Forty-six of the high poverty elementary schools which are not
Chapter 1 schools are in three districts that have policles of con=
centrating services. These districts do not serve as many schools as
possible; they do not use the 25% rule and in some cases do not gerve
all the elementary sechools which are ashove the district average 1n
poverty. The districts give two reasons for concentrating services in

this way.

The firet reason these high poverty districts do not qualify ecvery
eligible school is that their allocat!ons are not large enough to spread
over all the achools that could qualify and still maintain desired
levels of Chapter 1 servicea. These districts choose to have substan~
tial Chapter 1 programs in their most needy schools rather than having
smaller programs and including (relatively) leas needy schools. of
course, while these schools are less needy by their individual dis-
trict's standards, at the national 1level they have relatively high
poverty levels, even within the Chapter 1 program.

The second reason these high poverty districts do not serve all the
schools that could qualify is that 1t 4s politically unwise for them to
establish a Chapter 1 program in a school unless they are confident that
they can keep the program there. Thus, some districts avoid qualifying
schools that are barely above the district cutoff, because these schools
could easily be below the cutoff over several succeeding years. Other
districts are apprehensive of cuts in Chapter 1 allocations. Therefore,
even if they could currently afford to qualify more schools than they
do, they believe that in future years they might receive smaller alloca-
tions and would then be forced to withdraw funds from certain schools.
These districts try to maintain political stability by concentrating

gservicesn.

Other reasons are logistical in nature. For instance, one rural
digtrict does not sarve a very small, remote elementary school with high
poverty because of the difficulties involved in réaghing ‘the school
combined with the small number of students who would be affected.



In general, it appears that a stable increase in allocations to
digtricts above a certain poverty level (such as 202 or 25X%) might have
the effect of increasing the number of high poverty wuchools qualifying
for Chapter 1. Also, schools with poverty levels that are substantial
but that are below 25% could be increased, 1f policy makers found {1t
desirable, by changing the 25X rule to the 20%Z rule or by using any
lover 1limit deemed appropriate. Some districts, however, would presum-
ably still choose to concentrate services on the most needy schools
unless they were legally required to serve all schools above a certain

poverty level.

To what extent does grade band targeting deprive high poverty schools at
upper_grade bands of Chapter 1 funde? '

Under the Chapter 1 1legislation, school districts are given the
option of serving all grade bands or of selecting a subset of grade
levels for Chapter 1 services. Table 12 provides a summary of the grade
spans currently served among the 30 districts in our study. As can be
seen from Table 12, 811 the 29 school dictricts with elementary schools
include Chapter 1 services at this level. In contrast, of 21 districts
that have separate middle or junior high achools, only 14 serve bulld-
ings at this grade band. Even fewer districts in our sample, 9 out of
29 or 31%, provide Chapter 1 to senior high schools or schools contain-

ing grades 7 to 12.

Table 12
Grade Spans Currently Served in Chapter 1 in 30-Distriet Sample

T Number of Districts  Districts Serving Grade Span
Grade Spans _____With Grade Span __Number ¥
Elementary or 29 29 100

Combined K-8
Middle/Junior High 21 14 67
Senior High or 29 9 31
Combined Junier/
Senior High
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Clearly, for the majority of districts in the sample, Chapter 1
services are concentrated at the elementary gradeas. This 1s consistent
with reports that have looked at the distribution of Chapter 1 partic-
ipants by grade level nationally (Andersen & Stonehill, 1986). Histor-
ically, 90Z of all Title I/Chapter 1 students are in the elementary
grades from pre~kindergarten to grade 8, although less than 70% of the
school-aged population attends these grades. The preponderance of
program students at the lower grades 1is a function of grade band
decisions made by districts in which wmenior high achools and often
junior high schools or middle schools are not conafdered at all in the

school selection process.

The extensive use of grade band targeting in the Chapter 1 program
leads to the question of the extent to which such district decisions
contribute to the absence of high poverty schools from the program. If
districts were required to qualify eligible schools at all grade bands,
would Chapter 1 reach more high poverty, low achievement schoola than it
does under the current system? This is a complex question, in part
because many districts believe Chapter 1 services are most effective at

the elementary levels, regardless of considerations of poverty.

What makes the issue even more complicated, as we will show, 18 the
fact that high schools on the average tend to have relatively lower
proportions of students from low-income families than the elementary and
middle schools in their districts. Furthermore, given that a district
would keep the same number of program participants, the number of
students served per school will vary according to the number of schools
qualified, and the number of schools funded will vary according to the
targeting options the district decides to use. The interaction of these
factors makes it difficult to make generalizations about the effect of
qualifying schools at all grade levels. What is clear, however, is that
such a decision would not necessarily result in qualifying a more needy
group of schools or in serving a substantially lower achieving group of

students.
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As shown in Table 13, in 21 of the 24 districts in our sample for
which we have school level poverty data, poverty levels decrease as the
gschool grade levels increase. Personnel in several districts mentioned
that poverty rates based on participation in the National School Lunch
Program tended to decrease at the high school level because students no
longer wished to eat on campus and would not sign up for the program
even though their families qualified. Thus it is necessary to consider
the possibility that the decrease in poverty rates as measured by Na-
tional School Lunch Program participation may be, at least in part, an

artifact of the poverty measure.

Analyses of census data reported by Kennedy, et al., (1986), how-
ever, also show that nationally the poverty rate in junior and senior
high schools is lower than it is among elementary-level students, indi~-
cating that the decrease in poverty across school levels is a real
occurrence. It is believed this reflects either the rising income of
maturing families or the fact that mothers are likely to remain at home
while their children are young and return to work when they are older.
Another factor that is believed to play a role is that poor students are
more likely to drop out of schoel and thus not be included in poverty

counts at the upper grades.

Assuming that the decrease in poverty across school levels 1s a
real occurrence, it would appear that many of the students who are the
potential recipients of Chapter 1 services are no longer in the educa-
tion system at the upper grades. The fact that many districts choose
not to serve senior high schools does not necessarily mean that the

neediest schools are not being qualified for services.

Would ga:gwngedyfgﬁudentgﬁtg;g;gggghgg:;fVlrgéfvicesﬁif all grade

bands were targeted? Annual national achievement data on Chapter 1

students by grade level has consistently shown a pattern whereby the
achievement status of students decreases as the grade band of the

gtudents increases. For 1983-84, the average reading score of students
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Table 13

Percentage of Poverty by School Level
for the 30-District Sample

o ~Percent Qfgstudéntsfﬁrpm'Lﬁﬁ;inéd@é;Fﬁmiliéé
District District = Elem. - Middle  High
Size and Type ~ Code _ Schools _Schools  School
Very Large Urban Cl 65.7 57.8 32.6
D1 45.9 29.1 15.1
D2 28.1 26.4 28.2
Gl 13.9 14.1 13.5
Larze Urban L1 42.9 33.3 19.9
L2 21.8 16.2 8.8
01 36.2 42.8 22.4
P2 32.0 25.0 17 .4
R1 39.3 - 36.8
§51 65.6 = 39.6
52 57.5 46.8 37.3
83 24,1 22.9 13.2
Large Suburban c2 3.1 2.6 1.6
54 1.2 ) 1.0
Medium Urban Bl 25.6 18.3 11.8
M1 82.0 77.8 68.8
Medium Suburban El 12.2 11.7 4.8
Hl - 19.8 12.8
Medium Rural C4 45.3 42.4 32.3
(o] 27.3 26.4 8.0
85 27.1 22.7 24.5
Small Suburban M2 47 .4 = N/A
S6 17.2 - N/A
Small Rural B2 30.9 N/A N/A
H2 75.8 — 68.0
02 88.4 - 83.3
Very Small J1 10.9 - 5.4
Suburban Pl N’A N/A
Very Small Rural J2 78.9 - N/A
M3 29.3 - —

N/A="Not available from documents. —
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in grades 2 through 7 was 35 NCEs; in grades 8 and 9 it was 34 NCEs; and
for grades 10, 11, and 12 {t decreased to 30 NCEa (Anderson & Stonchill,
1986). Chapter 1 students at the senior high school level appear to be
lower achieving than those currently served at the elementary and junior

high school levels.

Thege data raiee a concern that the elimination of the high schools
at the school selection stage has meant that educationally needier stu-
dents in the upper grades are being excluded from the opportunity to
participate in Chapter 1, and that the available places are instead
being filled by less needy students at the elementary grades. 1If this
were true, then targeting at all grade bands should result in a needier
population being served. Data from our study do not allow us to examine
directly the achievement levels of high school students because most
digtricts 1in our sample and nationally do not conduct districtwide
achievement testing after ninth or tenth grade. 1In this section and in
Appendix E, however, we present a variety of data that together indicate
that including more high school students in Chapter 1 can but will not

necessarily produce a lower scoring total group of participants.

Many studies have examined the relationship between school mean
family income levels and average school achlevement scores. For
instance, the Sustaining Effects Study (Breglio, et al., 1978) found a
correlation of .67 between school mean family income and school mean
achievement. We calculated the correlation between school mean reading
achievement and proportion of low-income students for schools in each of
the largest districts in our sample for which we had data. The school-
level correlations for these 10 urban districts are shown in Table 14.
The analysis shows that the correlations range from -.52 to -.74, with
an overall average correlation of =.66. That is, within these dis-
tricts, there is a strong negative correlation between school poverty
and school achievement. This means that schools with higher proportions
of low-income families, such as elementary schools, will iend to have
lower mean achievement scores than schools with smaller proportions of

low-income families, such as high schools.
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Table 14
Correlation Between School Mean Reading Achievement and School Poverty

- Number of School Level
Dintrict B _8chools o Correlation
Dl 95 ~.60
CL 66 -.69
Gl 57 -.69
L1 18 -, 74
L2 32 =,70
01 80 ~,69
Rl 41 -, 60
51 100 -,52
§2 34 -.69
53 22 -.66

545 Overall average: =.66

Data from the High School and Beyond Study (NCES, 1984) about
dropping out of high school are also relevant to the igsue of Chapter 1
services for high achool students. Data from the High School and Beyond
Study show that almost 14% of 1980 high school sophomores left high
school without a diploma at some point after the spring of their soph-
omore year. Higher dropout rates were associated with minority status,
low socioeconomic status, and poor academic performance~-characteristics
that also typify Chapter 1 participants. The dropout rate among low
achievers 1s very high. Nearly 42% of those students who indicated that
they received classroom grades of mostly D's dropped out of high school
after their sophomore year. These data suggest that educationally
deprived students are present in the upper grades of high school in

lower concentrations than at the elementary level.

How then can we explain the fact that nationwide Chapter 1 high
school students have much lower achievement scores than Chapter 1 ele-
mentary students? We believe that this phenomenon occurs because the

proportion of high school students who participate in Chapter 1 programs
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is smaller than the proportion of elementary school students partic-
ipating in Chapter 1. Currently Chapter 1 elementary students are 147
of the nation's elementary school enrollment while Chapter 1 secondary
students are only 4% of the nation's secondary school enrollment (Ander-
gon & Stonehill, 1986). Because they are smaller, Chapter 1 programs at
the high school level are concentrated on lower scoring or more educa-
tionally deprived students than are those at the elementary school

lovel.

Using data from one of the largest districts In our gample, we slm-
ulated the effects of expanding Chapter 1 services to include high
achools. This simulation is presented in detail in Appendix E. 1In the
gimulation, in order to include middle and high schools in the Chapter 1
program the district must change its school selection strategy. The
district has three strategies from which it can choose to select schools
at grades K-12. One strategy results in serving fewer elementary
schools but more students within each school. In ocur simulation, this

results in service to a higher achieving group of elementary students.

The simulation illustrates two things. First, if a district serves
{ts neediest students within each school, then serving a larger group
within a school will necessarily result in raising the mean achievement
level within the group. This supports our belief that Chapter 1 second-
ary students are lower-scoring than elementary students because they
represent a smaller proportion of their group. Second, the simulation
shows that school selection in a large district can be a very complex
process in which many factors interact. In our simulation, altering
school selection procedures to include middle and high schools resulted
in significant changes in the elementary schools and students served,
changing the overall composition of the Chapter 1 program. The gimula-
tion shows the complexity of trylng to predict the effects of a decision
to include high schools in Chapter 1. It cannot be assumed that a
decision to target Chapter 1 services only at lower grades results in

‘gserving a less needy group of students than if the program were targeted
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acrogs all grades. The outcome of adding higher grade bands to Chapter
1 in any district will depend upon district conditiona and upon the
school and student selection decisions the district makes in imple~

menting the change.

What reasons do diatrig;gﬂgivé,faf spfviqgfgply,g;amentagx gradea?

District personnel in the sample were asked how their diatrict decided
which grade ievels to serve. The districts that restrict the grade
levels served in Chapter 1 relative to the total grades in their dis-
tricts reported a wide range of ratlonales for thelr decisions. Uau-
ally, more than one reason was reported. Table 15 presents the reasons
glven for concentrating services at lower grades, grouped under some of
the contextual factors discussed in the previous chapter. Pergonnel in
13 districts commented that they have higtorically served elementary
grades. Perspectives of decision makers, such as a belief that elemen-
tary grades show the most need, also play an important role in a dis-
trict's decision to restrict Chapter 1 services to the elementary

grades.

Of those districts in our sample that currently Include grades 7,
8, or 9 in Chapter 1, two districts expect that those grades will be
eliminated if further budget cuts occur. One district reported that it
may have to eliminate grades 7 and 8 because the state does not want to
fund Chapter 1 at these upper grades. Another district saw a lack of
building support at grades 7 and B as a reason for excluding those
grades from Chapter 1 in the future. In contrast, slx districts cur-
rently serving all grade spans within their district did not mention any
anticipated changes in the grade levels they will serve in the near

future.

To 1llustrate the effect of targeting at all grade bands, we
examined the number of additional schools that could be qualified in our
sample if the district's targeting strategy were extended across all
grade levels. (For instance, if a district uses the 25% rule to target
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Table 15

Reasons for Selecting Flementary Grades for Chapter 1
in the 30-District Sample

Number of,

e e _Districts )
Pg:gpegtivesﬂﬁf Decision Makers
Elementary grades show most need 6
Input from parental or advisory council 5
LEA belief in early intervention 4
Greater support from building staff
at elemcntary achools 3
Studies show Chapter 1 more effective
at elementary grades 3
Total: 21 (70)
Enstablished Procedures
" Elementary grades historically served 13
Scheduling conflicts for Chapter 1
at secondary levels 3
Problem granting course credit for
Chapter 1 at secondary levels 1
Total: 17 (57
Resources
—  Secondary schools eliminated due to
funding cuts 4
Secondary schools served with state
or district funds
Total: 8 (27)
State Guidelines 4 {1

8pigtricts may give more than one response. Numbers in parentheses
indicate the percent of districts giving a response in this category.

all elementary schools, this rule was applied to middle and high
schools. If a district uses grade band averaging at the elementary and
middle school levels, this method was applied at the high school level.)
Table 16 shows the number of schools district: currently serve compared
to the number that could be served if secondary schools were considered.
As one might expect, the number of schools served would increase. In

our sample, the inclusion of secondary schools represents a 20% increase
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over prosent numbera. However, as readers of Appendix E have learned,
neither the schools served nor the students served would necessarily be
needier 1f these secondary achools were included in the Chapter 1

program.

Table 16

Public Schools Currently Served Versus Publie fchools Eligible
1f Secondary Schools Were Included

~ Public Bchools Public Schools l
Currently 1in Eligible Including Increase
Disteiet _Chapter 1 Secondary Schools in 8chools
Code A B # IS B ] '
c1 105 86 118 97 13 11
D1 90 62 112 77 22 24
L1 15 52 20 69 5 33
L2 10 22 17 37 7 70
01 52 60 56 64 4 7
§1 102 a7 115 98 11 13
52 20 42 26 54 6 30
83 15 45 20 61 5 a3
c2 5 16 6 19 1 26
84 2 8 k| 12 1 50
B1 9 60 11 73 2 22
El 8 47 9 53 1 12
ch 11 92 12 100 1 9
C5 4 67 6 100 2 50
85 5 83 6 100 1 20
M2 2 67 3 100 1 50
§6 3 75 4 100 i 33
B2 4 80 5 100 1 25
J1 3 50 6 100 3 100
Pl 1 50 2 100 1 100
Totals: 466 557 91 20%
ng;gj: y

High poverty elementary schools (defined as schools having more
than 20 low-income students) are sometimes excluded from Chapter 1. 1In
Some cases their poverty level, although high, 1s below their district's
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average or below 25%. 1In other cases, these achools could qualify as
Chapter 1 schools but their districtes elect not to fund them, either
because of a policy of concentrating mervices on the neediest schools in
the district or because of a policy of not serving schools which may
later lose funding. Many districts achieve stability by keeping Chapter
1 in the same schools year after year, and they are reluctant to (und
achools which may be ineligible in future years or schools for which
they may not always have sufficient funds. It appears that a stable
increase in Chapter 1 allocations to high poverty districta, perhaps
coupled with a lowering of the 25% limit in the current 25X rule, would
result in more high poverty schools being included in the program.

The traditional focus of Chapter 1 on the elementary grades has not
necessarily resulted in the exclusion of high poverty middle and high
achools from the program, s!nce schools at upper levels tend to be less
poor than elementary schools. Depending upon the targeting options a
district chooses to use, expanding the Chapter 1 program to the upper
grades can sometimes result in the exclusion of elementary achools that
are higher in poverty than the high schools receiving funds. Based on
the simulations performed in this study and on national data on the
- difference in poverty incidence at elementary and secondary schools, we
can see that a legislative mandate to serve at all grade levels would
probably not have the effect of in:reasiﬁg the number of high poverty
aschools included in the program.

Have on _the Schools Receiving Chapter 1 Funde?

What Effect Does Ranking and Averaging Within Grade Bands

Introduction

School districts that elect to use district averaging to select
schools for Chapter 1 have the option of averaging poverty levels within
grade spans to be aerved and ignoring grade spans that are not targeted
for services. Some districts use this option to select schools by
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aversging within grade bands even 1f they will ultimately include all
grade levels in their Chapter 1 program. Other districte average acrosa
grade apans but do not serve every grade span. As readers of Appendix E
can see, the choice of poverty average to use has an effect on the
numbers and kinds of schools that qualify for Chapter 1. To investigate
tiis further, we simulated both averaging methods in 12 districts for
which we had the necessary data. 1In most cases, it appears that using
grade span rather than district averages will (a) decrease the number of
elementary schools qualifying for Chapter 1, (b) have 1little effect on
qualifying middle or junior high schools, and (c) increase the number of
high schools qualifying.

What changes might ocecur if districts in our sample change from dis-
trictwide averaging to grade apan averaging?

As we have geen in Table 13, for most districts in our sample the
average percent of low-income students in elementary schools 1s higher
than the same figure at the middle school level, which itself is higher
than average poverty at the high school level. Thus, the average stu-
dent poverty at the'eleﬁentaf? level 1s usually higher than the avarage
for the entire student population of the district. When a district uses
tha gfndé span average to qualify elementary schools, fewer elementary
schools will qualify than 1f a district average were used. At the high
seh@al‘lafii, the reverse is true. There the grade span average tends
to be lower than the district aversge, s0 use of a grade span average
vill qualify more high schools. Table 17 shows for 12 districts the
effect of changing from a district average to averaging within grade
épan. In our sample such a change would result in 37 fewer elementary
schools qualifying (16X less), two fewer middle schools qualifying (3%
less), and nine more high schools qualifying (29% more). If the
districts change in the opposite direction (i.e., from using grade span
averages to using district averages) the effect is reversed.



Table 17
Number of Schools Qualifying for Chapter 1 in 12 Dimstricts,
by Averaging Method

““Average Across  Average Within
8chool Type ~ District Grade Span __Change
Elementary 237 200 - 37
Middle/Junior 64 62 - 2

Senior High 31 40 + 9

The difference in qualifying schools caused by the two averaging
methods comen from the difference in poverty among grade spans. For the
two districts using census tract data, which tends to minimize grade
gpan Aifferences, the effect of changing from district to grade sapan
averages is small and actually results in fewer rather than more high
schools being served. For every diastrict in which average poverty
levels decrease as grade levels increase, however, the choice of which
type of average to use will also be a choice of how many schools in each

grade span will qualify for Chapter 1 funding.

To maximize the number of elementary schools qualifying, districts
ghould use a districtwide poverty average. (This 1is true even if only
elementary schools will be funded.) To minimize the number of ele-
mentary schools qualifying and/or maximize the number of high schools
qualifying, districts should use grade span averages. For middl- or
junior high schools the effect of using either average will usuai- be

small and will vary from district to district.

Summary

The option to calculate average poverty ievels within as well as
across grade spans allows districts some flexibility in targeting at the
elementary and high schoel levels. Some districts in our sample use a
variety of options to qualify elementary schools below the grade span
average poverty when use of a district average would qualify the same




schools without the use of any options. Other districts, however, serve
only their highest poverty scheools regardless of the poverty cutoff they
use 80 that for them changing the type of average would make no differ-
ence in the schools that ultimately receive funds. The option to choose
one average or another seems to be a uaeful one, but with ramifications
that not all districts are aware of. In most cases, districts decrease
elementary schools qualifying and increase high schools by using grade

aspan rather than district averages.

Choice of Poverty Indicator

Since Chapter 1 legislatfon does not specify the type of data
districts should use in ranking schools by poverty, it aeems appropriatec
to consider what effect the choice of poverty indicator has on the qual-
ification of schools for Chapter 1, Although our data did not permit
any direct comparisons of poverty indicators, we found no evidence that
the choice of a particular indicator would cause inequities within a
district. Indicators will produce different results, however, when
applied to a specific poverty level, such as in the case of the 25%

rule.

What poverty indicators are typically used?

The District Practices Study (Advanced Technology, 1983) found that
77% of districts used free or reduced price lunch counts, 36% used Aid
to Families With Dependent Children (AFDC) enrollment, and 19% used
 census data on family income (some districts combine more than one
measure). Preliminary data from OERI sh.w comparable patterns of
current use and as Table 18 shows, the districts in our sample made
similar choices. Seventy percent use either free or free and reduced
lunch counts, 137 combine lunch counts with AFDC data, and 10% use AFDC
data alone. Seven perc-~at use census data, either alone or in combina-
tion with AFDC data.
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Table 18

Sample Diastricte' Use of Poverty Indicators

“T""Number of Districts Percent of Districts

Poverty Indicators =~ Using indicator ~ Using Indicator
National School Lunch Program

Free and reduced lunch 17 57

Free lunch . 4 13
Aid to Families With 3 10
Depandent Children (AFDC)
Combination of free/reduced lunch 4 13
and AFDC
Census data on family income 1 3
Combination of census and AFDC 1 3

Overall: o0 99

Does the choice of poverty indicator make a difference in school target-

ing?

Districts in our sample using combined measures believe that one or
the other indicator alone would underestimate poverty. In one such
district, administrators believe that free and reduced lunch counts
underestimate poverty at the high school level because students are
embarrassed to apply for the lunch program. This diastrict believes that
combining the count with AFDC data produces a more accurate count.
Another district, which also combines lunech program and AFDC data,
believes that many families who are too proud to use AFDC will apply for
free or reduced lunches for their children. For the most part, dis-
tiicts appear to select the measure they use for administrative reasons
and because they belfeve 1t 1s accurate, not because a particular

measure is belleved to produce a higher count.
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In our sample we were not able to compare directly the effects on
achool gelectlion of using different poverty measures. 1In Table A-11 1in
Appendix A, two poverty estimates for each district in the gample are
presented. One figure represents the figure derived from the data
source the district used to select schools, usually free and reduced
lunch data. The second figure represents poverty estimates based on
Orshansky Index data from 1980. It appears that use of free and reduced
lunch data will generally produce a higher count than use of other types
of data. This beecomen {mportant only when the legislation apecifics
certain poverty levels, such as in the 25% rule. 1If more auch apaecific
provisions were contemplated, 1t might be wise to conaider specifying

the poverty measure to be used i{n making the count.

What reasons do dist?;§t§;giggmf§f their choice of poverty measure?

Tn our interviews with district Chapter 1 staff, the most frequent
reasons given for using the free and reduced lunch counts are that this
information (a) 1s believed to be the most accurate, (b) {s readily
available to the school districts, or (c) in many cases 1its use 1is

recommended or required by their SEA.

Of those using a composite of free/reduced lunch and AFDC, two
districts mentioned earlier specifically said that using one indicator
alone would result in an underestimate of poverty in their districts.
One of the districts that uses AFDC to measure poverty described their
method of obtaining counts for their school attendance areas (SAAs). A
list of the familles on AFDC 1is obtained from a county government
office. The list contains names and addresses of families and the ages
of the children. It does not indicate the schools that children attend.
Each year the bus transportation staff, who are familiar with school
area boundaries, are asked to determine which families with school-age
children 1live 1in each SAA. The difficulties involved in uaing this
method explain why free or reduced lunch counts are a more popular

measure.
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The one distriet using census data alone docs sa because there [s a
belief both at the district and the state level that using 1980 cenaus
data would be “audltable.” The district also related that one of the
reasons they use census data is the burden involved 1in maintaining
records on individual students 1f free and reduced price lunch were

used.

The district that combines census data with AFDC welights the census
data more haavily because it {s stable over 10 ycars and thua provides a
long period of stability in school rankings. Use of census data also
hag the effect of minimizing differences in poverty between grade bands
(sce districts D2 and Gl in Table 13). This is because each student’s
poverty ranking 1as a function of the student's census tract rather than

of the student's family income.

A district's choice of poverty indicator 1is related to adminis=-
trative concerns as well as to belief in the accuracy of the indicator.
Poverty indicators differ with reference .to an absolute poverty level,
because free and reduced lunch data will usually produce a higher count
than other data. Thus if the legislation were modified to include an
increased number of poverty limits, policy makers might wish to consider

specifying a specific poverty indicator to be used.

Chapter Summary

Chapter 1 School Selection and Poverty

One of the most important findings of this chapter is that while
the selection of schools to receive Chapter 1 funds appears to be
working successfully within individual districts in our sample, where
the neediest schools are usually selected, across districts the legal

framework can ‘result in the inclusion of relatively low poverty schools
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and the exclusifon of relatively high poverty schools. The district
achool targeting process regults in apparent {nequities nationally,
where some high rpoverty schools 4in high poverty districts are not
Chapter 1 schools vhile low poverty schools in low poverty districts are
able to receive program funds. Although Chapter 1 allocations to low
poverty districts are relatively small, they add up to about $400
million annu:lly. Our sample of 30 districts reveals the sources of the
unevenness in the distribution of Chapter 1 funds to schools nationwide:

® Low poverty Chapter 1 schools are often n direct result of the
participation in the program of low poverty districts. Districts
may receive Chapter 1 allocations {f they are located in a county

in which at least 10 low-income children live.
e High poverty non~Chapter 1 elementary schools result from:

(a) schools being below their district's poverty average and
having slightly fewer than 25% low-1income students;

(b) schools being in high poverty districts which for reasons of
stability or educational philosophy serve only their very

neediest schools.
Strategies to consider in reducing these apparent discrepancies include:

® A school-level rather than a county-level poverty limit. For
instance, Chapter 1 funds could be removed from low-poverty dis-

tricts having no high-poverty schools.

¢ A gtable increase in Chapter 1 allocations to high poverty dis-
tricts; for example, districts with over 217 of their students
from low-income families. This would encourage some high poverty

districts to serve more eligible schools.

® A modification of the 25% rule to permit high poverty districtsg
to qualify more schools. For example, schools with more than 20%
low-income students could be eligible to participate even 1if they

were below their district's poverty average.
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What ia:;bpilmpgggrﬁf Targeting Gptiqns;qu_?gcepg}gg;?

The use and potential use of targeting options and exceptions were
evaluated using our 30-district sample. Overall, we found that many
districts have some flexibility in the aschools they designate as Chapter
1 schools, although this flexibility is sometimes lost either because
districts are unaware of targeting possibilities or because they must
follow SEA directives. Data from our sample revealed the following:

e The 25% rule is the most powerful targeting option, because it is
used most often in large urban districts. Use of this option
added 150 high-poverty Chapter 1 sachools to our sample (a 577%
increase), despite the fact that three large districts did not

choose to use the option.

e The formerly eligible option is widely used and added 31 schools
at varying poverty levels to the districts in the sample that
used it, increasing those districts’' Chapter 1 schools by 11%.
In all except one case the schools added were very close to the

district poverty average.

e The uniformly high concentration of poverty option is not widely
used in our sample and in three of the five districts vhere it
was used, its use was unnecegsary since the same schools could
have been qualified by another method. Preliminary OERI data,
however, indicate that nationally as many as 40% of districts
that select schools are using this option. The UHC option could
be used by a district with all low-poverty schools to serve all
its schools, since the poverty range in such a district would be
less than 10%. The option appears to have the least utility and
most potential for misuse of any of the targeting options and

exceptions.
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® Grade band averaging as opposed to district averaging 1is an
option that {s more powerful than some districts realize, Use of
a grade band average will usually qualify fewer elementary
schoola than a district average, and more high schools. Many
districts use the option of serving only elementary and middle
achools, both in our sample and nationwide. Not all districts
realize, however, that by using a district average to target
elementary schools they can qualify more of those gchools than by

uéing a grade band average.

# The use of number versus percent poor can make a difference 1in
school gelection, since the use of number tends to favor achools
with larger enrollments such as high schools. Most districts,

nationally and in our sample, uge the percent method.

® Most districts use National Lunch Program data as their poverty
indicator, both nationally and in our gsample. This measure is
readily available, is widely believed to be accurate, and in some
cases is required by SEAs. There appear to be gome absolute dif-
ferences among poverty indicators, because use of lunch program
data appears to indicate a higher poverty level than use of other
data, at least at the elementary 1ev§1g Use of census data tends

to smooth out differences between elémentsry and high schools.

Several districts use school enrollment instead of residence in a
school attendance area to rank all their gchools. Thege dia-
tricts, for the most part, are involved in desegregation plans

which effectively abolish school attendance areas.

» The LEA with fewer than 1,000 students option was little used in
our sample and is used nationally by about 6% of all Chapter 1
distriets, according to preliminary OERI data. This appears to
be a useful option for small districts having more than one

school at a grade level.
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e The educational deprivation and comparable aervices options were
uged by very few districts in the sample and seem unlikely to
make much difference in the national distribution of Chapter 1

gchools.

e Use of targeting options in a low to moderate poverty district
can increase the number of low poverty schools receiving Chapter
1 funds. It can rarely have this coffect in a high poverty
district, however, because most schools in high poverty districta
have a high 1incidence of poverty. Thus, modificatlon or even
elimination of specific targeting options would have a much
smaller impact on the national program than would an alteration
in the types of districts eligible for funds.

