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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

During fiscal year 1970, 6.5 million (13.5 percent) of the approxi-
mately 48.2 million school-aged children in the continental United States
were from families with incomes below the poverty line established by the
Bureau of the Census. Significantly, 38.8 percent of all Black school-
aged children were so classified while only 9.5 percent of all white
children were considered poor by those standards. During fiscal year
1969, 20 percent of the public school enrollment consisted of minority
group children -- 14.5 percent Black, 4.6 percent Spanish-surnamed, and
0.8 percent other minority group children. However, 76.6 percent of all
Black and 54.7 percent of all Spanish-surnamed students were enrolled in
schools with minority concentrations exceeding 49 percent, while 97.9
percent of all non-minority children attended schools with minority con-
centrations below 49 percent. Also, more Black (24.2 percent) than white
(16.5 percent) children were achieving below grade level in one or more
subjects and fewer Blacks (65.2 percent) than whites (74.0 percent) were
at grade level. While about 14 percent of all elementary school children
during that year had severe reading problems, 20 percent of all children
from low-income families, and 25 percent of the students enrolled in large
city schools had such problems. Clearly, many minority group children,
children from low-income families, and children attending large city
schools have special needs for compensatory education and related services.

In recognition of similar needs identified at an earlier date, Title
I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 authorizes
financial assistance to local educational agencies (LEA's) with high con-
centrations of economically disadvantaged children specifically for pro-
grams designed to meet the special needs of educationally deprived child-
ren. ESEA Title I is a categorical grant program that provides funds to
state educational agencies (SEA's) to distribute to their eligible LEA's
which, in turn, bear primary responsibility for designing and implement-
ing local Title I projects. In their applications to state educational
agencies, LEA's must provide assurances that they will (a) design projects
for educationally r;eedy children in areas impacted with children from
low-income families, (b) conduct funded projects in accordance with Title
I regulations, guidelines, and program criteria, and (c) provide annual
evaluation reports to their state Title I office. States, in turn, are
required to provide, the U. S. Office of Education (USOE) assurances that
they will (a) monitor LEA compliance with Title I regulations, guidelines,
and program criteria, (b) furnish technical assistance to LEA's, and
(c) submit annual statewide program evaluation reports to USOE. Acting
on behalf of the U. S. Commissioner of Education, USOE is required to
review state applications, determine state authorizations, allocate
annual appropriations, and monitor, audit, and provide technical assis-
tance to participating states. USOE is also legislatively required to
evaluate the national impact of the program annually and to report its
findings to Congress.
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The major objective of this study was to evaluate the impact of
ESEA Title I since its inception on the basis of reanalysis and synthesis
of existing evaluation data derived primarily from local, state, and
national evaluation studies. The program's operational context was
reviewed and needs were identified; then management performance, resource
allocation, and impact on participating children were evaluated. The
primary findings of the study are summarized below, as are the major
conclusions and final recommendations.

Operational Context

During fiscal year (FY) 69, the majority of all low-income children
were enrolled in Title I schools, and 90 percent of them were concen-
trated in districts with low (under $425) to moderate ($425-624) regu-
lar per-pupil expenditures. Approximately 68 percent of all poor child-
ren were enrolled in 11.9 percent of the Title I participating districts
which were characterized as large districts with medium to high concen-
trations of resident children from low-income families. Apparently,
poor children tended to be enrolled in a relatively few large districts
that had low to moderate regular per-pupil expenditures and high con-
centrations of resident low-income children.

During both FY 68 and FY 69, approximately 29 percent of the child-
ren enrolled in Title I elementary schools were from minority groups --
approximately 9 percent more than the nation's schools in general.
About 22 percent of the enrollment were Black and another 7 percent were
from other minority groups, while the corresponding percentages were
14.5 percent and 5.4 percent nationally. Elementary schools partici-
pating in the Title I program had higher concentrations of minority
group children, especially Black children, than the nation's schools

in general.

Within Title I elementary schools during FY 68, approximately 83
percent of all students were assigned to classrooms in which 90 percent
or more of the children were of one race, either white or Black. Only
about 17 percent of the children in Title I schools were in classrooms
where the racial composition corresponded roughly to that of the total
population of pupils in Title I schools and even fewer were in class-
rooms with a racial composition corresponding to national standards for
integration. Further, although 67 percent of all children in Title 1
elementary schools were enrolled in classrooms with a 90 percent or
greater concentration of Blacks, 70.5 percent of all Black children
were in such classrooms while only 1.6 percent of other minority child-
ren and 0.2 percent of white children were in such classrooms. The
extensive segregation reflected by those figures is partially due to
the fact that minority and poor children tended to be ability-grouped
by classroom while non-minority children, and children from more
economically advantaged families, tended to be grouped by subject within
classrooms.

12
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Data from FY 68 regarding the concentration of children in Title

I schools at various locations indicated that 22.4 percent of the child-
ren were concentrated in urban schools, 46.2 percent were in suburban
schools, and 31.3 percent attended schools in rural areas. Although
only 22.4 percent of all studerts in Title I schools attended urban

area schools, 47.7 percent of the Black and 42.6 percent of other minor-
ity group children attended large city schools while only 12.6 percent
of the white children attended such schools. A similar relationship

was found with respect to poverty. Nearly 75 percent of all children
attended schools with low concentrations of economically disadvantaged :
children, 16.1 percent were in moderate concentration schools, and 9.0 i
percent were in schools where more than 50 percent of the enrolled
children were from poor families. Of the children attending those high
concentration schools, however, 67.2 percent were attending high concen- ’J
tration schools in urban areas. Apparently, economically disadvantaged p
children as well as minority group children are concentrated in large
city schools. |

On the basis of teacher estimates of their pupils' educational
prospects and family income, approximately 54 percent of the children
enrolled in Title I elementary schools during FY 68 and FY 69 were
classified as economically (36 percent), educationally (3.5 percent),
or multiply (14 percent) disadvantaged. Ethnically, 87.3 percent of
all Blacks and 81 percent of all Spanish-surnamed children were classi-
fied as disadvantaged while only 44.6 percent of the whites were so
classified. 1In terms of subclassifications, minority group children
were proportionately more concentrated than whites in the severe multi-
ple (both educationally and economically disadvantaged) and severe
economic categories of disadvantagement while non-minority children i
were more concentrated in the educational disadvantagement classifi- 4
cation. Non-minority children were numerically buf not proportionately "
more concentrated in moderate economic and moderate multiple disadvan-
tagement categories. Severe multiple and severe economic disadvantage-
ment are apparently minority group problems, educational disadvantagement
without accompanying economic disadvantagement is primarily a non-
minority group problem, and moderate multiple and moderate economic
disadvantagement are problems common to both groups.

In terms of school location, approximately 29.7 percent of all
children enrolled in suburban Title I elementary schools were classified
as disadvantaged while 80.6 percent of the students in large cities,
66.5 percent in medium size cities, 53.6 percent in small cities, and
62.6 percent in rural area schools were considered by their teachers as
disadvantaged. There was also a trend for the concentration of children
in multiple and economic disadvantagement classifications to decrease as
community size decreased. However, that trend reversed in rural areas
which showed a pattern similar to large cities.

Although as mentioned above, the majority of the children in Title
I elementary schools during FY 68 attended schools with low concentrations
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of poor children, most disadvantaged children -- especially those classi-
fied as severely so -- attended schools with moderate and high concen-
trations of poor children. <Clearly, disadvantagement, regardless of type,
is associated with poverty and poverty is concentratéd in urban and

rural areas.

Necds of Children in Title I Schools

Standardized achievement test data collected on large but unfortur-
ately unrepresentative samples of children in Title I elementary schools
since FY 66 suggest that a significantly higher proportion of children
in those schools suffer from reading, mathematics, and language deficien-
cies than the proportion of children that suffer such deficiencies in
the nation's schools in general. Also, there was some evidence over the
years that more children in Title I schools fall below grade level at
each successive grade tested. It appears that schools selected for Title
1 participation have relatively high concentrations of children with one
or more academic deficiencies.

Both standardized test results and teacher judgments of student
critical needs over the years suggest that the major academic problem in
Title I schools is reading retardation. Analysis of that problem during
FY 69 indicated approximately 20 percent of all Title I elementary schools
had 50 percent or more students reading more than one grade level below
the national norm. Analysis also indicated that proportionately more
urban schools had high concentrations of poor readers than rural schools
while suburban scihocls were least afflicted by that problem. Further, the
higher the schools' concentration of poor and/or minority group children,
the higher was their concentration of poor readers.

Specific critical need information was cbtained from Title I elemen-
tary schools during FY 69. On the basis of teacher estimates of their
pupils' "critical needs," 43 percent of the children in Title I elementary
schools were judged to have a critical need for remedial reading instruc-
tion, 37 percent needed remedial instruction in language, and another
37 percent required remedial mathematics instruction. Twenty-seven per-
cent were felt to require cultural enrichment while 11 percent needed
health services. 9.5 percent psychological counseling, 6.5 percent food
services, and 5.4 percent special educational services. Thirty-four per-
cent of the children in those schools were judged to have no critical -
needs in those areas. When teachers were asked to judge the educaticnal
prospects of poor and minority group children, such children were found
to have lower prospects for secondary and higher education than their
more advantaged and non-minority group peers. Similarly, a higher propor-
tion of poor and minority group children had critical needs in one or more
of the above-listed areas than did non—-economically disadvantaged and non-
minority group children.

Comparison of the number of Title I elementary school children who
were judged by their teachers to be in one of the gross categories of
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disadvantagement (severe or moderate economic, multiple, or educational
disadvantagement) with the number considered to have one or more of the
above-described critical needs revealed that although there was some
relationship between the gross classification and identified critical
needs, there were significant differences. Many children classified as
nondisadvantaged were judged to have one or more specific critical needs
and conversely, many children in the disadvantaged classifications were
judged to have no critical needs. While teachers' estimates of specific
critical needs are probably more accurate than their estimates of their
pupils' family income and educational prospects, the disparity between
those two sets of data can be taken as indicative of the lack of adequate
and objective bases for needs assessment.

Management Performance

Analysis of Title I management reviews conducted by USOE and the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) led to the conclusion
that the ESEA Title I program has not yet been implemented in full com-
pliance with existing regulations, guidelines, and program criteria. HEW
audits of 40 states conducted between FY 66 and FY 69, for example,
indicated that states have failed to adequately review LEA project appli-
cations, monitor and audit LEA activities, and insure proper financial
control of Title I expenditures. More specifically, state audits of
LEA's were of limited scope in 24 states and too infrequent in 11. Nine
states failed to require adequate project justification from their LEA's
and 32 used, or allowed their LEA's to use, improper accounting procedures
and internal fiscal controls. Further, LEA's were permitted to use Title
I funds as general school aid in 7 states; to supplant (replace) other
federal, state, and local funds in 14 states; and to divert funds for
purposes unrelated to Title I in 18 states. Twenty-one states failed
to ensure that their LEA's concentrated their resources on the most
academically needy children. Poor equipment management was also observed
as was a failure tc obtain community and parent involvement in planning,
implementation, and evaluation of projects. Similar and other violations
of Title I regulations, guidelines, and program criteria were identified
by independent TSOE audits in roughly equivalent frequencies.

Early violations of the regulations might have been due to the sheer
size of the program, its uniqueness, and its sudden enactment in 1965.
Also identified during those early years was a failure at all administra-
tive levels to accept management responsibility for the program, negli-
gence in monitoring and enforcing compliance with regulations and guide-
lines, a fear of domination by upper levels of the administrative struc-
ture, suspicion of encroachment of authority, uncertain and insufficient
funding, and an overconcern with tracking the Title I dollar. The latest
management performance evaluation suggests that many of those conditions
continue to exist. As of June 1971, 37 states and many of their LEA's
were cited by HEW to be still in violation of Title I regulations, guide-
lines, and program criteria.
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Resource Allocation

Approximately 5.5 billion dollars were appropriated for LEA Title

I projects between FY 66 and FY 70, slightly more than a billion dollars
each fiscal year. However, funds actually appropriated by Congress
since FY 67 have regularly decreased to a low in FY %9 and FY 70 of
approximately 50 percent of the authorization as determined by formula.
Although the need for those funds has increased, the proportion of
authorized funds actually appropriated has decreased. Congress has reg-
ularly failed to appropriate the full amounts that LEA's are authorized
to receive by enacting legislation.

Nationally, participation in LEA projects has dropped from a high
of approximately 10.5 million children in FY 68 to a low of 7.4 million
in FY 70. During the early years of increasing participation, Title I
per-pupil expenditures decreased and in later years, when participation
decreased, Title I per-pupil expenditures increased. During the early

- years of increased participation, Title I per-pupil exranditures dropped
from approximately $117 per pupil to $102 per pupil, while in FY 69 and
FY 70 those expenditures increased to $127 and $147 respectively. Those
per-pupil expenditures are considerably below the average per-pupil ex-
penditures suggested by Title I guidelines.

State Title I Annual Evaluation Reports indicate that there was con-
siderable variation across states in terms of both expenditures and par-
] ticipation. During FY 69 and 70, for example, participation figures
! across states ranged from 1,329 to 777,634 children and expenditures
5 ranged from $803,100 to $70,093,000. During FY 69, a large but not nation-
ally representative sample of states reported a range of regular per-pupil
expenditures from $462 to $852 and those same states reported Title I per-—
’ pupil expenditures ranging between $58 and $410. A strong positive rela-
tionship between regular and Title I per-pupil expenditures was observed
-- high regular expenditure staies received and expended more Title I
funds per pupil than low regular expenditure states.

{

! On the basis of a representative sample of Title I districts, it

;. was concluded that in FY 69 19 percent of all public school children in
§ kindergarten through grade twelve participated in one or more Title I

t projects. However, most low-income children (69.1 percent) and Title I
¢ participants were concentrated in low regular expenditure districts that
received disproportionately low allocations of Title I funds, served a
disproportionately large number of children, and had the lowest Title I
per-pupil expenditures. Apparently, low expenditure districts have the
greatest need for funds, receive less funds than warranted by their need,
and serve children at the lowest Title I per—pupil expenditure. There
was also some evidence that low Title I per-pupil expenditure districts
had higher concentrations of severely disadvantaged children than did
higher expenditure districts.