Chapter 1's Elementary Emphasis

At the national level, Chapter 1 1s overwhelmingly an elementary
program, meaning that most high schools are not receiving Chapter 1
funds. Are these high schools high poverty schools that should be
included in the program? Are lower poverty elementary schools receiving
funds at the expense of needier high schools? Simulations using data

from one district in our sample revealed the following:

e If, as is typical, high schools in a district are lower than the
distriet average in poverty, then using grade band averaging and
qualifying high schools will make the district's Chapter 1

schools less poor overall.

o If adding high schools will require increasing the number of
children served in each Chapter 1 school by decreasing the total
number of schools qualified, Chapter 1 will be serving a higher
achieving group of students than it was before high schools wvere

served.
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From data in our sample, 1t appzars that the decision to include
high schools in Chapter 1 ghould remain a loeal one, and districts
should carefully evaluate the effects of implementing any such change {n
targeting before making a decision.
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1v. STUDENT SELECTION

Chapter Overview

Once districts have chosen the schools that will recelve Chapter 1
funds, the students who are to participate in the program are selected.
In this chapter we examine the process districts in our sample use to
determine which students in Chapter 1 schools will participate in Chap-
ter 1 reading programs at the clementary grades. Analyses presented In
this chapter use data on students in grades 2 through 6, unlegs other-
wise noted. Few districts in our sample have student-level data on
junior high/middle school students and fewer still have data on second-
ary level satudents. The small size of the sample at the upper grades
and the fact that Chapter 1 students are primarily elementary school
students led us to focus on student selection for Chapter 1 at the

elementary grades.

The analyses are alao restricted to exa .stions of student selec~-
tion for Chapter 1 services in reading only. All 30 diatricts in our
sample have Chapter 1 reading programs, but not all have math programs.
Those districts that do offer Chapter 1 instruction in both basic skills
areas serve fer fewer students in math than readlng. Thus, we decided
to examine in detail the selection of students for Chapter 1 reading

services.

We show that Chapter 1 elementary students {in our sgampie have
average reading achievement test scores nearly one standard deviation
below non-Chapter 1 students in the same schools and that the Chapter 1
students are among those in greatest educational need. In every dis-
trict in our sample except one, we find that there are elementary
studente in Chapter 1 schools whom their districts consider to be
educationally deprived who do not participate in Chapter 1. However, we
show that nearly half of this group rec->{ves special scrvices from some

other type of -education program. When all of the various categorical
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programs available to the educationally deprived are examined, we find
that nearly one~half of the districts in our sample have over B0% of
their educationally deprived elementary students {in Chapter 1 schools
participating in some type of categorical education program. Further-
more, the educationally deprived in Chapter 1 schools who are not served
by any program are a higher scoring group than those in Chapter 1, and
they tend to score just below their district's cutoff score for Chapter

1 eligibility.

In our sample the methods of selecting students for the rprogram
generally fall into four categories. They involve selecting students
based on (a) test scores, (b) a single composite score derived from two
or more measures, (c¢) a two-astep process involving test scores for
determining initial eligibility and a second factor (e.g., teacher
Judgment) to determine final selection, and (d) a two-step process in
which teacher judgments determine initial eligibility and test scores
are used for final selection. By simulating the four methods, we show
that within districts students with very similar characteristics would

be selected under any of the methods.

Districts in our sample do serve students in Chapter 1 who have
scored above their district's criterion for eligibility. Such students
generally score just above the cutoff score. The unreliablility of tests
and the use of professional judgment to override assignment based on
the selection criterion alone account in part for the presence of these
students. In addition, the way in which districts in our sample use the
“"formerly eligible" option seems to account for the retention in Chapter
1 of some former Chapter 1 students who score above the cutoff for
eligibility. Finally, the participation in Chapter 1 by districts in
our sample with high achieving populations (or low concentrations of
educationally deprived students) also tends to contribute to the number
of higher achievers being served by Chapter 1. These districts serve
their educationally deprived students at the same rate as other types of
districts; however, some of these districts include higher achievers in

order to fill openings remaining in their Chapter 1 classes.
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In our gample there were some districts that had both higher pro-~
portions of educationally deprived students not receiving any categor-
ical service and higher proportions of higher achievers in their Chapter
1 programas. Although they did not share any common demographic fea-
tures, they do have other elements Iin common. In some of thease dia-
tricta, the schools do not implement district policy in a as%andardized
way. In other sites, there is no strict district policy and teachers at
each sachool are encouraged to use their Jjudgment to decide who should be

served,

What Are The Characteristics of Chapter 1 Studentn?

A National Perspéetivg3

Nationwide about 10%Z of children received Chapter 1 services in
1983-84 with percentages from individual states ranging from 4% to 20%.
Of the 4.8 million Chapter 1 partieipants, 75% received instruction in

reading and 46% received instruction in mathematics, the two primary

A growing proportion of Chapter 1 students nationally are limitad-
English-proficient. In 1983-84, 12% of the program participants re-
ceived English instruction for limited-English-proficient (LEP) stu-
dents as & Chapter 1 mervice. The number of LEP students participating
in Chapter 1 has increased by 587 over the five-year period beginning in
1979-80.

While special education students are estimated to represent 11% of
the national schoolage population (U.S. Department of Education, 1984),
no national data are available as to the extent to which special educa-

tion students are present in the Chapter 1 program nationally.

3Unless noted otherwise, national statietics about Chapter 1
students are based on data reported by Anderson and Stonehill, 1986.

‘-
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‘arrent Information about the proportion of Chapter 1 stuulents who
are from low-income familiecs also i1s not available. However, 1976 data
on Title 1 students (Breglio, et al., 1978) showed that the poverty
rates among Title I elementary school students were higher than for
elementary school children as a whole. About 41% of Title I elementary
students in 1976 were fram low-income families compared to a flgure of

21% for all public elementary school children nationwide.

Annual achlevem~nt data on the reading performance levels of Title
1/Chapter 1 students shows Chapter 1 elementary students achieving at
the 24th percentile on the average, well below the 50th percentile that

marks the national average.

In the section below, we present the chavacteristics of the Chapter
1 participants in our 30-~district sample. While the 30-district sample
is not nationally representative (e.g., high-poverty districts are over-
represented in th: sample compared to their proportion in the nation),
the small number of districts allows us to examine the characteristics
of Chapter 1 students 1in our sample in greater de:ail and, 1in later
sectfons of this chapter, to link student selectioa »nractices to the
characteristics of Chapter 1 students in our sample districts.

Characteristics of the Chapter 1 Srudents in Our Sample

Ratio of Chapter 1 participation to enrollment levels. Table 19

presents the Chapter 1 population in the study sample as a proportion of
(a) the total district enrollment, including all grade 1levels and
schools; (b) the enrollment at the grades served by Chapter 1; and (c¢)
the enrollment in grades served by Chapter 1 in Chapter 1 schools. For
the 30 districts, Chapter 1 students represent 16% of the total district
enrollments, 192 of the students in the grades served by Chapter 1, and
27X of the students Iin grades served by Chapter 1 in Chapter 1 schools.
For all thrve types of proportions the percentage of students in Chapter

1 increases as district poverty Increases. For instance, in the five
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low-poverty districts, Chapter 1 students are only 27 of district en-
rollment. In the six very high-poverty districts, Chapter 1 students

represent nearly 20% of district enrollment.

In the high-poverty districts in our sample, nearly all schools at
the grades served by Chapter 1 are Chapter 1 schosls. Thus for these
districts the percentage of Chapter 1-enrollment - -rades served 1z the
gan» as the percentage of Chapter 1 students in <uapter 1 schools, as

indicated in Table 19.

Table 19

Ratio of Chapter 1 Students to Various Enrollment Counts in Our Sample
by District Poverty Range

___Chapter 1 Students 28 a Proportion of:

a Enrollment at? Enrollment inb

District Districtwide Grades Serv. d Chapter 1

Poverty Range Enrollment by Chapter 1 =~ Schools

Low to Moderate .02 .02 .11
(0 to 127%)

Med{um .06 .10 .21
(13% to 207%)

High .18 .19 .27
(21% to 50%)

Very High .19 +28 -28
(>50%)

All .16 .19 .27

SFigures are based on counts in district Chapt.r 1 applicutions.

bFigures are based on sample of grade levels in district data bases.

Ratio of Chapter 1 reading to math stv’emts. Six of the 30 dis-

tricts in the sample operate Chapter 1 reading programs only. The other
districts provide services in both reading and math. Within districts

that provide instruction in both subject areas, for every five students
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wvho are served . e are three students who participate in

math. For the - i+ maw- - 2 ratlo of Chapter 1 reading students to
Chapter 1 math S e v 1.

Limited~i.:- - ¢ lent students. Tn the 13 districts that were
able to provide - = o the limited-English-proficiency (LEP) status
of their studer:: .. .. their Chapter 1 students are limited-English-

proficient, Perowiisges of LEP students in Chapter 1 range from less
than 1% to 95% across the 13 districts. For the same districts, LEP
students represent about 4% of the total envollment In Chapter 1

schoolg.

Special cducation students. Tventy-seven of the 30 districts were

able to provlde data on student participation in special education. 1In
these distric:s, special education students repres.at 11% of the Chapter
1 participants. The percent of Chapter 1 students who are in special
education varies from zero to 42% across the 27 dis*ricts. Tn our
sample, special education students are 11% of .he total enrollment in

Chapter 1 schools.

Poverty rate among Chapter 1 students in the sample. 1In the 23

districts in our sample that provided student-level poverty data, 71% of
the Chapter 1 participants are poor. In the same districts about 53% of
the students in Chapter 1 schools are poor. (While our sample of dis-
tricts includes a wide range of poverty levels, high-poverty districts

are overrepresented.)

Reading achievement level. The mean reading achievement score of

Chapter 1 elementary students in the sample is 37 NCEs or the 27th
percentile. Table 20 presents mean achievement scores for students in
the sample by grade. Mean scores of Chapter 1 students in our sample
are lowest for first graders (27 NCEs) and highest for third graders (39
NCEs).
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Table 20

Mean Reading Achievement Sceres of Chaprer 1 Students and Non-Chapter 1
Stulents I{n Chapter 1 Schools Only, by Grade for 30-District Sample

Chapter 1 Non-Chapter 1

f of Fof  Mcan Reading, # of Mean Reading Differ-

Grade Digtricts Students Score (NCE) Students Score (NCE) ence

1 7 795 27 2,393 55 28

2 18 3,845 34 11,456 59 25

3 20 7,459 39 15,728 57 18

4 24 4,557 35 14,533 55 20

5 24 7,441 38 20,021 55 17

6 21 4,656 35 17,055 54 19
All 1-6 28,753 37 71,968 56 19

SNCEs, l1ike percentiles, range from 1 to 99 with a midpoint of 50. Un-
like percentiles, they are assumed to be equal-interval scores.

In our sample of 30 districts, when Chapter 1 students are compared
to non-Chapter 1 students in the same school, Chapter 1 students have
lower mean reading scores at every grade (see Table 20). 1In general,
the Chapter 1 students in our sample score nearly one standard deviation

(21 NCEs) below the nen-Chapter 1 students in the same schools.

Are There Educationally Deprived Students
"Who Are Not Being Served by Chapter 17

Overview

Policy makers have been concerned that Chapter 1 services are not
reaching all the students the program is intended to serve. Questions
have been ralsed about the characteristics of the students who are
served compared with other students who are considered educationally
deprived but do not participate. Of particular interest is the level of

educational need among these two groups.

A national study conducted 10 years ago (Breglio, et al., 1978)

reported finding large parcentages of students who were eligible for

8 .
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Title I but were not served. Recent reanalyses of these data (Kennedy,
et al., 1986) showed that as many as 617 of the students in Title I
schools having a basic skills total score at or below the 25th percen=
tile were not served by Title I in 1976. Considering all of the stu-
denta in Title I schools scoring at or below the SO0th percentile, an
estimated 70% were not participating in Title I. Thesge findings raisge
questions about whather current Chapter 1 services are reaching the

educationally deprived.

The legal Efaﬁewark of Chapter 1 gives local districts considerable
latitude 1in how they define who 1s "educationally deprived.” In at-
tempting to determine whether there are educationally deprived students
in the 30-district sample who are not being served by Chapter 1, we used
both a standard, uniform criterion across districts and a district's
local criterion in making an assessment. Regardless of the definition
of "educational deprivation” that is used, we find that there are large
percentages of educationally deprived students in Chapter 1 schools who
are not being served by Chapter 1. However, we show that many of the
educationally deprived who are not in Chapter 1 are participating in
other types of categorical education programs, such as speclal education
or bilingual/ESL programs. Indeed, as will be discussed in more detail
below, for the districts in the sample, the combined available education
programs serve sll but 19% of those considered educationally deprived by
their districts. An examination of the achievement scores of educa-
tionally deprived students who are not participating in any program
reveals that they have higher scores than the educationally deprived
Chapter 1 partiecipants and that nearly half of this group has scores
near the cutoff criteria that their districts have established for
Chapter 1 eligibility. '

How many educg;iapallyfdgpfiyed,gtuéents in Chapter 1 schools are not
being served by Chapter 1?7 S N ) ) -

§gang§fdiggdrdefiniti§nsApf;edugatipnallyrdepr;geda It has become

almost traditional to evaluate Title I/Chapter 1 student selection by
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looking at the students who score in the lowest quartile and in the
bottom half of the national distribution on a standardized test and
determining what proportion of such students participate in Chapter 1.
In the 30=distriect sgample, about 37% of the elementary atudents in
Chapter 1 schools in the lowest quartile in reading achlevement are not
being served by Chapter 1. 1In our sample, conaldering all students in
Chapter 1 elementary schools who scored at or below the national mean in

reading, approximately 52% do not participate in Chapter 1.

Locally determined definition of educationally deprived. 1In our

sample, not all students in the second quartile in reading achievement
are considered educationally deprived by their districta. Only six of
the 30 sgites use the 50th percentile as a cutoff score to define the
Chapter l-eligible pool. Most of the districts have cutoff scores above
the 25th percentile (NCE of 36) and below the 50th (NCE of 50). The
frequency of use of percentile cutoff ecores for Chapter 1 eligibility

in our sample is shown in Table 21.

Table 21

Number of Districts in Sample Having Cutoff Scores in Each Percentile
Range to Select Chapter 1 Elementary Students in Reading

Percentile  Number of Districts
_Range . in Sample

50 6
45-49
40-44
35-39
30-34
25-29
< 25

S ¥ T R WL ]

Note. Total does not add to 30 because two districts had composite
scores with cutoff scores that could not be converted to percentiles and
a third district had cutoff scores in grade~equivalent scores.
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By replicating the student selection procedures used by each
district, we find that approximately 37% of those students in Chapter 1
elementary schools who are educationally deprived in reading according
to their district's definition do not receive Chapter ! services (aece
Appendix D for a description of these simulations). ‘s shown in Table
22, the percentages range across the 30 diastricts from a high of 83% to

a low of zero unserved educationally deprived students.

Using a local definition of who 18 educationally deprived rather
than a uniform definition produces higher estimates of how well our
sample of districts is reaching the intended beneficlaries of Chapter
1. Nonetheless, even the application of local criteria indicates that,
on the average, as many as 37% of the educationally deprived students in
Chapter 1 elementary schools {n our sample are not participating in

Chapter 1 reading programs.

4
Why are some educa;ipnallyfdep}ivgﬁﬁstudEﬁtg iquhaptetrlrschaalgfnot

Eggtigiﬁéiiggwin'Cﬁgpterﬁl,;eéﬂiﬁg programs?

The presence of other categorical programs in Chapter 1 schools
shapes Chapter 1 participation, since some students eligible for Chapter
1 are skipped because they receive service from another program. Pre-
vious national studies that have not examined participation in programs
such as special education and bilingual/ESL, have shown large percent=-
ages of educationally deprived students remaining unserved. Data from
our sample suggest that many of these students, however, are receiving

other forms of special service.

4The analyses reported throughout the remainder of this chapter use
local district criteria to determine who 1s educationally deprived.

88 1ns



Tahle 22

Percent of Educationally Deprived Students in Our Sample's Chapter 1
Elementary Schools Not Participating in Chapter 1 by District
According to District Achievement Level

B S ~ # Educatlionally 3 o
District Deprived Educationally Deprived
Achievement District in Chapter 1 in Chapter 1 Schools
Level Code Schools  Not in Chapter 1
Low (46-47 NCEs) -

J2 100 43
02 245 13
52 2,585 31
L1 1,652 53
01 2,949 36
H2 100 60
Med{um (48-52 NCEs)
M2 326 33
R1 1,247 60
C1 1,891 41
M1 1,446 46
51 8,312 34
El 126 75
G1 792 68
C4 728 40
H1* 205 47
D2 6,005 37
53 1,670 49
High (53-56 NCEs)
P2 1,694 54
/B2 113 65
D1 8,700 21
85 383 56
L2 935 36
C5 220 81
Very High (57-66 NCEs)
Pl 77 30
Bl 409 21
54 30 0
J1 9 44
c2 100 72
86 61 3

M3 6 83

Note. Data are based on samples of grade levelsz that differ from dis-
trict to district and the definition of educational deprivation uses
each district's local criterion.

*Since Hl is the only high school district in the study, the figures are
for grades 7 and 8.

;‘-;Sg

106




Slightly over 80% of the students conasidered educationally deprived
by our sample districts participate in some type of categorical educa-
tion program. Students who are participants in a special education
program, a bilingual/ESL program, state compensatory education program,
or a Chapter 1 migrant program are less likely to participate in Chapter
1. Districts in our sample represent a varlety of approaches to the

issue of students who are eligible for multiple programs.

In the 27 districts for which we had complete student program
participation data, 18% of the students whom their districts consider
to be educationally deprived participate in some type of categorical
program other than Chapter 1. Across the sample, the percentage of
educationally deprived who are not in Chapter 1 and are in gome other
program ranged from zero to 44%Z. Table 23 presents, by district, the
percentages of educationally deprived in each education program, ordered

by district achievement level.

The rightmost column of Table 23 shows for each dlstrict the total
cumulative percentage of those who are educationally deprived (using
local definitions) in Chapter 1 elementary schocls who participate in
some type of categorical educational program. These cumulative per-
centages average B8l% across the 27 districts for which we had complete
progran participation data, and they range from 447 to 100%. Six of the
districts provide some type of categorical education program to over 95%
of the educationally deprived students in their Chapter 1 elementary

schools.

Relationship among the participants of categorical programs. 1In

general, participation 1in other categorical programs such as special
education programs, bilingual education programs, and state compensatory
education programs decreases an educationally deprived (as 1locally
defined) student's chances of participating in Chapter 1. While it is
legally possible for students to participate in Chapter 1 together with
the other categorical programs for which they qualify (e.g., special
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Tahia 23
Percont of Fducationally Deprived Students fn Chapter ! Tlementary Schools
Served By Each Cateporical Propgram and Across Programs by District

T " Number Educa- " Percent Not In Chapter 1 -
tionally Deprived o and fn: . Cumulative

strict in Chapter 1} - SGtate Bilfn=~ - Percentage
hievement District Flementary Percent in  Spec. Comp. poal/ Mi- Served by
el ) Code  Schooln Chapter 1~ Fdue. FEduc. FSL  prant Other Some Program
W . J2 100 57.0 4.0 39.0 100.0
(46=47 NCFa) 02 245 86.48 0.4 87,2

82 2,585 6R.7 13.5 A2.2

L1 1,652 46.9 16.0 62.9

0 2,949 hh. 1 14.8 2.7 B1.6

H2 100 40,0 0.0 40.0
dium M2 3126 6.6 9.2 75.8
(48-52 MCEs) 1l 1,247 40.4 29.1 4.9 9.0 R3.5

1 1,891 59.4 5.1 64.5

Ml 1,446 56.9 4. 39.8 98.4

s1 8,312 h5.5 6.6 72.1

El 126 25.4 11.1 2R.6 73.0

Gl 792 31.9 19.3 23.7 74.4

ch 728 59.8 nK Nk

H1 205 53.2 14.1 2.9 3.4 73.6

n2 6,005 63.1 DK 11.0 DK

53 1,670 50,9 nK 5.7 DK
gh p2 1,694 46.0 16.7 5.7 68.4
(53-56 NCFs) B2 113 35.4 16.8 8.8 61.0

n 8,700 794 17.0 0.5 96.9

55 383 44.1 8.3 52.4

L2 935 64.3 18.8 83.1

€5 220 18.6 37.3 6.8 62.7
ry High Pl 77 70.1 14.3 84 .4
(57=66 NCEs) Bl 409 19.4 7.3 86.7

54 10 100.0 0.0 100.0

n 9 55.6 “0.0 55.6

C2 100 28.0 29.0 3.0 60.0

56 61 96.7 1.6 98.3

M3 b 16.7 83.3 100.0

= do not know
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education, bilingual programs), in practice many districts attempt to
limit or prevent the participation of LEP and special education students
in the Chapter 1 program. Diatrict policles {n our mample concerning
the participation of such studects in Chapter 1 arc described later in

this section.

Using student-level data from 12 of the largesi diastricts In our
sample, we computed multiple regression equations to help determine what
characteristices of students in Chapter 1 achools moat affected whether a
student was a Chapter 1 participant. A variety of characteristics were
examined. They inelude the followlng: (1) whether or not a student
participates in (a) a special education program, (b) program(s) for
limited-English-proficient students, and (c) a state compensatory educa-
tion program; (2) the student's NCE score on a standardized reading test
(the sacores of apecial education students are treated separately from
those of other students); (3) whether the student is from a low=Iincome
family; and (4) whether or not the student is classified as limited-
English-proficient.

The technical results of multiple regression analyses are presented
in Table A-8 in Appendix A. One of the major findings of these analyses
is that the lower the reading test score, the higher the chances of
being a Chapter 1 participant, except for special education students.
Participation in special education 1is generally associated with non-
participation 1in Chapter 1. Very low scoring and very high scoring
gpecial education gtudents do not typically participate in Chapter 1.
Students who participate in both Chapter 1 and special education tend to
score higher than educationally deprived students who are only in spe-
cial education, and lower than educationally deprived students who are

only in Chapter 1.
A second finding of these analyses is that being LEP increases the

likelihood of Chapter 1 participation but participation in a bilingual
-program decreases Chapter 1 participation. State compensatory education
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participation also decreases the likelihood of participation in Chapter
1. Being from a low-income family {Increases the 1ikelihood that a

student will be a Chapter 1 participant.

Most districts offer a variety of services and programs in addition
to Chapter 1 to educationally deprived students. Some of these are
migrant education, Indian education, state compensatory education, bi-
lingual education, and epecial education services. Two of these service
categories==gpecial education and services to LEP students==cccurred
with sufficient frequency in the study sample so that detailed informa-
tion was collected to 1llustrate how selection practices for these
programs interact with seclection for Chapter 1 services.

Policies about Chapter 1 services to LEP studenta. The 13 dis-

tricts in our sample that have LFP students reflect three approaches to
Chapter 1 participation by LEP students. Three districts have policies
to exclude LEP students from Chapter 1 or to limit each student to one
pullout program. Three districts have no formal policy at all. Seven
districts have policies to include LEP students in Chapter 1 and within
this group some use the Chapter 1 program to provide ESL instruction.
In many cases, however, within our sample of districts, the district
policy and the student level data tell slightly different stories.

The three districts with policies to exclude LEP students from
Chapter 1 are nevertheless serving LEP students nearly in proportion to

their presence in Chapter 1 schools (see Table 24).

The three districts in our sample with no specific policy on the
coordination of student selection for Chapter 1 and LEP services are
serving LEP students in slightly greater proportion than their presence
in Chapter 1 schools. 1In these three districts, students are selected

independently for ESL or bilingual programs and Chapter 1.

23
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Table 24

Percent of Chapter 1 Particlipants In Selected Districta in Our
Sample Identificd as Limited-English-Proficient by District Policy

" i “Chapter 1 ~ Chapter 1 School
Participants Enroilment
Distriet # of __Who Are LEP _That Is LEP
Poldcy  Diotrdects # ~ x 7 x
Excludes LEPs 3 153 3.9 7 573 3.1
No Policy or 3 104 B.4 327 7.2
Coordination
Includes LEPs/ 7 781 8.0 1,884 4.6
Coordination
Overall 13 1,038 7.0 2,884 4.3

The last group of seven districts within our sample attempts to
coordinate instruction of LEP students and Chapter 1 in a variety of
ways. Administrators at two of these sites state that only certain LEP
students are eligible--those who receive high scores on a language

asgessment Iinstrument and those who are being mainstreamed.

At the remaining sites, the Chapter 1 program is partially designed
to serve LEP students. In one district in which half of the elementary
school students are LEP, the entire Chapter 1 program at kindergarten
and first grade is designed for LEP students. Two other districts whose
LEP populations are around 7% of their enrollments also have special
Chapter 1 classes for LEP students. In the remaining two districts, the
primary reason for combining LEP and Chapter 1 services is cost effec~
tiveness. In these districts, small numbers of LEP students and/or
limited funding make it difficult to provide a separate program. Thus
in these sites LEP students are served by Chapter 1 teachers if no other
service 1s available, or aides supervised by Chapter 1 teachers are paid
to work with LEP students. As a group, districts that coordinate

Chapter 1 and services to LEP students have nearly double the proportion




of LEP students in their Chapter 1 program that they have In thelr

Chapter 1 achools.

Our sample of districts reflects a varlety of policles regarding
the participation of LEP students In Chapter 1. Whether or not a LFEP
student participates in Chapter 1 is determined to a great extent by
whether or not other resources (e.g., bilingual/ESL) are available to

gerve LEP students.

Pgliciég,ﬂbqp;f;bgptéti17§§:V1Q§B7;q7§p§cia;;gﬁUEﬂtiDn students.,

Our 30 sites 1llustruate two different approaches to handling the issue
of participation in Chapter 1 by special education students. In nearly
half the districts in our sample (14 of 30 districts) district personnel
believe that there should be no overlap in participation in the two
programs, while in the rc-aining 16 districts some overlap is advocated

under varying circumstances.

The 14 districts that maintain a policy of mutually exclusive
program participation in Chapter 1 and special education provide three

different rationales for this policy:

e a belief that federal law excludes special education students
from Chapter 1;

e a concern that participation in two pullout programs and working
with three different teachers will fragment the school day to the
student's detriment; and

e a desire to reach greater numbers of needy students by limiting
the participation of each student to only one program.

Some districts stated that no overlap was permitted between Chapter
1 and special education programs and gave descriptions of the imple-
mentation of this practice. 1In one site, a case manager is responsible
for reviewing the educational needs of all students selected for both
programs and selecting the most appropriate program. In other sites,
‘'when special education students are eligible for Chapter 1, they are

_"gkipped” in favor of students who are not served by any other program.




Other districts that maintain a no overlap poliey are leas precise
in their expectations. Some stated their policy in terms of a "prefer-
ence” or a “practice” but acknowledped that exceptions exist. Staff in
several districts explained that students who arc undergoing special
education assessment can remain in Chapter 1 until the assessment 1g
complete. In one district, students can remafn fn bhoth programs until]
the end of the year. Special education staff at several districts
explained that some parents of 1dentified special education students
refuse to let their children participate in apecial education classes.
In such cases, the atudents are frequently placed instead in Chapter 1

ag a compromise.

Even when districts have policies ag inst students participating in
multiple programs, within-district variation can be found. 1In one such
district, school personnel are unaware of their district's policy, while
in another district, there is variation across the Chapter 1 schools in
the extent to which they implement the district's policies of excluding

special education astudents from Chapter 1.

In the remaining 16 districts, some coordination of the selection
of students for Chapter 1 and special education services 1is planned (see
Table 25). In five districts, concurrent services are provided as long
a8 they are in different subject areas, such as reading in Chapter 1 and
math in special education. Four districts provide Chapter 1 gervices to
specified categories of special education students, such as the phys-
ically handicapped. 1In two districts, mainstreamed speclial education
students receive Chapter 1 services only if specified on their Individ-
ual Educational Plan (IEP)., Three districts allow service in both pro-
grams as long as the student meets the requirements for each program.
Finally, three other districts state that some students are served by

both programs but do not articulate an explicit policy.
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Table 25

Distribution of Sample Districts According to Policies for
Selecting Chapter 1 and %pecial Education Students

Peligy or Praztice ) 7 7 Nuﬁbﬁ? aF Diatfictaﬂ

No overlap betueen apecial educaticﬁ
and Chapter 1 14

~ when programs provide instruction in
different subject areas 5
= when special education students are

in specified handicap categories 4
- when each program's requirements are mect 3
= when required in the individual educational

plan of the special education student 2
- but no pclicy is articulated 3

Sone district is counted twice because it requires that iny specisl
education students having particular handicaps may participate in both
programs and that the programs must provide services in different sub-
jJects.

In these 1o districts the selection of students for Chapter 1 and
special education programs is implemented in various ways. Two dis-
tricts have special service committees at each school to oversee program
selection and coordination. Many districts report using the IEPs of
special education students to avoid duplicating services in Chapter 1.
Several districts specify a priority for assigning a student to a
program. For example, sgpecial education 1s to take precedence with

Chapter 1 services to be provided only if appropriate.

deciding whether students who are participating in state compensatory
education, migrant education, or other categorical programs should also
recefive Chapter 1 services. (The special case of state compensatory
+ducation is discussed in greater detail in relationship to the option

of skipping students who are receiving ccupacable services.) If what
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occurs with limited-English-proficient students and reciplents of apo=
cial education services 1is 1illustrative, there will be considerable
variation 1in district practice, though a majority believe in applying

the rule of "one categorical program per student.”

Why are there educationally deprived students who are not participating
in any type of categorical program?

Nineteen percent of the educationally deprived elementary students
in Chapter 1 schools in our sample are not participating in any type of
categorical program. As a group they have a higher averape achievement
score compared to educationally deprived students in etﬁer programs, and

they tend to score near theilr district's cutoff score for Chapter 1
eligibilicy.

Systematic differences were found in the achievement levels of
various subgroups of educationally deprived students in the 11 largest
districts for which we had program participation data. Table 26 shows
that the educationally deprived in Chapter 1 elementary schools who are
not participating in any type of program are the highest scoring sub-
group followed by those participating only in Chapter 1. This table
also shows that educationally deprived students who participate in both
Chapter 1 and special education score lower th  those who participate
only in Chapter 1, and edvcationally deprived students who are in

special education only score the lowest.

Forty-four percent of the unserved educationally deprived students
in Chapter 1 elementary schools score within 5 NCEs of whatever cutoff
score is used to define local Chapter 1 eligibility. This percentage is
based on data from 13 districts, excluding those where composites are
used for selection or where the size of the unserved group is too small
to provide a stable distribution. (See Table A-~9 in Appendix A for
details of these 13 districts.) The distributions follow very similar

patterns across the districts. Typically, there i{s a group of students
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Table 26

Mean Achievement Level of Fducationally Deprived Students {in
Selected Sample Districts by Type of Program

Educationally Average

_Deprived __Reading Score
Type of Program N %  NCEs Percentiles
No program 8,048 23 34 22
Chapter 1 only 20,119 57 32 20
Special education and Chapter 1 2,278 6 28 15
Special education only 5,015 14 26 13

Overall 35,460 100% 31 18

Note. Data are based on 11 of the largest districts in our sample that
had program participation information, and educational deprivation is
locally defined.

who have very low reading acores they might obtain by simply guessing at
the answers, and there is a second larger group that scores within a few
points of the cutoff score. The remainder of the students are somewhat
evenly distributed across the scores above the chance level and below 5
NCEs of the cutoff. This distribution occurs regardless of where a
district sets its cuteff score. The frequency distribution of scores
for unserved educationally deprived students in district Cl1 is shown in
Table 27 to 1llustrate the pattern. In this district 55% of the un-
served students score within 5 points of the district cutoff score of 42
NCEs.