T R R e S e . ST

From FY 68 to FY 69, participation in compensatory academic programs
dropped from 35 percent of the elementary school children in Title I
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schools to 19.8 percent, while the proportion of disadvantaged children
served in those schools increased from 70 percent to 74.4 percent. During
those years there appeared to be a concentration of academic programs on
disadvantaged children, minority group children, and children in rural

and urban schools; however, during FY 68 the children served within those
categories were not those children with the greatest need. During FY 69,
compensatory academic programs were better concentrated on those children
with the most critical needs within the various categories of disadvantage-
ment defined by teachers' estimates of their pupils' educational prospects
and family income.

In terms of intensity of participation in academic programs, during
both FY 68 and 69 the majority of elementary school children participat-
ing in academic programs for disadvantaged children in Title I elementary
schools received less than one hour per day of compensatory instruction.
However, according to FY 69 data there was some attempt to concentrate
the intensity of instruction on minority group children and on those
disadvantaged children with the greatest educational need.

FY 66 through 69 data relevant to the relationship between teacher-
identified critical needs and the allocation of compensatory services
indicated that the majority of children in Title I elementary schools with
specific critical needs for academic services failed to receive such ser-
vices and that participation in health and food services programs greatly
exceeded the identified need for such programs. While there appeared to
be a failure to concentrate health and food services on the most needy
during FY 69, concentration was somewhat more appropriate for pupil-
personnel, special education, and cultural enrichment programs. All
supportive (nonacademic) programs, however, failed to serve a relatively
high percentage of children with critical needs in the respective areas
and, in all cases, the number of children served without critical needs
exceeded those with pressing needs who were served. Obviously, the
resource allocation process, especially in terms of assignment of needy
students to appropriate compensatory programs, is grossly deficient.

Impact on Participating Children

As described. above, whatever benefits may have resulted from Title
I supportive services were not accrued by those children most in need of
those services. The situation in terms of personal and social impact
was somewhat better. On the basis of teacher judgments of improvement
in several personal and social aspects of behavior, greater improvement
occurred among compensatory program participants than among nonpartici-
pants in areas such as self-concept, educational aspirations, relationships
with peers, and attentiveness. However, the differences favoring parti-
cipants over nonparticipants were quite small, expecially when considered
in terms of participants' greater potential for improvement.

In regard to:cognitive benefits accruing to participating children,
teachers reported in FY 69 that more participating than nonparticipating
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children improved in reading, math, understanding of written and oral
instruction, oral expression, and independent learning. Again, however,
all of the differences favoring participants were small. Also, a large
proportion of participants, between 22 and 36 percent, were rated by
their teachers as not having benefited from compensatory programs.

Two large efforts were made to obtain natiomally representative
standardized achievement test data on children in Title I elementary
schools -- one in FY 68 and the other during FY 69. Both attempts failed.
Data that were obtained, though not representative nationally, suggest
that children in Title I elementary schools with the greatest reading
deficits were selected for remedial reading programs. However, partici-
pants gained less during the period of instruction than nonparticipants
and consequently fell further behind their nonparticipating peers and
national norms. Also, the intensity of remedial reading instruction
they received seemed to have little effect on participants' reading gains.
While participating children may have been somewhat better off than they
would have been without the program, no evidence could be found at the
national level to support that hypothesis.

on the basis of the only 7 FY 69 and FY 70 State Title I Annual
Evaluation Reports that provided at least "possibly representative” cog-
nitive achievement data, it appears that the Title I program has had
some success within several states. The mean average monthly gain across
those 7/ states at grades two, four, and six was approximately 1.0 --
a growth rate significantly higher than would normally be expected for
disadvantaged children and sufficient to arrest achievement retardation
but not large enough, even if prolonged, to bring those children to grade
level. Gains sufficient to achieve that objective were, however, identi-
fied at the local project level. A review of 91 State Title 1 Annual
Evaluation Reports identified 5 states which reported data on a total of
55 "exemplary' local projects that produced grade-equivalent gains
greater than month-for-month.

In addition to those 55 exemplary projects identified in state
reports, a series of studies conducted by the American Institutes for
Research between March 1968 and July 1971 jdentified 41 local compensatory
education projects that produced reliably measured cognitive benefits.
Analysis of those projects indicated that approximately half of them were
supported by Title I funds and that most of them served minority children,
were located in urban areas, focused on elementary grades, and had sound
cognitive evaluations indicating statistically and educationally signifi-
cant gains. Apparently, as the unit of analysis is narrowed from the
nation as a whole to states and then to local projects, more signs of
positive impact on participating children can be identified.

In a 1968 study, AIR, through a comparative analysis of 18 success-
ful and 25 matched but unsuccessful projects, identified the following
six components that appeared to be agsociated with success: (a) clearly
stated objectives and/or careful planning, (b) teacher training in methods
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of the project, (c) small group or individualized instruction, (d) directly
relevant instruction, (e) high treatment intensity, and (f) active parental
involvement. Analysis of 21 successful projects identified since that
study indicated that the majority of them incorporated at least four of
those six components. Review of five other studies concerned with identi-
fication of successful project components also indicated general agreement
with respect to the AIR-identified components of success. A minimum of

two research teams reported identifying each component in the programs

that they considered successful. Clearly, those six components are

present in many successful projects, and they have been found to discrimi-
nate between matched successful and unsuccessful endeavors.

The issue of Title I project cost-effectiveness was addressed in
53 State Title I Annual Evaluation Reports. Review of the information
presented indicated that nearly all (32 of 38) of those reports that

addressed the cost-effectiveness question on a purely subjective basis
~oncluded that there was a positive relationship between expenditures

and benefits. On the other hand, five of the six reports that presented
empirical evidence to support their conclusion found no positive rela-
tionship between Title I project expenditures and cognitive benefits,
Inconclusive evidence was also found in those state reports in regard

to the issue of the minimum Title I supplemental expenditure that can be
expected to result in some measure of success. In addition to inadequate
data bases, most states failed to consider differences in treatment vari-
ables and regular per-pupil expenditures in their analyses. Each of
those failures alone would be sufficient to prevent resolution of the
cost-effectiveness and minimum expenditure issues.

Conclusions

The national compensatory education program enacted by Title I of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 was evaluated in terms
of operational compliance to enacting legislation and associated regula-
tions, resource allocation, and impact on participating children. National-
level data indicated that (a) most states and many LEA's have failed to
implement their programs in full compliance with existing regulations,
guidelines, and program criteria; (b) funds and services have been under
allocated for academic programs, over allocated for supportive (non-
academic) services, and misallocated to children without critical needs
for compensatory services; (c) there is little evidence at the national
level that the program has had any positive impact on eligible and parti-
cipating children. Data from state and local levels do, however, provide
evidence that some Title I projects have had a significant positive impact
on participating children. However, little evidence could be found at
the state or local levels that countered the conclusions regarding general
non-compliance to regulations and failure in resource allocations.

The national- level data that indicate a disregard for Title I regu-
lations, guidelines, and program criteria suggest that ESEA Title I has
never been implemented nationally as intended by Congress. Consequently,
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the failures in regard to resource allocation and impact cannot be directly
attributed to the enacting legislation. Rather, those failures must be
attributed to a program that was modeled after ESEA Title I but has never
been implemented in full compliance with existing regulations, guidelines,
and program criteria. Full compliance to enacting legislation will be
required before the national compensatory education program intended by
ESEA Title I can be fairly assessed.

Recommendations

The findings and conclusions summarized above and the supporting
data detailed in the following chapters suggest several means for improv-
ing the operation and impact of ESEA Title I. Unfortunately, due to the
broad scope of this study, few aspects of the existing program could be
studied in depth. Nevertheless, the reanalysis and synthesis of evalua-
tion data summarized in this report resulted in the following recommenda-
tions for USOE and Congressional consideration.

Administration and Evaluation

1. Unlike the current practice, only empirically determined, repre-
sentative, reliable, and valid data should be included in federal, state,
and local evaluation reports.

2. The evaluation procedures and reporting formats at all levels
of administration should be standardized to permit data comparisons with-
in and across both reporting levels and fiscal years.

3. Minimum standardized accounting and fiscal reporting procedures
should be developed and used at all levels of the Title I administration
structure to enable more efficient monitoring and evaluation of the
program.

4. The Title I management evaluation teams from USOE's Division
of State Agency Cooperation and Division of Compensatory Education should
be integrated into one Title I management and fiscal evaluation team that
can take advantage of the unique talents of each division to audit states
and LEA's comprehensively without the currently existing duplication of
effort. Also, better lines of communication should be established between
the HEW and USOE Title I auditors.

5. Existing regulations, guidelines, and program criteria should
be summarized in one document and distributed to states and participating
LEA's.

6. More intensive and extensive technical assistance should be pro-

vided to states in regard to the specific areas in which they are found
to be in violation of regulations and guidelines.
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7. An incentive and reward system should be established to encour-
age state and local agency compliance with existing regulations, guide-
lines, and program criteria.

8. States and LEA's should receive detailed and timely feedback
in regard to their fiscal and evaluation reports.

9. Specific and readable criteria and guidelines should be developed
and disseminated to states regarding (a) local needs assessment, (b) the
interrelation between the program and desegregation activities, {c¢) other
sources of federal funds that should not be supplanted by Title I funds
but used to supplement Title I-supported projects, and (d) prevention of
the use of Title I funds to equalize facilities and services across and
within districts,

10. State-level monitoring and technical assistance models should
be developed and states should be encovraged to replicate them locally.

11. States should receive a greater proportion of their LEA alloca-
tion for administration of the program.

12. USOE should increase its Title I staff from the current 120 to
a number of qualified specialists that is more commensurate with the
size of USOE's Title I administrative responsibilities.

Resource Allocation

1. The funding authorization formula contained in ESEA Title I leg-
islation was set up on the basis of assessed needs. Allocations should,
therefore, equal authorizations if there is to be a reasonable expecta-

tion that the program will achieve its objectives.

2. Title I funds allocation should be based upon the number of
economically disadvantaged children within a district and the financial
status of that district. Proportionately more funds should be allocated
to poor districts and schools.

3. Urban and rural schools that have the highest concentrations of
poor and the greatest economic need should receive proportionately more
Title I funds than suburban schools.

4. Local needs assessment activities should be based upon empiri-
cally derived data when possible. When estimates or judgments are
required, they should be made by specialists in the area of need esti-
mation -- educational needs should be estimated by teachers, health needs
by health personnel, and social/economic needs by qualified specialists
in those areas.

5. More emphasis should be directed at providing academic programs
and suppo: tive services to those children with the most critical needs
in those « :as.

11
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6. Life support and other nonacademic services should be provided
by other federal funds and the emphasis of Title I programs should be
on provision of compensatory reading, language arts, and mathematics
programs -- those areas where the children have the most critical needs.

7. Participation intensity in compensatory education programs should
increase significantly from the current average of approximately ome
hour per day.

8. Local programs should provide services and service intensity
in proportion to the needs of their children.

Impact

1. Minimum standards and procedures should be established for
achievement testing for both needs assessment and evaluation.

2. An incentive and reward system should be developed to encourage
improved local and state evaluations and evaluation reports.

3. Although a higher proportion of resources are allocated at lower
grade levels under the assumption that they will do the most good at
that level, disadvantaged children at upper grade levels who have even
greater educational needs should not be neglected.

4. Successful state and local projects should be regularly identi-
fied, described, and their descriptions should be disseminated to states
and LEA's for use as replication models.

5. States and LEA's should be required to evaluate their programs
annually in terms of some standardized cost-effectiveness procedure and
they should be encouraged to use that information to eliminate unsuccess-
ful and to replicate successful projects. USOE should provide them with
accounting, benefit evaluation, and cost-effectiveness analysis guide-
lines to encourage such analyses.

6. Unless and until a reliable relationship can be demonstrated
between per-pupil expenditures and program outcomes, Title I services
should not be denied to eligible children on the basis of arbitrarily
established minimum per-pupil expenditure guidelines which may themselves
defeat the development of cost-effective projects.

7. Rather than a minimum, a maximum per-pupil Title I expenditure
should be established to eliminate expensive programs that deny services
to many deserving'children and that are often not cost-effective. Also,
a maximum expenditure level may encourage attempts to develop more cost-
effective projects.

8. A study should be undertaken to compare a set of successful
projects with low per-pupil expenditures to a matched set of successful
but high expenditure projects to determine ways of reducing costs while
maintaining effectiveness.

PO
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

This report represents a concerted effort to evaluate the operation
and impact of the national education program for disadvantaged children
authorized in 1965 by Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA). The primary objective of that program is to provide finan-
cial assistance to local school systems with high concentrations of poor
children so that they may provide educational and related programs de-
signed to meet the special needs of disadvantaged children. As required
in its enacting legislation, ESEA Title I has been evaluated amnnually
at the national, state, and local levels. Prior to this report, however,
the program has never been comprehensively evaluated over a period greater
than one fiscal or academic year.

The major objective of this study was to evaluate ESEA Title I since
its inception in 1965 in terms of criteria set down by the original en-
acting legislation and elucidated in associated regulations. First,
the program's administrative structure and authorizing legislation were
reviewed (Chapter 2). Then program management performance at the national,
state, and local levels was compared to that prescribed by the enacting
legislation and associated regulations (Chapter 3). The product of that
evaluation highlights the differences between intended and actual manage-
ment performance and suggests management and legislative weaknesses that
directly affect the efficiency of the program's resource allocation and
its impact on participating children.

Before the program's resource allocation could be evaluated, it was
necessary to examine the resources that were available, the context in
which the program operated (Chapter 4), and the needs of children within
eligible schools (Chapter 5). Then the allocation of funds and services
to participating children was evaluated (Chapter 6). The results of both
that and the management performance evaluation provided background infor-
mation that was necessary for adequate interpretation of the impact of
the program on participating children.

Cognitive and personal-social impact on participating children were
evaluated from fiscal year (FY) 1965, the first year of operation, to
FY 70, the last year for which data were available. In addition to eval-
uation of impact at national, state, and local levels, successful local
projects were analyzed to determine what instructional components were
associated with success. The issues of minimum expenditures required
for success and cost-—effectiveness were also addressed (Chapter 7). On
the basis of those analyses, conclusions were drawn and recommendations
for improvement were made where appropriate.

The results and conclusions of this study were influenced by certain

limitations imposed upon its conduct and the methods used throughout the
evaluation. The major methods and limitations that directly or indirectly
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influence the conclusions reached and recommendations made in this report
are summarized in the following paragraphs. They are discussed here to

provide the reader with some understanding of the complexities faced
during the evaluation process.

Limitations

There were several limitations imposed upon the conduct of this
study that directly influenced the content of this report. Some of those
limitations were planned and concerned the scope, methods, and duration
of the research. Others were unanticipated and resulted from the mechanics
of Title I operation and the characteristics of the data sources available.
Whether anticipated or not, all the limitations were somewhat interrelated
and affected the content of this report. The causes, interrelationships,
and effects of each of those limitations are discussed below.

The first planned limitation was one of scope. Title I funds are
allocated primarily for local educational agency (LEA) compensatory edu-
cation programs; however, a relatively small proportion of the annual
allocation is distributed to states for eligible institutionalized
children and children from migratory farm worker families that fail to
receive Title I services in local schools. The state-run programs for
those children are relatively small compared to all LEA projects, and
they are quite heterogeneous both in terms of the services provided and
children served. Because of the distinct differences between those
state-run programs and the more homogeneous LEA projects, separate evalu-
ations were deemed necessary. By agreement with the sponsoring agency,
this study focuses on the national and statewide impact of locally-run
projects and leaves the evaluation of state-run programs for later study.
The results, conclusions, and recommendations of this study are therefore

restricted to local educational agency Title I projects, unless other-
wise stated. |

The second planned limitation affected the methods and procedures
of the study. The U. S. Office of Education (USOE) requested that this
study be limited to review and analysis of existing evaluation data. As
a result of that request, this study suffers from many of the limitations
inherent in the earlier work upon which it is based. Also, since all
existing data were reanalyzed and reinterpreted, the conclusions reached
may or may not agree with those made by the original authors. The reader
is therefore reminded that although the data reported here are derived
from the sources referenced, the conclusions reached are those based

upon reanalysis and are solely the responsibility of the authors of this
report.

The third planned limitation imposed on this study related to its
duration. Of the hundreds of studies listed in the bibliography, this
study had the broadest scope and one of the shortest durations. USOE
requested that this study be completed in a period not to exceed six
calendar months. That limitation was severe considering the fact that
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some of the most relevant data needed for program evaluation were not
available at the start of the effort and could not be acquired until
well into the fourth month of the project. Nevertheless, every attempt
was made to provide as comprehensive an evaluation of the program as
was possible within that period.

The final and somewhat unanticipated limitation on this study was
imposed by the actual mechanics of program operation and the resulting
characteristics of available evaluation data. Although ESEA Title I is
the largest federal educational program for disadvantaged children, other
federal, state, and local sources provide local educational agencies
with funds for similar programs. Not all local compensatory education
projects are totally or even partially funded by the Title I program
and participants in such projects usually participate in the regular
school and other compensatory projects. Consequently, this evaluation,
as was the case with all previous evaluations, found it impossible to
partial out Title I benefits from those resulting from regular school
or other compensatory program participation. Because of that limitationm,
this report was required to consider any project that was even partially
funded by Title I funds, a Title I project; and any participant in such
a project, regardless of his level of participation or his participation
in other programs, a Title I participant.

Methods

The data acquisition procedures used during the conduct of this s tudy
were common to all three levels of evaluation data reviewed -- local,
statewide, and national. The methods and procedures used for data analy-
sis, however, varied with the characteristics of the data sources which,
in turn, were related to the three levels of evaluation. The following
paragraphs, therefore, describe the data acquisition process across the
three levels of evaluation and the methods of analysis at each evaluation
level respectively. Only data acquisition and methods are discussed
here. The Title I program evaluation structure as well as the charac-
teristics of the data sources obtained from various levels of that struc-
ture are discussed in the following chapter along with program adminis-
tration.

Data Acquisition

The major data sources searched for information relevant to this
evaluation included the U. S. Office of Education-supported Educational
Resources Information Center, Research and Development Centers, and
Regional Education Laboratories, In addition to those sources, the
libraries of the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and
Evaluation within the U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
(HEW), USOE's Division of Compensatory Education, and the American
Institutes for Research (AIR) were searched. Other information was ob-
tained by interviews with USOE and HEW personnel, and several professionals
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outside those organizations who had previously evaluated or were currently.
evaluating some aspect of the Title I program. The methods used to obtain
information from each of those sources are discussed below.

The Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) is a national
network that acquires, abstracts, indexes, stores, retrieves, and dissem-
inates educational research reports and program descriptions. The com-
puter-based storage and retrieval system maintained at the Center's San
Francisco Regional Office was searched for all documents relevant to
evaluation of the Title I program at the national and state levels.
Identified documents were reviewed and those that appeared to be directly
relevant were ordered from the system's dissemination branch.

USOE-supported, university-based Research and Development Centers
were established in 1965 to determine information needs for educational
improvement, develop rational educational practices, and solve pressing
educational problems. 1In 1965, Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act authorized a complementary national network of Regional
Education Laboratories to fill the engineering role between research
findings and classroom implementation. Since most of the Research and
Development Centers and the Regional Educational Laboratories at one
time or another have been concerned with the Title I program or state
and local Title I projects, they were all contacted by mail for informa-
tion. The mail requests summarized this project's objectives, indicated
the importance of the study to USOE, pointed out the time limitation on
the endeavor, and then requested relevant data. All leads were reviewed
and relevant information was set aside for later in-depth analysis.

The library in the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning
and Evaluation within HEW had one of the most complete sources of Title
I information available. With the assistance of personnel from that
office, the holdings were reviewed and the most relevant documents were
reproduced or borrowed. The Assistant Secretary's Office was particularly
helpful in providing the research team with a collection of State Title
I Annual Evaluation Reports. Other documents obtained from the Office
included USOE and HEW conducted or supported evaluations of the program.

USOE's Division of Compensatory Education was quite helpful in pro-
viding current unpublished, but official, data on program operations.
Many individuals within the Division were also interviewed and periodi-
cally contacted for clarification of apparently unresolved issues. The
Division's library holdings were also often tapped to fill gaps in exist-
ing annual evaluation reports at the national and state levels.

As a /result of a series of four studies conducted by AIR concerned
with the/identification and description of successful compensatory edu-
cation projects, the AIR library contains a large number of Title I-
related state program and local project evaluations. Those reports were
reviewed and the most relevant to the project were set aside for later
in-depth analysis. The AIR library was found to be the most extensive
sirvigle source for local project evaluations available.
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The final information sources tapped were various professional per-
sonnel within and outside HEW and USOE. In addition to providing the
major source for national and state level evaluations, HEW through its
Audit Agency provided extensive data on fiscal and management audits of
state Title I programs and their local projects. USOE's Management
Evaluation Division provided some related information concerning the
settlement of state and local management deficiencies identified by HEW
auditors. Other personnel within the Bureau of Elementary and Secondary
Education and the Office of Program Planning and Evaluation also provided
needed assistance and guidance to the project team. They were particularly
helpful in identifying and obtaining relevant documents and in suggesting

other professional personnel to interview.

The final product of the document acquisition effort is the bibli-
ography of this report which is thought to be the most extensive Title I
and Title I-related bibliography in existence. All of the documents that
appear in the bibliography were reviewed at some level, and those that
were found relevant to the study's objectives were given an in-depth
review. All listed reports influenced the thinking of the project team;
however, only those that provided data directly related to the study's

objectives are referenced in the text.

% National-level Data Analysis

All' evaluation endeavors that attempted to collect data which were
representative of the nation were classified as national-level data
: sources regardless of how the information was compiled. As documents
containing national-level data were acquired, they were screened and
: classified into topic areas relating to the maina objectives of the
: study. Senior staff members then examined each document and, in those
f cases where the data within those documents were determined to be direct-
: ly relevant to the study, a short report sumary was prepared. Reports
were summarized in terms of their objectives, methods, results, conclu-
sions, and recommendations. Also, the reviewers made judgments as to
.] the representativeness, adequacy, and validity of the data reported.
After the reports were summarized, they were recategorized, if necessary,

into new topic areas.

On the basis of those reviews, all documents that reported data
which appeared to be representative of the nation were set aside for a
more detailed analysis. Data sources that appeared to use similar methods
and/or reported data annually were analyzed to determine the adequacy
of their methods and the types of data that they provided. After those
! sources were so grouped and reviewed, a final content analysis was con-
! ducted to determine what data and data formats were common across reports
{ and program operation years. One of the greatest difficulties encounteted
i during this analysis was reconciling the many inconsistencies which were
! found between reports. Many of the identified data inconsistencies were
resolved on the basis of interviews with USOE personnel; however, many

17




remained unresolved. Except as specifically noted in the text, only those
data that were determined to be consistent within and across reports and
fiscal years were considered for inclusion in this report.

The next data analysis step consisted of a final review of all data
that passed through earlier screenings. The objective of that final
review was to determine the specific classifications of data and units
of analysis that were common across reports. The most common units of
analysis were found to be school districts, schools, projects, and pupils.
In general, most data that were reported were classified as population,
expenditure, or impact data and interrelations thereof. Every possible
cross classification of those characteristics across each unit of analy-

sis was identified, and similar data were sought for all fiscal years
from 1965 to the present.

The final step in analysis consisted of summarizing those data that
survived the screening process. To accomplish across-year summaries,
most data had to be manipulated, retabulated, collapsed across cate-
gories, or reanalyzed. Consequently, few of the resulting data summaries
that appear in this report resemble the sources from which they were
derived. The characteristics of data sources reviewed are summarized in

the following chapter, and the results of the analysis are detailed
throughout the report.

State- and Local-level Data Analysis

The major sources for state~level and local-level evaluation data
were the annual reports prepared by the Title I offices at both those
levels. Participating local educational agencies are required to conduct
annual evaluations of their local school projects and provide a summary
report to their state's Title I coordinator. States in turn summarize
those LEA reports and provide a State Title I Annual Evaluation Report
to the U. S. Commissioner of Education. This study reviewed all the
State Title I Annual Evaluation Reports that were available for FY 69
and FY 70. A total of 91 state reports, 46 for FY 69 and 45 for FY 70,
were obtained and reviewed as described in the following paragraphs.

The primary objective of the state report review was to identify,
extract, and summarize data relevant to the goals of the evaluation.
Data found to be relevant, representative, apparently valid, and common
across some aggregate of states were subjected to analysis and reported
in an appropriate chapter of this report. The procedures for state
report review included the development and use of a Content Analysis
Checklist, a key policy issue guide, and a Data Adequacy and Validity
Rating Scale. A description of the checklist, guide, and rating scale
is provided below along with discussion of their use.

As an aid in the identification of relevant data in the state reports,
a Content Analysis Checklist was developed. The checklist consisted of
three major sections dealing respectively with the population served,
expenditures, and cognitive benefits. Within each of those sections,
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all possible and relevant formats for reporting data were listed, and
the user simply checked the various ways data were presented in the
report being reviewed. For example, population served, expenditures,
and cognitive benefit data could be reported by various geographic units
(state, county, school district, schools), by type of school (public,
nonpublic), ethnic group, school location (urban, rural, suburban),
grade levels, and various interactions of those and other units (e.g.,
grade level x ethnic group x school location). 1In addition to listing
all possible and relevant formats for data presentation, the cognitive
benefit section of the checklist included an additional list of possible
evaluation designs, types of standardized tests, and types of test scores
reported.

After a Content Analysis Checklist was completed for each state
report, the information contained in each checklist was summarized across
state reports by fiscal year. Analysis of that summary provided a means
of determining what data and what presentation formats were present across
various aggregates of states. On the basis of that analysis, and the
rating that tine reports received on the Data Adequacy and Validity Rating
Scale described below, relevant, valid, and representative data common
across states were extracted and summarized.

As a result of discussions with USOE personnel, review of a list of
questions that the Division of Compensatory Education asked states to
answer in their annual reports, and analysis of the major and associated
secondary objectives of this study, a list of key policy questions were
developed. Those questions were designed to aid reviewers in identify-
ing information relevant to the evaluation that was not necessarily
supported by hard data or related to the major areas of data identified
by the Content Analysis Checklist. The list of questions required iden-
tification of data relevant to the effects of the program on desegrega-
tion efforts, parent/community involvement, nonpublic school participa-
tion, other funding sources, cost-effectiveness, characteristics of suc-
cessful projects, trends over the years, identified problems, and recom-
mendations. Reviewers identified and summarized on 5 x 8 cards all in-
formation found in the reports relevant to those issues. In many cases,
little information relevant to those issues was present in the reports
and very often conclusions reached or recommendations made were not
supported by any hard data. Nevertheless, information identified was
analyzed and is summarized where appropriate in the following chapters.

In addition to completing the Content Analysis Checklist and iden-
tifying information relevant to key policy issues, reviewers were required
to rate each state report on the Data Adequacy and Validity Rating Scale
developed specifically for this project. The scale was developed to
provide a means by which data from state reports could be excluded from
consideration in those cases where their relevance and representativeness
failed to meet minimum standards. The objective established for the
scale was to provide a single index which would reflect the extent to
which reports presen.2d the desired types of data and the extent to which
the presented data were valid and representative.
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Development of the scale was substantially more difficult than had
been anticipated due primarily to the almost limitless variety of report-
ing practices encountered. The developmental process was iterative in
nature with initial and subsequent versions of the scale empirically
tried out by three members of the project staff and revised in accordance
with their comments. The final version, which was the fourth iteration,
is presented in Appendix A along with the guidelines prepared for its
use. All versions of the scale were found to produce adequate inter-
rater reliabilities but there were consistent differences in the absolute
magnitudes of the ratings given by different raters which were not elim-
inated until the final version of the scale was developed.

The time available for rating reports was minimal. Consequently,
a total of four raters were used. Three of the four raters participated
in all phases of the iterative scale development process and the fourth
was thoroughly briefed by the others. Time did not permit as adequate
a check of interrater reliability as was desired but what evidence was
compiled indicates that reliability was high.

A sample of 30 reports was randomly gselected to check interrater
reliability. Ten FY 69 and 20 FY 70 reports were selected with only one
state represented by reports from both fiscal years. Three reports in
the selected sample could not be obtained and were subsequently replaced
by three others that were also randomly selected. The selected reports
were independently rated by two raters. Tuey did not discuss their rat-
ings with one another during the rating process but were free to ask the
scale developer questions regarding sampling, scoring, and statistics.