In general, it appears that nearly half the educationally deprived
students in Chapter 1 elementary schools in our sample who are unserved
by any program score very close to the district-egtablished cutoff score
for Chapter 1 eligibility. Thus, the Chapter 1 program may have been
filled to its desired size with lower-scoring students, or posgibly some
form of professional judgment was used to make decisions about where to
place students with marginal scores. Similarly, professional judgment

may also be coming into play in excluding very low-scoring students
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Tahle 27
Distribution of Resding Scores (in NCEs) of Students in District Cl

Who Score Below the Cutoff for Chapter 1 Eligibility and Do Not
Participate in Any Categorical Education Program

T NCE Score " Number of Students

- . __Reading =~ Receiving Score
1 24
2 3
9 2

22 1
213 3
24 8
27 4
28 11
29 5
30 26
31 2
32 26
33 32
34 29
35 38
36 48
37 41
38 50
39 63
40 84
41 92

42 78

whose test scores are judged to be invalid. Additional data from two
districts presented below give other, probably common, reasons students
remain unserved~~lack of room in the program, parental refusal, adequate

classroom performance, and withdrawal from the school.

Additional reasons for not serving some of thgﬁ,edqgatiaﬂgl;g

deprived. For two districts 1in the sample, records are available that
indicate some of the additional reasons for not including a low-scoring
student in the Chapter 1 program. In district El, there are 80 students
eligible for Chapter 1 who are not participating in any categorical

program. Ten of these students were in Chapter 1 last year and are
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performing well enough 4in the regular classroom that they receive
Chapter 1 services only on an occasional basis. Thirteen are on the
waiting list to receive Chapter 1 services and until openings become
available they are scen only periodically by Chapter 1 personnel.
Another 13 students efther have parents who have not given approval to
participate, have moved, or are awaiting placement to some other educa-
tional program. The reasons why the remaining 44 students are not

gserved are not noted.

In district 01, explanations are available as to why 253 of the 619
students (41%) are eligible but not served by Chapter 1. Nearly i00 are
on a walting list for Chapter 1 service. Additional small numbers of
students either have moved (six students), or have difficulty under-
standing English (55 students) so that they have not been included in
Chapter 1. District Ol allows students who are referred by their
teachers to be retested in the fall 1f they scored too high on the
spring test to qualify for Chapter 1 but school staff believe that the
student should participate. Of the 619 unserved but eligible students
in district 01, 42% of them achieved eligibility based on their fall

retest score.

Information from these two districts about the reasons why some
eligible students are not in Chapter 1 illustrate the variety of circum-
stances beyond test score considerations that affect program placement.
It is 1likely that factors such as these influence program assignment

decisions in almost all districts.
Summary

Only one district in our sample serves all of the students in
Chapter 1 elementary schools whom it considers educationally deprived.
The other districts provide Chapter 1 reading services to a subset of
the students in their Chapter 1 elementary schools whom they define as
educationally deprived. Educationally deprived students in Chapter 1
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elementary schools who do not participate In Chapter 1 tend to be
participating in some other type of categorical education program or to
score near the cutoff for Chapter 1 eligibility. In our sample of those
students 1in Chapter 1 elementary schools 1locally defined as educa-
tionally deprived, 637 participate in Chapter 1, 18% receive special
services from other educational programs, and 19% participate in no
special program. This latter group 1is the highest achieving group of

the three.

Dres thg:ngﬂlmEEngHﬁrk"Qpﬁtfibutéfﬁé Some Educationally
| Deprived Students Not Being Served?

Overview

The parts of the legal framework that pertain to student selection
allow districts considerable flexibility in defining which students are
educationally deprived. In addition, student selection options are
available to districts to accommodate their special circumstances.
Policy makers have been concerned that the lack of clearly prescribed
standardized methods for selecting Chapter 1 students or misuse of the
student selection options may lead to discrepancies in targeting

gervices.

Districts in our sample are taking advantage of the flexibility
afforded by the legislation in their student selection practices. Ve
show, however, that within a district, the variety of selection methods
being used (e.g., test score only, test score followed by teacher judg-
ment, composite of scores) will result in similar types of students
being selected. Within a district, application of each of the four
basic selection methods we examined can produce groups of participants
having gimilar characteristics. Of the student selection options avail-
able, only two of the four options (i.e., comparable gervices and trans-
ferred participants), could contribute to eligible students not being

served. (The other two options are discussed later in terms of their
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contributing to the presence of higher achievers.) These options af-
fected so few students in our sample that they did not account for any
significant number of ecducationally deprived students 1in Chapter 1
elementary schools nnt participating in Chapter 1 reading.

Do differences in the student selection methods account for _some educ-
atiﬁnslly depfived students ‘not being aerved?

Four types of student selection strautegies are repreasented in our
sample. Simulations of the four strategieas Indicate that they are
equally effective for identifying students who sre most educationally

deprived.

Districts in our sample differ in the proportion of their popula~
tions that they define as educationally deprived, ranging from 6% to
67%. In general, the lower achieving the district, the larger the
proportion of the population it defines as educationally deprived. A
correlation of -.66 was found between district reading achievement score
(which ranged from 46 to 66 NCEs) and proportion of students who are
educationally deprived as defined by the district.

Specific selection _Btrategies. A review of student targeting

practices 1in our sample of 30 LEAs indicates that four student selection

strategies are represented:

Selection is based on test scores. All students scoring below
an established value are eligible for service.

® Sclection is based on a single composite score that 1s derived
from two or more such as: (a) scores on standardized achieve-
ment tests, (b) scores on criterion-referenced tests, (¢) class-
room grades, and (d) teacher judgments.

® Selmction 1is a two-step process. Preliminary eligibility is
based on test scores, and final selection is based on some other

factor such as teacher judgment.
e Selection 18 a two-step process. Preliminary eligibility is

based on teacher judgments of need. Final selection is based on
test scores.
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Distinctions among these four selecction atrategies are not alwnys
clear cut and variations within strategy were frequently observed 1in our
30-8ite aample. Some of these variations are worth discussinp hero.
Even districts that describe their selection practices as based entirely
on test scores appear to consider other factors In the selection pro-
cesa, At several aites, for example, students are retested=-~suggesting
that the validity of their initial scores was questioned. Not sur-
prisingly, some of the iInitially ineligible atudents became eligible
upén retesting. The students who ultimately recelive services, however,
are not cntlrely conslstent with either set of scores. Some other

Judgments obviously are involved in the final selection process.

Table 28 presentas findings from a national mail survey of Title I
directors (Advanced Technology, 1983) showing the percentage of dis-
tricts that use various types of student selectlon practices. While
these groups do not correspond exactly to our four strategies, they do
give a national perspective on the incidence of soze student selection

practices.

Table 28

Percent of Title I Directors Nationwide Using Various
Student Selection Strategies in 1981-82

Student Selection Strategy Percent
Cémbinatian of teast séefég aﬁ& :eacﬁé;"jéééﬁé%t;rw - ) -
emphasis on teat scores 31
Combination of test scores and teacher judgment,

emphasis on teacher judgment 29
Combination of test scores and teacher judgment,

with no emphasis on either 16
Test scores only 15
Parental judgment considered 8
Other (all 4% or less) 11

Source: Advanced Technology, 1983, Local operations of Title I, ESEA
1976-1982: A resource book. - - -
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In districts where composite scores derived by combining acores
from two or more measures (e.g., quantified teacher Jjudgments and test
scores) are used for selection, several different methods for generating
the composite were observed--gome quite eclaborate. In gener.l, the
intention 18 to give the components equal weight in the composite
although this goal is achieved with varying degrees of success.

In our sample, sequential selection procedures most frequently
involve teat scores first, and then teacher judgments. One district,
however, defines as e¢ligihle all students whoee test scores fall below
the 20th percentile (except for some specfal and bilingual education
program participants) as well as those students between the 20th and
40th percentiles who are one or more "units” below grade level in thelr
classroom basal reading series. In this 1instance we treated classroom
reading assignments as a form of teacher judgment and classified the
gelection strategy as one where eligibility is determined by test score

and selection by teacher judgment.

Teacher Judgments are rarely used as the sole criterion for
selecting Chapter 1 participants nationally and within our sample.
Perhaps the closest to the exclusive use of teacher judgment in our
sample is the selection model used by only one of the 30 districts where
eligibility 1is determined by teacher judgment and selection from among

the eligibles is governed by test score.

Simulated _comparigsons of different selection strategies. When

districts can use any of four apparently different selection strategles,
a question arises about the outcomes of the selection process. Within a
district, do the same students tend to be selected for service regard-
less of the particular strategy used, or do different strategies result

in the selection of different studenta?

To investigate this 1ssue, we simulated the four selection proces-

ses using the data base of a single district. To conduct a simulation
. |

= B F
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of all four student gelection strateglea, we required two sects of test
scores and one independent set of teacher judgments for each student.
Only one of our 30 district-level data bases (82) contained the needed
information. Fortunately, however, that data base encompassed a large
number of students (3,603 in grades 3 through 6) and thus could provide

stable estimates.

District 82, as a general rule, serves only those students who
score below the 30th percentile on a standardized achievement test.
Although fts student sclection procedures incorporate teacher Jjudgments
as well as test scores, our simulation of the test-gcore~only strategy
used the 30th percentile as a sharp cutoff. All students who scored
below that cutoff were classified as selected for Chapter 1 and all
students who scored above it were classified as not selected. Uaing
scores from the first testing, 1,583 (44%) of the 3,603 students 1in
grades 3 through 6 in the eligible schools were classified as selected.

To simulate the strategy of selection on the basis of a composite
score, we constructed a composite that gave equal weight to teacher
Judgments and test scores. Students were then ranked in order of their
compogite scores. Ve then classified the 1,583 students with the lovest

composite scores as selected for Chapter 1 program participation.

To simulate the third student-selection strategy, we classified all
students who scored below the 50th percentile on the standardized
achievement test as Chapter l-eligible, From that pool of eligible
students we then selected the 1,583 students whom teachers judged to be

in the greatest need of services.

To simulate the fourth student-selection strategy we simply
reversed the order of the two steps described above. We classified all
students who received teacher judgments below the median as Chapter 1-
eligible. From that pool of eligible students we then selected the

1,583 students who had the lowest scores on the achievement test.
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To ascertain the impacts of the seclection setrategles, we examined
the test scores of the same group of students on a pecond testing. The
mean scores of the sele~ted students are virtually identical for the
four astrateglea~~ranging from a low of 29.97 NCEs for the test-score-
only strategy to 30.81 NCEs for the third strategy (where eligibilicy is
based on test scores and subsequent selection on teacher judgment). The
difference, .84 NCEs, s not statistically significant. The four tar-
geting strategles result in the selection of equally 1low achieving

students.

The reaults are remarkably consistent across grade levels with the
maximum between-satrategy differences being 1.03 NCEs at third grade, .66
NCEs at fourth grade, .47 NCEs at fifth grade, and 1.13 NCEs at sixth

grade. None of these differences 1s statistically significant.
We also examined the numbers and percentages of selected students
who were minority and who were poor under each of the four selection

strategles. These data are predented in Table 29.

Table 29

Numlers and Percents of Selected Students Who Were Minority
and Poor as a Function of Selection Strategy

—_Selection Strategy

Tééﬁfdﬁlxr 7Gompaaigg' Test/Judg. Judg./Test
Type of Student N % N X ;ﬁs— N % “”"5#11
Minority 925 58 890 56 889 56 893 56
Poor 1107 70 1088 69 1085 69 1087 69

As can be seen from Table 29, the test-only strategy results in the
selection of a few more minority students and a few more poor students
than any of the other three strategles. Again, the differences are
small and not statistically significant. The consistency of the results
is interesting to note, however. When test scores are the sole selec~

tion criterion, more low achieving, minority, and poor children are
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selected for program participation than when any of the three selection
strategies including teacher judgment 1s employed.

This simulation involved the data base from only one district. 1If
all the necessary data were available to do this type of simulation in
other districts and the correlation between teacher judgment and test
acore was as strong as in district 52, what might we expect to find? 1f
all four strategles were applied in a district whose students have very
different characteristics than those 1in district 82, the selection
strategies would sti1l produce four groups of selected students that
were similar to one another. However, these groups would have char-
acteristics different from those found in S2. Across different types of
districts the same selection strategy will identify students with dif-
ferent characteristics. Within distriects, the different selection

strategies will produce groups having similar characteristics.

Of course, there are many aspects of actual student selection that
are not reproduced in this simulation. In the simula:iorn cutoffs were
set on a computer and students selected starting from the lowest scoring
student and counting up to create the size of group desired. No atten-
tion was pald to whether certain students might be receliving other
categorical service, and the group was not allowed to grow or shrink.
Further, cutoffs were strictly adhered to, which rarely occurg in
reality. Thus, the simulation does not allow for the complexities,
errors, and decisions to overrule policy which one finds in any school
district. However, the simulation 1illustrates that, at least when
teacher judgment and test scores are strongly related, differences in
the four strategies themselves will not result in different types of

students being selected.

Do the student selection options contribute to educationally deprived
StudEﬂtS not reﬁeiv;_grservice?

Comparable services option. Tn our sample only 2% of the educa-

tionally deprived students are skipped because they are receiving
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comparable Bervices. Chapter 1 1legilslation does permit those educa~
tionally deprived students who are receiving services comparable in
size, scope, and quality to those provided by Chapter 1 to be passed
over for service. The comparable services must be funded by non-federal
gources. This option 1s intended to be used to avold duplication of

services to the same individuals.

The comparable services option applies to s limited pumber of
districts and educationally deprived students in our sample. 1In only
three of the 13 districts in our sample where state funds are made
available for compensatory education are comparable state-funded ser-
vices provided in Chapter 1 schools at the grades served by Chapter 1.
For these three large urban districts, the comparable services option
legally allows 11%, 23%, and 5%, respectively, of the educationally
deprived in Chapter 1 elementary schools in those districts to be
skipped. Though in an individual district, skipped state compensatory
education (SCE) students may be a significant number, across the 30
districts these SCE students represent only 2% of the educationally
deprived (locally defined) in Chapter 1 elementary schools.

In the other 10 districts with SCE, the skipping option cannot be
used because either (a) the state funds are simply added to the general
funds that a district receives and no identifiable services are provided
nor are particular students identified for service (three districts),
(b) the state compensatory education program is at different grades from
Chapter 1 (fo.. districts), or (c) SCE is at the same schools and grades
as Chapter 1 but it provides different services (three districts). 1In
the latter case, one district uses its SCE funds to serve limited-
English-proficient students, the second district serves students wvho
fail the third grade proficiency test, and the third district serves

students who fail the state math competency test in grades 3, 5, and 8.

Transferred participants option. This option, especially designed

for districts undergoing desegregation, allows Chapter 1 services to



follow Chapter 1 students who are assigned to a non-Chapter 1 achool.
None of the districts in our sample was Involved in reasgigning students
to schools in the middle of the school year. The option was not being

used by any of the 30 districta.

The simulation indicates that the four strategles that we examined
for gelecting Chapter 1 participants appear equally offective for iden-
tifying those students who are most educationally deprived. Thie find-
ing does not suggest that any change in student targeting regulations teo
make student selection strategies uniform across districts would result
in improved targeting outcomes. It may, on the other hand, {indicate
that districts that expend substantial time and effort implementing
elaborate student rating schemes and complex welghted composite scoves

can use simpler procedures without Jeopardizing the selection process.

Neither the comparable services option nor the transferred partic-
ipant option appears to be cresting problems for student targeting. 1In

our sample these options are little used.

Are IBEfg,ﬁigher,Aehieying Students
) ?aﬁticipaﬁigg;infChap;eg,1?

Overview

The presence in the program of students who are higher achievers
(1.e., score above the 50th percentile or score above their district's
cutoff score for program eligibility) has been an 1ssue of concern to
policy makers. 1In grades 2 through 6 nationally, an estimated 6.9% of
the students in Title I schools who scored above the national median
were in Title I in 1976 (Breglio, et al., 1978). This group made up
8.3% of the Title I students. Such students are also found among the

Chapter 1 elementary school participants in our 30-district sample.
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We find that the higher achlevers in Chapter 1 eclementary schools
in our sample generally score juat above their district's cutoff score
for eligibility. We show that their presence 1@ the program results
from at least four factors. The first is the unreliability of selection
instruments, on which students do not obtain the same score on two con-
secutive testings or ratings. Errors Iin measuring student achievement
levels cannot be completely eliminated given the unreliability of tests,
rating scales, teacher judgments, and any other factors available for
assessing student performance. The farther a student's score is from
the cutoff for eligibility the less chance of an error in making a deci-
sion about a student's program assignment. However, the inability to
discriminate accurately between the educational need of those students
scoring just below and just above the cutting point creates a problem

for selecting the appropriate students.

Second, the uge of ceacher judgments or other factors (e.g., basal
reading level, grade point average, etc.) to override assignment to the
program based on the selection score alone contributes to the presence
of higher achievers even when the judgments are a more valid indicator
of need for the program. 1In some student selection strategies, these
other factors are considered with the test scores as part of a composite
score2; in others, they are used in sequential order. Some students who
have higher test scores enter the program because their scores on the

other measures are lov.

A third factor that contributes to the presence of higher achieving
students 1s what appears to be a misunderstanding in our sample about
the use of the "formerly eligible" student option. In our 30-district
sample, some of the students who are no longer educationally deprived
(according to their own district's definition), may continue to partic-
ipate in the program. According to the legislative framework, however,
the ﬁfarmefly eligible” student selection option applics only to those
students who are still educationally deprived but no longer among those
in greatest need. In our sample, nearly 35% of the higher achievers who

participate in Chapter 1 are former Chapter 1 participants.
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Finally, in a later sectlon, we find that districts 1in our gample
whose average achievement levels are above the national average are
likely to have higher achievers as a greater proportion of their Chapter
1 students. In these districts, a mismatch betweec: the number of
students who can be served by the Chapter 1 program and the low number
of educatfonally deprived students in the Chapter 1 schools results in

higher achievers participating in Chapter 1.

How many higher achieving elementary-level students are participating in

Chapcer 1 reading programs in outr Bﬂmplé?

stapda:dizgé”defin;t§9q_pfﬂedu:gpianally deprived. Across the 30

districts, we find that 5.8% of the students in Chapter 1 schools who
scored above the 50th percentile participate in Chapter 1. Students
scoring above the 50th percentile represent 10% of the Chapter 1 par-
ticipants in our sample, ranging across districts from a low of O to a
high of 43%. (See Table A~10 {n Appendix A.)

Locslly:detef@iﬂgg,éef;nitian_nf educationally deprived. Approxi-
mately 16% of Chapter 1 reading students in Chapter 1 elementary schools

in our sample scored above their district's criterion for eligibilicy.
On the average, the number of higher achieving Chapter 1 participants in
our sample 1s equivalent to two children per grade level per Chapter 1
school. Table 30 presents the percentage of higher achieving Chapter 1
students for each district in the sample grouped by district achievement
score. These percentages of higher achieving Chapter 1 elementary read-
ing participants in our sample districts range from O to 92%. Regard—
less of whether a uniform criterion or local criteria are used to esti-
mate the percentage of children in Chapter 1 who are not educationally
deprived, both estimates indicate the presence of such higher achievers

in the program.
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Table 30

Number and Percent of Chapter 1 Elementary Students in Our Sample
Who Are Higher Achievers

District S ) Chapter ]} Students Who
Achievement District Chapter 1 Are Higher Achievers
Level ~~ Code _Enrollment o i
Low (46=47 NCEs)
J2 77 9 11.7
02 205 0 0.0
52 2,332 556 23.8
L1 781 6 0.8
01 1,970 81 4.1
H2 56 16 28.6
Med{um (48-52 NCEs)
M2 217 0 0.0
Rl 648 144 22.2
cl 1,318 194 14.7
Ml 920 132 14.3
51 5,699 252 4.4
El 37 0 0.0
Gl 404 151 37.4
ch 459 24 5.2
H1#* 162 53 32.7
D2 6,218 2,426 39.0
53 958 107 11.2
High (53-56 NCEs)
P2 1,160 380 32.8
B2 54 14 25.9
D1 7,474 568 7.6
55 208 39 18.8
L2 634 33 5.2
C5 82 46 56.1
Very High (57—-66 NCEs)
Pl 58 2 3.4
Bl 390 65 16.7
S4 53 23 43.4
J1 7 2 28.6
c2 44 16 36.4
56 123 2 1.6
M3 12 11 91.7

Note. Higher achievers are students who score above thelr district's
cutoff score for Chapter 1 eligibility.

*Since Hl 1s a high school district, the high school scores were
analyzed-
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Who among the higher achievers participates in Chapter 1?

Based on data from districts that use test score or test score | us
teacher judgment selection methods, we find that 45% of the Chapter 1
students who score above thelr district's cutoff score fall within 5
NCEs of the cutoff score, as shown in Table A=11 in Appendix A. (For
districts using composite scores for selection, the test scores of
highe- achievers who are served are quite evenly distributed.) Typ-
the cutoff and the frequencies decreasing in a long tail as scores
become higher. 1In Table 31, data from district Cl provide an example of
the frequency distribution of the scores of Chapter 1 participants who
are above their district's cutoff. Thus, as with unserved eligible
students, most higher achieving students participating in Chapter 1

obtain scores very close to their district's cutoff score.

Table 31

Frequency Distribution of Scores of Chapter 1 Students
Who Score Above the District Cutoff in District Cl

NCE Reading

Number Recelving

_ __Score the Score .
43 20
44 31
45 30
46 17
47 20
49 10
50 9
51 14
52 10
53 4
54 5
55 3
56 3
57 9
60 1
61 5
66 1
69 1

1
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What accounts for the presence of higher achievers among Chapter 1 par-

ticipants?

Unreliability of selection instruments. No matter how strictly a

district may attempt to exclude students scoring above a certain cutoff
point from Chapter 1, when students are retested or are rated, some of
them will always obtain scores above the cutoff. The change in a stu-
dent's score stems from the unreliability of the selection instruments.
If tests or grades or ratings were perfectly reliable, students would
achieve the same number a second time as on the first, assuming no

intervening treatment.

Unfortunately, measures of educational need are never perfectly
reliable. It 18 alwavys the case that when gubgroups of satudents are
selected for the Chapter 1 program on the basis of scoring below some
gaelection criterion, upon reassessment, their mean score will be closer
to the average score of the group from which they were selected than it
wag on the 1initial assessment. Stated another way, students selected
because they had low scores will tend to score higher on a retest. This
phenomenon is purely statistical and has nothing to do with anything
that may have happened to the students between the two test administra-

tions.

The simulations conducted using data from discrict S2 provide an
illustration of the effect of test unreliability. When a strict 30th
percentile cutoff on the first test was used to select Chapter 1
students, 2127 of these students scored poove the cutoff on the second
testing, = ¥ scored not only above the cutoff, but above the 50th

percent!?

The unreliablility of terts and all other types of available
measures ~ill always result in gome apparently ineligible students being
served. The proportion of served students who score above the 50th

percentile will be higher for less reliable instruments. Since tests
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used for younger children are generally less reliable than those used
for older children, the problem of apparently ineligible students being

served will be more prevalent at the early grade levels.

Professional Judgments and other non-test score factors. FEven in

the districts in our sample where the district policy 18 to assipn
students to Chapter 1 based solely on test performance, teachers and
other education staff exercise their professional judgment and overrule
program asslgnments determined by test score alone. This practice 1sg
not an undesirable one, especially when it enables tecachers and other
professionals who detect invalid scores to remove students with spuri-
ously low scores from the selected group and to include students with

spuriously high scores who have been omitted.

We found three general methods of employing additional measures of
educational need. The first, and most quantifiable, 1s the use of
uniform rating or ranking procedures in which teachers' asgsessments of
their students' educational need are recorded using the aame standards
and criteria for all students. The structure and format of these rating
scales vary from district to district, and they may be mathematically
combined with test score data or used simply as an additional considera-
tion in determining which students will participate in the Chapter 1
program. In two of the districts in our sample that had a standardized
districtwide method for teachers to rate students, the correlations
between the test scores and teacher ratings of the students were around

+7, indicating a strong relationship between the two measures.

The second method involves the systematic coneideration of a
limited set of additional indicators to refine or validate the test
score results. While these seldom result in a single quantified rating,
they are systematic in that the same set of indicators is considered for

each student.
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The third method 1s one in which infomation other than a test
score 18 brought to bear on student targeting, but {s idiosyncratic to
the particular student under conslderatifon. This occurs most often when
a teacher belleves that a student's test score 18 not an accurate
assessment of his/her educational need. This can and does occur in both
directions. That is, teachers can recommend that a student who is not
considered educationally deprived be-admitted to the Chapter 1 program;
or that a student who 1is considered educationally deprived not be
admitted to the Chapter 1 program. In some districts, a teacher's
recommendation 18 sufficient to effect this change. In others, some
form of objective evidence is required. 1In either case, the procedures

and measures are not the same for all students.

District C2, a large suburban district in our sample, 4illustrates
the use of idiosyncratic teacher judgments. Students scoring below the
40th percentile on a standardized test are considered eligible for
Chapter 1. 1In one of the elementary schools in C2, there are 26 stu-
dents in the Chapter 1 program. Of these, eight scored above the 40th
percentile on the selection test. Student 1identification codes and
actual test scores of these students are contained in Table 32, along
with the reasons for the selection decisions given by the Chapter 1
teacher in that school. The reasons reflect the variety of types of
information taken into consideration in deciding to place a higher

achiever in Chapter 1.

Of the eight students who were in the program but were not ini-
tially considered educationally deprived, the most common reason was a
lack of confidence in the selection test results. In each case, retest-
ing with another standardized test confirmed that these students were
far more educationally deprived than was indicated by the results of the
first testing. Two of the students were described as "in transitien”
from special education to the regular classroom. Both had been diag-
nosed as learning disabled while in special education and were believed

to need another year of special, instruction before returning to the
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Tahle 132

Examples of Teacher Judgments That Formed the Basis for Placing
Higher Achievers in Chapter 1 in One School in Our Sample

Student  Percentile

Coda Score L Teacher Judgmenta _

111 51 Overachiever, very motivated. Reeently left
Special Education, diagnosed as learning
disabled.

112 67 Wide digcrepancy betwean Vocabulary (75Z1le)
and Comprehension (20%1le). Needs help with
Comprehension.

113 48 Had been in Special Education as learning
disabled student. 1In Chapter 1 for only a few
montha,

114 78 Score is way too high--cheating. Retested at
3%4le under monitored conditions.

115 48 Slow learner. Retested at 22%{le Vocabulary
and 14%1ile Comprehension.

116 48 Data error. 1Is not in Chapter 1. Does excellent
classroom vork, highly motivated.

117 42 Absent a lot, slow 1n class. Retested at 12th
%ile Vocabulary and 12th Zile Comprehension.

118 53 Special request for Chapter 1 assistance with
writing and spelling. Classwork totally

illegible.

regular classroom. Of the remaining thiee students, one was simply a
coding error on the data base--this student was not a Chapter 1 partic-
ipant; another was referred by a classroom teacher for special help in
spelling and handwriting because he could not produce any written work
that was legible; the last scored well below the cutoff in reading
comprehension (20th percentile) but very high in vocabulary (70th
percentile), resulting in a total reading score which slightly exceeded
the cutoff. Because the Chapter 1 reading program in district (2
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emphasizes comprehension, the teacher recommended him for Chapter 1

nervice deapite the high score on the vocabulary nmubtest.

Summary

The two primary reasons for the presence of apparent higher
achievers in Chapter 1 elementary school reading programs 1in our sample
are the unreliability of selection measures and the use of professional
judgments and other non-test factors in student selection. The mean of
a group of students selected because of low test scores will tend to be
selightly higher {f they are retested, thus accounting for some higher
achieving students qualifying for the program. Ratings of students by
teachers have a high but {mpevfect correlation with test scores. There-
fore, teachers invariably will want to exclude some students with low
scores that they perceive as not needing extra help, and include stu-
dents with higher scores who are perceived as needing help. 1In later
sections of this chapter we demonstrate that two other factors, the
formerly eligible option and the participation by some districts with
low concentrations of educationally deprived students, also contribute

to the presence of higher achievers in Chapter 1.

Do Student Selection Options Contribute to the
Presence of Higher Achlevers in Chapter 17

Only two of the four atudent selection options could contribute
dirécﬁly to the pregence of higher achievers in the program: the for-
merly eligible option and the schoolwide project option. (The other two
student selection options were diacussed earlier in terms of contrib-
uting to educationally deprived students being missed by Chapter 1.) A
misunderstanding of the formerly eligible option by many districts in
the sample contributes to higher achievers participating in Chapter 1.
Over one-third of the higher achievers in Chapter 1 were Chapter 1

participants the previous year.
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The schoolwide project option potentinlly could contribute te the
presence of higher achievers in the program. However, the option was
used by only one school in the 30-district sample and thus did not

account for higher achlievers among the Chapter 1 students in our sample.

The Formerly Eligible Option

The formerly eligible option allows students who were in grecatest

continue to be educationally deprived. This option allows districts tos
maintaln ge:vice to former Chapter 1 students whose achievemen® has
improved. However, the option requires that such atudents must gtii: be

educationally deprived.

Most district Chapter 1 staff 4in our sample tend not to use this
option in the way prescribed by the legislation. Students to whom the
option 1is applied are typically students who score above their dis-
trict's eligibility criterion and were in Chupter 1 the previous year.

Twenty-three districts provided information on which students
participated in Chapter 1 the previous year as well as which students
participate in the current year. Of those Chapter 1 elementary students
who score above their district's cutoff, about 35% of them had been
Chapter 1 participants the previous year and presumably qualified for
the program during that year.

Applying the formerly eligible option to students in this fashion
1s analogous to the formerly eligible school selection option in which
former Chapter 1 schools whose poverty levels fall below their dis=
trict's average may continue to receive Chapter 1 funds. The intent of
the school selection option is to provide continuity of service in
schools that would be otherwise ineligible because of minor or temporary
fluctuations in the poverty level in the attendance area's population.

Similarly, Chapter 1 personnel in our sample described the “formerly
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eligible” atudent option ns allowing them to provide a continuity of
educational programs to students who would be otherwise ineligible
because of wminor fluctuations 1in thelr achievement scores, glven that
nearly half (45%) of the higher achieving Chapter 1 students score
within 5 NCEs of their district's cutoff score. This misapplication of
the formerly eligible option may account for nearly 357 of the higher
achievers who participated 1in elementary level Chapter 1 reading

programg in our sample.

Schoolwide Project Option

In our sample the schoolwide project option 1s not contributing
significantly to the presence of higher achieving students in Chapter
1. 1In schools in which 75% or more of the children are from low-income
families, all the students in the school may receive Chapter 1 program
gervicea if the district conforms to certain other legal requirements.
In our 30-district sample, 85 schools in 11 of the districts have pov~
erty levels of 75% or higher. Only one of these schools has a school-
wide Chapter 1 project. It is a rural school with a poverty level of
81% in which the average achievement level schoolwide is 38 NCEs (or the
28th percentile).