Mean ratings and standard deviations were calculated for the two
raters. Differences were tested respectively by means of t and F,
tests and they were found not to differ significantly. The two sets of
ratings were subsequently intercorrelated and the correlation was found
to be .91, indicating that 83 percent of the total variance was covar-
ijance. No further direct evidence of interrater reliability was obtained.
Additional indirect evidence, however, is presented below.

Rating data obtained from the four reviewers were found to be highly
skewed. Although the skewness was felt by the raters to be a property
of the reports themselves rather than a byproduct of the rating scale, a
decision was made to normalize the scores prior to any further analysis.
This was accomplished by converting ratings first to percentile equiva-
lents and then to standard scores with a mean of five (5) and a standard
deviation of two (2).

Since the ratings had been generated by four different raters, it
seemed appropriate to make a comparability check before undertaking any
additional analyses. This check was performed by computing the means
and variances of each rater's ratings. Differences between means were
tested using t tests, and none of the paired combinations was found to
differ significantly. Homogeneity of variance was tested using Fp . .»
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and again the null hypotheses could not be rejected. These tests,
although not directly related to interrater reliability, did suggest that
a common frame of reference had been used in the rating process and that
the four sets of ratings could be pooled.

The results of both the content analysis and the data adequacy /
validity ratings are discussed in the Characteristics of Data Sources
section of the following chapter. The results and conclusions derived
from analysis of those data that met minimum standards in terms of valid-

ity and relevance to the project are discussed where appropriate through-
out the report,

In addition to national-level data and the state reports, other
sources of relevant data including contractor reports, large city Title
I reports, local educational agency evaluation reports and reviews of
those documents were analyzed. However, due to the diversity of the
data presented in those reports, the methods used for their analysis had
to be tailored to their data characteristics. The procedures used to
analyze those reports are therefore described when their data are dis-
cussed in the following chapters.
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CHAPTER 2: ADMINISTRATION, EVALUATION, AND DATA CHARACTERISTICS

Ll

Federal, state, and local roles in administration and evaluation
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Title I, are described in
this chapter. Interwoven with the discussion of role is Title I legis~
lative and evaluation history and a description of the program's primary
regulations, guidelines, and criteria. The two final sections describe
the major Title I evaluations that have been conducted to date and the
characteristics of the various evaluation data sources. This chapter is
a prelude to the following chapter which focuses on evalu

I management performance.

ation of Title

Administration!

As a direct attack on the broad educational problems facing children
from low-income families, Congress enacted and the President signed into
law 11 April 1965, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of
1965 (P.L. 89-10). Title I of the Act is primarily concerned with pro-
vision of financial assistance to school systems with high concentrations
of low-income children. Section 201 of P.L. 874, which was incorporated
into Title I, clearly indicates the intent of the Act:

In recognition of the special educational needs of child-
ren of low-income families and the impact that concentrations
of low-income families have on the ability of local education
agencies to support adequate educational programs, the Congress
hereby declares it to be the policy of the United States to
provide financial assistance (as set forth in this title) to
local educational agencies serving areas with concentrations
of children from low-income families to expand and improve
their educational programs by various means (including pre-
school programs) which contribute particularly to meeting the
special educational needs of educationally deprived children.

ESEA, Title I is a categorical grant program to states and local
Funds are allocated primarily to schools that have high
concentrations of children from low-income families for educational pro-
grams that are designed to overcome the multiple needs of educationally
deprived children. This categorical aspect of the grant in combination
with allocation procedures that require initial allocations to state
educational agencies (SEA's) and suballocation by states to local educa-
tional agencies (LEA's), necessitates an administrative structure con-
sisting of a federal-state-local partrership. This partnership is designed

scnool systems,

l. This section was based upon review of Title I legislationm, regula-
Supporting information was obtained

tions, guidelines, and criteria.
from interviews with USOE personnel and from: USDHEW/OE, History of

Title I ESEA, June 1969.
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to ensure that allocated funds are used for their intended purpose and to

enforce state and local compliance with federal regulationms, guidelines,
and criteria.

U. S. Office of Education's Administrative Role

Acting for the Commissioner of Education, the U. S. Office of Educa-
tion (USOE) has the following administrative responsibilities:

o determining state authorizations

o ratably reducing authorizations on the basis of Congressional
appropriations

o approving state applications for Title I funds
o making funds available to approved SEA's

o developing and disseminating administrative guidelines, regula-
tions, and program criteria

o monitoring SEA's compliance to guidelines, regulations, and
program criteria

o providing technical assistance to SEA's
o compiling fiscal, statistical, and evaluation data
o -evaluating the national impact of the program

USOE determines school district or county authorizations on the basis
of a formula described in the legislation. Initially the Act required a
simple summation of (a) the number of children within an LEA or county
aged 5 through 17 from families with an annual income of less than $2,000,
and (b) the number of children aged 5 through 17 from families with in-
comes exceeding $2,000 due to receipt of Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC), Title IV of the Social Security Act. The sum of these
two counts was multiplied by one-half the average per-pupil expenditure
in the state for the second preceding year.

To date, the number of children from low-income families has been
determined by 1960 census data. The number of children from families
that exceed $2,000 income due to AFDC was initially determined on the
basis of AFDC data most comparable to the 1960 census; however, on Novem-
ber 3, 1966, P.L. 89-750 changed the base period to the latest calendar
or fiscal year. On January 2, 1968, P.L. 90-247 eliminated the yearly
period for determining the number of AFDC children entirely. "Currently,
the number of AFDC children is being determined by case load data from the
month of January of the preceding fiscal year.
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P.L. 89-750 (July 1, 1967) made three additional changes to the
formula for county or LEA authorizations. First, the number of children
supported in foster homes with public funds, and those in institutions
for delinquent or neglected children whose education was not the respon-
sibility of a state agency, were added to the two other eligible cate-
gories prior to multiplication by the per-pupil expenditure factor.

The second modification changed the per—pupil expenditure factor from
one-half the state average per-pupil expenditure for education to one-
half the state or national average, whichever is larger. The third
change authorized the use of $3,000 as the low-income factor beginning
with fiscal year (FY) 1968 but P.L. 90-247 (January 1968) nullified the
change by stipulating that the $3,000 factor was not to be used until
appropriations reached the level required to provide maximum grants to
all eligible agencies on the basis of the $2,000 factor.

Since the beginning of the second fiscal year of Title I operation,
county authorizations have been determined by multiplying one-half the
state or national per-pupil expenditure (whichever is larger) by the
sum of the county's low-income children, AFDC children, and children
not receiving state—aided education in foster homes and institutions
for neglected and delinquent.? The state authorization for its local
educational system is the simple sum of its county authorizations.
States do, however, receive additional authorizations for (a) handicapped,
delinquent, and neglected children in institutions receiving state sup-
port, (b) children from families of migratory agricultural workers, and
(c) administration of the state Title I program.

FY 66 was the only year since the inception of Title I that Congress
allocated enough funds to meet the authorizations determined by the for-
mula -- since then authorizations have been ratably reduced to come with-
in the amounts allocated by the appropriation act. The full effect of
those reductions has been slightly mitigated by "floor amounts" set in
annual appropriation acts and P.L. 90-274 (January 1968).

The Division of Compensatory Education (DCE) was established within
USOE's Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Education to assume direct
responsibility for administering Title I at the federal level. The major
responsibility for administering the program at the state and local level
is assigned by law to SEA's and LEA's. 1In addition to determining state

2. The above-described formula is not applicable to the outlying areas
of Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. During the first fiscal year
of the program, FY 66, the outlying areas were authorized to receive
a total amount equal to not more than .two percent of the current
appropriation. With the passage of P.L. 89-750 (July 1967) the per-
centage was increased to three percent, and a Department of Interior
allocation for Indian children on reservations was added.
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authorizations and ratably reducing them on the basis of allocations, DCE
must also review state applications for funds.

In submitting applications to participate in Title I, states are
required to provide assurances that they and the participating LEA's in
their states will comply with all the intents of the Act and associated
DCE regulations, guidelines, and criteria. In approving state applica-
tions then, DCE implies acceptance of assurances that SEA's will approve

only LEA projects that plan to:

o serve children in areas with high concentrations of children
from low-income families

o meet the special educational and supportive needs of econom-
ically, educationally, and multiply deprived children in
eligible attendance areas

o be of sufficient size, scope, and quality to give reasonable
promise of meeting the special needs of disadvantaged children

o provide for participation of disadvantaged children in private
schools

o maintain public agency control of Title I funds and property
acquired with those funds

o be objectively evaluated with appropriate measures
o disseminate information about particularly effective procedures
i

o construct facilities, when necessary to meet the most pressing
needs of disadvantaged children, that are consistent with
overall state construction plans

o submit annual evaluation reports and other reports, as
required, to their SEA

To assist SEA's in administering Title I within their states, DCE
develops and disseminates regulations, guidelines, and program criteria
that are intended to clarify the administrative aspects of the Act and
its amendments. The first DCE regulations were published 15 Sep tember
1965. They were revised and reissued in March 1966, and February 1967,
to include provisions of P.L. 89-313 and P.L. 89-750, respectively. The
amendments of 1967 (P.L. 90-247) were first published in the Federal
Register in 1968 and later added to the regulations and reissued in com—
plete form in 1969.

Title I regulations consist of six major subparté, namely, A. Defi-

nitions, B. Eligibility for and Amount of Grants and Payments, C. Project

Applications, D. Duties and Functions of State Education Agencies, E.
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Payments, and F. General Provisions. The first section, Definitions,
defines the major terms associated with the regulations, such as "educa-
tionally deprived children," "local educational agency," "project area,"
and "average per-pupil expenditure." Subpart B, Eligibility for and
Amount of Grants and Payments, discusses LEA eligibility, determination
of maximum grants, allocation of county aggregate grants by SEA's, ratable
reduction, and related matters. Project applications, size, scope and
quality of projects, private school participation, project evaluation,
LEA reports and information dissemination, among other things, are des-
cribed in Subpart C, Project Applications. Regulations relating to
state participation, certification, approval of LEA applications and
suballocation of county funds to LEA's are detailed in Duties and Func-
tions, Subpart D. Subpart E, Payments, includes regulations dealing
with federal appropriations, distribution of funds, limitations on pay-
ment, and state fiscal control and audit. The final section, General
Provisions, deals with federal approval of state applications, allowable
expenditures, records, and inventories. The latest regulations total 23

pages.

In addition to Title I regulations, DCE develops and disseminates
program guidelines which provide information about fiscal administration
and actual guidelines for such matters as determining concentrations of
low-income families, needs assessment, and identification of education-
ally deprived children. The first set of program guidelines was pre-
sented in draft form to state Title I administrators at regional meet-
ings during October of 1965. These were revised on the basis of discus-
sions with state administrators and made available to SEA's for dissemin-

nation to LEA's in January 1966.

On 14 April 1967, the first set of formal program criteria was sent
to the Chief State School Officers and State Title I Coordinators in the
form of Program Guide #36. Those criteria were revised and issued again
as Program Guide #44 in March 1968. Prior to those guides, DCE issued
only separate Title I regulations and policy memoranda.

Program Guide #44 sets criteria for (a) selection of attendance
areas, (b) needs assessment, (c) planning, (d) project design and imple-
mentation, (e) evaluation, and (f) use of Title I funds to supplement
rather than supplant regular local and state funds. Other criteria and
memoranda stress (a) the involvement of other programs and agencies in
the planning and development of projects, (b) the requirement that Title
I funds are to '"follow the child" when he moves to another school, (c)
parent and community involvement, and (d) concentration of services on
the multiple needs of the most needy children.

USOE's monitoring functions are accomplished through state applica-
tion review, state annual fiscal and evaluation report reviews, site
visits, and state program management reviews. In addition to dissemina-
tion of Title I regulations, guidelines, criteria, and handbooks, DCE
provides technical assistance to the states at regional meetings. Moni-
toring and technical assistance functions are also performed by personnel
in the four Regional Title I Branches.
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DCE also compiles fiscal, statistical, and evaluation data from State
Title I Annual Evaluation and Fiscal Reports, and national surveys of
Title I districts, schools, principals, and teachers. This information
is used to evaluate the operation and impact of Title I.

State Education Agencies' Administrative Role

States are given the direct responsibility for administration of -
their Title I programs. Rather than submit specific administrative plans
to DCE, they are merely required to submit applications to participate
and to present associated assurances that they and their LEA's will com-
ply with the letter and intent of the law, regulations, guidelines, and
program criteria. They must also agree to keep required fiscal records,
and provide DCE with annual fiscal and evaluation reports.

Other SEA administrative functions include:
o review, approval or disapproval of proposed LEA projects

o suballocation of basic grant funds to eligible and participating
LEA's
o monitoring and provision of technical assistance to LEA's

o obtaining fiscal and evaluation reports from LEA's which form the
basis for state fiscal and evaluation reports to USOE

o administering the operation of state Title I programs for children
from migratory farm worker families, and children in state-
supported institutions for the neglected, delinquent, and handi-
capped

DCE monitors those activities and provides technical assistance to
the states as requested.

Local Education Agencies' Administrative Role

Title I enabling legislation instituted one of the first and largest
federal-state-local education partnerships in the history of U. S. educa-
tion. The legislation authorizes federal financing of thousands of sep-
arate, autonomous, local programs operated and administered by local
school boards and approved by state school and USOE authorities. USOE's
primary role is to administer the program while minimizing federal control
over local education practices. The intent of the law is to let local
educational agencies -- the agencies that are most acutely aware of the
unique needs of local educationally deprived children ~- design and imple-
ment projects that will match available resources to local needs.

In developing, proposing, implementing, and evaluating local projects,
LEA's are required to identify areas impacted with high concentrations of
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children from low-income families, assess the special needs of children
in those areas, and design projects that match available resources to
identified needs. In addition to those activities, LEA's must keep ade-
quate fiscal records and provide SEA's with annual fiscal and evaluation
reports,

To insure compliance with existing regulations, guidelines, and
program criteria, SEA's monitor LEA activities. SEA's are also required
to provide technical assistance in planning, implementing, and evaluating
local projects.

Evaluation

The operation and impact of the Title I program has been evaluated
annually at the local, state, and national level since its inception in
1965. Enabling legislation requires local projects to maintain fiscal
records and evaluate student achievement annually. LEA's compile these
project records and evaluations for an annual report to State Title I
Coordinators. On the basis of LEA-reported information and other infor-
mation requested by the state coordinator, states produce annual state
evaluation and fiscal reports for DCE. The format for LEA reports is
usually based upon directives from the state coordinator who, in turn,
receives directives from DCE regarding the format for state reports.

At the national level, the Commissioner of Education is required to
report annually to Congress on the operation and impact of Title I. The
Commissioner's first report, The First Year of Title I, Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965, was based upon an analysis and summary
of the information contained in the State Title I Annual Evaluation
reports submitted to DCE. Similarly, the second annual report (Title I/
Year II) relied heavily on data from state reports; however, additional
supporting data were provided by several independent contractor studies
and a statistical survey of a representative sample of approximately
11,000 school districts.

The third annual report to Congress (Education of the Disadvantaged)
and succeeding reports were based upon a national survey of a represen-
tative sample of all elementary schools receiving Title I funds during
the fiscal year of interest. School principals and teachers from approx-
imately 3,000 schools in 450 districts provided enrollment, fiscal, faci-
lities, personnel, socioeconomic, teacher characteristic, classroom organ-
ization, Title I participation, and pupil characteristic information.
Additionally, an attempt was made to collect student achievement data
on approximately 100,000 students in those schools. Data from the sample
of districts were projected to obtain estimates of school, teacher, and
student characteristics for all elementary schools in the nation receiving
Title I funds.

In addition to the annual reports to Congress, USOE's Bureau of
Elementary and Secondary Education has annually published statistical
reports based on surveys of representative samples of Title I districts
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in the nation. Unlike the most recent annual reports to Congress which
are based upon a survey of Title I schools, the statistical reports' data
base is information obtained by questionnaire from Title I districts.
Annual statistical reports provide information about student participation,
activities and services offered, personnel, and expenditures. In con-
ducting the surveys that provide data for these reports, no attempt is
made to obtain information on the impact of the program on participating
students; rather, the reports are concerned primarily with Title I re-
source allocation. Recently, the data collection activities and instru-
ments associated with both the annual statistical reports and the annual
survey of Title I elementary schools have been part of the Bureau of
Elementary and Secondary Education's Joint Federal/State Program of
Educational Evaluation, commonly known as the Belmont Program.

A third source for evaluation information at the national level is
the Annual Report to the President and Congress submitted by the National
Advisory Council on the Education of Disadvantaged Children. The data
base for those reports has varied through the years. Early reports were
based on a review of a sampling of local school Title I projects. Later
reports summarize the results of various studies supported or conducted
by the Council, USOE, or the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
(HEW) . Traditionally, those reports contain strong recommendations for
Title I program improvement.

Management of Title I at state and local levels has been regularly
reviewed since 1966 by the HEW Audit Agency as part of their review of
state management of all HEW supported programs. Auditors visit the
states and review fiscal and administrative records. ‘The HEW Audit
Agency's Audit Guide, Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965,

Title I (1966) states that the primary objectives of the review are to

examine each of the following issues:

o whether administrative and financial internal controls are
adequate to provide accurate and reliable operating and finan-
cial reports essential for management evaluation and decisions

o whether the expenditures made are only for the established
projects and programs and in accordance with applicable federal
and state regulations and policies

o whether the administrative reviews have been made by the state
agency to evaluate the operations of local projects or programs

o whether the state and local educational agencies have properly
reported ‘their accountability for grants of federal funds for
the projects or programs to which the guide is applicable

o whether the projects and programs are conducted in an economical
and efficient manner and in compliance with the requirements
of applicable laws and regulations, and the approved state
application
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Prior to actual on-site visits to a state, auditors review all rele-
vant state reports to USOE, Title I regulations, guidelines and criteria,
and the Agency's Audit Guide. When on site, all Title I state audit, eval-
ation, and administrative reports are reviewed. Auditors also interview
state officers and prepare draft audit reports that are discussed with
state personnel at an exit interview. Upon completion of the state visit,
auditors prepare a preliminary report and forward it to USOE and the state
for comments. State and USOE comments about the preliminary report are
considered, and a final audit report is prepared. USOE then, in a letter
to the state, comments on the report, suggests corrective action, and
demands the return of any misspent funds. '

In 1969, the Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Education, Division
of State Agency Cooperation, initiated a State Management Review Program
of Title I, II, III, and V of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.
The program differs from HEW audits primarily in its scope, intensity,
and focus on ESEA Titles. A team of from 7 to 12 USOE professionals
visits states and reviews in depth the following Title I management
functions: planning, evaluation, project administration, personnel man-
agement, fiscal management, dissemination, and information systems man-
agement. At the end of 1970, State Management Review Final Reports were

available for 28 states and 2 territories.

In response to a critical review of Title I management made by a
private group of organizations interested in equal educational oppor-
tunity for poor and minority children (Washington Research Project &
NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund, Inc., December 1969), USOE
organized in 1970 a special Title I Task Force to develop recommendations
to improve the administration of the Title I program. As a result of
one of the task force recommendations, DCE set up its own management
review program that unlike the HEW audits and the State Management Review
Program focuses only on Title I administration and not the management
of other federally funded education programs. The program, known simply
as the Title I Review Program, actually began operation in FY 71 and
has completed approximately 52 state reviews to date. The review team
consists of three to six "management compliance generalists' that regu-
larly visit SEA's for one work-week to evaluate state management of
Title I and state and LEA compliance with regulations. States are re—
viewed in terms of 15 management areas, and they are rated on their per-
formance in each area. The review team also visits at least two LEA's
within each state to verify SEA records of LEA operations. Within 30
days after completion of their review, the review team sends a letter to
each reviewed state summarizing their findings and recommendations. A
Title I Regional Branch Chief then assists each state in implementing
the review team's recommendations.

In summary, the Title I program has been annually evaluated at the
national, state, and local level. Local projects keep fiscal records
and objectively evaluate project impact on participating children. School
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districts summarize those records and reports, then annually submit dis-
trict reports to the state. States compile those LEA reports, summarize
them, and annually provide USOE with state fiscal and evaluation reports.

On the basis of state reports and national surveys of Title I schools,
USOE prepares an annual report to Congress. In addition, USOE publishes
annual statistical reports concerned with the operation of Title I. The
National Advisory Council on the Education of Disadvantaged Children also
compiles annual reports and recommendations that are submitted to the
President and Congress. Finally, the HEW Audit Agency, and more recently
USOE's Division of State Agency Cooperation and the Division of Compen -
satory Education conduct periodic Title I management reviews of the
states.

Characteristics of Data Sources

The original objective of this study was to evaluate the Title I
program in terms of existing nationally representative data dealing with
participation, expenditures, impact, and their interrelationships.
Analysis of all possibly relevant data sources immediately indicated
that nationally representative and valid impact data are simply not
available and that some data relating to participation and expenditures
also suffer from severe limitations. The characteristics of the major
national, state, and local evaluation data sources described above are
discussed in the following paragraphs. The focus is on identification
of the limitations that those data characteristics imposed on the con-

duct of this study.

National-level Data

As described above, the three most relevant sources of information
relating to the evaluation of the Title I program nationally are the
Commissioner of Education's annual reports to Congress, DCE's Annual
Statistical Reports, and the National Advisory Council on the Education of
Disadvantaged Children's annual reports to the President and Congress.
The first two sources are important since they have annually attempted
to obtain data representative of the Title I program nationally. The
importance of the Council's reports lies in their interpretation of data
collected by other sources and their resulting recommendations to the
President. However, they were of little value in providing hard data
necessary to meet the objectives of this study. In contrast, the other
two sources were heavily relied upon for valid and representative evalu-

ation data,

The Commissioner's reports to Congress for the first two fiscal years
of program operation were based primarily on data derived from State
Title I Annual Evaluation Reports, the characteristics of which are
described below. Since FY 68, however, the Commissioner's reports have
been based upon a national survey of Title I elementary schools, teachers,
and pupils. Slmllarly, DCE Annual Statistical Reports are based upon
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national surveys, but those surveys are of Title I districts rather than
school principals and teachers. The instruments used in both of those
surveys have recently become part of the Joint Federal/State Program of
Educational Evaluation. Data from that Program's 1970 surveys were avail-
able near the completion of this study but were found either to duplicate
data already in hand or had not yet been summarized in suitable form.
Consequently, most of the nationally representative data reported here
were derived from the Annual Statistical Reports and the FY 68 and FY

69 surveys of Title I school principals and teachers, hereafter often
referred to as the Compensatory Education Surveys of FY 68 and FY 69
(USDHEW/OE, Education of Disadvantaged Children, April 1970; Glass, 1970).

The national surveys conducted for the annual statistical and
Commissioner's reports were quite similar in terms of data collection
techniques, sample selection, and resulting data limitations. The prob-
lems identified by those surveys that directly affected the conduct and
results of this study are summarized below under appropriate headings.
Only general problems are discussed, more specific limitations are de-
tailed in the following chapters.

Comparison Data. The sample of districts encompassed by both the
Annual Statistical Report surveys and the Compensatory Education Surveys
were limited to Title I participating districts. School districts not
receiving Title I funds were simply not sampled. Although both surveys
provided a relatively complete picture of participating schools, the
similarities and differences between those schools and nonparticipating
schools cannot be determined on the basis of their data. The Context
chapter of this report partially overcomes that limitation by including
comparative data from other sources that are purportedly representative
of all the nation's schools along with those provided by the annual
surveys.,

Inconsistencies. Expenditure and participation data reported by the
two annual surveys were often found to be internally inconsistent and
at variance with other sources such as the official figures of DCE. Some
of those inconsistencies were undoubtedly due to the fact that the data
presented in the survey reports were based upon samples and projections
from samples. In many cases, however, inconsistencies were found to
be clerical errors in the tables used to summarize data. Identified
errors ranged from approximately 0.2 percent to 22 percent of the correct
figures. Every attempt was made to correct detected errors and to pre-
sent data that were internally consistent as well as consistent with
other methodologically sound sources.

Response Rates. Both national surveys for each fiscal year had

relatively high questionnaire response rates. However, questionnaire

item response rates were often quite poor and, in many cases, the items
not responded to were central to the objectives of this study. Unfor-
tunately, the tabular summaries of those reports, with the exception of
the FY 69 Compensatory Education Survey, often ignored the no-response
problem or failed to state explicitly how nonresponses were handled in
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their summaries. Data in this report unavoidably reflect the limitations
inherent in those surveys. Throughout the report, however, every effort
is made to draw specific attention to conclusions which may be suspect

because of problems relating to nonresponses or other data inadequacies.

Data Quality. In general, the questionnaire items for both annual
surveys required responses that can be categorized as based upon hard
data, based upon data of low validity, and based solely on estimates
or opinions. Most expenditure and context data fell into one of the
first two categories; however, impact and student characteristic data
most often fell into the last two categories, and consequently must be
considered less reliable and valid. Complicating the data quality matter
was the fact that most survey reports suggested that there were often
accounting, reporting, and terminology problems that remained unresolved
and may have biased, in unknown ways, many of the item responses. Those
problems were not described in detail in any of the survey reports.

Format. One of the most discouraging findings was that most of the
nationally conducted surveys, with the exception of a few Annual Statis-
tical Report surveys, reported data in dissimilar formats. When appar-=
ently similar data were identified across sources and fiscal years, care-
ful analysis often showed that there were important differences which
prevented their comparison. Even when almost identical questionnaires
and methods were used for successive surveys, data reporting formats
differed significantly. Apparently, there is a drastic need for some
standardization of reporting format that will permit comparison of data
collected by similar surveys across fiscal years.

Impact Data. Perhaps the major shortcoming of all Title I evaluations
has been their failure to obtain hard data relating to the impact of the
program on participating children. Both the FY 68 and the FY 69 Surveys
of Compensatory Education attempted to collect standardized achievement
test data; however, both of those attempts ended in failure. The only
nationally representative data collected to date relating to program
impact were teacher opinions obtained by the FY 69 Survey of Compensatory
Education. Obviously, neither this nor any other evaluation report can
say much about the impact of Title I on the intended beneficiaries until
some representative hard achievement data are obtained.

State-level Data

It was possible to analyze state-level data characteristics in
greater depth than national data sources since the 91 State Title I Annual
Evaluation Reports available for review represented the largest source
of potentially useful data available in a set of apparently homogeneous
reports.3 Initial review of a sample of those reports immediately cast
doubt on their usefulness and suggested that their reporting formats and
content were anything but similar. Nevertheless an attempt was made to

3. Table 7.5 in Chapter 7 lists the state reports that were available
for review.
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cull from those reports data that were comparable and that met minimum
relevancy and validity requirements. Those data are reported in the
following chapters. The specific characteristics of the state reports
that severely limited their usefulness to the present study are described
below.

Content Analysis. Data contained in the 46 FY 69 and 45 FY 70
State Title I Annual Evaluation Reports available for review are summar-
ized below on the basis of the results obtained through use of the Content
Analysis Checklist described in the Methods section of the previous chap-
ter. The following paragraphs describe the content of those reports in
terms of the three major categories of data that were desired; namely,
population characteristics, expenditures, and impact data.

Table 2.1 summarizes the population characteristic data available
in the State Title I Annual Evaluation Reports for FY 69 and FY 70. As
indicated in that table, state reports presented population data in 14
different unidimensional formats and 16 multidimensional formats. Of
the different unidimensional methods of presentation, only 4 were reported
by a substantial number of states, and none of the multidimensional for-
mats were reported by more than 8 states. As is obvious from that table,
state report data could be combined across 14 or more states only if
presented in terms of total population served by the states, public-
nonpublic participation, participation by program, and participation by
grade level. Also, all of those combinations would produce summaries
that were nonrepresentative nationally and, in most cases, not even rep-
resentative regionally.

There was another fundamental limitation inherent in the population-
served data presented in those reports. It was found impossible to
determine in many cases whether participating children were counted two
or more times when they fell within more than one population breakdown.
Some reports stated that figures presented were duplicated counts, others
reported unduplicated counts, and the methods used for totaling popula-
tion figures for the remainder were indeterminable. Consequently, all
the population data presented in this report suffer from the mixing of
duplicated and unduplicated counts in summaries across states and fiscal
years. Also, as a result of that problem, all interrelationships between
population characteristics and other data are influenced by the dupli-
cated count problem to an unknown degree.