Nationwide few of the relatively small number of schools that
qualify for the schoolwide project option uge 1t. A survey conducted by
NCES in 1979 (National Center for Education Statistics, 1979) found that
only 5% of the districts that participated in Title I had schools that
could qualify for the schoolwide option. Only 25 schools had or ex-
pected to have a schoolwide project during the 1979-80 school year.

In simulations presented below, we show that the within-district
effect of introducing schoolwide projects 1s likely to be more pro-
nounced in a small district than in a large district. Within districts,
the overall effect of greater use of the schoolwide project option on
the characteristics of Chapter 1 participants would depend on what types
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of achools and students currently in Chapter 1 would no longer be served
and what types of new atudents would become Chapter 1 students because
they are in the schoolwide project schools. Natlonally, greater use of
the option 1s not likely to change the characteriatics of program stu-
dents because too few Chapter 1 schools are affected to make an impact

on national statiatics.

Schoolwide projects in a_large district. We conducted a simulation

of the schoolwide project option using data from one of the largest
districts in our sample. The district has 95 elementary schools, 11 of
which have poverty 1levels of 75% or higher. We compared the poverty
level and achievement distribution of current Chapter 1 students with
those that would be selected for Chapter 1 if the schoolwide option was
used. We examined three different school/student selcction strategies
in vwhich the schoolwide option 1s used. Under strategy one, the stu-
dents in the 11 schools that qualify for a schoolwide project were
simply added to the present Chapter 1 program, thereby increasing the
total number of participants from 7,580 to 9,280 students.

Under a second strategy, starting with the current Chapter 1 school
ranked lowest in poverty and moving upward, we deleted Chapter 1 schools
until the total number of Chapter 1 students that remained matched as
closely as possible the number presently served by the distriet. This
resulted in 27 schools being dropped from the Chapter 1 program with a
total of 7,631 students being served.

The third strategy retained all the currently served schools and
eliminated the 1,700 highest scoring current Chapter 1 students 1in
non-gchoolwide project schools so as to keep the total number of Chapter
1 students equal to the number currently served. Results of these

simulations are shown 1in Table 33.

140

122



Table 33

Characterintics of Current Chapter 1 Students Compared to
Simulations of Three Strategies for Adding Schoolwide Projects

Chapter 1 ______Schoolwide Projects Added:
Student Char- Current No Other Lowest Poverty highest Achieving
acteristics _ Program __Changes Schools Deleted Students Deleted
Total # Students 7,580 9,280 7,631 7,580
Total # Schools 20 90 63 90
Percent Poor 65% 67% 71% 702
Mean Reading

Score (Percentile) 27 32 32 28

Note. Simulations are based on data from one large district.

All three patterns of introducing schoolwide projects into this
distriet would result in higher poverty levels among the participants,
ranging from a slight increase of 2 percentage points when students in
schoolwide projects are simply added to the present Chapter 1 population

to an increase of 5 or 6 percentage points in the other configurations.

With the addition of schoolwide projects, the average achievement
level of sgelected students remains relatively 1low. It increases
slightly from the current 27th percentile to the 28th percentile when
the highest achieving students are deleted, and reaches the 32nd

percentile in the other two strategies.

The big difference in achievement between the current Chapter 1
population and those in the simulations is in the distribution of the
reading scores, as can be seen in Table 34. Currently only 50 students
out of the 7,580 in the Chapter 1 program score above the 50th percen-
tile. Under each of the three simulations the proportion of partici-
pants who would be scoring above the 50th percentile increases from 1%
to about 13%Z. Nearly 1,054 of the 1,700 students who would enter
Chapter 1 by virtue of attending a school that qualifies for a school-

wide project scovre above the 50th percentile.
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Table 34

Distributions of Reading Achievement Scores Comparing Current Chapter 1
Students With Three Strategies for Adding Schoolwide Projects

_Schoolwide Projects Added:

Percentile Current No Other Lowest Poverty  Higheat Achieving

Score Ranges _Program  Changes Schools Deleted Students Deleted
N % N 4 N 7z N 7

€ 25th Zile 3,033 40 3,210 34 2,647 35 3,210 42

> 25 and < 50 4,497 59 4,966 53 3,891 51 3,314 44

> 50th Zile 50 1 1,104 12 1,093 14 1,057 14

Total: 7,580 100 9,280 99 7,631 100 7,581 100

Note. Flgures are based on data from the same large district used in
Table 33.

A similar simulation done with data from a district that has more
Chapter 1 students scoring above the 50th percentile might show little
change in the distribution of achievement scores. In such a case the
number of current Chapter 1 students above the 50th percentile could be
deleted to counterbalance the addition of those students with similar

high scores attending schools with schoolwide projects.

Schoolwide projects in a small district. In a small district, the
additional students that would enter a Chapter 1 program if a schoolwide
project option were used could have much bigger effect on the average
reading score of the Chapter 1 students in that district., For instance,
in a small distriect in our sample, all the schools are Chapter 1 schools
and 4 out of 5 of them qualify for the schoolwide project option. If
the option were exercised, the average achievement level of Chapter 1
elementary students in this digtrict would approach that of the dis-
trictwide average. For this district, when schoolwide projects are
adopted, the mean achievement score would increase from 40 NCEs for
present Chapter 1 students to 46 NCEs, the district average for elemen-
tary students. The poverty level among Chapter 1 students would remain

at its current level of 97%.
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A simulation of the option 1in a large district and in a amall
district 1llustrates that use of the option can produce more of a change
in the characteristics of Chapter 1 participants in a small district
than in a large district. A small digtrict is limited in ita ability to
offset the characteristics of the students added by schoolwide projects
by changing other school or student gelection practices. The average
achievement level of Chapter 1 students would he 1likely to increase when
small, poor districts use the option. In large districts, however,
the average achievement level of the participants could change very
little, even though more higher achievers from sachoolwide projects
became Chapter 1 participants. The use of the option can increase the
poverty level of Chapter 1 participants in large districts depending on
the proportion of its schools that could qualify for schoolwide proj-

ects.

Theoretically, the option that could contribute the most to the
number of higher achievers in Chapter 1 1is the schoolwide project
option, which results in all students being gerved in a school that has
a poverty level above 75%. TIn the study sample, only one out of 85
eligible schools elected to use this option. Because of limited use and
the high correlation between school poverty and achievement both in our
sample and nationally, the existence of this option does not appear to
account for many of the higher achievers in Chapter 1. Within a dis-
trict, the effect of an increase in the use of the option would depend
on what other school and student selection practices were changed (if
any) to counteract the Introduction of the additional students from
schoolwide projects. Widespread use of the option nationally is un~
1ikely to increase the average achievement level or the poverty rate of
participants because there are 8o few schools in the nation that can

qualify for the option.
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If the formerly eligible option were applied correctly in our
sample districts, 1t would wnot contribute to the presence of higher
achievers in Chapter 1 at these sites. Districts that miasunderstand the
law and assume that the option operates the same way as the school
aelection option include some students whose teat scores were, bul are
no longer below the cutoff for Chapter 1 eligibility. According to test
score criterion alone, these higher achievers should not be in Chapter
1. It is probable that the effect of strict adherence to the law would
be small, however, because the test scores of most higher achievers whe
participated in Chapter 1 the previous year are close to the cutoff.
Thus, teacher judgment about these students might result 1in some of

these apparent higher achievers continuing to participate in Chapter 1.

Are There Particular Types of Sehaolgﬁcrrp;attictsﬁiﬁ Our Sample That
Are Serving Higher Achievers, Sk;pﬁiﬂgglﬁﬁéf Achievers, or Both?

Overview

In our sample, we found no relationship between the number of
educationally deprived students not participating 1in any categorical
program in a Chapter 1 elementary school and the achievement level or
poverty level of that school. At the district level, neither district
achievement nor district poverty 1s related to the number of unserved

educationally deprived students in Chapter 1 elementary schools.

The achievement or poverty level of schools within districts in our

sample also is not related to higher achievers participating in Chapter
1. However, by examining Chapter 1 schools acr¢ssrghefdis§:iggs in our

sample we find that for schools having similar mean achievement scores,
the schools that are less poor are more apt to have a greater proportion
of higher achievers in their Chapter 1 programs. In addition, at the
district level, districts in our sample with high average achievement
Scores contain greater proportions of higher achievers in their Chapter

1 programs than other types of districts. 1In our gample, we show how
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the presence of high achieving districts contributes to higher achievers

being served by Chapter 1.

Within the districtas in our sample, there 18 no relationship be-
tween the number of unserved ecducationally deprived students in a
Chapter 1 elementary school and the number of higher achleving Chapter 1
students in the school. We found no pattern within districts of schools
skipping students who scored below their district's cutoff score for
eligibility and instead serving students who scored above the cutoff.
However, there are districts relative to others in the sample that have
(a) high proportions of educationally deprived students not served by
any program and (b) high proportions of higher achieving students in
Chapter 1. These districts do not have a uniform student selection
policy, or the policy that exists is not implemented uniformly across
gchools. Digstriet wurbaniclty, size, student selection method, and

poverty are unrelated to these apparent Iinequities in student selection.

Are there particular types of Chapter 1 schools or districts that have
more unserved educationally deprived students than others? -

Chapter 1 schools. Within the 10 districts in the sample having 10

or more Chapter 1 elementary schools, we found that the number of educa-
tionally deprived students who are not served by any type of categorical
program (e.g., Chapter 1, special education, state compensatory educa-

tion) is unrelated to school poverty or school achievement.

Multiple correlations were calculated using school enrollment, the
average achievement level of the school, and the percent poor in the
school (as measured by participation in the National Lunch Program) to
predict the number of educationally deprived students who are unserved
by any program. The multiple correlations ranged from .22 to .87, and
across the 10 districts they averaged .58. For most districts in this
subsample, there was no relationship among school achievement and school
poverty and the number of educationally deprived in the school not

served by any progran.
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Districts. 1In our sample, the rverage achievement score of a dis-
trict and the poverty level of a district are unrelated to the per~
centage of educationally deprived students not being served. The cor-
relation between district achievement and percentage of educationally
deprived who are not aserved is -.14. The correlation between district
poverty and percentage unserved 1is =-.09, {indicating no relationship

between these two factors.

mﬁré higher achieverg in their ?haptér 1 pfogfam?

Chapter 1 schools. Within districts in on: nample, neither the

poverty level or achievement level of a school in related to the number
of higher achievers participating in Chapter 1. Acroas distriets, for
schools of similar achievement levels, the poverty level of schools in
our sample is related to the number of higher achievers in the Chapter 1
programs of the schools. Given two schools having similar achievement
levels, the one that 1s less poor is more likely to have a greater

percentage of higher achieving Chapter 1 participants.

Districts. Across the 30 districts, a moderate positive relation-
ship (correlation of .48) was found between districtwide achievement and
the proportion of Chapter 1 participants who are higher achieving.
District poverty was weakly related to participation rates by higher

achievers (correlation of -.26).

Two districts in our sample with high achieving populations
illustrate how high achievers have entered their Chapter 1 programs.
District M3 has 2z high achieving student population in which the average
achievement districtwide is 66 NCEs. The cutoff score for Chapter 1
program eligibility is set at an NCE of 50 (or the 50th percentile), and
of the 108 students in kindergarten through grade 4, there are six who
score below the 50th percentile. Of these six, one participates in

Chapter 1 and the other five are served by special education. Chapter 1
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gerves a total of 12 students at these same prade levels. The program
includes the one non-special education student sgeoring below the na-

tional average and 11 more who score above lt.

A similar situation 1s found {in district S4, a large suburban
district with a high achieving population. All 30 students who attend
the one elementary school targeted for Chapter 1 and who score helow the
50th percentile are participating in the program. Chapter 1 serves 23

additional students, all of whom score above the 50th percentile.

Districts such as these wish to operate programs that meet local
standards of size, scope, and quality. The average performance of
students in the district 1s well above the national average. To fill
the slots available in the Chapter 1 program, the districts must seek

students who are above the 50th percentile.

In large districts with high achieving students, there 1s the
possibility school selection praczices might be changed to decrease the
proportion of higher achieving Chapter 1 participants. For instance, in
district S4, by including more of the Chapter 1l-eligible schools in the
program and serving fewer students in each of the schools, a lower
scoring group could have been selected for Chapter 1. (Appendix E
presents a simulation showing how the average achievement level of
selected students Increases as the proportion of students selected in a

school increases.)

Are there particular types of schools or districts that serve higher
achievers and skip lower achievers? - o

Ghap;g;ﬁlrgcﬁgg;gg Chapter 1 schools in our sample are not skip-

ping lower scoring students and serving higher scoring students in their
place. These are independent events. Schools that are unable to pro-
vide some type of categorical education program to all their education-
ally deprived students are different schools from those that serve

students who are higher achieving.
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Within districts, almost no relationship was found between a achool
serving higher achicving students and not serving lower achleving ones
with some type of program. For the 10 districts with large numbers of
schools for which we have complete program participation data, the
abgolute value of the school level correlations averaged .07, ranging

from .03 to .58.

Districts. Districts that serve higher achievers and gkip lower
achievers are ones in which (a) the criteria for being gelected for
Chapter 1 vary from echool to aschool or (b) schools do net follow dig-
trict policy. The distribution of the districts in our sample according
to the proportion of educationally deprived students served by aome
program and the proportion of higher achievers participating in Chapter
1 18 presented in Table 35. Seven of the districts have both a low
percentage of their educatlonally deprived students receiving some type
of program service and a high percentage of higher achievers in Chapter
1 relative to the other districts in the sample. These are the dis-

tricte counted in the bottom right corner.

Table 35
Districts In Our Sample Distributed by Percent Higher Achievers
in Chapter 1 and Percent Educationally Deprived
Served by Some Type of Program

Percent of Educationally  Percent of Higher Achievers in Chapter 1

Deprived Served by Low - Moderate = High
Some Program R e 1 10-20% > 20% .
High
- > 95% 3 1 2
> 80 to 952 4 1 2
Moderate
- > 70 to 80% 3 2
Low
60 to 70% 1 1 4
< 60% 3

Note. Three districts are not included because they had no data For
special education participation.
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The seven districts with student pelection discrepancifes noted in
the bottom right hand corner of Table 35 represent a diverse group, as
is apparent from the information in Table 36. All but one district of
the seven haas an achfevement level above 50 NCEs; however, they do not
share the same urbaniecity, enrollment aize, poverty level, or method of

fselecting Chapter 1 students.

Table 36

Characteristics of the Districts {n the Sample That Served
Higher Achievers and Skipped Educationally Deprived Students

~Flewentary Studenta

Average % of Chapter 1
Reading Student %Z Educationally Students Who
S$ize/ Percent Score Selection Daprived in Are Higher
Urbanicity  Poor  (NCEs) Model  Chapter 1 Achieving _
Large Urban 26 53 Test acore 46 i3
Large 3 63 Test acore with 28 37
Suburban teacher judgment
Medium Rural 23 56 Teat score with 17 56
teacher judgment
Med{ium Rural 23 55 Test score with 44 19
teacher judgment
Small Rural 31 52 Composite a5 26

Small Rural 72 47 Composite 40 33

Based on discussions with staff in these districts both at the
district and school level, a common philosophy that characterizes the
majority of these seven districts {s a relfance on unsystematic judg-
ments in the schools to determine program placement. While other dias-
tricts in the sample have also emphasized teacher judgments, six of
these seven districts have not been prescriptive in defining uniform
triteria for rating students across schools within the district. The
seventh district has been highly prescriptive and has developed a
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complex method of welghting a varfety of factors and combining them {nto
a componite selection acore. However, 1local school ataff appear to

dlgregard these composite scores Iin selecting studenta for the program.

For all seven districta, individual schools or even teachers within
schools use independent criteria and different types of {information to
make judgments about placing students in Chapter 1. When, az In our
arialyses, characteristics of the actual Chapter 1 participants are com
pared with the characterintics of those who would have been golected {1
districtwide criteria were uniformly applied, discrepancies are found.
In the case of these seven districts, Chapter 1 {8 serving smaller per=
centages of those students who score below their districtwide criterion
for eligibility and larger percentages of those atudents who score above
it. Differences among schools or among teachers within schools {n the
application of district policy poverning atudent eligibility for Chapter

1, or the lack of a districtwide policy, produces these results.

Chapter Summary

Factors Influencing the Selection of Chapter 1 Students

One of the moast important findings of this chapter 1is that while
Chapter 1 is the program that serves the largest percentage of the
educationally deprived (as defined by each district) in the Chapter 1
elementary schools 1in our sgample, other categorical programs also
provide services to this group. Slightly over 80X of the educationally
deprived students Iin the Chapter 1 elementary schools in our sample
participate in some type of categorical program. The chances of an
educationally deprived student in a Chapter 1 elementary school partic-
ipating in Chapter 1 are influenced by whether he qualifies for other
categorical programs. 1In particular, many educationally deprived stu-
dents in our sample who are in special education are not participating
in Chapter 1, although as a group they are lower scoring than Chapter 1

jstudents.
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Another maijor finding 1a that, regardless of the selection method
used, none of the districts in our sample adhered strictly to its own
definition of educational deprivation or to {ts own cutoff score for
Chapter 1 program eligibility. For students scoring within 5 NCEs of
their district's cu*off score, professional judgment 18 often exerclsed
in deciding who of this group will participate. This Jjudgment fre-
quently results in the exclusion from Chapter 1 of pome atudents scoring
just below the cutoff, and the Iincluaion of some students scoring just

above the cutoff.

The student seleetifon proccss sometimes results in apparent {in-
equities when districts do not have uniform selection criteria for all
their Chapter 1 schools to follow. The use of idiosyncratic teacher
judgments produces situations in which a student's chances for partic-
ipating in Chapter 1 vary from one Chapter 1 school to the next within a
district.

Our sample of 30 disiricts reveals that student selection practices
nationwide are likely to be influenced by the following:

e Many educationally deprived students in greatest need may not
participate in Chapter 1 if they are participating in special
education programs, bilingual/ESL programs, migrant programs, or
gtate compensatory education programs.

e Other educationally deprived non-Chapter 1 students score near
the cutoff for eligibility and do not participate because they
are judged to be less in need than those who do participate.

e Higher achieving Chapter 1 students result from:

(a) unreliability of the instruments (e.g., tesats, rating scales,

grades, etc.) used to measure educational deprivation;
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(b) school=-level determinations that such students have I{nvalld

scoren and deserve to participate; and

(c) the presence of districts that do not have a sufficlent
number of educationally deprived students in their Chapter 1
schools to f111 their Chapter 1 program. Theae districts
with high achieving student populations fi111 the remaining

avallable spaces with higher achievers.

We cxamined the four general strategles used to select students in
our 30-district sample. Simulations showed that any of the four atrat-
egles can result in similar types of educationally deprived students
being selected. The more elaborate and time consuming selection pro-
cedures do not seem to {dentify an educationally needier group of

students than simpler methods.

Ehg;i§§,§b§,§mpa:t of student selection options?

We also examined in this chapter the impact of the legislative
framework on who receives and does not receive program servicea. The
exanination of the use of student gelection options by districts in our

sample showed in summary that:

¢ The formerly eligible option 1s often being incorrectly applied.
Some higher achievers who no longer meet their district's eligi-
bility criteria for educational deprivation are allowed to remain

in Chapter 1 if they were in the program the previous year.

¢ The schoolwide project option is used in only one of the 85 high-
poverty schools in the sample that qualifies for it. The average
reading score in the school i{s 38 NCEs and use of this option did
not contribute in any substantial way to the number of higher
achlevers 1n our sample participating in Chapter 1. Increased
use of’ this option could {increase the proportion of higher
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achievers in the program and increase the poverty concentretion
of participants, but might not c¢hange the average achievement
score of Chapter 1 satudents. Actual changes 1in the character-
{sties of Chapter 1 atudents will depend on what students or
schools are dropped from the program (i{f any) when the additional
atudents in schoolwide projects are added.

e The comparable services option accounted for only 2% of the
educationally deprived students in Chapter 1 elementary schools
in the aample not participating in Chapter 1 so as to avoid
duplication of services. While 13 of the 30 sample districts
received funds for state compensatory education (SCE) prograns,
only three of them operate SCE programs at the same grades and

schoolas as Chapter 1.

e The transferred participant option was not used by any of the
gites 1in our sample since none was reassigning students to

schools during the school year.

Strategles to consider iIn reducing discrepancies 1In student

targeting include:

e A requirement that districts enforce un..crm standards and
methods for selecting Chapter 1 students across all schools in
the district. When professional judgment is to be part of the
decision process, all staff in a district need to base their

judgments on a common set of eriteria.

e Clarification of the formerly eligible student selection option

who are still educationally deprived but are no longer ncces-

sarily among those in greatest need.




® Encouraging districts to develop comprehensive policies to
addreas the issue of program asaignment for those students who

are eligible for scrvices from more than one program.

¢ Encouraging those districts that currently have higher achieving
Chapter 1 participants because they do not have large concentra-
tions of educationally deprived students in their Chapter 1
achools to reconsider their school/student selection practices.
In some instances by selecting more schools and fewer students
per sachool the number of higher achievers 1in the Chapter 1

program can be reduced.
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V. OVERVIEW OF THE FINDINGS AND THEIR POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Overview of the Purpose of the Study

Using a case study approach, this study examined the dynamics and
outcomes of the Chapter 1 program's school and student selection pro-
cedures. Its central focus was to explain why the characteristics of
achools and students selected for program particlpation vary across
districts. The study addressed such questions as: Why are some schools
with very low poverty concentrations receiving program services while
other schools with very high poverty concentrations are not? Why do
some students who are relatively high achievers obtain program services
when many very low achieving students do not? How do districts use the
various school and student selection options contained in the program's
legal framework? How are Chapter 1's school and student selection
dacisions affected by the presence or absence of other programs with

goals or target populations which overlap with Chapter 1?7

Previous studies of the Title I/Chapter 1 school and student selec-
tion process provided descriptive information about the characteristics
of Chapter 1 participants nationally and about the frequency with which
selection options were used. These studies also supplied estimates of
the numbers of low achieving students who were not Title I/Chapter 1
recipients and of the number of higher achieving students who were
participating. Unfortunately researchers had limited information about

why the patterns they found were occurring.

To understand better the dynamiecs and outcomes of the program's
targeting processes, we linked two types of data 1in 30 purposively-
selected districts which represent a range in district size, urbanicity,
poverty, and achievement levels. First, we collected detailed informa-
tion about each distriet's Chapter 1 school and student selection

practices. Second, this information was coupled with each district's
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existing student-level data about many important characteristics of both
Chapter 1 and non-Chapter 1 students. Among othera, these character-
isticas included each student's achievement scores, poverty status, grade
level, school attended, and participation in varfous categorical pro-
grams. This case study design, then, provided for the first time the
necessary data to analyze how particular selection practices and local
district characteristics are related to the types of schools and stu-

dents served by Chapter 1.

While this case study design cannot provide national estimates, it
offers at least two important gets of insights for policy makers inter-=
ested in understanding and improving the program's targeting. Flrat, it
can illuminate how characteristics of the districts and schools whieh
receive Chapter 1 services (i.e., size, percent of students from low-

income families, average student achievement, etc.) interact with cer-

of schools and students currently served fin the progranm. Second,
through simulations it can illuminate the results of modifying or elim

inating certain school and student selection requirements and options.

Many of our data collection efforts and analyses have focused on
disentangling the targeting effects related to school selection from
those related to student selection decisions. Within-district analyses
generally revealed that districts in our sample selected the highest
poverty schoole to participate and identified Chapter 1 participants
from among the lowest achleving students in those schools. Digcrep-
ancies in Chapter 1 targeting, however, became apparent when a cross-
district examination of the results of the selection process was under-
taken. For instance, across districts some schools with low poverty
rates are eligible for Chapter 1 while other schools with much higher

poverty rates are not eligible.



Summary of the Findings

What schools and students participate %ﬁ,th??%t,lﬁi?,ﬂpfmﬁamﬁ}g?

In general, the legal framework specifies that the schools to be
selected for Chapter 1 should be those with the highest concentrations
of students from low-income families. Indeed, within each district in
our sample the Chapter 1 schools have higher poverty rates than the
non-Chapter 1 schools. The legal framework also directs districts to
provide Chapter 1 services to students within the Chapter 1 schools who
are among those in greatest educational need. Again, in the Chapter 1
schools in our sample, the Chapter 1 students are a lower achieving
group than the non-Chapter 1 students. More specifically, in our 30
districts the Chapter 1 schools and students exhibit the following

characteristics:
Chapter 1 Schools

e Chapter 1 schools in our sample have higher concentrations of
poor students than non-Chapter 1 schools. 1In our sample 53%
of the students in Chapter 1 schools are poor compared to 36%
in non-Chapter 1 schools. The poverty levels of Chapter 1

schools in our sample range from 1% to 100Z.

e The reading achievement level of students in Chapter 1 gchools
in our sample is lower than that of students in non-Chapter 1
schools at the same grade bands. o our sample the difference
is 8 NCEs, with students in Chapter 1 schools having an
average score of 50 NCEs (50th percentile) and students in
non-Chapter 1 schools having an average score of 58 NCEs
(65th percentile). The average achievement levels of students
in Chapter 1 schools in our sample range from the 42nd percen=
tile, well below the national average, to the 78th percentile,

well above the national average.
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® Chapter 1 schools 1in our sample have slightly higher propor-
tions of limited-English-proficient students and special edu-
cation students than do non=Chapter 1 achools at the same

grade bands.
Chapter 1 Elementary Students

e Chapter 1 atudents, on the average, score nearly 1 standard
deviation lower than non-Chapter 1 students in Chapter 1
Bchools. In our sample, the average achlevement score of
Chapter 1 students is at the 27th percentile (or 37 NCEs).

® About 71% of the Chapter 1 participants in our sample are poor
compared to 53% of the students in Chapter 1 achools.

e In our sample, limited-English-proficient students participate
in Chapter 1 in higher proportions than they exist in Chapter
1 schools (7% vs. 4%). Special education students participate
in Chapter 1 in about the same proportion as they exist in
Chapter 1 schools (11%).

low 1

_concentrations receiving pro-

Why are some schools with ver

gram_ services while other schools with very high poverty concentrations
are ﬂat?

Under the present legislative framework, 14% of the schools in the
sample having poverty levels at or below 12% are eligible for Chapter
1. On the other hand, 30X of the schools in our sample with poverty
levels above 20X are not eligible because their poverty levels are below
their district's average. When the 25% rule is used, 7% of the schools
with poverty over 20% are still ineligible. Looking at these discrep-
ancies in another way, there are 67 schools in our sample with poverty
levels below 20% that could legally qualify for Chapter 1 because they
have poverty levelg above their district's average, and at the same time
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there are 63 schools in our sample with poverty levels above 207 that

could not legally qualify.

The following factors contribute to the presence of gome low=
poverty schools in Chapter 1 and the absence of some high poverty
schools:

e Low-poverty Chapter 1 schools are often a direct result of the
participation in the program of low-poverty districts. Low—
poverty schools are eligible for Chapter 1 funds when they have
poverty levels above their district's (low) average. Although
Chapter 1 allocations to low-poverty districts are relatively
small, they add up to about $400 million annually.

e High-poverty mnon-Chapter 1 schools result from schools being
below their district's (high) poverty average and having glightly
fewer than 25% low-income students. In some cases, they result
from schools being in high-poverty districts which for reasons of
stability or educational philosophy serve only their very need-

{egt schools.

Why do some students in Chapter 1 schools who are relatively high
achievers obtain program services when many very low achieving students
do not? o o - - - o -

Fifty~two percent of the students in Chapter 1 elementary schools
in our sample who score below the 50th percentile in reading do not
participate in Chapter 1. Using districts' definitions of educational
deprivation, 37% of the educationally deprived in our sample of Chapter
1 schools do not participate in Chapter 1. In contrast, about 16% of
the Chapter 1 students 1in our sample score above their distriet's
criterion for eligibility. Ten percent of the Chapter 1 participants in

our sample score above the 50th percentile.
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Some low-achieving students in our sample Chapter 1 schools do not

participate in Chapter ! for the following reasons:

¢ Of those sgtudents defined as educationally deprived by their

In our

districta, 182 receive special services from other programs such
as speclal education, a bilingual/ESL program, a migrant program,
Oor a state compensatory education program. Participation in
other categorical programs decreases an educationally deprived
stndent's chances of participating in Chapter 1, even though
he/she may be among those in greatest need. For example, many of
thz most educationally deprived students in our sample partic~

ipated in special education and not in Chapter 1.

Nineteen percent of the students defined as eduéatianally de-
prived by their districts do not participate in any categorical
education program. These students tend to score just below their
distriet’s cutoff for Chapter 1 program eligibility and do not
participate because they are judged less in need than those who

do participate.
sample, higher achieving Chapter 1 students result from:

the unreliability of the instruments (e.g., tests, rating scales,

grades, etc.) used to measure educational deprivation;

school~level determinations that such students have invalid

scores and deserve to participate;

districts that have more openings for students in the Chapter 1
program than they have educationally deprived students in their
Chapter 1 schools. These types of districts typically contain
students having an average reading achievement score well above

the national average.
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s compared to others in the sample, districts that have relatively
higher proportions of unserved educationally deprived students
and higher proportions of higher achieving Chapter | participants
tend to lack uniform student selection standards. Methods for
selecting students 1n these districts vary from school to

achool.

Are there legislative options or exceptions that contribute to discrep-
ancies in school or student gelection?

¢ The uniformly high concentration of poverty option can be used by
a district with all low-poverty sechools, since the poverty range
in such a district would be less than 10%, Under such circum-
stances, use of the option will contribute to the presence of

low-poverty schools in Chapter 1.

e Both within our sample and nationally, districts' application of
the grade band option has meant that Chapter 1 schools are more
likely to be elementary schools. In our sample, 74% of the
elementary schools, 49% of the middle schools, and 22% of the
high schoolas receive Chapter 1 funds. The poverty vate in the
high sachools 1In ocur sample are lower than those of the junior
high/middle schools. The elementary schools have the highest
average poverty of the three. Hence, the current practices of
targeting more schools at the lower grade levels does not neces-

being qualified for service,

e Most districts in our sample did not apply the formerly eligible
student selection option in a way consistent with the legislative
framework. Students who are no longer educationally deprived but
who were 1in Chapter 1 the previous year are being retained in the
program under this option. About 35% of the higher achieving

Chapter ] students were program patrticipants the previous year.
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Pﬁiigyrlgp;igatiﬁﬁgipfrthg Findings

1. Reduce the participation in Chapter 1 by districts that have low
average poverty and no high poverty schools.

The presence in Chapter 1 of low poverty districts contributes to
the problem of low poverty schools receiving Chapter 1 funds. When a
district's average poverty is lﬁw,i schools with poverty levels just
above the low average ara eligible. For instance, in our sample, one
district has a poverty rate of 2.5%. Schools in the district that have
poverty rates of 2.8%, 3.1%, and 3.2% are eligible for Chapter 1.

2. Within districts with poverty levels above 25%, allow more high
poverty schools to be eligible and encourage districts to sgerve
them.