In summary, state reports provide only a minimum amount of popula-
tion characteristic information that is comparable across states and fis-
cal years. Also, those data that are reported are greatly reduced in
value by the confusion as to whether their population counts are dupli-
cated or unduplicated. Finally, as a result of the duplicated/undupli-~
cated count problem, determination of interrelationships between popula-
tion characteristics and other variables across states are subject to
inaccuracies that are indeterminable.
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Data contained in State Title I Annual Evaluation Reports relevant
to expenditures were generally less complete and of lower quality than

those dealing with the population served.

The results of the content

analysis with respect to expenditures are summarized in Table 2.2. Over
TABLE 2.2
Number of States Providing Expenditures by
Various Categories for FY 69 and FY 70

ESEA Title I expenditures Total Per-pupil
reported by: 69 70 69 70
Geographic Units

State 25 22 15 9

County 4 2 2 0

School District 6 3 2 1

LEA 0 2 0 0
Program 11 14 6 9
Project 2 3 1 1
Instructional Services/Supportive Services 15 12 1 1
Specific Instructional and Specific

Supportive Services 13 12 3 3
Regular Year/Summer 5 7 1 4
Interactions

Program x regular year/summer 1 3 1 3

Program x regular/summer x county 1

Program x instruc/support x reg/summer 1 1

Program x school district 1

Specific instruc/support x county 1

Specific support services x reg/summer 1 1

Instructional/support services x reg/sum 1

LEA x regular year/summer 1

Elementary/secondary x county 1 1
No Data 17 15
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one~third (32) of the reports which were available for review presented
no expenditure information whatsoever. Forty-—seven reports presented

total statewide expenditures, and 24 gave average per-pupil expenditure
figures (12 gave both). Total cost breakdowns according to program were

given by about 27 percent of the reports while 16 percent presented simi-

lar information on a per-pupil basis. Cost data broken down by instruc-
tional versus supportive service were given in approximately 30 percent
of the reports. There were 9 different multidimension breakdowns. One
of them was used by 3 states in two consecutive fiscal years while the
other 8 were used by only 1 state each fiscal year.

Of the 25 reports which provided cost data broken down by specific
programs, only 10 conformed to the guidelines contained in the USOE

handbook, Financial Accounting for Local and State School Systems (Reason

& White, 1966). Other reports categorized activities in unique ways with
the result that identical activities were sometimes subsumed under dif-
ferent categories in different reports. This finding, coupled with the
generally incomplete and noncomparable status of expenditure information
contained in the state reports, provided a good {ndication of the insuf-
ficiency of those data for evaluation purposes.

State report information relative to cognitive benefits, like the
national-level data, was far less complete and useful than information
in the other two categories. Information about the population served
and expenditures was, for the most part, available on a statewide basis.
This was almost never the case with cognitive benefit data which were
typically presented for only a small and frequently nonrepresentative

sample of the participating pupils.

In addition to the sampling issue which will be discussed in greater
detail later, there were many additional problems associated with the
measurement of cognitive benefits and with the reporting of results.
Table 2.3, which summarizes the results of the content analysis with
respect to cognitive benefits, provides a clear indication of the diver-
sity of evaluation designs and reporting formats which were encountered.
Eight of the 91 reports gave no cognitive benefit data. Only two states
each fiscal year reported a statewide testing program for purposes of
Title I evaluation. There were six additional reports from which it was
impossible to determine whether results had come from statewide testing
programs or not. By far the most common evaluation design, reflected in
75 percent of the reports, involved pre- and posttesting. A few reports
cited posttest-only designs with comparison groups OT posttest only with
comparisons made against normative data.

As indicated by Tables 2.3 and 2.4, there was also great variation
in the tests used, the scoring systems employed, and the manner in which
the results were gummarized. The number of tests reported by individual
states ranged from 0 to 144, Where several tests were used, reporting
practices again varied. Some states pooled the results from different
tests while others presented data only from the most widely used test or
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TABLE 2.3

Number of States Providing Evaluation Data

of Various Types for FY 69 and FY 70

Evaluation Design

All Samples

Some Samples

69

70

69

70

Pre—, posttest
Posttest with norms
Experimental/comparison

Data reported, design not specified

Sample Characteristics
N given
Random selection
Selection by use of same tests
Selection by district/project
Sample of grade levels
Selection by program
Data reported, method not given
Other selection process

Score Breakdowns
State (no breakdowns)
County
School District
LEA
Urban~rural
Instructional Program
Project
Grade level
Grade bands
Public~nonputlic
City size
Regular year/summer
Interactions
Other

Type of Score Reported

Raw scores

Standard scores (K, T, 2)
. Stanine

Percentiles

Deciles

Quartiles
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TABLE 2.3, cont'd

Number of States Providing Evaluation Data
of Various Types of FY 69 and FY 70

All Samples Some Samples

Evaluation Design 69 70 69 70
Grade equivalent 12 9 5 6
Grade-equivalent gains 14 18 6 6
Other ' 0 6 3

Summary Statistics ' )

Mean .22 25 9 3
Median 4 2 2 0
Mode 1 1 0 0
Standard deviation 2 5 4 3
Percent upward shift 3 - 2 -
No Data 5 3 - -

1]

tests. Alabama, for example, which reported having used 144 standardized
tests during FY 69 presented results from only one reading and one arith-
metic test. Most frequently, scores were summarized in terms of means
without any measures of variability. A large number of reports cited
numbers of children in each quartile of the national norms. Other re-
porting formats were used less frequently, as indicated in Table 2.3,
but the extent of variability in the reports cannot be fully appreciated
unless it is realized that the type of score reported was independent of
the type of summary statistic so that there were mean raw scores, mean
standardized scores, mean grade-equivalent scores, mean gain scores, etc.
Content and format variations precluded making more than a few comparisons
from state to state even when the evaluation samples were adequately rep-
resentative of the population served.

Usefulness ot State-reported Data. All 91 State Title I Annual
Evaluation Reports were rated using the AIR-developed Data Adequacy and
Validity Scale which was described in Chapter 1 of this report. The
scale had a theoretical range of from 0.0 (totally useless) to 7.6 (pos-
sessing all desirable features with respect to the amount, quality, and
breakdown of population, cost, program, and achievement data). The ob-
tained range was from 0.0 (District of Columbia, 1970) to 4.4 (California,
1970). Clearly even the best of the state reports left much to be desired.
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TABLE 2.4

Standardized Tests used by States as Determined from
their FY 69 and FY 70 State Title I Annual Evaluation Reports

Number of States

Test 69 70 ‘
Ability/IQ
Peabody Picture Vocabulary 2 2
Wechsler Intelligence Scale 2 0
Readiness
Lee-Clark 3 0
Metropolitan 6 5
Reading Achievement
California Achievement - Reading 10 9
California Reading Test 12 8
Durrell-Sullivan 4 4
Gates-MacGinitie 16 23
Gray Oral Reading 6 2
. Iowa Tests of Basic Skills -~ Reading 12 11
Metropolitan Achievement - Reading 14 16
SRA Achievement - Reading 5 4
Stanford Achievement ~ Reading 19 16
Math Achievement
California Achievement - Math 2 1
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills - Math 1 2
Stanford Achievement ~ Math 1 3
Other Standardized Achievement
California Achievement 5 2
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills 8 6
Metropolitan Achievement Test 4 4
SRA Achievement Test 3 4
Stanford Achievement Test 9 4
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The distribution of scores was highly skewed in the positive direc-
tion with the mean rating falling at 1.3, the median at 1.0, and the
mode (eight reports) at 0.5. While it is not possible to translate these
ratings into descriptions of report characteristics because the scale i
was multidimensional, it is clear that the majority of the reports fell '
at the very lowest end of the scoring continuum and were grossly deficient !
with respect to the data they presented.

Of considerable interest was the issue of whether or not trends 1
could be observed in the reports in terms of the adequacy and validity
of data reported. Rating data were normalized and standardized, and a
correlation was computed between the FY 69 and FY 70 ratings for the ;
available 41 pairs of reports. The correlation was found to be .62 L
which, although statistically significant at the .001 level, accounted
for a surprisingly small 38 percent of the total rating variance. Even
though both fiscal year reports for any one state were rated by a single
rater, only five states received the same rating for the two years.

There was no evidence that the overall quality of the reports was
either increasing or decreasing. The mean (normalized, standardized)
rating for FY 69 was 5.34 while it was 5.00 for FY 70. The difference
between these mean ratings was not statistically significant (t = 1.32,
p > .10). In 16 states the ratings improved from FY 69 to FY 70 but
reports from 20 states showed the opposite effect. A Chi Square test
showed that these frequencies were not significantly different. ‘

Similar analyses were conducted using just the Cognitive Benefit
Information portion of the rating scale which had a theoretical range
of from 0.0 to 2.0. Again the ratings were positively skewed with the
mean equal to 0.4, the median equal to 0.3, and the mode equal to 0.1.
All of these summary statistics fell at the bottom end of the scale in
the range defined by the anchor points 'certainly biased" to 'probably
biased."

Using normalized cognitive benefit rating scores, the intercorre-
lation between FY 69 and FY 70 was rfound to be .39 -- slightly lower than
the corresponding correlation based on the overall rating scores. This
finding implies that there was less consistency in reporting cognitive
benefits than in reporting target group, program, and cost information.
The mean normalized cognitive benefit rating was 5.28 for 1969 and 4.70
for 1970. This difference approaches statistical significance (t = 1.74,
.10 > p > .05, two-tailed) and tends to support the hypothesis that cog-
nitive benefit reporting is getting worse rather than improving. For
both years, the average quality of cognitive benefit reporting fell below
the minimum acceptable level, reflecting samples which were judged to be
biased and inadequate statistical presentations.

The only conclusion that can be reached on the basis of the state
report content analysis and the ratings of state report data adequacy/
validity is that state reports are totally inadequate sources of infor-
mation for assessing the national impact of Title I. A few reports
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contain acceptable data at the state level but differences in content,
breakdown, and format preclude combining even these data into meaningful
aggregates of states. While some useful data of an anecdotal nature were
found and are reported in later chapters, the main value of State Title
I Annual Evaluation Reports lies in the indication they provide of the
extreme differences which exist among states with respect to students
served, expenditures, and program impact.
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CHAPTER 3: TITLE I MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE

The federal, state, and local role in administration and evaluation
of Title I was described in the previous chapter. That information was
necessary background for the following sections which deal directly with
evaluation of Title I management at all levels of the administrative
Structure. Actual Title I operation is compared to intended operation
as described in the enabling legislation and associated regulations,
guidelines, and program criteria. The central concern is whether federal,
state, and local management of Title I is faithful to the letter and
spirit of the law.

The primary data sources used in the following sections are Depart-~
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) State Audit Reports and U. S.
Office of Education (USOE) State Management Reviews. As detailed earlier,
state educational agencies (SEA's) have been subjected to periodic Title
I management reviews since 1966 by HEW, and since 1969 by USOE. HEW
audits focus on SEA project approval procedures, monitoring activities,
fiscal control, local educational agency (LEA) audits, and state/local
compliance with the law, regulations, guidelines, and program criteria.
USOE State Management Reviews are similarly concerned with fiscal manage-
ment and compliance; however, they also review state planning, evaluation,
project administration, personnel management, and information system
management.

This, the first section of the report dealing directly with evalua-
tion of Title I, has as its focus Title I management at all levels of
the adminjistrative structure. Only management performance will be dis-
cussed -- no attempt is made in the immediately following sections to
evaluate’ the educational value of Title I or the impact of the program
on participating children.

The Washington Research Project

In the spring of 1969, a small group of private organizations con-
cerned with the educational opportunities offered poor and minority group
children agreed to conduct a study of Title I fiscal management and the
extent of state and iocal educational agency compliance with ESEA, Title
I legislation, regulations, and criteria. In terms of rationale, the
group felt that since educationally deprived children were ultimately
held accountable for the federal Title I investment -- they are the child-
ren tested to determine program impact -- it was appropriate for the par-
ents of those children, and private organizations working on their behalf,
to make an attempt to determine if poor and minority group children were
accorded the rights and benefits entitled to them by the Title I enabling
legislation.

The Southern Center for Studies in Public Policy and the NAACP Legal
Defense and Educational Fund, Inc. assumed major responsibility for the
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study. Officials at all levels of Title I administration were interviewed i
and HEW Audit Agency and USOE records were reviewed. Title I officials |
in 9 states, 28 Title I coordinators of local districts, 39 principals :
or teachers in Title I schools, and 191 parents of children in Title I
schools were interviewed. The state and local systems from which data
were collected were selected in an attempt to get a rough cross section {
of systems which were representative of the United States regionally,

in terms of enrollment size, racial mix, and rural-suburban-urban location.

The final report of the group, Title I of ESEA: Is it helping poor
children?, focuses on how Title I is administered, how Title I monies are
spent, and the consequences of those activities on children eligible for y
Title I benefits. Since the report summarizes the first comprehensive {
review of Title I operations by concerned private groups and is based upon
HEW-conducted audits of state and local educational agencies, it seems
appropriate to summarize here the report's findings.

N

Use of Title I Funds for General Aid

i Mt o v b

Title I enabling legislation, federal regulations, and a number of
program criteria emphasize that Title I funds are not to be used as gen- ;
eral aid to the school systems; rather, projects must be designed to meet }
the special educational needs of educationally deprived children [cf:
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 45, 116.17 (g); Program Guide #36 and !
_ffﬁ]. Title I funds are clearly intended to provide categorical aid to :
educationally deprived children located in schools with high concentra- _
tions of children from low-income families. Funds are intended to be 1
concentrated on the needy in targeted schools -- they are not intende?
as general aid to SEA's, LEA's, or schools in general.

In applying for Title I funds, SEA's are required to provide assur-
ances that they will approve only LEA project applications that concen-
trate funds on educationally deprived children in target schools. LEA's
in applying to their state must clearly indicate the results of their
needs assessment activity and provide justification for their proposed
allocation of resources. The Congressional intent is clear: states and
LEA's bear primary responsibility for insuring that Title I funds will
not be used as general aid to school systems (although exceptions may be
made where whole schocl systems are in low-income areas and the best
approach to meeting needs is through upgrading the regular program).