Under the present legal framework, there are some high poverty
elementary schools that are not eligible for Chapter 1. They are
located in high poverty districts in which the average poverty level is
25% or higher. 1In such districts, schools that have poverty levels
above 20%, for example, but below 25%, are not eligible for Chapter 1.

Changes to the legal framework may need to do more than make addi-
tional high poverty schools eligible under options. If high poverty
districts were assured of a stable increase in the amounts of their
program funds, they might voluntarily use an option that makes eligible
high poverty schools with poverty rates below the district average. 1In
our sample some high poverty districts that could use the 25% rule to
qualify more high poverty schools do not currently use the option. They
resist using the option because of concerns about fluctuations in their
annual program apportionment and a desire to maintain the intensity of
services in the schools that are being served. Perhaps there should be

8 requirement for districts to serve such high poverty schools.
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3. Modify the uniformly high concentration of poverty option and
provide more technical assistance in its use.

We recommend that a condition be added to this option that allows
only high poverty districts that also have a narrow range {n school

poverty to apply the option. Presently any district, including one with
low poverty, can qualify all its schools 1f the range in poverty among
itg schools 1is sufficiently narrow. For example, any district in which
all schools have poverty levels under 107 will have such a narrow range.
Districts with uniformly low poverty should not be allowed to qualify
all thelr schools.

Misunderstandings about the appropriate way to apply this option
caused gome digtricts in our sample to use it in a variety of ways, not
all of which ara In accordance with the legislation. For example, one
district determines those schools that are eligible for Chapter 1
because their poverty is above the district average for the grade band.
To qualify the remaining schools whose poverty falls below the average,
it determines the poverty range for those schools only and then invokes
the option. States and districts need to better underatand how to

correctly apply this option.

4. Require that districts enforce uniform standards and measures for
selecting Chapter 1 students across all schools in the district.

The objective of this suggestion would be to ensure that an educa-
tionally deprived student has the same chance of b2ing selected for
Chapter 1 regardless of which Chapter 1 school he/she attends in any one
district. We recommend acceptance of the practice of allowing profes-
sional judgments to determine the assignment of those who score near the
cutoff on the selection test. This practice can add to the validity of
the deecision wmaking (although it makes the program appear to serve
higher achievers and skip lower achievers). When teacher judgments are

made, however, all decision makers need to be considering a common set
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of criteria 1in making thetir determinations, vather than operating

independently.

When a high proportion of Chapter 1 students in a distriet have
selection ncores above the district cutoff and a high proportion of
those scoring below the cutoff are not receiving any type of special
service, this 1 an indication that there are problems with the dia~
trict's selection strategy. Extensive use of the practice of overriding
program aasignmenta that were determined by secloction scores may be
occurring because school staff do not belfeve in the validity of thesc
scores. The process the district is uaing to select students then needs

to be re-evaluated.

5. Encourage districts through technical assistance to have com-
prehensive policies addressing the fasue of assigning to appro-
priate programs students who are eligible for more than one
program. :

In our sample, there are districts that have developed effective
policies and procedures regarding those students who are eligible for
special services from more than one program. Six of the 30 sample
districts provide some type of special services to over 952 of the
educationally deprived students in their Chapter 1 elementary schools.
Some students in these districts participate in more than one special
program. At the same time, these districts have spread the various
special services that are available across their low achieving student
population. The policies and practices related to multiple program
eligibility in districts such as these would be useful ones to share

with other districts.

6. Clarify how the formerly eligible student selection option is to
be used.

The legislative framework specifies that the formerly eligible
student selection option applies caly to those students who are educa-
tionally deprived but are no longer necessarily among those in greatest
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need. Districts In our sample are not applying the formerly eligible
student selection option in the way apecified by the legislative frame-
work, but thsy share a common mimsundorstanding of {its use. The general
practice {8 to retain some students in the Chapter 1 program even though
they no longer score below the distri. cutoff for eligibility.

-

7. Encourage greater use of the schoolwide project option, {f there
ie an Interest in having districts with high poverty schools
inerease thelr flexibility in selecting atudenta for Chapter 1.

Currently both in our sample and nationally, few districts that
have schools with poverty levels qualifying them for the achoolwide
project option are using 1t. Within large districts, while lncteased
uge of the option might increase the number of higher achievers par-
ticipating, the average achievement level of Chapter 1 students would
remain low. In addition, the proportion of poor students in a large
district's Chapter 1 program is likely to increase by using the school-
wide project option.

Few schools 1in the country have poverty levels of 753X or higher.
Even if all such schools adopted schoolwide projects, because they are
g0 few in number, it is unlikely that it would raise the average
achievement scores of Chapter 1 students nationally. Only within the
districts that used the option would changes in the characteristics of
the participants be detectable.

8. Encourage districts that have small concentrations of educa-
tionally deprived students in their Chapter 1 schools to re-
examine their school and student selection practices.

In districts with high achieving student populations, sometimes the
number of openings for students in their Chapter 1 program exceeds the
number of educatlionally deprived students lan thelr Chapter 1 schools.
The openings that remain once the educationally deprived are included
~are themn f{lled by higher achlevers. For agome districts in these
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circumstances, it would be possible to serve more of the achools that
are eligible for Chapter 1 funda and serve fewer atudents per achool,

This would decrease the presence of higher achievers in their Chapter 1

In smal! distriects with high achieving atudent populations where
all schools are currently Chapter 1 schools, this type of aschool target-
ing change would not be posaible. When amall districts with high
achieving student populations have Chapter 1 programs, higher achievers

are likely to be among the Chapter 1 participants.

9. Continue to permit districts to choose the grade bands (or school
levels) to target.

All districts in our sample that contain elementary grade levels
elect to operate Chapter 1 programs at the elementary level. Fewer dis-
tricts operate programs at the upper grade levels. Nationally Chapter 1
students at the secondary level are lower achieving than those at the
elementary level. It should not be inferred from these data, however,
that by increasing services at the secondary level, Chapter 1 would
reach a more educationally needier group of students. The low scores of
the secondary students result from the fact that a much smaller propor-
tion of the secondary school population is being served by Chapter 1
‘compared to that at the elementary school level. 1If the proportion of
students served by Chapter 1 in our high schools approached that of the
elementary level, it is likely that the achievement scores of the two
groups would be gimilar. Furthermore, the lower poverty rates of high
schools compared to elementary schools and the high dropout rates among
poor, low achieving, and minority students at the secondary level are
other factors that should be considered before making changes in the

‘current distribution of services across grade levels.
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Conclusions

In general, our study of targeting practices used in the Chapter 1
program has demonstrated that the application of the same legislative
framework by districts with very different characteristics will result
in different types of Chapter 1 schools and students being eligible for
the program. Discrepancies in school and student selection occur when
Chapter 1 programs are placed in districts that contain mostly low-
poverty schools or in distrlets that do not have concentrations af low-
achieving students in their Chapter 1 achools. The presence of the
firat type of district in Chapter 1 introduces low-poverty schools while
the second type of district can introduce higher-achieving students into

the program.

The flexibility in targeting allowed under the legal framework is
used by the districts in our sample and nationally to accommodate their
local circumstances. Particularly the use of the 25Z rule is important
for making eligible for Chapter 1 funds some additional high-poverty
schools in high poverty districte that would be otherwise ineligible.

Strategies currently used by districts to select students for
Chapter 1 are adequate for identifying low-achieving studentas. A cer-
tain amount of inaccuracy in this process will always be present because
of measurement error in the {nstruments available for quantifying
achievement or educational need. The application of professional Judg-
ment to those students who score near the cutoff for eligibility is a
practice that can be effective in counteracting measurement error. Even
1f the legal framework were to prohibit the use of teacher judgment to
override program assignment based on selection score, compliance on this
1ssue is likely to be limited and could be disadvantageous. In dis-
tricts in our sample that have clear policies that assignment to the
Chapter 1 program is to be made solely on the basis of the selection
score, teacher judgments are still being exercised. There is no reason

to believe that this practice should be discouraged.

1487



Finally, while there are many low-achieving students 1in Chapter 1
schools who do not participate in Chapter 1, 1t appeare that many of
them do receive special services fros other programs.

students who do

The low-achleving
not participate in any categorical program are a higher
achieving group compared to Chapter 1 students and generally smecore near
the cutoff for Chapter 1 eligibilfity.

=
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Vi. BSPECIAL I5SUES

Chapter Overview

In this chapter we discuss two additional topics related to Chapter
1 school/student selection 1in our sample--recent changes 1in selection
practices and the selection of nonpublic sachool students. While our
sample could not provide enough information on these topies te permit an
exhaugtive pregsentation, we were ahle to collact enough data to 11lus-—

trate situntions that exist in many districts throughout the country.

Recent Changes in Chapter | School and Student Selection

Overview

Sinee 1981, when ESEA Title I was replaced by ECIA Chapter 1, dis=-
tricts in our sample have mada many changes in their school and student
gelection practices., 1In this chapter, we discuss these changes, and
show that most of them were designed to minimize changes in the outconmes
of these practices--the number of schools and students receiving Chapter
1 services. We show that, while many of our sample districts changed
the grade levels and subject areas in which Chapter 1 programs were
offered, they attempted to maintain the same schools participating in
the program. We also show that, as in the national data on Chapter 1
program participation, the number of students served in Title I/Chapter
1 across our sample districts declined only slightly since 1981. Within
these districts, however, there are instances of large increases and

reductions In the number of students served over this time period.

Following a discussion of changes in school and student selection
practices, we discuss the forces behind these changes in our sample
districts. We show that the major force behind these changes has been
changes in Chapter | allocations since the 1980-81 school year. All but

six of our sample districts experienced reductions in these resources
A
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(after adjusting for inflation) over the five-year time period. Changes
in the number of students served in the program were usually smaller
than the changes in Chapter 1 allocatinns in our sample districts, how-
ever. By relying more heavily on teacher aldes, or offering Chapter 1
assistance in fewer subject areas or in larger instructional groups,
districts in our sample have provided services to Chapter 1 students at

lower cost in 1985-86 than in 1980~8].

The flexibility in the legislative framework of Chapter 1 allowed
our sample districts to change their schonl and student selection
practices to achieve stability in program services. This flexibility
was not viewed as a change from the Title 1 legislation, however. As
noted above, the changes 1in Chapter | allocations were consistently
cited by our sample districts as the primary impetus for change in their
selection practices. The relationship of Chapter 1 with other compensa-
tory education programs in the districts also played a role in these
changes. As Chapter 1 funding fluctuated over this time period, state

or local compensatory education resources were relied on more heavily to

provide services to educationally deprived students.

Finally, in this chapter, we also discuss the impact of desegrega-
tion on school selection practices. Twelve of the 16 largest districts
in our sample were under mandated desegregation, although nearly all of
these desegregation efforts were initiated prior to 1981. As districts
in our sample attempted to meet desegregmation requirements, they revised
school attendance areas, consolidated schools, and initiated magnet

school programs.

How have Chapter 1 school and student selection changed since 19817

While overall stability 1in school and student selection outcomes is
the general rule in our sample districts, there have been some changes
in the numbers of schools and students selected for Chapter 1 services

as well as in the grade levels and subject areas in which these services
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are provided. Some distriets have also changed the methods by which
they select elther schools or students. 1In this sectlion, we describe
these changes 1in detall and show that they have usually been made to
achieve an explicit, pre~determined goal for school or student partic-

ipation in the Chapter | propram.

Changes 1in the outcomes of school selection, in terms of grade
levels, subject areas, and percent of schools selected within our sample
districts are summarized in Table 37. To gee the relative frequency of
changes in these areas in our sample districts, cach type of change is
analyzed and presented separately. Consequently, districts in our
sample that made more than one of these changes are represented more
than once in Table 37. In each of these arcas, the majority of the
districts in our sample made no changes. Of the 16 changes in Chapter I
grade levels in our sample districts, 10 were reductions in the grades
at which Chapter 1 programs were offered. Changes 1in both subject
matter and percent of schools targeted vere relatively balanced across
the districts in our sample. Nearly all subject area changes were in
language arts. Within grade bands, seven reductions in the percent of
schools selected and eight increases in the percent of schools selected
have occurred in our sample districts. Most of these changes were in
‘large districts in our sample, and they usually affected only one or two
gschools in these districts. A district-by-district 1list of these indi-
cators in 1981 and 1986 1is contained in Appendix F of this report.

Grade bands. Maintaining Chapter 1 services to elementary schools
is a high priority in our sample districts. All K-12 districts in our
sample offer Chapter 1 at the elementary level, and the three districts
that reduced services to these grades after 1981 did so because a state
compensatory education program was available to provide comparable
gervices at these grades. 0f the other eight reductions in grade
levels, four dropped Chapter 1 programs in early childhood education or
reading readiness for pre-K or kindergarten students; and four districts

. dropped their middle school or high school programs. As shown in Table
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Tahle 37

Number of Districts in our Sample Making Changes in Selectlon
Practices from 1980-81 to 1985-86

”gfiDiréctianjéfréﬁaﬁgé

Type of Change _Added Reduced No Change
GCrade Bands
Pre-K or K 2 4 21
Elementary i 3 23
Middle 1 2 25
Senlor High 1 2 24
5 i R 's rea
o iing 0 0 25
~ith 1 2 22
Other language arts 6 4 15
Percent Schools Selected8
Elementary Schools 5 5 12
Middle Schools 2 1 12
High Schools 1 1 4

8Calculations include only those districts that selected schools within
the grade bands indicated in both years, and that could supply us with
the necessary data for both years. This includes 22 districts for
elementary schools, 15 for middle schools, and six for senior high
achools,

37, two districts added the middle or high school grade bands to their
Chapter 1 program since 1981. Both of these districts did so at the
insistence of their SEA in response to steadily increasing amounts of
carryover funds in their Chapter ! budget. These districts had been
trying to provide a financial cushion for the large budget reductions

they anticipated in the future.

Subject areas. Changes in Chapter | subject areas have usually not

been in the basic skill areas of reading and math in our sample dis-
tricts. Ten of the 13 changes in Chapter 1 subhject matters in our

sample districts were in language arts-related areas other than reading,
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School selection, More than half of the districts in our sample

served the same proportion of their schools in 1985-86 as they served in
1980~81. Changes were primarily found in the large districts in our
sample and typically affected only a small number of schools. 1In Tahle
37, changes 1in the percent of schools targeted are shown within grade
band, and only for those districts serving that grade band in both
years. Thus, a district that discontinued its middle school Chapter 1
program during this time period 1s represented as having made a grade
band change, not as having reduced the percent of middle schools
sclected for Chapter 1. As shown in Table 37, most of these changes
occurred among elementary schools in our sample districts. Five dis-
tricts increased and five reduced the number of olementary schools
sclocted for Chapter 1 over this time perind. Most of these were large
districts with 30 or more schools, and these changes affected only a few
schools in the district. For example, in district Cl, 101 of 132 ele-
mentary and middle schools were served by Title I in 1980-81., 1In 1985~
86, the district served 105 schools but at the same time the number of
elementary and middle sachools had grown to 106, While this represents
nearly a 25% increase in the percentage of schools 1in the district
selected for Chapter 1 participation in each of these years, it adds
only four schools to the 101 schools served under Title I 1in 1980-81.
Many districts in our sample have achieved this overall stahility by
changing their school targeting procedures. By wusing a different
measure of poverty or by exercising different legislative ontions,
districts in our sample have been able to serve approximatelv the same

number of schools in 1986 as they did in 1981.

These changes 1in grade levels, subject areas, and percent of
schools selected have been presented separately for each of these areas
and do not reflect combinations of changes made by districts in our
sample. For reasons discussed in the next section, many of these
districts made changes in more than one of these areas since 198l1. Some
districts are represented several times in Table 37, eve: within a

single type of change. For example, district Ml added both kindergarten
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and high school Chapter 1 programs since 1981, and 14 thus counted twice

In the grade band changes in Table 37.

To represent these combinations of changes, and eliminate the
"duplicated” count of districts that appears in Table 37, in Table 38 we
classified the districts in our sample according to the number of theso
changes they made between 1981 and 1986, All hut threec of the 23 sample
districts that could supply us with all of the infarmation for hoth the
1980-81 and 1985-86 school years made one or more of these changes. As
shown 1in Table 38, seven of these districts made only one change, 12
made two changes, and one made changes in all three areas. Changes in
the grade levels in which Chapter | programs were conducted was the most
frequent change, and this was often done in combination with changes in
subject areas offered. There was no consistent pattern of increases or
reductions in these areas 1in our sample districts. For example, of the
six districts which changed both grade levels and subject areas, two
increased both, two decreased both, and two increased one and reduced

the other.

Student_ selection, Both nationally and across our sample dis-

tricts, student participation in Chapter 1 has declined slightly since
1981. Anderson and Stonehill (1986) report a 7% decline in participa-
tion in Chapter 1 reading programs across the country from 1981 to
1984. On average, the 25 districts in our ganple that could supplv
participation counts served about 10% fewer Chapter 1 students in 1985-
86 than they did in 1980-81. These changes vary widely from district to
district, however, ranging from a 56% reduction in students served by
Chapter 1 in one district to a 220% increase in another. These varia-
ftiﬁhs are displayed in Table 39 where our sample districts are clas~
sified into categories based on the size and direction of the change be~
tween the two time periods in the number of students served. Districts
experiencing additlons or reductions of more than 25% from 1981 teo 19806
are considered large change districts. Those that changed by 10% or

less in either direction are small change districts. DNistricts changing
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Table 38

Number of Districts in our Sample Making Combinationa
of Changes from 1980-81 to 1985=86

"""" Direction of Changes L
Number and Type Increased Reduced Increased and
of Changes ~~~~~ Only  Only . Reduced

One Change
~ Grade Bands 1 -
Subject Areas
Percent Schools 2

— T B

Two Changes
Grades and Subjects 2 2
Grades and Schools 2 1
Subjacts and Schools 2

Three Changes
Grades, Subjects, and 1
Schools

Note. Of the 23 districts that had complete data for both years, three
districts made no changes and are not represented in the above table.

Table 39

Number of Districts Making Changes in Title I/Chapter I
Participation from 1981 to 1986 in Sample of 25 Districts

B ~ Size of ] ' ~ Number of
- Change . Districts _—
Large Increase 5
(raore than 25%)
Medium Increase 1
(11%Z to 25%)
Small Change 7
(up to 10%)
Medium Decrease 6
(11% to 25%)
Large Decrease 6
{more than 25%)
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the number of students gerved from 11% to 25% are considered medium
change districts. As shown in Table 39, our sample districts are spread
fairly evenlwv acroess the five catepories of change in numbor of students
served since 1981, In all, 11 districts experienced large changes,
seven experienced medium changes, and seven had only small changes in
the number of students served over this time period. Although the
average change across all of these -districts represents only a small
reduction in students aecrved since 1981, there are large changes evident

in 11 of the 25 districts in our sample.

Procedures used in student selection have also changed over this
time perlod. Six of our sample districts report either an increased
reliance on test scores or a more systematic use of teacher judgment.
This 1s particularly true for those districts that are under frequent
scrutiny by their SEA or under court-ordered desegregation. Admin=-
istrators in these districts generally believe that standardized test
scores and quantified ratings are more objective, consistent, and
universally understood than the more subjective judgments of classroom
and resource teachers. They believe that these scores provide more
acceptable evidence 1if student selection decisions are questioned in

monitoring visits, compliance reviews, or court proceedings.

Specific standards or cutoffs for student eligibility for the Chap-
ter 1 program have also changed within five of our sample districts.
Districts have raised or lowered criteria for participation depending on
Chapter 1 funding, changes in local testing practices, or local research
findings, District 0l, for example, conducted a districtwide studv of
the Chapter | program's effects on the test scores of students of vary=
ing achievement levels. They determined the pretest levels of students
showing the greatest gains from the program, and used these achievement
levels as eligibility criteria for student selection in subsequent

years.
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Student achievement. Some of the changes in school and student

selection practices described above produce changes 1n the achievement
levels of the students selected for Chapter 1 {n our sample districts.
The relationship between some of these targeting practices and student
achievement levels was investigated through simulations presented in
Chapter 4 and Appendix E. These similations modeled specific chanpes in
achool or student selection practices to determine the achievement level
of the students gelected as a result of those practices. TIn our sample
districts, changes in selection practices typlecally ocecurred in combina=
tion with many other changes affecting student achievement i{n the dis-
trict. These other chanpes make 1t difficult to meaningfully compare
the achievement of Chapter | studente with the achievement of Title 1

students in the same district five years earlier.

Twenty-one of our sample districts were able to supply the test
scores of their Chapter 1 students in the most recently completed achool
year (1984-85 at the time of the study), and those of their Title I
students prior to ECIA legislation. In many of the larger districts,
demographic characteristics or testing practices in the district had
changed significantly since 1981, however, so that direct comparisons
are not possihle. Small districts, servine only 5 to 10 Chapter 1
students at a grade, are also poor candidate. for this comparison due to
statistical error associated with small sample sizes. Table 40 contains
data from two of our sample districts. These districts have sufficient
sample size, and either have not undérpgone changes 1in demographic char-

acteristics or testing practices, or werc able to provide data to

Chapter 1 students. These examples illustrate the kinds of changes 1n
the achievement levels of Chapter | students over this time period that

are due to any of the changes cited above.
District D! is one of the largest districts in our sanmple. As

shown in Tahle 40, fewer students were served in the 1984-85 Chapter 1|
program than fn the 1980-81 program at each of grades 1 through 5.
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However, the district's enrollment also declined over this time period.
The 1984=B5% Chapter | students represent o smialler proportion of the
district populatfon (13%) than do their 1980-81 Title 1 predecessors
(17%2). Their average pretest scores are not always lower, however, and
changes in the average acores of the entire district at these prades do
not clarify the pattern. District averapes are as high or higher 1in

1984~85 than they were In 1980-81 at every grade.

Table 40

Reading Pretest Scores (in NCEs) From Two Sample Diastrices
for 1981 and 1985 By Grade

) o Grade o
1 2 3 4 5
District DI S
1981
7 of Title I Students 947 1,549 1,796 1,481 1,149
f of Students in District 7,791 7,871 8,004 8,23 8,517
Mean Title 1 Pretest Score 37 34 40 40 47
Mean District Test Score 53 51 53 53 53
1985
# +f Chapter 1 Students 780 1,337 B65S 1,041 992
# of Students 1in District 8,204 7,623 7,494 7,685 7,621
Hean Chapter | Pretest Score 42 39 k1! 39 4¢
Mean Digtrict Test Score 53 54 54 54 34
—————e__Grade —
District Ml 2 3 4 5 6
1981
# of Title T Students 329 341 338 348 is2
# of Students in District 569 511 512 488 502
Mean Title 1 Pretest Score iz 32 26 33 33
Mean District Test Score 3a 37 39 41 39
1985
T 7 of Students 419 323 428 379 3la
? of Seudents in Distrlet 695 634 675 651 621
Hean Chapter | Pretest Score 39 40 36 38 34
Mean District Test Score 47 48 44 4R 45

+
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Small variations in Title 1/Chapter | pretest scores over time and
across grade levels were cammon in the few districts that could supply
us with the data needod for this comparison. These were not directly
attributable to any single change in selection practices or district
characteristica in most instances. Instead, they were the net resulr of
a complex interplay of any of a number of changes which occurred during
thia time period. Even in district D1, these differences tended to
balance out across the yrades. As is evident from Table 40, the average
Chapter 1 pretest scorve in 1984=85 {s the same as that of the 1980-81
Title 1 students==npproximately 40 NCEa. 1In district Dbl, cJhapter 1 is
serving students who score at about the same achlevement level as stu-

dents did under Title 1.

District M! is one of the few districte in our sample showing very
different achisvement patterns for its recent Chapter 1 students than it
did for Title 1 students. Readi=g test scores for Title I and Chapter 1
students in 1980-81 and 1984=85 1in grades 2~6 are shown in Table 40.
Participation in the program over this time period fluctuates from grade
to grade. At three of the five grades, more students were served in
1984-85 than in 1980-81, although at all but grade 2, a smaller propor-
tion of the distriet was served in Chapter 1| in 1984=85 than in 19B0-81.
A cgmpariggn of achievement levels of Title I and Chapter 1 students
does not reflect this fluctuation, however. At all grades, 1984-85
Chapter 1 students' average pretest levels are higher than their 1980-81
Title I counterparts—=by as much as 10 NCEs. By examining the achleve-
ment pattern for the entire district across these grades, however, 1t is
evident that a similar increase in achievement levels occurred for all
students in the district, not just those in the Title I/Chapter 1 pro-
gram. District Ml illustrates the importance of considering trends in
districtwide achievement in evaluating changes in the achievement char-
acteristics of Chapter 1 students over time. As noted above, changes in
districtwide achievement prodiuce some indication of the influence of the
variety of factors operating in a given district affecting student

achievenent,
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The data presented in Tahle 40 provide examples of the changes in
Title I/Chapter 1 achievement levels between 1981 and 1985, and the need
to conaider changes In »ther districtwide characteristics to interpret
these data appropriately. Illustrations from our sample diatricts are
obviously insufficient for a national assessment of recent changes in
the achievement levels of Chapter 1 atudents. For this purpose, a
larger, more representative data base s required. Fortunately, na-
tional data on the participation and achievement of atudentr in Tigle 1

and Chapter 1 programs have been collecred since 1950,

Reading pretest scores of Title 1T and Chapter | students are given
in Table 41 from 1980~81 through 1983-84 (the most recent year national
regults were avallahle at the writing of this report). At all but three

vades these achievement levels vary by 1 NCE or less, Participation in
Chapter 1 reading programs has declined only slightly 1in this tinme
period, from 3.8 million to 3.6 million students (Anderson & Stonehill,
1986). Given the small change in the number of students participating
in the program over this time period, these national data show stabllity

in the achievement level of Chapter 1 students over time.

Tahle 41

Reading Achievement Scores of Chapter 1 Students
Nationwide by Year and Grade!

T School Year
Crade  1980-81 _T981-82 _ 1962-83 _ 1983-84 __ Range

2 38 37 40 38 3
3 35 34 36 35 2
4 34 34 35 35 1
5 34 35 35 34 i
6 34 35 35 34 i
7 34 35 35 34 l
8 34 34 34 34 0
9 33 34 34 34 1
10 31 32 32 31 1
11 31 32 32 30 2
12 1

30 30 in 29

Yscores are from spring testing and are reported in NCEs.
Source: Anderson and Stonehill, 1986,
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Summary. Changes 1in targeting practices in our sample districts

were usually made to achieve stability in the distriet Chapter 1 pro-
gram, particularly in terms of the percent of sgchools providing Chapter
1 services. Districtas used the flexibility in the program's legislative
framework, employing different selection procedures and options to
achieve this type of atability. Enphasis on the reading and math basic
aki1l areas in the elementary grades continued in 1985-86 as in 1980-81.
Reductions in services to other grade levels-=pre-~K, K, middle, and high
schoola==and changes In language arts subjects comprised most of the
changes in these arcas in our sample. The effects of these changes on
the number and achievement levels of the students served are difficult
to portray in isolation. Across our gample, there {s little overall
change in these outcomes, matching trends in national Chapter | evalua-
tion data. On a district-by-district basis, however, there are scveral
instances of large increases and reductions in the number of students

served over this time period.

What causes these changes in Chapter ! school and student selection?

Since 1981, significant changes in Chapter 1 school and student
selection practices and outcomes 1in our sample districts have usually
been made in response to two major influences--changes 1in available
resources for compensatory education or court-ordered desegregation.

Other factors, including philosophical changes in the program inte-t,

Y

the influence of national or state reforms, and perceptions of ne~ i
educational needs, were in evidence 1in a few of our sample districts but
were not as pervasive as changes 1n funding or mandatory desegregation

orders.

The flexibility in the 1legislative framework of Chapter 1 made
changes 1in selaction practices possible, but this framework was not
viewed as new or different from that of Title I in our sample districts.
This was largely due to the perception of Chapter 1 as a "mature”

federal program, continuing a more than 20 year tradition with 1{its

163
o181



predecessor, Title 1. State and local Chapter 1 staff had evolved from
the "mutual adaptation” stage 1in which both the program and district
tearn and adapt to each other's needs and reguirements (Berman & Me-
Laughlin, 1978) to an “accustomization" satage 1in which both are well
accustomed to cach other's requirements and the program can be offec~
tively customized to meet the needs of the district (Jung & Kirat,

1986). .

In this section we show that changes In Chapter |} funding over this
time period were the mest powerful of the influences experienced by our
sample districts. These changes caused the districts in our sample to
adopt different Chapter | school and student selection practices,
accaglionally producing changes in the number of students served, but
more often in the intensity of the services provided. Changes in other
compensatory education resources, such as state or local compensatory
education programs, also played a significant role in some of our sample
districts. District administrators attempted to manage these resources
to maintain a consistent level of service to their educationally de-
prived students. Finally, court-ordered desepgregation affected most of
the large districts in our sample, although the origin of these effects

typically pre~dates the 1980-81 school year,

Changes in Chapter 1 funding. Changes in Chapter 1 funding have

affected both the level (number of students served) and intensity
(allocation per pupil) of Chapter | services provided to students in our
sample districts. 1In this section, we describe funding changzes expe-
rienced by our sample districts since the 1980-81 sgchool year, along
with targeting and other program implementati.n changes which resulted
from them. We show that, while most of t)=se districts experienced
medium or large reductions in their budgets, they tried to achieve some
form of stability of Chapter 1 secrvice to their schools and educa=
tionally deprived studen.s. We illustrate changes in district program
practices that enabled them to meet this goal. Reductions in grade
levels served, subject matters offered, and staffing costs along with
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increased reliance on resources from other compensatory education
programs were the key reasons Chapter 1 service levels were usnally

maintained.

The of fectd of changes in Chapter 1 funding on the level and inten~
slty of Chapter 1 services provided by districts has been well studied
in the literature. Analyais of data from the District Practices Study
by Apling and Tashjian (1982) suggested that districts would respond to
reductions in Chapter | allocation first hy restricting grade bhands,
then subject matters, and, finally, schools. HMore recent analysis of
this data bhase by Orland and Apling (1986) indicated that districts’
changes in targeting Iin response to changes in hudget are more complex.
In their analysis they included conslderation of the poverty level of
the district, its prior level and intensity of compensatory service, the
unmet needs of educationally deprived students in the district, and the
relative size of the budget change. lNone of these factors, in and of
itself, could predicet changes in district practices. Rather, these
factors interacted in a variety of ways to stir the decision making in a

district.

Changes 1in Chapter 1 funding realized by our sample districts are
in part a reflection of changes in the federal Chapter 1 allocation
nationally. In fiscal year 1980, the federal Title I allocation was
approximately $2.7 billion., These funds were allocated to school dis-
tricts to operate their Title I programs in the 1980-81 school year--the
last year of Title I. 1In the 1985 fiscal year, the federal Chapter |
allocation for the 1985-86 schaol year was approximately 53,2 billion.
While the federal Chapter | allocation had apparently increased in this
time period by nearly 5500 million, this was accompanied by increased
costs in conducting Chapter | programs. Teachers' and teacher aides'
salaries increased by 40.3% 1in this period (Educational Research Ser=
vices, Inc., 1981-86). Siuce these staff salary costs make up 85% to
90% of Chapter 1 costs gstionaliy, they provide a reasonable estimate of

"inflation rate"” for Chapter 1 programs year to ycar. Applying this
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adjustment to the federal Chapter 1 nllocation change from 1990-81 ¢o
1985-86 yialds a decline of over $800 millton~~a 30% reduction in "real"

dollars available for Chapter 1 proprams across the country.,

Changes {n Chapter | allocation for the 27 districts that were able
to supply us with program allocation data for both 1981 and 1986 are
shown 1in Table 42. Chapter 1 allocations for the 1985-86 school year
have been adjusted for inflation. The details of how the amount of the
adfustment waas determined are provided 1in Appendix F of this report.
Adjusting the 1985-86 Chapter | allocations in our sample districts in
this way allows a more direct comparison of resources availahle in 1981
Title 1 programs with those in 1986 Chapter 1 programs. Of these 27
districts, 21 experienced reductions in their Chapter I funding over
this time period. Reductions ranged from 2% to 70%, with a median of
about 25%. Two of our smallest districts (enrollment less than 1,000
students) experienced increases of over 100%, both due to significant
changes 1in the 1980 census on which the 1986 allocations, but not the
1981 allocations, were based. In Table 42, districts are classified by
large, medium, or small changes in their Chapter 1 allocations. Large
changes are those exceeding 25% of a district's 1981 Title T budget.
Small changes are those that fall within 10% of the 1981 budget. Medium
changes are those between these extremes-=budget changes between 11% and
25% of the 1981 Title I allocation.

According to these definitions, four of our districts experienced
only small changes in thetir Chapter 1 allocation, eight had medium
changes in their funding, and 15 experienced large changes of more than
25% of their 1981 Title I allocation in 1986. How did these districts
respond to these changes? We exarine these changes first in relation to
the number of students served 1in the program. Do districts change the
number of students they serve 1in Chapter 1 in direct proportion to
changes in funding for the program? Alternatively, we examine the
intensity of the services provided as measured by the allocation per

pupil. Do districts attempt to maintain the same number of students

166 184




Table 42

Percentage Changes in Chapter 1 Allocation in 27 Sample Districts

District ~Allocation “Percent

- I _Code  1980-81 1985-B6* Change
Large Increase J1 $ 9,824 5 24,748 152%
(more than 25%) M3 4,529 9,699 114%
Medium Increase Ml 676,440 773,679 147
(11%Z to 25%) c2 132,767 149,847 13%
L2 550,564 619,702 13%
Small Change 85 202,004 211,935 5%
(up to 10%) D1 6,379,405 6,286,500 = 1%
53 1,197,460 1,099,815 - R%
L1 1,295,749 1,166,862 =10%
Medium Decrease El 305,418 264,799 ~137%
(11% to 25%) R1 4,384,930 3,589,923 =187
54 82,364 66,123 -207%
Cl 5,537,852 4,420,192 =20%
B2 121,151 91,169 -25%
Large Decrease Gl 3,365,138 2,451,282 -27%
(more than 25%) c5 113,000 78,563 =307
s2 3,100,000 2,089,500 -33%
ol 4,001,012 2,495,664 ~-38%
M2 156,120 82,575 ~47%
02 523,517 299,387 ~h3%
P2 5,323,588 2,328,840 =56%
Bl 988,850 401,800 -597%
Pl 66,253 24,853 -62%
ch 544,727 199,995 -637%
86 142,000 53,133 -63%
Sl 15,252,680 5,376,476 =65%
H2 405,717 123,640 =70%

*Adjusted for inflation. o ) -
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served while altering the 1ntensity of those services on a por=pupll

basia?

Table 43 relates the budget changes to changes in the number of
students wserved by Chapter 1 {n these districts. The information
presented in the tahle tells us three important things about the rela~-
tionship bet'.cen changes in Chapter | funding and changes In satudent
participation levels in the program. Firer, there is not a direct rela-
tionship between changes in budget and changes in the number of students
served. Secondly, districts tend to reduce the number of students
served less than the reduction in funding would suggest., Finally, the
widest variety of changes in the number of students served is found
among the 12 districts that experfenced a !arge reduction 1in thelir

Chapter 1 allocation,

Table 43
Distribution of Sample Districts According to Changes in the Number of

Chapter 1 Students Served and Changes 1n Chapter 1 Allocation
1980-81 to 1985-86

7Chan§é:1n'ﬁiﬁbgg;af7S€u§§§gg,§éivéd';'7
Increase or -

Changes in Decrease _Decreasge __Increase N

Allocation _ Large Medium ___Small Medium Large

Increase~-Large 2
==Medium 2 1

Increase or

Decreage-~5mall 2 1

Decrease~-Medium 1 3 1
=-Large 6 1 3 1 1

Total: 6 6 7 1 5

1f changes in Chapter 1 allocation were translated directly 1into
the number of students served by the program, large reductions in budget

‘would be accompanied by large reductions 1in the number of students
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served, small changes In budget would produce small changes 1in the
number of atudents served, etc. As cited earlier, Orland and Apling
(1986) found that this was not the case in their analyais of a na-
tionally representative sample of school distriets. The 1information
preasented 1in Table 43 on our sample of districts also suggests the
effects are not that simple. Ten of the 25 districts that could supply
ur with the Iinformation for both time periods added or reduced the
number of atudents served to a degree comparable to their changes 1in
funding. Of the ‘emaining 15, 10 showed either an increase or a amaller
change in students served than the change in their Chapter | allocations
would suggest. 1In all but one of these 15 districts, the changes {in
allocations were reductions, In other words, rather than make large
reductions in their Chapter 1 students, these districts made other
changes 1in their school/student selection or program implementation
practicea. 1In moet of our sample districts, changes were made in the
number of subject areas offered, the size of Chapter 1 instructional
groups, the balance between the number of teachars and aldea providing
instruction, or the contribhution of other compensatory education re-
sources, rather than Iin the number of students served in the Chapter |
program. These other changes affect the cost of the services provided

to Chapter 1 students,

Changes in the intensity of Chapter 1 services can be represented
by changes in districts' Chapter 1 allocation per pupil ratio from
1980-8]1 to 1985-86, Our findings are generally that, while Chapter 1
budgets and student participation have both declined 1in our sample
districts since 1981, the reduction in funding has been steeper than the
reduction in the number of students served in the program. This means
that districts have lowered fheir expenditures per Chapter 1 student.
Orland and Apling (1986) found this to be the case in their analysis of
changes in expenditures per pupil (EXPP) in Chapter 1 propgrams from 1978
to 1981. As shown in Table 44, this is also the case in our sample
~districts. All but seven of the 25 districts that could supply us with
this information had lower allocations per pupil served in 1985-86 than




Table 44

Average Allocation Per Pupil in J98O-81 and 1985-86
in 25 Sample Diszricts

District Per-Pupil Allocation Percent
Code. 1981 ~ 1986*% ~ Change B
Gl $ 487 5 BO4 657
J1 a7’s 619 64%
Ml 244 361 . 48%
bl 346 400 16%
L2 520 585 13%
El 475 530 122
L1 598 648 8%
(4¥ 522 506 - 3%
0l 520 462 -11%
s2 765 653 ~15%
Rl 843 718 =15%
83 502 418 =17%
cl 793 599 =247
S4 +71 354 =25%
Cc2 891 652 -27%
M3 906 606 =33
Sl 702 425 ~39%
p2 544 324 =40%
B2 757 365 =~52%
c5 1,119 534 =52%
M2 507 241 -527Z
H2 799 338 -58%
Ca 689 267 -61%
56 714 278 -61%
Pl 656 246 -63%
Average 626 486 -22%
Minimum 244 241 -63%
65%

Maximum 1,119 804

*Adjusted for inflation.

in 1980-81, Across these districts, the average costs decrecased from
§626 to $486 for each student participating in the Chapter .1 program.
Where these costs ranged from just under $250 to over $1,100 per pupil
in 1981, the range was considerably smaller in 1986, from $241 to $804.
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In Table 45, the 25 districts are classified by the degree of
budget change they experienced and thelr response {n terms of changes in
the number of students served or the allocation per pupil. Changes in
intensity are more common than changes 1in the number of atudents
served-=10 of the 25 districts maintalned Chapter | serviceas to about
the same number of students by changing their intensity in direct
proportion to thelr change in funding. Four of our sample districts
made changes in both. All four of these experienced large changes in

their Chapter 1 allocatien over this time period.

Table 45

Changes in the Number of Students Served and Intensity of Services
Provided in Chapter 1 by Size of Change in Chapter |
Allocation for 25 Sample Districts

—_ Proportional Changes in:

Changes in Number of Allocation
Allocation - Students  Per Pupil _ Borh ,Neithe:
Large Increase 1 0 1 0

(more than 25%)

Medium Increase 0 1 0 2
(11% to 25%)

Small Change 1 1 0 1
(less than 10%)

Medium Decrease 1 3 0 1
(11% to 25%)

Large Decrease 3 5 3 1
{more than 25%Z)

Total: 6 10 4 5

As we noted carlier, changes in the Chapter 1/Title I allocation
per pupli were represen.«d by a variety of changes in Chapter | program
desigi, or delivery. Descriptions of the types of changes in program
éesigﬁ and delivery made by some of our districts are presented below as

examples.
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In district $6, a small suburban disntrict, a larpe reduction {in
funding from 1981 to 1986 was accompaniecd by no change in the npumber of
students served (i.e., level), but a large reduction in the average
allocation per pupil (i.e., intensity). TIts Chapter 1 allocation had
fradually decreased from $142,000 1in the 1980-8] school year to $89,000
in 1985-86--a 61% reduction after adjusting for inflation. fThe district
served approximately the same number. of students each of these years,
and all three elementary schools in the district received Chapter 1
funds, When it became apparent to district administrators that their
Chapter 1 allocation would be reduced still further during this period,
they made a deliberate shift to reduce program costa by employing more
teacher aides and fewer teachers in the Chapter 1 program. By 1986, the
district had only one certificated teacher and 17 teacher aides to pro-
vide Chapter 1 services to the three schools. By making significant
changes in 1its Chapter 1 staffing, distriet $6 was a to meet 1its gmoal
of maintaining services to all schools and approximately the same number

of educationally deprived students in the district.

A change in the ratio of teachers to aides in the Chapter 1 in-
structional staff played the most significant role in large changes in
per-pupil allocation among our sample districts. These changes were
often associated with other program decisions in the districts, however.
Digtrict M2, a small suburban district, dropped both the reading and
language arts Chapter 1 programs in 1980-81 {n response to a state
initiative for improvement of basic mathematics skills in the elementary
grades. The district adopted a computer—-assisted instructlonal strategy
in the Chapter 1 math program and employed teacher aides to work with
the students in the math labs. The achievement galns of these students
were the highest ever for the program in that district. With this
evidence of success and the large reduction in cost of the program, the
distiict was able to restore services in reading and language arts in
successive years using the same instructional approach and staffing.
While these changes took place over several years between 1980-8] and

1985-86, the net result was that the district served slightly nore
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students in Chapter 1 while absorbing a large reduction in funding over
this time period. Consequently, {ta per=pupil allecation deereased from

§507 to $241,

Digtrict GlI, a large urban district, altered the balance between
teachers and aides In the opposite direction, even though it experienced
a 27% decline in 1its Chapter 1 allocation over this time pertfod. The
stimulua for the change was a districtwide study of the quality of the
Chapter 1 program which recommended major changes in the program in
order to improve its effectiveness, Two of these changes affected both
the level and the intensity of Chapter | services provided. The first
dealt with lowering the maximum student-to-iustructor ratio in Chapter
l. When the district reduced the number of students that each teacher
could work with without making a proportional increase in the number of
instructional staff, fewer students could participate in Chapter 1.
With the large reduction in Chapter 1 funding over this time period the
district reduced its level of services from nearly 7,000 students in
1980-81 to just over 3,000 students in 1985-8.. The second change war
to reduce the number of aides in the program and use teachers more
prominently in the instruction of Chapter 1 students, again, in the
interest of enhancing the quality of the program. The effect of serving
fewer students more intensely was to increase the Chapter 1 per-pupil
allocation in the district from $487 to $804--the largest increase in
our sample districts over this time period.

The use of other compensatory education resources enabled some of
our sample districts to maintain service to the same number of atudents
in the face of reductio.s in Chapter 1 allocations. In small districts
this often took the form of “"split~funding" of compensatory education
teachers and aides. 1In district Pl, for example, approximately the same
number of students was served in 1985-86 as was served in 1980-81, while
the Chapter 1 allocation had declined by more than 60% in that time.
Over this time period, district compensa:ry education funds were used

to pay the portion of the teacher and alde salaries not covered hy
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Chapter 1. By 1985-86 Chapter 1 funds were supparting slpnificantly
less than 50% of the program staff salaries. Although the same number
of students received Chapter 1 services, the costs borne by Chapter 1

had substantially declined-~from $656 to $246 per pupil.

As reported earlier, only five of the districts in our sample
supplying us with the necessary data experienced 1increases in their
Chapter 1 budgets, after adjusting for inflation, over thig time period.
The two districts that received large percentage increases were among
the smallest in our sample, both with district enrollments of less than
1,000 students. They each served all schools in the district (one and
two schools, respectively) as they had since the beginning of their
programs. Both of these districts responded to Chapter | funding
inecreases with large increases in the number of students served in

Chapter 1.

In summary, the ecffects of Chapter 1 budget changes on targeting
practices and outcomes are varied and complex in our sample districts.
It 1is evident that districts strive to maintain service to the same
number of Chapter | schools and students while making other changes in
program design, staffing, or relationships with other speclal programs.
In the face of declining budgets, many districts reduced the grade
levels served by Chapter 1, relied more heavily on the less costly
teacher aides than teachers, and reduced the subject areas covered by
the Chapter | program. The amount of change in the number of students
served was less pronounced than that for program allocations, thus
producing changes in the intensity (per-pupil allocation) of Chapter 1
services in many of our sample districts. Allocations per pupil partic-
ipating 1in Chapter 1 programs in our sample districts in 1985-86 were
more than 20% lower than in 1980-81.

Changes in non-Chapter 1 compensatorvy education resources. The

availlability of resources for compensatory education is a reflection

of both the Chapter 1 allocation and the other special programs for
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educationally deprived students that exist in the district ({.e., spe-
cial education, bilingual education, Chapter 1 migrant, state compensa=-
tory education, and district compensatory educatfon). As we polnted out
in our earlier chapter on student selection, districts {in our sample
typically conduect several other categorical programs, each with its own
program intents and targeting restrictions. In many of these digstricts,
program administrators manage these resources to provide services to as
many needy students as possible while trying to minimize disruption of
regular classroom activities. Of all of these apecial programs, state
compensatory education programs are the most potent influences on reecent
changes in Chapter | targeting in our sample districts. Wnile speclial
education is the most frequently available special program other than
Chapter 1 across our sample districts, its selection procedures have
been in place since the passage of P.L. 94=142. This pre=-dates the
period in which we are examining change in district targeting practices

by several years.

Consistent with a report by Funkhouser and Moore (1985) on state
compensatory education programs nationally, districts 4in our sample
indicated these programs played an increasingly important role 1in
serving educationally deprived students. Of the 15 districts In our
sample that also have state compensatory education programs, most
districts target these services to a slightly different segment of
students than they do Chapter 1 services, so that few students receive
services from both Chapter 1 and state compensatory education. These
differences are usually in grade levels, targeted schools, and different
achievement levels of students they serve in the district. 1In most
instances, this lack of overlap with Chapter l-eligible students 1z a
deliberate decision on the part of districts. With declines in Chapter
1 funding in recent years, there has becen less duplication of service
across programs and greater attention paid to effectively managing these

complementary resources at the district level.
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In district 02, for example, the Chapter 1 program was recently
disconiinued in grades 1-3 to fnzus on grades 4-6., The astate compensa-
tory education program in that state has as its focus an carly preven-
tion model and these resources rould be used to provide compengatory
education services in the primary grades. 1In districts D! and L1, the
state compensatory education program is targeted to the middle and high
school levels, so Chapter 1 serves educationally deprived students at
the elementary level only. 1In district Gl, state compensat .ry education
funds are targeted first to non-Chapter 1 schools. Only 1f all of these
students can be served in state compensatory education can those ser-
vices be provided to educationally deprived students 1in Chapter |

gschools.

Court-ordered desegregation, 1In the last 20 years, court-ordared

desegregation has affected 12 of the 16 largest distriets in our sample.
Most of the court orders pre-date the period of comparison in this
study, but these orders have had some effects on targeting procedures
and outcomes. School attendance areas were redrawn, schools were
consolidated, magnet school programs were {initiated, and different
targeting options were used. Equal opportunity for program services

became the explicit goal of Chapter ! tarceting in these districts.

District S1 responded to a 1980 desegregation order by reducing its
Chapter 1 grade bands to elementary schools only, using free or reduced
lunch counts of enrolled students instead of AFDC data from school
attendance areas as its poverty measure, and employing the 25% rule in-
stead of the district average percent to qralify schools for Chapter 1.
All of these were changes from their practices before the desegregation
order. With the district's busing and magnet school prcgrams, students
who attended a given school often resided in a different school atten-
dance area. School attendance area poverty statistics using AFDC, the
district's traditional poverty measure, were an inaccurate reflection of
the poverty level of students in a given school. Free or reduced lunch

counts, based on students actually in attendance in a school, were
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substituted. A result of the busing program in S1 was that elementary
schools throughout the district tecame more similar in poverty level as
measured by the sachool lunch counts. All elementary schonls exceeded
25% poverty for the first time. District Sl was able to qualify all
elementary schools for Chapter 1 by employing the 25% rule in its school
targeting, The combination of the three changes cited above enabled
district 51 to meet 1ts goal of equal opportu: for service 1in a
specific way--provide Chapter 1 services to al! . smentary schools in

the district.

Some of the districts 1in our sample affected by desegrepation
orders were able to qualify more schools with‘n a grade band for Chapter
1 by using different options or measures of poverty in their school
selection procedures, as did district Sl1, Staff in these districts
indicated that desegregation had reduced the range of poverty among
their schools. However, the poverty range: 1in our desegregated

districts are still wide, preventing them from qualifying for the

Summary

Since Title I was replaced by Chapter 1 in 1981, districts in our
sample made significant changes in their school and student selection
practices, often for the purpose of achieving stability in the outcomes
of these przctices--the number of schools and students participating in
the Chapter 1 prosram. These changes were most often feund in the
choice of Chapter 1 grade bands, subject matter., staffing patterns, and
the relationship of Chapter 1 with other special programs in the dia-
trict. Forces behind these changes were typically in the form of budget
reductions or external mandates such as court-ordered desegregation. In
a federal program with the long history of Title I/Chapter 1, districts
have become accustomed to its intent and regulations, They strive to
maintain Chapter 1 service to the same number of schools and students by
making changes in their targeting practices or in the intensity of the

services provided.
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In this c¢h . i five major findings regarding astabil=

1ty and change oo © o*nt sclection practices and outcomes In
our gsample din- e ‘v these are:

e Since ~ . + “ictas In our sample have attempted to main-
tain CiI- i1 to the same number of schools. FEven when
fiseal .. - fluctuate, many districts employ different
school 5. . 7. procedures or change the grade bands targeted or

ataffing jaticins to achieve this stahility.

e Our sample districts have maintained their concentration of
Chapter 1 programs in the elementary grades since 1981, and have
even increased these services in a few instances. At the same
time, fewer of these districts have offered Chapter 1 services at

other grades—--pre~K, K, middle, and high school.

e Since 1981, districts in our sample have continued their focus on

readirg and math projects. The few cranges 1In subject areas

offered have usually affected language arts.,

e Overall, districts in our sample zerved slightly fewer students
in the program in 1986 than they did in 1981. Although there
were instances of both large increases and large reductions in
students served {n districts 1in our sample, these were not
typically as extreme as the fluctuations in Chapter 1| funding
levels across this period. Changes in the intensity of Chapter 1
gervices were in greater evidence than changes in the number of

students served in our sample districts.

e Since 1981 in some of our districts there has been a greater
rellance on test scores and quantified systems of teacher

judgment to select students for Chapter 1.
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Participation of Nonpublic School Students in Chapter 1

Overviey

in this section, information collected from districts in our sample
on the Chapter 1 participation of nonpublic school students is used to
1llustrate the process involved in uelecting and delivering services io
such students. In our sample of districts, Chapter 1 staff begin the
selaction procesg at the school level, and at that polnt some nonpublie
achools in our districts are excluded from having students racelve ser-
vice and other nonpublic schools refuse to have their students served.
If nonpublic schools meet whatever district criteria are used and wish
to have students served, the process of student selection begins. 1In
our sample, this process is often but not always similar to that used to

select public school students.

The year that information was collected from our sample of dis~
tricts was the first aschool year after the Felton decision, and this
decision created logistical problems for some districts serving sec—
tarian schools. These problems sometimes resulted in at least a tempo-
rary reduction in service to nonpublic school students. The immediate
impact of this court decision on the school and student selection
processes 1in some districts in our sample is also discussed in this

gection.

What is the extent of nonpublic school student Chapter 1 participation
in the 30-district sample? -

The participation rate of nonpublic school students in Chapter 1
has always been low compared to the participation rate of public school
students. In 1983-84, 4.6% of Chapter 1 students were enrolled in
nonpublic schools, compared to 12.7Z of students nationwide. In our
30-district sample, participation of nonpublle school students in

Chapter 1 is also very low, although we did not receive enough data to

197



quantify this in cach of our sites, Data avallahle to us in thig study
are mainly qualitative data collected from a sumple of public school
Bystems, and these data can offer some insight into the relationship
between Chapter 1 and nonpublic school students. The reasons for the
low level of nonpublic school student participation in our sample are
related to the nature of nonpublic sclools in the sample, the nature of
their student populations, school dis:zrict policies, and certain logis-
tical problems associated with delivering and receiving Chapter 1
services.

<planationa did school districts in the sample give for the level

of nanpublic EEhQGl student _participation in thelr districts? '

yqpppb;;g,seh06lg_g%ggt not tgmhave,studentgfpafgigipatg; In our

30~district sample, 23 districts have nonpublic schools within their
boundaries. 1In four of these districts, all nonpublic schools refused
to have students participate in the district's Chapter 1 program. In 12
districts where we know the total number of nonpublic schools and the
number of nonpublic schools with s:udents participating in Chapter 1,
only 17% of the nonpublic schools have students participating 1in the
program. 0Of the 837 of the nonpublic schools with no participating

students, many may have no eligible atudents, either because

(a) the nonosublic school does not include a targeted grade level,
or

(b) no students attending the nonpublic school live in an eligible
attendance area, or

(¢) no students attending the nonpublic school meet the district's
definition of educational deprivation.

Some districts report that nonpublic schools with only a few
eligible students may also decline to participate, apparently feeling
that the possible benefits to the few students would not justify the

administrative burden.
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Districts may not offer services. 1In cur sample, one district had

changed ite grade band targeting in a way that would make a nonpublic
school newly eligible to participate, but did not inform the nonpublic
school of the change. 1In two other districts, the court decision in

Aguilar vs. Felton had the effect of temporarily stopping Chapter 1

service delivery to smectarian school students, The 1impact of this

decision will be ﬁiscussed in the next section.

Table 46 summarizes service to nonpublic school students in our
gsample. A few dlstricts in our sample require that nonpublic schools
meet certain criteria before their students can be considered for
Chapter 1 services, and these criteria exclude some schools from

service. This will be discussed in more detail later.

Table 46
Chapter 1 Service to Nonpublic Schools 1n the 30-District Sample

- o Number of  Percent of
Condition 7"W . Districts _ Districts
Service delivered to students of at least
one nonpublic school 15 50.0
No nonpublic schools in district 7 23,3
No nonpublic schonls chose to participate 4 13.3
Service temporarily stopped 2 6.7
District falled to offer service 1 3.3
Services unknown, funneled through
non-LEA administration 1 3.3

Total: 30 99.9%
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What has ngﬁrther;mpaﬁtiﬁn our Sngistrictrsamﬁlgrgf Agyilggﬁvaingltgn
on_nonpubiic school stgdenﬁfpaggicigggiqgjin Chapter 17 o o

The Felton decision. On July 1, 1985 the Supreme Court in Aguilar
ve. Felton held that the method commonly employed by local educational

agencies to serve sectarlan school students under the Chapter 1 program
was unconstitutional because 1t violated the establishment of religion
clause of the First Amendment.® The Felton decision ruled that the pro-
viglon of federally-funded instructional services to children attending
sectarian elementary and secondary schools is unconstitutional 1f the
services are provided inside sectarian classrooms, but constitutional
when the services are provided off the premises of the sectarian
schools. However, the deciaion appears to have left {intact prior
rulings concerning the provision of certain publicly-funded nutritional,
diagnostic, health, and testing services to sectarian students. Unlike
the instructional services, these services are considered to be con~

stitutional even when provided on the premises of the schools attended.

As Cooper has noted (1986), the greatest and most immediate concern
of school districts was how, given the court mandate, to continue

providing Chapter 1 services to sectarian school students.

When public schools opened two months after Felton,
September 1985, they faced real problems. Somehow,
districts were required to serve non-public school
children with remedial help, as they had for almost
20 years since the passage of the Hic-cntary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965. If districts could
not come up with legal and acceptable means for
responding to the court decision, these publie
school systems ran the risk of losing all their
Chapter 1 money. (p. 1)

1t is important to note that where the srhools involved are not
religious in nature no constitutional question arises under the estab—
lishment clause regarding the provision of Chapter ! services. Thus,
only sectarian schools are affected by the decision.
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Of particular vrelevance to this study are the implicatiens of the

schools. Diagnostic testing for Chapter 1 eligibility purposes still
can be done on the premises of the sectarian schonls. However, once the
nonpublic school students are selected for participation, the delivery
of Chapter | program services by Chapter 1 instructional staff must bhe
removed from the sectarian classroom.setting., Hence, the Felton deci-
sion, handed down just weeks before the beginning of the school year,
posed difficult 1legal and practical n»roblems for public and private
school officials around the country., Interviews of district staff in
our sample were conducted from January to April of the 1985-86 gchool
year, in the first year following the Felton decision. Thug, although
Chapter 1 staff were not asked specifically about the impact of this
ruling, in several districts the toplc was raised by district staff in

discussing their services to nonpublic schools.

quactfpn7aqmerq}s;rietsfin our sample. In eight of our 30 dis-

tricts, Chapter 1 staff spontaneously mentioned the Felton decision when
asked about the participation of nonpuhlic school students in Chapter 1.
In two districts, district staff had been unable to locate an acceptable
alternative site in which to deliver services to sectarian school
students, and decided to suspend services to these students until a
satisfactory plan could be made. 1In five districts, the Felton decision
caused at least a temporary reduction in services to sectarian school
students because of decreased student participation. Specifically, in
these districts services had formerly been delivered to sectarian school
students in their own sectarian schools. The inconvenlence involved in
having students transported to another service delivery site led some
sectarian schools and the parents of some individual sectarian school
students to refuse service. In one of these districts, the additional
time and expense involved in transportation resulted in a decision to
offer services to fewer sectarian school students. One other district
reported that while the Felton decision had created more work for the
Chapter 1 staff, they had been able to maintain service to sectarian

school students at the former level.
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To summarize, we know that the Felton decislon affected service to
nonpublie school astudents in eight of our districts, or 44% of districts
who had served such students in the previous year. 1In two districts,
services were stopped for at least one year. In five districts, fewer
sectarian school students were served after the decision. Other dis-
tricts in the sample may have been similarly affected, but did not

report this, or they may not have been affected.

How are mnonpublic school gtuden;gﬂselecged to participate in Chap-

ter 17 The selection of public school students for participation in
Chapter 1 1is a two-step process, involving first identifying schools
with attendance areas having the highest percentage or number of stu-
dents from low income families, and second, within those schools 1den-

tifying students on the basis of educational need.

In contrast, targeting nonpublic school students does not involve
the step of identifying the poorer nonpublic schools. Instead, dis-
tricts must locate those individual students who would be participating
in Chapter 1 if they attended a participating public school. Districts
should identify all nonpublic school students residing within eligible
(low-income) public school attendance areas and, if those students are
within targeted grade bands and if private school officials or parents
so desire, determine 1f they are educationally deprived. If the stu-
dents prove to be educationally deprived, the district should offer them

appropriate Chapter ] services.

Locating nonpublic school students in high poverty school atten-

dance areas. In practice, districts in our sample do not appear to
search all eligible school attendance areas for nonpublic school stu-
dents to test. Instead, they usually begin by locating the nonpublic
schools within their district. 1In our sample, 15 districts reported
delivering setrvices to nonpublic schools, 0f these districts, 12
reported their selection methods in sufficient detail that we can report
the process, and all 12 begin at the school, rather than the student

level,
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In five districts, nonpublic schools have to mect certain criteria
before any of thelr satudents can participate. 1In four of these disg=~
tricts, the nonpublic school must be located within a Chapter 1 eligihle
school attendance area or near a Chapter 1 public school. Three dis-
tricts require that the nonpublic school have some minimum number of
students showing educational deprivation, one requires a minimum number
of students receiving free or reduced-price lunches, and one requires
that the school he licensed. (Most of these districts have more than
one criterion.) Seven districts do not have any school-level require-
ments for participation, aside from the requirement that the school be
within the district boundaries. TIf nonpublic schools are found to be
eligiblg} they are asked 1f cthey are {interested 1in having eligible

students participate in Chapter 1. Not all are interested.

Selecting nonpublic school participants. Having located nonpublic

schools which meet district criteria for participation and are inter-
ested in having students participate, districts then decide which, if
any, individual nonpublic school students are nligible. 1In three dis-
tricts within our sample, nonpublic school students are selected in
exactly the same way public school students are selected--that is, the
same cutoff score on the same test is used to select hoth types of
participants. 1In six districts, the selection methods are very similar,
but not the same. For example, the saume cutoff score may be applied but
using a different test, or only teacher-referred students may be tested,
but with the same test and cutoff score as are used for grade-wide
testing in the public schools. In three districts, the selection
process 1a entirely different. For example, teacher referrals are used

in place of test scores.