On the basis of their review of HEW audits and interviews with Title
I officials, school personnel, and parents, the Washington Research Project
concluded that Title I funds are frequently used for general administra-
tive or school purposes. Violations identified fell into four categories:
(a) SEA use of funds for non-Title I operations, (b) services, equipment,
and supplies made available to all schools in a district or all children
in a school, (c) funds used to aid non-targeted schools, and (d) failure
to concentrate funds on educationally needy children in targeted areas.
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On the basis of HEW audits, the Project identified seven states that
used state Title I administration funds for general SEA operations. Spe-
cific violations included (a) the payment of salaries and retirement costs
of SEA employees not directly involved in the Title I program, (b) salary
increases for an entire SEA staff paid for with Title I funds, (c) dupli-
cate payments for unallowable costs, (d) draft of Title I funds in excess
of expenditures, and (e) use of funds for salaries of SEA employees whose
positions would be funded regardless of the Title I program. On the
basis of these violations it would seem that SEA's are poorly qualified
to police local school systems who use Title I funds as general aid since
they are themselves guilty of a similar offense.

At the LEA level, the Project identified approximately 20 local
school systems that used Title I money for the benefit of the entire
district. Violations included the use of Title I funds to provide ser-
vices to noneligible children and teachers, to purchase equipment for
entire districts, to pay salaries of employees not involved in the program,
and to cover general district overhead. Few of the violations reported
in this category directly withheld services from the needy; rather, they
tended to dilute the concentration of services intended by law.

In a few cases the Project identified violations that actually re-
sulted in the provision of services and equipment exclusively to non-
eligible schools. In one state, 23 counties lent equipment to non-
targeted schools where students were ineligible for participation. In
another area, 45 schools that were not designated as Title I schools
received substantial amounts of Title I money. These violations, though
apparently less frequent, illustrate the extent of disregard for Title 1
legislation, regulations, and criteria that does occasionally occur.

The fourth type of violation relating to the use of Title I funds
as general aid is the failure to concentrate Title I funds on the most
needy, in a limited number of target areas, and to provide programs of
sufficient size, scope, and quality to insure reasonable promise of
success [CFR 45, 116.17 (a) and (c), 116.18 (e); Program Guide #44]. The
two most frequent violations of concentration requirements reported by
the Project were provision of services and equipment to all schools in
a poverty area regardless of whether they had the required concentra- ..
tion of children from low-income families, and use of Title I funds to
equalize segregated schools in an attempt to make them more attractive
to Black parents and thereby reduce their desire to participate in
desegregation.

In addition to reporting of specific violations of the concentration
regulation, the Project pointed out that the average Title I per-pupil
expenditure from fiscal years (FY) 66 through 68 was approximately $100,
too little, in the opinion of the Project staff, to make a significant
impact on participating children. Program Guide #44, Section 4.7,
suggests the Title I per-pupil expenditure for compensatory educational
services shkould equal about one-half the expenditure per child that is
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provided by state and local funds for the regular school program. USOE's
Division of Compensatory Education's official figures for average regu-
lar per—-pupil expenditure for FY 66-68 indicate that, nationally, Title

I per-pupil expenditures do not approach the suggested1 supplemental
expenditure of one-half regular expenditures; rather, they approximate
only one-fifth of the regular expenditure (see Chapter 6, Resource
Allocation). Those figures clearly indicate that the states have ig-
nored the concentration of resource regulation.

Also reported by the Project was the finding that several counties
in the South and one large city on the West Coast failed to provide Title
1 services to children who left Title I schools to enroll in schools which
did not prolong the child's racial, social, or linguistic isolation. This
is a direct violation of Program Guide #28 which states, 'mo child who
would otherwise participate in a Title T activity or service is to be
denied such participation because of his exercise of the right to enroll
in another school.'" The Guide further states that, "A major new area for
vigilance and administrative care is that of ensuring that special educa-
tional services follow the eligible child who is transferred under a
school desegregation program.' The Project concluded that many Title I
projects conducted in isolated settings fail to provide services that
follow the child to a school outside the target area.

A recent study of federal aid to education by Berke, Bailey, Campbell,
and Sacks (1971) supports two of the conclusions made by the Washington
Research Project. On the basis of on-site review of the fiscal records
of 573 districts in five industrialized, largely metropolitan states in
which two-thirds of the nation's citizens reside, the authors reached
several conclusions they claimed were primarily applicable to the cities,
suburbs, and rural portions of those states. Specifically, they con-
cluded, as did the Washington Research Project, that Title I funds are
often used for general school purposes and that Title I funds are used
in the South to make segregated Black schools more attractive to Black
parents.

There appears to be strong evidence that Title I funds are being
used for general school aid, are not being concentrated on the most needy,
and are being misused in the South to frustrate integration. In a con-
cluding statement relating to these violations, the Washington Research
Project stated that it was unfair to hold poor children accountable ==
in terms of achievement test scores —= for the misuse and dilution of
resources intended to benefit them. Clearly, only USOE, the states,
and theixr LEA's can be held accountable for the general failure to com-
ply with the spirit and intent of Title I legislation.

1. The issue of minimum useful expenditures is discussed in Chapter 7
of this report along with other cost-effectiveness 1ssues.
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Use of Title I Funds to Supplant Rather than Supplement Federal, State,

and Local Funds

When school systems use Title I mouey in place of regular state
and local funds, they are said to be supplanting those monies with Title
I funds. Title I regulations and criteria clearly state that Title I
funds are not to be used to supplant state or local funds: rather, they
are intended to supplement those funds [CFR 45, 116.17 (h); Program
Guide #44]. Title I expenditures are intended to be over and above
existing expenditures or expenditures that would have been made if Title
I funds were unavailable.

The Washington Research Project identified three basic types of
supplanting; namely, (a) use of funds to equalize poor schools with other
schools in the system, (b) use of funds for programs previously supported
by state and local funds, and (c) use of Title I funds in place of other
federal money specifically set aside for the same purpose. The follow-
ing will illustrate some of the specific violations in each category.

Equalization of poor schools with Title I funds appears to be prev-
alent in the South where unequal and discriminatory schools have been
traditional. The Project reported that 74 percent of the Title I funds
used in one Southern state were spent to make predominantly Black schools
comparable to white schools. Typical violations included (a) the con-
struction of libraries in white schools with state and local funds and
similar facilities in predominantly Black schools with Title 1 funds,
and (b) use of Title I funds to obtain furniture for a Black school when
non-Black schools in the district were furnished with state and local
funds. 1In one county in another Southern state, the highest per-pupil
expenditure for Black schools was about half that of the lowest per-pupil
expenditure in white schools, and the district superintendent testified
in a federal conurt that Title I funds were going to Black schools in an
attempt to equalize expenditures (Hopson vs. Quitman County Board of
Education, Mississippi, December 18, 1968).

The Project report was quick to point out that equalization with
Title I funds is not strictly a Southern practice. In one Northern
state, used for illustration of the point, reading and language arts
programs in the state's high-expenditure districts were supported by
state and local funds whereas the same types of programs were supported
by Title I funds in the lower-expenditure Title I districts.

To illustrate the use of Title I money to support services and pro-
grams which were supported by local and state funds prior to Title I,
the Project cited ten school systems that committed one or more viola-
tions. In general those violations consisted of use of Title I funds for
construction, equipment, and salaries when local and state money was pre-
viously allocated for those purposes. Those and other violations reported
by the Washington Research Project clearly indicate that local school
systems often supplant state and local funds with Title I monies.
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Title I money is frequently used to supplant federal funds that are
earmarked for specific services and activities. The Washington Research
Project and the Berke et al. study (1971) provide evidence that Title I
monies have been spent for projects that could have been funded from
other underspent federal budgets. Specifically, Title I money often .
supplants the National School Lunch Program monies, Title II ESEA library
resource funds, and Vocational Education Act funds.

In light of the above-described evidence indicating use of Title I
funds as general aid and to supplant federal, state, and local funds,
it is not surprising that the Washington Research Project reported that
community groups and parents often complain that they cannot determine
where Title I money is going in their school systems. Berke et al. (1971)
made a similar finding. After review of state and local records in a
regionally representative sample of states, they concluded that it was
impossible to trace payment of federal aid down to the district level.
It appears obvious that Title I mcney is so intermingled with state and
local funds that any attempt at accountability is doomed to failure.

Unessential Construction and Equipment

Title I regulations and guidelines state that Title I funds should
be used for construction only when such construction is necessary to
implement projects designed to meet the highest priority needs of educa-
tionally deprived children (Program Guide #44) and such construction is
demonstrated as being essential in order to assure the success of a pro-
gram or project [CFR 45, 116.17 (i)]. Further, SEA's should not approve
construction of facilities that would lead to, or would tend to maintain,
the cultural or linguistic isolation of children [CFR 45, 116.21 (f)].

Despite those provisions, many school districts have spent inordi-
nate amounts of Title I money for construction of facilities that were
nonessential for their Title I program or were unnecessary to meet the
highest priority needs of participating children. The Washington Research
Project illustrated this point with three examples. The first was a
Midwestern district which spent 1.4 million dollars of Titie I funds for
administrative offices, only a few of which were actually used for Title
I activities. The second example pointed out a Southern district's use
of Title I money to construct a "trailer school" in a cotton field to
perpetuate segregation of Black children. The third example was another
Southern district which spent 90 percent of its entire Title I allocation.
for construction of a school that now has a predominantly Black enrollment
despite a federal court order to desegregate the school system. In each
of these cases, construction was either not essential to meet the educa-
tional needs of participating children or it actually tended to maintain
cultural and linguistic isolation of minority children.

‘Program Guide #44 requires that all requests for funds for the pur-
chase of equipment must be fully jusitified. SEA's are required to ensure
that all approved LEA applications show that equipment has been selected




and designated to mcet the needs of targeted children, the equipment is
essential to project implementation, the requested equipment is not avail-
able in the applicant's regular or Title I inventory, and the applicant
will train or make arrangements to train staff to effectively utilize the
equipment,

Notwithstanding these regulations, many districts expended millions
of Title I dollars for the purchase of large amounts of unnecessary equip-
ment while priority needs of disadvantaged children went unmet. Typical
equipment regulation violations cited by the Washingron Research Project
include use of Title I funds to purchase equipment for other programs,
to obtain frills such as uniforms and musical instruments when more seri-
Ous needs went unmet, and to purchase unnecessary equipment as a means
of using unexpended funds. Also reported were equipment expenditures
exceeding those proposed and the failure to train staff in equipment
use. Those examples suggest that almost every conceivab le violation of
the equipment guidelines has occurred.

Failure to Focus on High Priority Educational Needs

Title I regulations clearly state that the primary purpose of the
legislation is to meet the special educational needs of educationally
deprived children who have the greatest need for assistance [Program
Guide #44; CFR 45, 116.17 (f) and 116.17 (c)]. Although expenditures
for health, food, cultural, and recreation services are permissible,
they must be fully justified on the basis that the resources of other
agencies are not adequate to meet high priority needs for these s.'ervices.
The central purpose of the funds is to attend to the educational reeds
of the most needy -- health, food, and recreational services are intended
to be only supportive of the main educational program.

The Washington Research Project provided evidence that many school
systems have used Title I funds in only a limited way for academic pro-
grams; rather, they have purchased excessive equipment; added to their
administrative staff; provided health, food, cultural or recreational
services that were not needed, were unrelated to meeting the educational
needs of children, or should have been provided by other federal or pri-
vate programs. Their report specified approximately 14 LEA's that have
committed one or more of those violations. The report concluded that
the major goal of Title I legislation —- meeting the educational needs
of disadvantaged children -- will not be met unti® Title I funds are
directed at the most acute educational needs of pos)r children.

Lack of Community Involvement

Community involvement in planning, operation, and appraisal of Title
I projects is required by the enacting legislation and Title I regula-
tions [CFR 45, 116.18 (f); Program Guide #44]. To encourage intelligent
involvement, regulations require that terms and provisions of each project
be made available for public inspection [CFR 45, 116.34; Program Guide
#44]. Further, Program Guide #44 requires that some appropriate vehicle
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for community involvement, such as a Title I advisory committee, be estab-
lished by school systems, with at least half of the committee composed of
representatives of the poor community.

The Washington Research Project, on the basis of school administrator,
teacher, and parent interviews, concluded that many districts ignore those
requirements. They reported specific incidents where (a) interested
community members were prevented from getting involved in project plan-
ning, operation, and evaluation, (b) Title I information was denied to
parents, (c) Title I advisory committees were not properly constituted,
and (d) advisory committees were asked to "rubber stamp'" proposals drawn
up by a few school officials. The major cause for the lack of community
involvement, according to the Project, has been the general lack of effort
by many districts to reach out into the community to ensure that parents
are not only aware of Title I programs, but also are involved in their
planning, operation, and evaluation. There must be a general willingness
on the part of the school establishment to communicate with and be account-
able to poor communities.

General and State Administration Problems

In an attempt to explain why the Title I federal-state-~local admin-
istrative partnership has failed to comply with the letter and spirit of
Title I legislation and regulations, the Washington Research Project iden-
tified several administrative problems that can be classified as General
and State Administration deficiencies. The following will briefly sum-
marize these problems and present the recommendations made by the Wash-
ington Research Project that were designed to overcome them.

General Problems. The Washington Research Project concluded
that the administrative responsibility for Title I was not commonly accept-
ed at any level of Title I administration. The Office of Education viewed
Title I as a state program that they guided and monitored. Many states,
in turn, took the position that Title I was a local program which required
states to provide only the mechanism for suballocation of funds to LEA's.
School systems assumed, that since the criteria for spending allocated
funds were set down by the state, Title I was not truly a local program,
but a state program. Lack of acceptance of administrative responsibility,
according to the Project, makes it impossible for the program to have
rational and coherent administration.