Nonpublic school students who participate in Chapter 1 should
reside in eligible school attendance areas. Six districts in our sample
specifically reported that they would serve only such students. Two
specifically said they had no such requirement. (One of these districts

requires that the nonpublic school be 1located in an eligihle school

203



attendance area, and one requires only that the nonpublic achosl stu-
dents live {n the school distriet.) Seven disatricta did not report

whether they had any residence requirement.,

Sunmary

In our sample, as in the nation, nonpublic school participation
accounts for a very small portion of students participating in Chapter
i. In districts where nonpublic school students are recelving Chapter 1
services, students are sclected to receive servicea in a variety of
ways, usually beginning with a district declsion to offer gervices to
the nonpublic school the student attends. Within our small sample, the
wide variety of criteria and methods used to select nonpublic school
students reveals that great diversity must exist across the country in
the methods school districts use to locate and serve educationally
deprived nonpublic school students. Our sample also offers examples of
the logistical problems created in some districts by the Felton deci-
slon, and illustrates that as a result of Felton sectarian school stu-
dents in some districts have experienced at least a one=-year reduction

or elimination of Chapter 1 services.
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Table A-1

Percent of Poor Studenta In Average Chapter 1
and Non-Chapter 1 Schools in 30 Districts

Chapter T Suhools — Non-Chapter I Sehools

District~ % Poor % Poor Chapter 1/
Wide # of in Avg. ff of in Avg. Non~Chapter 1
Diastrict Poverty Schools School* Schools School® Difference
Low Poverty
c2 2.5 5 12 25 3 9.0
El 10.1 8 17 9 7 10.0
J1 7.9 2 5 0
Pl 6.0 1 6 0
84 1.0 2 2 20 2 0.0
Total: 18 54
Medium Poverty
Bl 19.1 7 44 0
Gl 13.8 27 47 30 28 19.0
H1 16.5 6 18 0
L2 17.8 11 50 23 16 34.0
Sé 17.2 3 19 0
Total: 54 53
High Poverty
B? 31.0 3 30 0
c4 41.1 11 46 1 32 14.0
5 22.6 4 30 1 8 22.0
D1 36.2 90 48 5 13 35.0
D2 36.6 129 52 104 37 15.0
L1 29.6 14 47 5 12 35.0
M2 40.1 3 36 0
M3 29.3 1 25 0
01 33.6 53 42 27 16 26.0
P2 26.5 54 39 32 14 25.0
R1 37.1 25 63 22 39 24.0
52 40.2 19 52 15 31 21.0
§3 20.5 14 40 8 24 16.0
§5 23.5 5 25 0
Total: 425 220
Very High Foverty
C1 53.8 62 63 4 51 12.0
H2 72.2 2 71
J2 78.9 4 72 0
Ml 78.4 11 83 0
02 87.8 5 98 0
51 58.7 101 87 0
Total: 185 4 ,
Grand Total: 682 331 19.8

¥Percent of students receiving free and/or reduced lunches computed from dats
supplied by district. May not match districtwide poverty figures, which were
taken from Chapter 1 applications and may have been calculated on other bases.




Tahle A=2

Percent Poor Students in the Average Chapter 1 School
and Non-Chapter 1 School 1in 30 Districts

~ _Chapter 1 5chools  Non-Chapter 1 Schools -

% Poor 7 % Poor  Difference
# of in Avg. #f of in Avg. Between
e Districts School Districts* School _ Avg. Schools
Low poverty 5 12 3 3 9
Medium poverty 5 42 2 23 19
High poverty 14 47 10 29 18
Very high poverty 6 78 1 51 27
Overall: 30 54 16 24 30

*Number of districts differs from number of districts with Chapter 1 schools
because in some districts Chapter 1 serves ~!1 schools.
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Table A-3

Achievement Scores in the Average Chapter 1
and Non-Chapter 1 Schools in 27 Districts

“Chapter 1 Schools  Non-Chapter 1 Schools

Mean Mean Chapter 1/
# of Ach. # of Achs. Non-Chapter 1
District =~ Schools __Score Schools Score _Difference
Low Poverty
J1 2 61.0 0 N/A
P1 1 57.3 0 N/A
S4 2 56.4 20 64.9 - 5.5
Medium Poverty
Bl 7 57.3 0 N/A
H1 6 51.2 0 N/A
1.2 11 56.0 23 64.4 - 8.4
56 3 51.3 0 N/A
High Poverty
B2 4 52.7 0 N/A
Ch 11 50.6 0 N/A
Dl 90 53.1 5 57.2 - 4.1
D2 129 51.9 104 53.8 - 1.9
Ll 14 47.0 5 53.6 - 6.6
M2 3 47.9 0 N/A
M3 1 66.0 0 N/A
01 53 46.1 27 59.1 -13.0
P2 44 52,7 31 64.0 =11.3
Rl 25 48.2 22 58.4 -10.2
52 19 46.2 15 52.4 - 6.2
S5 5 54.8 0 N/A
Very Higk Poverty
cl 62 48.7 4 52.0 - 3.3
H2 4 47 .2 0 N/A
M1 11 48.5 0 N/A
02 5 46.5 0 N/A
51 101 48.7 0 N/A
Total: 1,137 634
Mean Difference:* - 6.3

*Weighted by district; that is, each district has equal welight.
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Table A-4

Percent of Special Education Students
in the Average Chapter 1 School

" Chapter 1 Schools Néﬁ?éh&ﬁté?ilrsghééia"’ S
' ~ % Sp.Ed. ¥ Sp.Ed.  Chapter 1/

# of in Avg. f#f of in Avg. Non-Chapter 1
District __ Schools School  Schools School _ Difference
Low Poverty

c? 5 15.5 25 11.8 3.7
Pl 1 16.1 0
Total: B 45
Mean District Difference: 1.7
Medium Poverty
El 7 3.2 0
Gl 27 9.2 30 8.3 0.9
H1 6 12.9 0
L2 11 14.7 23 8.1 6.6
56 3 8.1 0
Total: 55 53
Mean District Difference: 3.75
High Poverty
B2 4 10.6 0
D1 .90 11.4 5 6.5 4.9
M2 3 15.3 0
M3 1 13.3 0
01 53 12.0 27 10.2 1.8
P2 44 10.9 31 . 2.7
52 19 14.5 15 15.7 -1.2
§5 5 8.9 0
Total: 258 105
Mean District Difference: 2.1
Very High Poverty
Ccl 62 11.8 4 7.1 4.7
M1 11 6.2 0
02 5 1.0 0
s1 101 9.1 0
Total: 179 4
Mean District Difference: 4.7
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Table A-5

Percent of LEP Students in the Average Chapter 1 School
and the Average Non-Chapter 1 School in 13 Diatricts

Chapter 1 Séﬁéé}aiﬂr Ngn%Qhaptér,ILSQhéégg “Chapter 1/

“Fof e T of K4 Non=Chapter 1
District ___Schoolsg . LEP ___Schools __LEP Diffqrengerf
Low Poverty
c2 5 1.6 25 0.3 1.3
54 2 11.3 20 8.4 2.9

Medium Poverty

Bl 7 5.1 0
H1 6 1.5 0
High Poverty
Dl 90 0.1 5 0 0.1
Ll 14 0.6 5 0.2 0.4
M3 1 2.5 0
o1 53 4.0 27 1.6 2.4
P2 44 4.1 31 1.2 2.9
Rl 25 4.5 22 0.4 4.1
52 19 12.2 15 9.5 2.7
83 14 3.4 8 2.6 0.8
Very High Poverty
Ml 11 24.9 0
Total: 291 158
Mean District Difference:* 1.8

*The mean 1s calculated with each district wsightgdféquall§.
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Table A-6

Number and Percent of Schools in Each School Paverty Range
Whose Poverty is Above Their District Averape,
by Range of District Poverty Level

District ~ T -
Poverty ) _____School Poverty Ranges - ) ,
Level OZ7% | B-12%  13-20% " 21-50% _ »50%  Total
Low to Moderate
(0-12%) -

Number 21 7 4 2 0 34

A 62 21 12 6 0 101
Moderate (13-20%) o

Number 0 0 35 37 5 77

x 0 0 45 48 6 99
High (21-50%)

Number 0 0 0 268 104 372

% 0 0 0 72 28 100
Very High (over 50%)

Number 0 0 0 0 138 138

% 0 0 0 0 100 100

Note. One low to moderate poverty and one high poverty district are
excluded because they are one-school districts.
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Table A-7

District Poverty Levels as Measured by District's Chapter 1
S5chool Selection Data Source and by 1980 Orshansky Index Data

- ) ____District Poverty Level )
Based on ~ Based on
Distriet School Selection Orshangky Index,
~ Code - Data Source o 1980
cl 54 14
) 36 20
D2 28 18
Gl 14 16
L1 30 20
L2 18 5
01 34 16
P2 26 11
R1 37 14
51 59 30
52 53 8
53 20 8
c2 a 4
54 1 6
Bl 19 14
M1 78 52
El 10 7
H1 15 6
C4 41 32
c5 23 10
S5 23 14
M2 40 *
56 17 5
B2 31 8
H2 72 73
02 88 63
J1 8 2
Pl 6 17
J2 78 50
M3 25 *

¥*Data not available.
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Table A=8

Multiple Correlations and Beta Weights for Factors
Used to Predict Chapter 1 Participation

- Reading NCE Scorer . Porticipation Tai
Non- State
Multiple Special Special Spec. ~ Comp.
District Correlation Education Education Lunch Educ. Bilingual Edue. LEP
Cl «51 =.015 =.004 021% ~-.615
D1 .58 =~.015 -.006 047 ~-.637 0148
D2 +53 -.005 014% N/A A618
Gl 40 -.008 -.001 -051 -.512 ~.187
L1 .60 -,014 -.007 .029 -.390 =, 053%%
L2 .63 -.017 .000 -.02262 ~1,188b
o1 .61 =-.012 =.004 0240  -.546 -,228
P2 44 -.010 -.002 N/A -.317 -.084
Rl .30 -.004 .000 0390 -.284 .173 -.013
si .57 -,015 -.012 .039 -.220
§2 .59 =.136 -.048 .018*% =,129 «045%%

Note. Except as mentioned below all other beta weights are gtatistically
significant p<.0001.

*Significant at p<.05.
**Gignificant at p<.01,

éncﬁ statistically significant.
bSpecial education physical only.

N/A means data were not available.
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Table A-9

Number and Percent of Educationally Deprived Not Participating
in any Categorical Program who Scored Within 5 NCEs
of the District's Cutof f Score

“Number
Eligible Student Within
District and 5 NCEs of Cutoff Cutoff
Code . Unserved JPercent  Number Score —
Cl 670 61 367 < 42
51 2,332 41 956 £ 45
D2 1,569 45 706 < 50
Gl 215 61 131 < 40
s3 820 35 287 < 50
R1 344 41 141 < 36
P2 631 39 244 < 45
01 619 46 286 < 35
L1 612 53 323 < 45
82 461 48 220 < 39
c4 289 28 81 < 45
02 238 42 100 < 50
c2 40 40 16 < 45
Avg/Total 8,840 44 3,858

Note. Data are based on medium and large districts in the sample that
used test scores primarily or test scores and teacher Judgment to select
students.
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Table A-10

Number of Chapter 1 Students Scoring Above 50 NCEa,
by Diatrict and Percent

“Students with

Diastrict Toatal Scorens »>50 NCEs
Code ~ Chapter 1 Number 4
Cl 1,318 57 4
p1 7,474 . 48 1
D2 6,218 2,426 a9
G1 404 50 12
L1 781 5 1
L2 634 23 7
o1 1,970 7 0
P2 1,160 182 16
Rl 648 20 3
51 5,699 11 0
82 2,332 195 A
53 958 107 11
c2 44 7 16
54 53 23 43
M1 920 78 8
Hi 162 11 7
c4 459 1 0
H2 56 9 16
02 205 0 0
31,495 3,261 10%
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Table A-11

Number and Percent of Chapter 1 Participants Who Score
up to 5 NCEs Above Thelr District's Cutoff Score

Total Students 5 NCEs

Petrict Participants Above Cutoff:
~ Code . _Above Cutoff  "Number %
C1 194 118 61
131 568 . - -
D2 2,426 BG6 37
G1 151 66 44
L1 6 1 17
L2 a3 - -
01 80 52 65
Bz ano 138 36
Rl 144 92 64
§1 252 239 95
52 556 = -
53 107 53 50
c2 12 5 42
54 23 7 30
Ml 132 62 47
H1 53 - -
Ch 24 23 96
H2 16 - -

02 0 0 _0

3,905 1,752 457
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APPENDIZX B

Selectiono f Sites
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The original design for thias study calls for a case study of 30
districts that show varifations with respect to size, geographical loca-
tion, urbaniecity, percent poverty, grade levels of Chapter 1 program,
and other related factors. Nationally, almost three-quarters of the
districts receiving Chapter 1 funds are small and only 5% are large or
super large (see Table B-1), Bo a representative, stratified aample wasg
not possible with only 30 sites if any other variations, such as percent
poverty, were to be considered. The decigion was made to identify cells
according to diastrict size and urbanicity and to assign a number of
sites per cell so that some variation in poverty, location, and grade
levels would be included. While large districts are overrepregentod
with respect to their percent of the total, this method allows for
several case studies within each cell. Table B-2 shows the number of

districts included in each cell.

Table B-1
Percent of Chapter 1 Districts Nationally

Small 73%

Medium 227%
Large 4%
Super large 1%

Table B-2

Number of Districts in Sample by Enrollment Size and Urbanicity

______ Urbanicity: ,

Size = _Urban _Suburban _~ Rural ___Total _
Super large 4 4
Large 8 2 10
Medium 2 2 3 7
Small 2 3 3
Very small _ 2 2 ]

8 8 30

Total: 14




Identifying Potential Sites

Potential sites were nominated in »a number of ways. Some saites
were recommended by Advisory Panel members or others connected directly
with the study. A national membership directory of the Directors of
Research and Evaluation was consulted for larger sites. All of the
Chapter 1 Technical Assistance Centers (TACs) were asked to provide
nominations in their regions. Many state educational agencies (SEAs)
were called and were particularly helpful in locating emaller sites.
Finally, SEA directories of school districts, and other lists of school
districts were consulted. With the aid of all of these sources, calls

vere made to LEAs {n every state except Alaska.

Before any sites were contacted, the Director of Chapter 1 OERI
studies, wrote to the Chief State School Officer in each state explain-
ing the purpose of all the studies and requesting that a state contact
be identified. 1In states where the S5EA was telephoned, the identified

contact was frequently the source of gite nominations.

The first step in contacting a potential site was a telephone call
from project staff. The purpose of the call was to obtain information
about data available from the site and to gauge the site's willingness
to participate in the study. Calls were made to over 200 school
districts in the continental United States and Hawailil.

Degseriptive information obtained from each potential site included
LEA population, grade levels served by Chapter 1, urbanicity, and e .is-
tence of other programs such as state compengatory education or programs
for LEP students. 1In addition, detailed questions were asked about the
kind of student information available. The minimum information needed

for the purposes of the study included:
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# digtrict-wlde achievement data;
e identification of Chapter 1 participants; and

® identification of low-income atudents individually er ams a per-
cent of each school's population.

At this point, key Individuals were identified by name such as the
Chapter 1 director, the person responaible for districtwide student
records, and the individual to whom we should address the request f: -

the district to participate in the sgtudy.

Ranking Sites

Based on the telephone interview, the appropriateness of each site
was evaluated. For large districts, computerized achlevement flles were
a prerequisite to participation. Sites with computerized 1lists of
Chapter 1 participants and student-level computerized poverty informa-
tion were more desirable than sites with paper files or sites with only
school~level poverty data. However, it was not possible to find optimal
conditions 1in all afites, and paper files could be handled for small
numbers of students. It was rare to find computerized records for dis-
tricts with enrollments below 2,500 students. Suburba, even if they
were large, tended to be less automated than urban districts. Finally,
many districts had combinations of computerized and paper files. It was

Potential sites were sorted into three categories—--highly desir-
able, possibl. and not adequate. HRighly desirable sites were listed in
their appropriate cells. The entire list was examined for geographical
representation. Final selections were made with the intention of
reflecting diversity on characteristics such as presence of state
compensatory education, participation of private schools, and grades of
Chapter 1 participation. Additional calls were made to fill any per-

ceived gaps in district characteristiecsa.
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APPENDIX C

Procedures Involved in the Preparation of the District Data Scts
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Data for this atudy were received from thirt school distriects
across the country. Each of the data sets was unique, not only in con-
tent, but alaso in format. Data were received on magnetic tapes, floppy
disks, and paper, yet all data werc analyzed on the IBM~30B84 mainframe
computer at Stanford University. Prior to beginning analysia, the data
had to be put on disks of the 3084 syatem, then carefully checked for
errors and cleaned accordingly. The processes of file conatruction and

cleaning are described in this appendix.

Requesting the Data

Establish Contact

As part of the process by which districts were selected for this
study, each prospective district was screened concerning its quantita-
tive data. Only districts that indicated fairly complete data bases
during the screening process were invited to participate (see Appendix B
of this report for a complete discussion of the selection process).

During this same period of time, we constructed a preliminary "wish
1list" of variables. This list included key variables (those variables
without which analysis could not be undertaken), and desirable but
nonessential variables. The first category contains such variables as
Chapter 1 participation and test scores for each student; the second,

ethnicity, age, and sex. Table C-1 presents the variable 1list.

Once a district had agreed to participate in the study, we tele-
phoned the persons who were responsible for the relevant data. This
telephone call had three main purposes: (a) to establish contact with
the persons responsible for the quantitative data at the district and to
familiarize them with the study; (b) to verify that the district had

data we could use (prior EGHEEEE:aﬁfiﬁg the screening process had not
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Table ©C~-1

List of Variables

I. For each student currently enrolled in grades . through

A.

Demographic data

School enrolled for 1985-86

Grade level in 1985-86

Date of hirth

Race

Sax

Limited-English-proficient. Use most recent data available.
May be dichotomous variable (LEP or not LEP). May be variable
with several codes (e.g., 0 w fluyent English, 1 = limited
English, 2 = Non-English speaker or a score on a lanpuage
proficiency test).

Program participation in 1985-86

Chapter 1 participant. May be dichotomous variable (Chapter 1
participant or not). May be one variable with several codes
(e.g., 0 = not Chapter 1, 1 = Chapter 1 reading, Z = Chapter 1
math, etc.) May be a series of dichotomous variables (e.g.,
participant in Chapter 1 reading program or not, participant
in Chapter 1 math program or not, etec.).

Special Education Program participant. May be dichotomous
variable or coded by type of handicap.

State Compensatory Education Program participant

Bilingual Education Program participant

Migrant Education Program partieipant

+ Program participation for IQBAEBS

Chapter 1 participant 1984-85

Achievement and poverty status

Standardized test scores. Achlievement test scores for spring
1985. NCEs preferred. 1If not NCEs, national percentile
ranks. Separate scores for reading, mathematics, and language
arts by subtest (e.g., vocabulary, reading comprehension,
etc.) or total battery (e.g., total reading, total math, total
language arts).

Poverty status. For 1984-85, participant in National Lunch
Program or recipient of AFDC. May be dichotomous or may be
more detailed (e.g., 0 = non-participant, 1 = free lunch, 2 =
reduced-price lunch).

11. For each achool in the district:

Chapter 1 school 1985-86 May be dichotomous variable (e.g.,

Chapter 1 school 1984-85 Chapter 1/not Chapter 1) or listing of
school identification codes for those
schools with Chapter 1 programs.
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always been with the people actually responsible for the data); and (c¢)
assuming the district indeed had usable data, to discuss the specific

form of the data and variables.

Points a and b bear further elaboration. Our goal was to recelve
all quantitative data necessary to simulate a district’'s school and stu-
dent targeting practices for the 1985-86 school year. At a minimum,
such a data set would include Chapter 1 and other program participation
variables for the 1985-86 school year, and test scores and poverty data
uwsed by the district to select schools and students for Chapter 1 ger-
vices for the same year. In most cases, this meant that test scores and

poverty data were from the spring of 1985.

Each district had already indicated that it had the relevant data;
the {ssue was whether the district had the data in a form that was
usable for the present study. Clearly, the best possible case would
have been a district with all data relevant to Chapter 1 for the 1985-86
school year in a form that was readable on the IBM-3084. However, the
purpose of the discussion was to determine 1if there were viable alter-
natives when data were not available in that form. A few possibilities

enviaioned were:

1. No complete data base relevant to Chapter 1 selection for the
1985-86 school year, but a complete data bage for 1984-85 on an
IBM or compatible system;

2. Some combination of data readable on the IBM mainframe (magnetic
tapes), and data on other media (floppy disks and/or paper

filesg):

3. Data on magnetic tapes from systems that were not IBM-com-

patible.
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We could accommodate the first of these situations by changing the

focus year to 1984-85, This would present no problem from the technical

standpoint, although substantively it would be less than optimal. 1In
the second and third cases, careful discussion with the districts wou.d

be necessary to determine whether the files could be converted to 3084=

readable form, and if Bso, the amount of work that would be involved.

We obtained the following information for each district:

L]

Year for which data were available. As we anticipated, several
large districts did not have data pertaining to Chapter 1 partic-
ipation for the 1985-86 achool year, but did have data pertaining
to the 1984-85 school year.

Grades for which data were available. 1In most participating dis-
tricts, standardized test data were avallable for only a subset
of grades and Chapter 1 serves only a subset of grades. These

two subsets were not necessarily identical.

Variables available. The 1list of variables included a set of
variables that were necessary to perform analyses for districts
that used test scores as the sole criterion for selecting stu-
dents. For each district, it was necessary to determine whether
additional variables were needed to simulate targeting, and, if
8o, 1f they were available on the data base. An example of such
a variable is teacher rating. At the same time, we asked dis-
trict staff whether the district could provide other variables
that might be important for the study. These might include type
of Chapter 1 services received (e.g., readirg, math, or both),
specific handicap for special education students, and demographic

variables.

Form of the data (magnetic tapes, floppy disks, paper files). 1In
general, for large districts, it was crucial that all data be in
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machine~readable form, as hand coding of paper files would have
been too* coatly. For smaller districts, there was more latitude;
floppy disks from virtually any system or paper files were

acceptable.

We asked all districts whether data would be provided in a single
data file, or more than one file. When the latter was the cage, it was
essential to insure that each file would contain a common student {iden-
tifier (usually a student ID number). This identifier would be neces-
Bary to merge the files, since we requested that no names of students be
on the files. If a district anticipated providing more than one file,
and one or more of the files did not have a common student identifier,
we ascertained the size of the files without the {dentifier. 1If they
were small, a coder could be paid by the study to add the student
identifiers at the district. However, 1f they were large, the time and

expense would be prohibitive.

Formally Request the Data

After these discussions had been held with a district, we wrote the
district formally requesting specific data and documentation. The
letter for each district requested data on different variables because
of two factors: first, some districts had programs or types of students
that the others did not (e.g., state compensatory education programs,
LEP students); second, even districts with the same types of students
and programs varied as to the form in which data were kept (e.g., dis-
tricts with LEP students might or might not have LEP data in a form that
wag usable fr - -hig study). The letters also differed as to the grade

bands for « data were requested. In most cases, we requested data
at all gra that had test scores. A copy of this letter is included
- as Attachro Le

Districts furnishing data on magnetic tapes were asked to provide
certain documentation. Forms for documentation of the data and of the

data files were attached to the letter.
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Note that in the letter and attachments, the only requirement con-
cerning the data Is that it be furnished In "raw” form. This was to in-
sure that data would be readable on the IBM-3084 regardless of the
syatem on which it was written. It was clear that lack of other con-
straints would result 1in a substantial increase in work for us since
each district's data base was unique. Nevertheless, specification of a
uniform format would have been extremely burdensome for mome districts,

and our overriding consideration was minimize this burden.

Data File Construction

Review the Documentation

Data and documentation were received from districts as each site
visit took place. Data came in every possible combination of magnetic
tapes, floppy disks, and paper files, although large districts tended to
have data on magnetic tapes written by mainframes, while small districts
tended to have all paper files. Few districts had data on floppy disks.

While the media on which the data were written varied across dis-
tricts, the data files documentation themselves varied much more. The
data varied greatly as to format, and both the data and documentation

varied as to completeness.

The first steps in file construction were to examine the data and
the documentation carefully, to obtain any missing information or data,

and/or to resolve any inconsistencles before proceeding.

Since documentation is the key to reading or understanding any

data, the documentation was examined first for the following:

1. Did the documentation appear to be complete? In several dis-

tricts, documentation was extremely scanty. For instance, 1in

one district, documentation for a file on a magnetic tape
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conniasted of a mere list of varfable names and their positions
(flelds). No explanation of variable names (some of which were
quite cryptic) was provided, nor were value codes. We obtained
this information only after telephoning the district several

timesn.

Did the documentation indicate that the district had neglected
to send any essential variables? 1In several cases, it did. For
instance, in two casea district data files contained no data on
Chapter 1 participation~-the key variable to the study. We re-
quested further data or replacement data sets from these dig=

triets.

. Was the documentation understandable? As 1indicated above,

documentation furnished by districts varied tremendously. For
most districts, it was fairly short and straightforward; how-
ever, for several districts, it was quite lengthy and/or com-
plicated. 1In these cases, we maintained close contact with the
district until all ambiguities were resolved.

For instance, the documentation sent by one district was lengthy
and complicated. The length was the result of a highly complex
data structure in which one format applied for a particular set
of grades, while other formats applied for other sets of
grades—-all within the same data file. Furthermore, meanings of
values for a given variable varied across grades. For example,
column 67 was the handicap code for grades 2 and 3: but for
grades 4, 5, 7, and 10, 1t indicated whether a student received
free or reduced lunch. And for grades 2 and 3, a value of 5 for
a particular state compensatory education program meant that a
student was in the reading program; for grades 6, a value of 5
meant that a student was not eligible for the program. This was
one of the areas in which multiple contacts with the distriet
were required to unravel the documentation in order to proceed

with reading the data.

231

c-8



Examlio the EData

gnetic= tapes. Data cannot be meead from magnetic tapes without

knowldge of the characteristics of tleme tape. The documentation aup-
pliedly disstricts that sent maguilc tapes usually contained this in-
formation. ~However, one districthad expressed uncertainty about the
numbet of fl. Jes on their data Eapcal Furthermore, characteristica of
labelyon magsgnetic tapes written by var—1ious operating systems and hard-
ware i vary~ in obvious ways (IBMHstancHard, ANSI, or no labels), and in
less dvious ways (for inatance, wethe=sr or not a tape has header and
footer labels - 3. Almost any documetaticesn would indicate the former, but
wvéil tl¢ most= complete documentatim wo=2zid not necesaarily iandicate the

latten

Tese unc=certainties made necwsary a preliminary atep before actu-
ally mding the data. This stepws t © read the data using a utility
that ws devem=loped at Stanford Uivers Aty to examine “mystery tapes.”
TAPESHNI prov—1des information on sth c—haracteristica as density, type
of lakls, ncmumber of files, and mmbezx of records in each file (for
labelel tapesTD . Another extremelyusefu=1 feature of TAPESNIF 1s that {t
dunps sveral records from each lita lock in alphanumeric characters
and th corresssponding hex code. (for uexlabeled tapes, a logical record

lengthof 80 smand a block size of 31,760 .aare assumed.)

4 lndicmmmted above, we had ruuestes=d raw data from the districts.

When tle data on a tape were indeeirav, the alphanumeric dump was read=
able, il couE® d be examined to detttnine whether the format given in the

e dist—=rict told us that they had tried to write three files on a
tape, Wt were= uncertain as to whether t here were indeed three files or
only on. Femrthermore, when theytrie® to make a backup copy of the
tape ptlor to sending it, they wermnot able to read the tape on thelir
own machine.
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documentation was correct. For most tapes, this was the cane, and the
data could be read uasing the format supplicd by the district and fnfor-
mation from TAPESNIF. However, for two files the printouts contained
only unprintable characters. For one district's data, this signaled a
problem that was time-consuming and difficult to resolve. Lengthy and
detailed examination of the hex code along with the dlatrict's printout
revealed that the data were in 7-bit characters stored in 36-bit words
(while the IBM system uses 8-bit characters). A complicated skipping

pattern was necessatry to read the data properly.

The other unreadable printout pertained to a file containing a
district's test score data. 1In this cage, examination of the hex code
showed that the reason the printout was unreadable was that the data
were in unsigned packed decimal format. Since this format could be read
by SAS, the software that was to be used for the analyeis, there was

actually no problem.

Floppy disks. Three districts sent data on floppy disks. Two of

them sent IBM-compatible diska. These data were examined on a micro-

computer, and uploaded to the mainframe with no problems.

The procedure for the third district's data was more complicated.
The disks had been written by a micro-computer that is virtually obso-
lete. They could neither be read by any micro-computer nor be converted
by any utility available to us. After much searching, we located a
service bureau that was able to translate three of the four disks to
IBM-compatible disks. However, the fourth disk was returned to us as
untranslatable because of problems on the disk. Additionally, when we
examined the data on the IBM-compatible disks, it was clear that some of
the records had been garbled. Fortunately, the district had provided
complete paper files along with the floppies. Using these paper files,
data that were missing or garbled on the floppies were punched. Once
the punched data and the data from the floppies were uploaded, they were

merged, resulting in a complete data set.
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Paper files. We nrutinize d paper flles to see that they were
complete, contalned the spected r—xumber of wses, and made secnsc. Any
problems were rcaclved ma case by case mis. For example -, one dis-
trict had sent test datamly for =Chapter litudents. We lage =r obtained
teat ecores for studentsvho ware= not Chagter 1 participantess only for
some grades. Once we (etermine=d that e data were commplete and
correct, we assigned a fomt for +the file,md had the data p eunched and

uploadea to the mainframs

Clean the Data

Teat for duplicates Data fiZles shoulihave contained onee and o ly

one record for each stulmt. FERar—1ly experlice showed that eslata files
were likely to contaln sme duplic—ate recos. Therefora, whmen a [fle
contained a unique identlfler for each stulmt (such as an ICID number),
the first step in the cluning pr-ocess imulved testing for duplicate
records. 1In general, wedld thig by sortinthe data by studement ID and
then running a FORTRAN pugram thamt printel out records contam=maining any
student ID that occurred mre than once in the data.

Data from only two llstricts containellarge numbers of duplicate
records. For one site wwere ab"le to selet the appropriat=e records
by using the school and emollment codes. Ihithe other case, txhere were
over 50 pairs of duplicas, and rmone of tm was salvagablese. Docu-
mentation supplied by thedistrict 41ncluded utput of the proogram that
had produced the data fils The ow:tput indiuted that the file= supplied
to us had been produced ly merging= other ditrict files that contained
duplicate IDs. Under thue condie=4ions, thre is no loglcall-_y correct
way to match duplicate xetrds, anc rec.:dspoduced by a mergs=e are not

reliable. Therefore, dujplitate rec.ords wereideleted.

Read the data with SK and con=struct ail§ file. Up to thmis point,
with the exception of th student identifle, the data had T been read

only as a meaningless strly of l-b—vte charaters. Now we read ¥ the data
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as actual varfables wusing the format aupplied ly the district, and
constructed a flle (a 8AS file) for -analyals uslg the SAS software

package.

We had checked the data in geveral ways prior to thia step, and for
most districts, w constructed a SAS file. Howmer, in several in-
gtances SAS indimted that the data weere invalid for the format spe-
cified. In one imtance, this wag due to garbled dita midway through a
file containing ower 27,000 records. {Fortunately, the file contained
only data that wert not essential to the= gtudy, since the data could not
be recovered.) Inanother instance, t®is was merely a sign that there
were nonnumeric chiracters in data that= the computer was attempting to
read as numeric. (nce ve determined th=e appropriate format by recheck-

ing the hex dump, ve were able to procee=d.

Clean any remining problems. Once= a district's data were in a SAS

file, descriptive statistics were compmsted. We scrutinized these sta-
tistics carefully because when descrip=xive statistics deviate greatly
from expectations, it 4s often a sign t™hat somethin is wrong with data
or a program. For most digtricts, th-= descriptiv statistics looked
fine. 1Indeed, seeveral districts had #Zurnished deriptive statistics
for their data with which ours could Mse compared, In each of these

cases, comparisons confirmed that there ~were no problems.
When values seemed peculiar, we r echecked doumentation and data
dumps. Problems signaled by descriptivre statistics fell into several

ma jor categories.

ygrigb}e’giﬂfoppg@a In several cs=ases, pecullsr values were the

result of format ertrors in the documentamtion supplied by districts that
had not been evident from the TAPESNIF oe=xtput. For sample, descriptive
statistics indicated that there were noe special edication students in
one district, althugh, according to the district's documentation, there
should have been. The documentation irmadicated that special education




students should have a nonblank character in a particular fileld, while
for students who were not In speclal educ-rion, the fileld should be
blank. However, the descriptive statistics indicated that the field was
always blank. Rechecking the alphanumeric dump of the raw data against
the format supplied by the district showed that the column indicated as
special education on the documentation was always blank, while the ad ja~
cent column had values that were consistent with the apecial education
variable per the documentation. In these cases, we simply reread the

data using the correct format.

In one case, careful checking of descriptive statistics pointed to
bad data. The descriptive statistics for a district's 1985 reading and
math test scores were identical, as were Chopter 1 participation vari~
ables for 1984-85 and 1985-86. It was highly unlikely that these iden-
tical variables could have been coincidental. Further analysis showed
that the variables were identical for every student. When we informed
the district, they rechecked their programs and discovered that one test
score had mistakenly been written on the tape for both variables, and
the other had not been written at all. They advised which test score
was valid. At the same time they informed us that the Chapter 1 data
for 1985~86 were indeed identical to the 1984-85 Chapter 1 data because
the district's standard operating procedure is to carry forward the data
from the prior year and then edit the file as necessary, changing data
for students who had been added to, or dropped from the program. The

data supplied to us had not yet been edited.

The final usable data set from this district contained a reading
test score and a Chapter 1 participation variable for 1984-85, but grade
and school variables for 1985-86. (Accurate data on grade and school
were essential to the analysis because the district offered Chapter 1
services in only a subset of the district's schools and grades, and it
was 1mportant to be able to differentiate between school targeting,
grade band selection, and student targeting as reasons that a given

 student was not receiving Chapter 1 services.) Analyses could be



performed only after making several asgumptions, auch as the promotion
of every student from onc grade to the next and that no students had

changed schools.

We dropped another varisble from the same data set when deseriptive
statistics showed only 151 people in special education out of a total
district enrollment of 10,878. This did not seem credible, so the
variable was dropped from the analysis.

Grades dropped. Table C-2 presents information about grade levels

for which data were requeated, received, and considered useable, along
with the grade bands served by Chapter 1 for each district. As stated
above, we attempted to construct a file contalning all students in the
district with test scores used for Chapter 1 gelection for the "current”
year. 1f a district had tested grades 2-8 last year, we requested data
for students who were in grades 3~9 this vear. Additionally, we re-
quested data for students who were currently in the lowest grade that
was tested the previous year (grade 2 in this example) to insure that no
student with a test score was omitted from the data set because he or

she had been retained in grade.

Subsequently, we dropped grades from the analysis for several
reasons. Upon further consideration, analysis of the students in grades
in which only retained students had test scores seemed to present a
biased picture of a district's practices, since the numbers were small
and all the test acores were low. Comparisons of mean test scores of
Chapter 1 and non-Chapter 1 students would not be reprecentative of the

district's practices.

In other cases, although the district had indicated that particular
grades had test scores, few or no test scores were available on the data
file. Besides the sparse data for the lowest grade requested, data were
either sparse or missing for grade 11 in D2, grade 1 in B2 and Pl, and
grades 1-3 in J1. Such grades were dropped.
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Table C-2

Grade Levels for Which Data Were Requested, Received, and Usable
and Grades At Which Chapter 1 Operates, By District

District ‘Grades ~ Grades Usable, Grades
Code  Requested  Received  Grades Chapter 1
c1 4~9 4-9 4-9 K-8
b1 K=12 1-6 2-6 1-6
D2 3,5,8,11 3,5,8,11 3,5,8 PreK-12
G1 2-11 4-10 4-6,8-10 3-12
L1 2-10 2=10 2-10 K~5
L2 2=10 2-10 2=6 K=6
01 1-9 1-9 1-9 1-8
P2 3-9 3-8 3-8 K-12
Rl K=12 K=12 2=11 K=-12
51 K-12 K=12 1=12 K-8
52 2-12 2=12 2~6 K=b
83 K~-12 K=12 2-5 K-8
c2 3-8 3-8 4~8 K-8
S4 3-9 3-9 4=9 k-8
Bl K-8 K-8 1-8 K-6
M1 2=12 2-12 2=6* 2=12
El K,2,4,6 K-5 1,3,5 K-6
H1 7-12 7=12 7-8 7-12
Ch 1-12 1-8 2=7 K-8
c5 1-8 2-9 2-9 1-9
85 2-9 2-9 2~-9 K-8
M2 K=12 K-6 1-6 K-8
56 1-6 1-6 2=6 1-6
B2 K-9 1-8 2,4,6,8 K-8
H2 K=12 2-9 4=9 K=9
02 K=12 K-10 1-10 K,4-8
J1 2-12 K-12 bel2 K-6
Pl K=-9 K-6 2-6 K-12
J2 K=12 1-8 1-8 K-8
M3 ¥~-9 K-8 K-8 K-8

8"yUsable” means that individuals have at least test scores, and a

Chapter 1 participation variable.
bReading and/or math programs.

*Test scores available for 2~12, but Chapter 1 variable only good for
grades 2-6.
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In one district, a problem was signaled when descriptive statiatics
showed that no seventh graders had valid teat scores. Examination of
the data sent from the district showed that data on sixth graders had
been omitted from the data file containing test scores. Since the
"eurrent” year was the year following the test, all test scores for
seventh graders were missing. Consequently, they were dropped from the

analysis.

Variables other than test scores could also cause a grade to be
considered unusable. One district's Chapter 1 participation data were
not reliable above grade 6, according to the dfstrict. Another district

indicated that lunch data were not reliable above grade 5.

In one case, we dropped certain grades from our analyses because of
lack of documentation. 1In our analyses we converted all test Bcores to
NCEs for comparability. This district furnished test scores that were
not in NCEs and could be converted to NCEs using special tables that
only the district could provide. The district sent the tables for only

a subset of grades. Thus, we were unable to analyze data for the other

grades.

Schools dropped. We dropped all observations with particular

school codes because the schools were in some way special or were not
actually schools at all. These included scheols that were exclusivaly
for special education students, adult education facilities, and hos-
pitals. The data were often sparse for students in thesge facilities,
but more importantly, we dropped them because they were not included by
districts in their targeting for Chapter 1.

Final Data Files

Table C-3 shows the vatiables in each district's data file. The
goal of constructing an analyzable data file containing Chapter 1
participation data for the current year and the relevant selection data

was met for all 30 diatricts, with a few minor exceptions.
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Besldes the probleme {adicated 1in the section on variables that
were dropped, the wmost common deficlencizs of the final data files
involved problems with the Chapter 1 participation variable, teacher
Judgment, and poverty data.

Chapter 1 Participation

Six districts that had separate Chapter 1 programs and separate
student selection criteria for reading and math sent only one variable
indicating whether a student was in Chapter 1 (any program) or not.
There were two ways we could have huniled thias lack of data for our
analysis, neither of them perfect. We might have coraldered a student
eligible for Chapter 1 1if both his reading and math scores were low.
Alternatively, we might have considered a student eligible for Chapter 1

1f either his reading or math score was low. In either case, simula-

‘tions might be incorrect for people who had one high and one low test

score, but in different ways. If the focus were on the reading program,
the first strategy would make a distric: appear to have d{uproperly
targeted people with low reading scores and high math scores, while the
second strategy would make the district appear to have improperly
targeted students with high reading scores and low math scores. We
chose to use the second strategy for this study, but results should be
viewed with caution.

Poverty. Six districts were unable to furnish poverty data by
student. It should be noted that during the preliminary screening
process, it was clear that student=level poverty data were the most

difficult data to obtain.

Conclusion

This appendix has described the process by which data files from

30 districts across the country were put into a form that could be used

for the analyses in this study. 1In presenting a detalled account of
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this process, much of the focus has necessarily been on the problems

and difficulties involved in file construction and data cleaning.

The data existing within the flles of school districts offer a rich
source of information about schools, students, and program participa-
tion; the task of editing and standardizing unique data sets that have
been designed to meet the information needs of their districts proved to
be a time consuming one. The approach of uasing district data allowed us
to capitalize on the data that were already avallable in the record
keeping system of these 30 LEAs. Throughout the course of the study,
pergonnel from the districts were extremely cooperative and helpful.
For some distriets, the task of constructing data files was quite heavy,
yet the districts did a remarkable job of furnishing and documenting the

data, and nroviding other useful information to accompany them.
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ATTACHHENT 1

Dear 3

Im am writing you pursuant to my telephone conversation on
(date) with ___ during which we discussed the content of your
data files on students. The purpose of this letter is to confirm
the characteristics of the data tape we hope to obtain from your
district for the national Chapter 1 Targeting Study.

Our goal 1s to acquire data tapes from your district that will
have information on students currently enrolled {n the district for
the 1985-86 school year. We are aware, however, that the most
recent data available for some variables may be from the 1964-85
school year. For instance, the most recent achievement data for
students in your district 1s for spring of 1985. We have expressed
our preferences concerning the source time of each variable in
Attachment A.

The variables of interest to us are listed in Attachment A,
The list 18 meant to be flexible concerning the exact form of some
of the variables. As a rule, we would prefer that you furnish us
with data that are as fine-grained as possible. If your data are
more detailed than those specified on the attached list, we would
like to have the more detailed data. For instance, data for
special education participants that is coded by type of handicap is
preferred over a code that merely indicates that a student is or is
not in special education. 1In any case, we will need a variable
list and value labels.

We also realize that you may have other variables in your data
base of which we are unaware that would allow us to make additional
comparisons between Chapter 1 and non-Chapter 1 students. Should
you have additional data that might be of interest to us, please
include it or give us a call to discuss it. For example; the
following types of information for Chapter 1 and non-Chapter 1
students would be useful:

-~ Household annual income

= Years of school completed by parents

Disciplinary referrals

Occupational category of parents. For instance,

0 = unemployed; 1 = unskilled; 2 = sgkilled workers;
3 = white collar; 4 = professional and managers

~ Teacher judgment ratings of students considered for
Chapter 1

Attendance rates
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ATTACHHMERT 1
(page 2)

Concerning the form of the data, we prefer to have formatted
raw data files. Please do not write binary files. Tapes must be
9-track., Our preferences for file structure are in Attachment B,
These preferences are slight and are meant as a guide only if it is
just as convenient for you to use one apecification as another. If
this 18 not the case, however, write the tape in the way that is
moat convenient for you,

Enclosed are two forms for you to use in documenting the
files. One completed File Deacription form for each file you write
and one Tape Description form should accompany each tape,

We are also interested in obtaining any analogous data that
the district may have for non=public school students. Even if data
are available only for those non-public school students partic-
ipating in Chapter 1, they would be useful for the purposes of our
Btudy.

A member of the project team from the Chapter 1 Targeting
Study, ____ , will be visiting the district (date). We hope that
the data tape can be ready for him/her to pick up at that time. I
will call you on (1l to 1-1/2 weeks before date) to answer any
questions you may have about our data needs. In the meantime if
you have any concerns, please do not hesitate to call me or
Christine Wood, the project director (415/941-7084).

Sincerely,
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ATTACHHENT |
{page 3

ATTACHMENT A--List of Variables

L. For each student currently enrolled in grades ___ through

A.

c.

D.

Demographic data

School enrolled for 1985-86

Grade level in 1985-86

Date of birth

Race

Sex ,

Limited~English-proficient. Use moat recent data available.
May ba dichotomous variable (LEP or not LEP). May be varlable
with several codes (e.g., O = fluent English, 1 = limited
English, 2 = Non~English speaker or a score on a language
proficiency test),.

. Program participation in 1985-86

Chapter 1 participant. May be dichotomous variable (Chapter 1
participant or not). May be one variable with several codes
(e.g., 0 = not Chapter 1, 1 = Chapter 1 reading, 2 = Chapter 1
math, etc.) May be a series of dichotomous variables (e.g.,
participant in Chapter 1 reading program or not, participant
in Chapter 1 math program or not, etc.).

Special Education Program participant. May be dichotomous
variable or coded by type of handicap.

State Compensatory Education Program participant

Bilingual Education Program participant

Migrant Education Program participant

Program participation for 1984-85
Chapter 1 participant 1984-85

Achievement and poverty atatus

Standardized test scores. Achlevement test scores for spring
1985. NCEs preferred. If not NCEs, national percentile
ranks. Separate scores for reading, mathematics, and language
arts by subtest (e.g., vocabulary, reading comprehension,
etc.) or total battery (e.g., total reading, total math, total
language arts),

Poverty status. For 1984-85, participant in National Lunch
Program or recipient of AFDC. May be dichotomous or may be
more detailed (e.g., 0 = non-participant, 1 = free lunch, 2 =
reduced=-price lunch),

11. For each school in the district:

Chapter | school 1985-86 May be dichotomous variable (e.g.,

Chapter 1 school 1984-85 Chapter 1/not Chapter 1) or listing of
school identification codes for those
schools with Chapter | programs.
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ATTACHHENT 1
(page 4)

ATTACHMENT B-~Preferred Data and Tape Characteristics

rrﬁaéir?fe£3f?ed Leaé£ ?f%fgfred

DATA TYPE:  EDCDIC ASCIT
LRECL: Any

RECFM: FB VB VBS
DENSITY: 6250 or 1600 BPI 800 BPI
LABELS: IBHM SL NL AL

Tapes must be 9-track.
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ATTACHMENT 1
(page 5)

FILE DESCRIPTION

File Name (DSN)_ Page of

For Magnetic Tapes Only:

1f tape is labeled: File Seq (label) Number
If tape is NOT labeled: Lrecl__ _ Blksize
Relative | Field Length . -

Pospition | Data Name and Type Description (velid codes/rangesn)

C-24
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Density:
Data type:
Labeln:

Recfm:

1f tape is

ATTACHHENT |
(page 6)

TAPE DESCRIPTION

bpi

EBCDIC  ___ ASCII

CIBM Std _ ANSI std

I e RGBS

FB VB

labeled: Vol Ser Name

__ No 1labels

VBS

_24¢
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APPENDIX D

Replicating Student Selection Procedures
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A major goal of Chapter 1 is to meet the apecial educational needs

of educationally deprived children. The program regulations define

"educationally deprived children” as "children whose educatfonal attain-
ment 18 below the level that 1s appropriate for children of their age”
(§200.3(b), 47 Federal Register 52344 (November 19, 1982)). Within the
legal framewvork, districts are permitted a great deal of latitude as to
how educational deprivation is measured and defined. Districts differ
in the type of student selection model they use and In the cutoff score
they use to separate those eligible for the program from the rveat of the

school population.

Selection models may be divided into five main categorles:

# Test score alone--all atudents are teated. Those scoring bhelow a
cutoff point are merved-

¢ Test score dominant—-a test score 18 used to determine eligibil-
ity, and then a teacher rating (quantitative) or teacher judgment
(qualitative) 1is used for selection from the pool of eligible
atudents.

e Composite score~-test scores are combined with teacher ratings or
other information according to a formula. Students with a com-
posite score below a cutoff point are served.

¢ Teacher judgment dominant~-teachers determine which students
should be tested. Of the students tested, those scoring below a
cutoff point are served.

& Mixed=-usually all students scoring below one cutoff are
eligible. Students scoring between that cutoff and another
higher cutoff are eligible only if teachers recommend them.

A get of analyses wag performed in which the student targeting
practices of a district were replicated as closely as possible, using
the data supplied by the distriet. 1In these analyses, students were
identified who were eligible to receive services based on the student
selection model, measures, and cutoff score used by the distriet to
determine which students were educationally deprived. Table D-1

presents the selection models used by each district. Note that all of

D=2
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Table D-1
Models of Student Selection for Chapter 1 by District

- Teacher
Tent and Judgment

Teat Teacher Composite and
District Only Judgment ~ Score  Teat Score  Mix

Super Large
C1 X
D1 X
D2 X
Gl X

Large Urban
Ll X
L2 X
01
P2
Rl
51
52
53 X

E

Large Suburban
Cc2 X
54 X
Medium Urban
Bl X
Ml X
Medium Suburban
El X
H1 X

Medium Rural
C4 X
C5 X
85 X
Small Suburban
M2 X
56 X

Small Rural
B2 : X
H2 X
02 X
J1 X
Pl X
Very Small Rural
J2 X
M3 X




the models include a test score. However, the exact test score used
varies from district to district. For instance, some districts usme a
total reading score as the measure of educational need; others use only
the score on a reading comprehension subtest, and do not consider the
vocabulary subtest; while at{ll others use a total battery score that
includes reading, math, and language arts. Cutoff scores also vary from
district to district and sometimes within district by grade level or by
sub ject matter, as shown in Table D~2. The replications were able to

accommodate all such variations in student selection practices.

The replications for the 14 districtas that une a test-gcore-—
dominant model and for the seven districts that use a teat score-
followed-by-teacher~judgment model involved similar procedures. In
almost all cases the test information in the data base was the same as
that actually used by the districts for their Chapter 1 selection. In
our replications, students whose scores fell below the district cutoff
score became the intended Chapter 1 target group and were coded as
"eligible for Chapter 1."

In general, composite scores are computed by conmbining teat scores and
teacher ratings or some other measure of student perforumance. The
weight assigned to each factor varies from district to district;

hovever, most often an attempt is made to welght each factor equally.

Data bases from two of the five dis:: .cts (L2 and H2) contained
sufficlent information for us to follow their targeting procedures
precisely. That is, the data from one district included the camﬁasité
score, while the data from the other district contained the factors used
in computing the composite score. We computed the composite score for
the latter district using the same algorithm used by the district,
including the ass gnment of weights and scaling of factors. Faf‘the

D-4
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Table D-2
Test Cutoff Scores by District (in NCEs)

Highest

Digtriet Eligible Score
¢l 42
D1 49
n2 49
c1 39
L1 45
L2 *
r2 Grade 3 42
4 43
5 43
6 42
7 43
8 41
01 35
R2 36
51 Grades XK-3 46
4~ 44
7 41
8 39
s2 3s
83 49
c2 454
54 Grades 1-6 49
7+ 28
Bl 42
Ml 44
El 34
H1 Grade 7 34
8 28
ch 44
c5 35
85 49
M2 49
56 38
B2 44
H2 *
02 49
J1 »
Pl 44
J2 49
M3 44

*NCE could not be computed.
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replications, we sorted students {into "Chapter l-eligible” and "not
eligible” groups based on whether their composite scores were above or

below the cutoff eatablished by the districgt

For the three districts (El, B2, and C4) that used composite scores
for selection but whose data bases lacked some information essential for
computing the scores, we used test score alone. These districts use
test score data as one part of the composite. They assign different
weightd to atudents whose test scores are above or below a prescribed
point (e.g., scores falling in the bottom three stanines are given two
points and those above that are given only one point). We used these
cutoff scores to assign students to the Chapter 1l-eligible versus

not-eligible categories in our replications.

One district in our sample (56) uses teacher ratings to secreen for
potential Chapter 1 students, and then tests only those with the lowest
ratings. The data base for this district contains the teacher ratings
and the test scores of the lowest-rated students, in addition to scores
on other tests that are administered districtwide. The sgelection
practices for this district were esusily replicated because all the

needed data were available and could be applied in the proper sequence.

Three districts (L1, $3, D1) use two different student selection
models at different test score ranges. We were able to match these
practices in our replications. For instance, in one district everyone
below the 25th percentile is served automatically, and those with
percentile scorea between 25 and 40 receive service only if they are
referred by a teacher. The targeting of Chapter 1 services to students
in these separate score ranges was analyzed separately as well as

together.

Thus, the intended eligible pool for Chapter 1 was operationally
defined according to the student targeting practices unique to each
particular site, and differed from district to district. Clearly,




although it 1s important to evaluate cach district's targeting in light
of 1ts own definitions of educatfonal deprivation, it is also desirable
to make cross~district comparisons, or at least to know how commensurate
districts' definitions of educational deprivation are. That 1is, do
definitions of educational deprivation vary widely across districts, or
are they similar? Since all selection models use a test score, the test
score cutoff {8 helpful for this purpose. Table D~2 shows the cutoff

test scores used by each districe.

Although they vary from district to district, most cutoffs are
between 40 an 50 NCEs. There is some clustering around the 35th NCE
(25th percentile), 45th NCE (40th percentile), and again at the 49th NCE
(49th percentile). Most of the districts that have higher cutoff scores
also include some other measure (guch as teacher Juﬂgﬁeﬁté) in their
selection process. That 1s, of the eight districts that have an eligi~
bility cutoff at the 49th NCE, six actually select students based on
teacher judgment or a composite score. 1In these districts the intent is
to serve the lowest achieving of those students--~the decision is gimply
not based on test score. Thus, in reality, despite the fact that dis-
tricts establigh their own criteria and these criteria vary, students

defined as educationally deprived do not vary greatly across districts.
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APPENDIX F

Simulation of a Change in District Tarpeting
to Include Upper Grades




100,000 students in Kindergarten through grade 12 and a district poverty
level of 36XZ. 1Tt elects to fund schools at the elementary grades only
(kindergarten through grade 6). The Chapter 1 program exists in 90 of
95 elementary schools, with B3 schools qualified under the 25% rule and
the remaining seven under the formerly eligiblec option. District DI
could have a Chapter 1 program at grades K through 12, but elects not
to. One reason for 1its choice is that a state compensatory education
program operates at grades 7 through 12. TIgnering this for the moment.
let us examine what would happen if District D1 were to target all grade

levels for Chapter 1, including the middle and senior high schools.

Under current legislation, Dl can use at least three different
methods of deciding which schools qualify for Chapter 1 services. Using
the 257 rule, Dl can serve every school in the district with poverty
over 25%, qualifying a total of 105 schools (assuming the grandfather
clause is not invoked). It can qualify every school over the district-
wide average percent poor, or every school over 36% poor. Since elemen—
tary schools tend to be the poorest, this would result in service to
only eight middle schools and one high school. D1 can also use grade
band averages, qualifying elementary schools over 46% poor, middle
schools over 29%, and high schools over 15%. This strategy results in
service at the fewest elementary schools and the most high schools.
(These two different averaging methods are discussed in more detail in

Chapter 3.)

Table E-1 shows the number of schools at each level that could
legally qualify as Chapter 1 schools under each strategy. In our data
base for district D1, there are 7,474 students in grades 2 through 6
gerved by Chapter 1. This amounts to an average of 83 Chapter 1
students per school. If we hold the total number of Chapter 1 students
in the district constant, then using the 25% rule, Chapter 1 would serve
an averagé‘number of - 71 students per school. Using the districtwide

percent, qualifying schools would. serve an average of 100 students per



school. Using grade band averages would regult 1in serviece to 105
students per school. The distribution of the number of students gerved
by Chapter 1 at each of these school levels under cach condition fis

shown in Table E-2.

Table E-1

Number of Schools Qualifying for Chapter 1 Under
Three Different School Targeting Strategies

Strategy © FElementary  Middle  High Schaol  Total
Total in District 95 37 14 146
25% rule a3 18 4 105
Districtwide average % 66 8 1 75
Average ¥ by grade band 51 14 6 71
Current Practlce 90%* 0 0 90

*0f the 90 schools, 83 qualify under the 25% rulc and seven additional
schools qualify under the formerly eligible option.

Table E=2

Number of Students Served at Each School Level Under
Three Different School Targeting Strategles

School Targeting _________ High  Average

__Strategy =~ FElementary Middle School Total Fer School

25% rule 5,908 1,278 284 7,470 71

District average % 6,600 800 100 7,500 100

Average % at each 5,369 1,470 630 7,469 105
grade band

Current Practice 7,474 == —— 7,474 83

The most radical change in the distribution of Chapter 1 student
participation is produced by averaging within grade band. Six of the
high schools qualify compared to one or four under other configurations.
Under this school targeting strategy the total number of schools. that




qualify fs the smallest, and the average number of Chapter 1 dtudents
per school is the highest. Compared with current operations, the
Chapter 1 program in this simulation would (a) be sapread across more
grade levels (K-12 versus K=6), (b) be concentrated In fewer schoola,

and (c¢) serve more students within each school on the average.

The interaction of all of these changes in terms of the character-
istice of the students that would be selected for Chapter 1 is very com-
plex. The range and average percentage of poor students in Distriet DI
is very different at each achen! level. For example, 66 of the 90
elementary schools have poverty levela higher than the poorest high
school. By using grade band averages and serving asix high schools, DI
would exclude 15 elementary schools with higher poverty levels than the
six high schools made eligible under this method. While more senlor
high achool students would recelve Chapter 1 services in this situation,
they would come from schools with much lower poverty levels and higher
achievement levels than the elementary schools that would be excluded.
This discrepancy in the percentage of poverty among the school levels ig

not unique to district Dl, as we have shown.

As Table E-2 shows, if District Dl uses grade band averages, the
number of Chapter 1 students in each school is the highest compared with
" the other strategies. Presumably this would mean that a higher cutoff
score for eligibility would be usod and that the average scores of
Chapter 1 students would be higher. A computer simulation using Dl's

data base was carried out to compare the difference in the average

k elementary schools (simulating the 25% rule) to the scores of the lowest
‘scoring 5,369 students in the poorest 51 elementary schools (simulating

‘gfsde band average percent). As predicted, the students in the 51

 5éhieving group of glzgaﬂtafy school students. In the first group the




tiean was 32.5 NCEa, compared to 30.2 NCEs. 1In the 51 school sample the
scores of students ranged from ! to 42 RNCEs while in the R3 nchool

pample the highest acore was 38.3.

When the average acores of the selected students in each of the 51
poorest schools were compared under . ¢ two targeting strategies, ecvery
achool conpiatently had a higher mean achievement level when grade band
average percent was used to select gchools, Serving 31 fewer clementary
schools but more students per school meant that the propram would be
serving a higher achieving group. Thus even though the total number of
atudanta at the elementary grades 1w smaller, the group of elementary
students that 1s served 15 not, on the average, educationally needier

{1.e., lower scoring).

The effect of distributing the Chapter 1 program more evenly across
the grade levels will affect the achlevement level of Chapter 1 students
both at the elementary grades and at the high school grades. Average
achievement scores will increase if more studcnta are served in fewer
schools. From the simulation it 1s evident that the direction of the
change 1s related to both school selection and studant selection deci-
sions. Serving fewer elementary schools but a higher proportion of
students in those schools will increase average schlevement scores.
Similarly, serving a greater proportion of high school students in the
schools already participating 1in Chapter 1 will inecrease average
achievement. If more high schools are added to Chapter 1 and these
additions are offset by cutting back on the number of elementary schools
in the program, one might reach more lower achieving high school stu-
dents but Include a higher achieving group of students at the elementary
level than was previously served. The preceding simulation shows that a
district's decision to target Chapter 1 services at only the lower
grades will not necessarily result in students being served who are less

in need than if the program were targeted across the entire grade

spectrum.




APPENDIX F

Data Tables for Changes in Sample Districta
AL from 1981 to 1986 -
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Table F-|
Case Listing of Data for Analyais of Rocent Changes in Chapter | Targoting

__Number of Schools - Allocation

Grade Bands Total  TL Chl  Subjects Program Allocations ~ Per Pupil

. A981 1986 V98T _TOE TOT 986 T9AT 1986 (98I 1086 19G6%  T9BL  TOBE*
k=12 1-12 83 35 RMLARMLA 3,365,138 4,106,000 2,451,282 S487  $804
PK-6 DK~ 05 90 RM,LA R,LA 6,379,405 10,500,000 6,268,500 346 400
K-8 K=8 132 106 101 105 R,M R,LA 5,537,852 7,404,006 4,420,192 793 599
K-12 K12 269 135 40,293,165 24,055,020 481
PK=12  PK-12 99 89 66 52 RM,LA RM 3,323,588 3,900,905 2,325,840 S44 324
K-8 K8 102 102 R,M,LA R,MLA 15,252,680 9,005,822 5,376,476 702 425
K-8 K-6 23 16 10 RM RN 550,564 1,038,027 619,702 54 585
R=12  K=12 47 22 RMLARMLLA 4,384,930 6,013,271 3,589,923 843 718
K-8 K6 5% 3% 21 2l RM RM 3,100,000 3,500,000 2,089,500 765 653
PK=5  K-5 3319 15 15 RMLA RM 1,295,749 1,954,542 1,166,862 598 648
K5 K6 335 13 15 RM O RMLA 1,197,460 1,842,237 1,099.815 502 418
=12 1-8 B7 78 60 52 RM  RMLA 4,001,012 4,180,342 2,495,664 520 462
1-8 1-8 26 25 2 2 R,M,LA R,M,LA 82,364 110,758 66,123 481 354
I~ 1-6 29 31 2 5 R [ 132,767 251,000 149,847 891 652

16 8 988,850 673,031 401,800
1-8 K=~12 8 11 7 11 R,M RyM,LA 676,440 1,295,944 773,679 244 361
1-12 7-12 ] 6 4 6 R,M,LA R,M,LA 180,000 107,460 ; 269
K-6,HS K~b,HS 17 17 9 B R,LA R 305,418 443,550 264,799 475 530
1-8 1-8 12 12 11 11 R R 544,727 335,000 199,995 689 267
2-9 2-9 6 6 4 4 R,M R,M,LA 113,000 131,597 78,563 1,119 534
PK=8 PK-8 6 & 6 5 202,004 355,000 211,935 474
k-8 1-8 13 22 RM O RMLA 156,120 138,317 82,575 507 241
b 243 73 331 R R 142,000 89,000 53,133 278
-8 K-8 7 5 7 5 R R 121,151 152,712 91,169 757 365
1=12 2=9 2 2 2 2 R,MLA RM 405,717 207,102 123,640 799 0 338
K-8 K,4=-8 5 5 5 4 R,M,LA RM,LA 523,517 384,232 229,387 522 506 -
K=6 1-6 2 2 1 Il R,M R,M 66,253 41,629 24,853 656 = 234
1=6 1-8 1 2 1 2 R R,M 9,824 41,454 24,748 378 619
K-8 K-8 I I 1 1 R R 4,529 - 16,247 9,699 906 606 .
-8 5 3 94,122 56,191 426

s values have been adjusted for Inflation and are reported in terms of 1981 dollars.




Tahle F~2

National Salary Levels and Percentage Increase Since 198]
for Teachers and Aides by Year

i ) . _Salaries 777 7_?§£éé§gééé?éégféﬁsgu$§ﬁ§e }981 
Year Teacher? Aldes® Teachers Aldes Combined
1981 517,768 84,48 - - -
1982 19,275 4.88 8.5 B.9 B.7
1983 20,809 5.28 17.1 17.9 17.5
1984 22,039 5.48 24.0 22.3 23,2
1985 23,587 5.89 32,7 31.5 32.1
1986 25,276 6.20 42,3 38.4 40.3

Source: The annual editions of the "National Survey of Salaries and
Wages 1in Public Schools” conducted by Educational Research Services,
Inc.

8Teacher salaries are annual rares.

baide salartes are hourly rates.
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