The sheer size, uniqueness, and sudden enactment of the Title I
program further contributed to administrative difficulties. Title I
provides LEA's with approximately 50 percent of their entire federal aid.
Every state and most school districts in the nation are currently involved
in the program. The enacting legislation set up the first real federal-
state-local partnership in educational history. It required new roles
and new coordination at all levels of the educational establishment.
USOE, states, and local educational systems were initially unprepared
for these new roles. Regulations, guidelines, and criteria had to be
developed, lines of communication improved, and responsibilities had to
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be identified and accepted. Perhaps it was unreasonable to expect such
a large, unique, and swiftly enacted program to be properly administercd
and implemented during its first few years of operation.

Title I administration is also complicated by the dominant admini-
strative philosophy at local levels. States fear federal domination,
and local-authorities are suspicious of state encroachment. The partner-
ship required by Title I has been caught in a political thicket that will
undoubtedly take time to improve.

The Project also charged the federal government with being timid and
negligent in implementing and enforcing Title I regulations. They reported
some evidence that the federal government has been negligent in following
up violations identified by HEW audits. When states realized that there
was more bark than bite to the HEW audits, they tended to relax their
administration of the program, and lpocal agencies, in turn, followed the
states' lead.

A more recent study of federal grants management by the Public
Administration Service (1971) similarly reported that mismanagement of
federal grants in many cases was due tc the context in which grants are
administered. The report concluded that grants management takes place
in an "atmosphere of ambiguity and uncertainty" resulting from (a) the
lack of definition of USOE's role in grants management, (b) the failure
to place and accept authority at all levels of management, (c) the several
coexisting assumptions regarding the purpose for which grants are made,
and (d) the shunting aside by "professional educators'" turned "managers"
of the questions relating to proprieties and protocols in intergovernment
and interagency relationships. All of these factors tend to make the
grants-management context less than conducive to smooth administration.

State Problems. The numerous violations discussed in this section
suggest that many states lack the ability or willingness to administer
the Title I program in a manner faithful to national policy. State ad-
ministrators often complain that this state of affairs 1is due to the
planning difficulties that result from uncertain and often late Title I
funding, insufficient staff and administration funding, and the failure
of the federal government to back up states when they seek local compli-
ance with regulations and criteria. The Public Administration Service's
report (1971) suggests some state administration difficulty can be direct-
ly attributed to USOE's own grants-management practices. Specifically,
the report concludes that USOE's excessive concern for keeping careful
track of the federal dollar impinges on SEA organizational structure by
forcing compartmentalization on the basis of each category of federal
dollars that must be monitored; furthermore, it affects SEA staff mem-
bers by encouraging them to develop the conviction that they are somehow
"employees" of the funding system rather than the state. Neither of
these effects are seen as being constructive of a good federal-state
administrative partnership.
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Regardless of the causes for state mismanagement, a recent HEW Audit

., Agency report (March 1969) to USOE clearly documented some of the speci-
fic weaknesses that do exist in state administration of the Title I pro- ~_
gram. On the basis of the 78 different deficiencies identified in 10 i

areas of program management, the report recommended the following improve-
ments in state administration of Title I:

o better financial management to ensure that Title I funds are
spent in accordance with the law

o clearer understanding of the allowability of administrative
and overhead costs for Title I program purposes

o more effective procedures for controling and reviewing the

substantive aspects of proposed local projects to ensure compli-
ance with the law

™

o more effective auditing by states of local projects

The Washington Research Project and several more recent studies of ;
Title I management seem to agree that many of the administrative problems !
associated with the program have been or are due to (a) the size, unique~ .
ness, and sudden enactment of the program, (b) a general failure at all
management levels to accept administrative responsibility, (c) a state ‘
and local fear of domination by higher levels of authority, (d) negli-
gence in enforcing regulations and lack of necessary leverage to do so, :
(e) uncertain and insufficient funding, and (f) over-concern with track-
ing of the federal dollar. Recognizing these problems, and having become
aware of the seriousness of state and local noncompliance with program
regulations, the Washington Research Project compiled a list of recommen-
dations for program improvement. Those recommendations follow.

Washington Research Project Recommendations

In summarizing their review of HEW audit reports and interviews with
Title I parents, and USOE, state, and local Title I officials, the
Washington Research Project concluded that the intended beneficiaries of
Title I -- the poor children of the nation -- are being denied the bene-
fits of Title I. The report suggests that this state of affairs is due
to the reluctant and timid administration of Title I by USOE, the failure
of SEA's to administer the program in conformity with the law, improper
and illegal use of Title I funds, the failure to focus projects on the
most acute educational needs of the most needy children, and lack of

parent and community involvement in planning, implementing, and evaluating
projects.

To overcome ‘those identified and documented deficiencies, the report
strongly recommended that:
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o Congress should conduct an immediate investigation of the misuse
of Title I funds.




° Congress should provide full funding under the Act.

° All efforts to make Title I a "bloc" rather than a "categorical
grant should be rejected.

° HEW and the Department of Justice should take immediate action
agalnst school systems that have illegally used Title I funds.'

° HEW should enforce compliance with the law, regulations, and
criteria.

° HEW shouvld enforce the requirement that Title I and non-Title I
schools throughout the country be made comparable in terms of
expenditures, facilities, and personnel.

° USOE should be given additional staff to institute an effective
monitoring and evaluation system to ensure proper use of Title I
funds.

o States should ensure that Title I programs actually meet the
educational needs of all poor children and recognize the cultural
heritage of racial and ethnic groups.

o Where state and local officials are unable or unwilling to
operate effective programs, alternative vehicles of operation
should be provided, e.g., private, nonprofit organization
operation.

o Provisions requiring community participation should be strengthened.

° Local school districts should make greater effort to involve
Title I parents and the poor community in planning, operating,
and evaluating Title I projects.

° Private citizens should demand information and greater community
participation on local advisory committees.

In addition to those recommendations, the Project suggested further
study of the supplanting issue, the problem of equitable distribution of
funds at the local level, and the relation of the Title I program to
other federal programs for the disadvantaged.

HEW Audit Analysis

The HEW Audit Agency recently completed an analysis of all SEA audits
conducted between FY 66 and FY 69. The major thrust of the analysis was
identification and categorization of all management deficiencies associated
with the primary management functions of SEA's. The results of the analy-
sis are particularly important since they provide the first national pic-
ture of the frequency with which states have violated Title I regulations
and program criteria.
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On the basis of review of Title I legislation and associated guide-
lines, the Audit Agency identified four SEA primary management functions,
namely, state-level project approval, state monitoring of LEA's, state
financial control, and state auditing of LEA's. The most frequent manage-
ment deficiencies associated with each function were then identified
and categorized. The deficiency categories found to be associated with
state-level project approval were (a) failure to concentrate resources,
(b) use of funds as general aid, and (c) failure to require adequate
project justification. Deficiencies categorized under the monitoring
function were (a) supplanting of state and local funds, and (b) expendi-
tures beyond approved project scope. Associated with the financial con-
trol function were (a) incorrect use of letter-of-credit, (b) imp roper
accounting, reporting, or internal controls, and (c) poor equipment
management. State auditing deficiencies were subdivided into (a) low
frequency, and (b) limited scope violations. The number of states that
committed violations falling in each of those deficiency categories is
illustrated in Table 3.1. '

As part of their responsibility for approval of LEA project proposals,
SEA's are required to ensure that Title I funds are concentrated on the
priority needs of educationally deprived children living in high density
low-income areas. Projects that fail to ensure that such concentration
exists should not be approved by SEA's. Table 3.1 illustrates the fact
that 21 of the 40 states (52.5 percent) audited between fiscal year 66
and 69 approved projects that failed to provide the required concentration
of resources. Also approved by 7 of the states (17.5 percent) were projects
that used funds as general school aid rather than to meet the specific
needs of educationally disadvantaged children. Under the third major cate-
gory of deficiencies associated with state project approval, namely, fail-
ure to require adequate project justification, 9 states (22.5 percent)
were found to be in violation.

In regard to the state LEA monitoring function, 14 of the states
audited (35.0 percent) permitted LEA's to use Title I funds to supplant
rather than supplement local and state funds. Further, 18 of the states
(45.0 percent) failed to prevent LEA's from diverting funds for purposes
unrelated to Title I, and 8 of the states (20.0 percent) failed to pre-
vent LEA's from obligating funds beyond the fiscal year plus two-month
period specified by regulations (see Table 3.1).

States. and I.EA's are required by U. S. Treasury Circular No. 1075
to draw authorized cash as close to daily needs as administratively possi-
ble through use of a letter-of-credit. As indicated in Table 3.1, 20 of the
states (50.0 percent) incorrectly applied or allowed incorrect app lication
of letter-of-credit procedures. State financial control was also in vio-
lation of the regulations in 32 of the states (80.0 percent) in regard
to improper accounting, reporting, or internal controls, and in 15 of
the states (37.5 percent) poor equipment management was permi tted.

Although Title I regulations require SEA's to take appropriate mea-
sures to ensure that audit programs are developed and implemented in
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accordance with generally accepted standards, 11 of the states (27.5 per-
cent) failed to audit LEA's frequently enough and 24 of the states (60.0
percent) performed audits that were of limited scope Or quality (Table
3.1). Most state audits of LEA's failed to determire adequately whether
expenditures qualified for Title I support or whether management prac-
tices complied with Title I regulations.

The percent of total deficiencies associated with each management
function appears in column three of Table .3.1.. On the basis of those fig-
ures, it can be concluded that the areas of management in which violations
most frequently occur are (in order of frequency) state financial control
(37.5 percent), state surveillance of LEA's (22.4 percent), state approv-

al of LEA projects (20.6 percent), and state audits of LEA's (19.5 percent).

Disregarding the major management functions, the percentage of the
total number of audit exceptions by deficiency category appears in colum
two of Table 3.1. Those percentages indicate that 64.3 percent of the
deficiencies can be classified into five audit-exception categories, each
of which had 10 percent or more of the violations. The categories are
(a) improper accounting, reporting, or internal controls (17.9 percent),
(b) LEA audits of 1imited scope (13.4 percent), (c) failure to concen-
trate resources (11.7 percent), (d) incorrect use of letter—-of-credit
(11.2 percent), and (e) diversion of funds (10.1 percent).

Although the HEW analysis and the Washington Research Project differed
in terms of research staff, methodology, and focus, they did use the same
data base and they reached the same major conclusion; namely, as of FY\69,
Title I had not yet been implemented as intended by Congress and detailed
by the enabling Act. The differences that do appear between tbe findings
of the two studies reflect a difference in emphasis more than a difference
in results. The Washington Research Project was funded and conducted by
groups outside the federal establishment that were concerned with the
effects of Title I mismanagement on the intended beneficiaries of the Act,
the poor children in the nation. They therefore emphasized those viola-
tions of regulations that tend to deny poor children their legislated
benefits. The HEW analysis was conducted by analysts entrenched in the
federal establishment and concerned with the identification of all mis-
management practices, particularly those relating to the mismanagement
of the federal dollar. The HEW analysis therefore emphasized the fre-
quency of mismanagement practices, and tended to focus less on the impact
of those practices on participating children.

A comparison was made of the major deficiency categories reported
by both studies. The results of the comparison indicated that both reports
jidentified similar management deficiencies. All major categories of
deficiencies, except one, were discussed at some level of detail in both
reports. The one exception was the lack of parent and community involve-
ment identified by the Washington Research Project but not mentioned in
the HEW analysis. The HEW analysis did not identify that violation of the
regulations presumably because data on parent and community involvement
are generally not readily available at State Title I Coordinators' offices.
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Rather, as pointed out by the Washington Research Project, interviews at
the local level with school personnel, community groups, and parents of
Title I children are necessary to identify the general lack of parent
and community involvement in fitle I projects.

Early Management Context

Many of the HEW audits that formed the basis of both the Washington
Research Project report and the HEW analysis were conducted during the
early years of Title I operation. Those years were formative ones --
years when the administrative structure required by the enabling legis-
lation was under development. During that formative period, management
performance and program operation were understandably less than ideal.
Nevertheless, states and LEA's were held accountable for compliance to
regulations and guidelines. Since both of the management reviews dis-
cussed to this point did include audits conducted during those formative
years, it seems appropriate to briefly point out some of the circumstances
under which early mismanagement occurred.

Title I enabling legislation was quickly passed and signed into law
in April of 1965. The educational establishment was unprepared for its
swift passage. The Act provided a unique approach to attacking the educa-
tional problems associated with poverty. It did not, however, legislate
the administrative capability for rapid implementation. New management
roles were created at all levels of the educational management structure,
roles that required time to develop.

USOE's new role as the organization with overall resBonsibility for
program operation was immediately hindered by its limited staff, resources,
and its lack of leverage over state and local educational agencies.
Regulations and program criteria had to be developed, a monitoring znd
technical assistance role had to be assumed, and funds had to be allo-
cated to the states. During those early years, USOE was required to
expend considerable resources and energy grappling with the unique ad-
ministrative problems associated with initial program implementation.

The states were similarly unprepared for their new management role.
They were required to review and approve local projects, evaluate the
impact of their state program, monitor and provide technical assistance to
LEA's -- new activities for mist states. Problems were made more severe
by the fact that states had to perform those activities with minimum
guidance since regulations and program guidelines were in their prelim-
inary development stage. Further, SEA's were required to broaden their
auditing activities and adapt their old or develop new financial and =~
property accounting systems. Many of them also lacked the leverage needed
to enforce LEA compliance with Title I regulations.

LEA's, too, faced many new problems during initial implementation of
the program. They were unaccustomed to justifying and seeking SEA approval
for individual local projects. Required coordination with Community Action
Agencies, nonpublic schools, and local parent advisory councils created
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new relationships and resulted in problems that local administrators were
often unprepared to handle.

Clearly, the above described context of Title I administration in the
initial years of operation mitigate the seriousness of early regulation
and program criteria violations. The important questions of whether this
context has changed and whether Title I management has improved, are
addressed in the following paragraphs.

Recent Management Evaluation

The Washington Research Project identified, categorized, and illus-
trated various types of Title I management deficiencies. The HEW analvsis
supported many of the Washington Research Project's findings, emphasiz: .l
certain fiscal management deficiencies, and indicated the frequency with
which states were found to be in violation of Title I regulations and
guidelines. The following paragraphs discuss an analysis of more recent
HEW audit reports that was conducted by American Institutes for Research
(AIR) staff. The primary objective of the study was to carry management
evaluation one step further by comparing early Title I management per-
formance with that of later years in an attempt to identify management
per formance trends. Management deficiencies identified in HEW audit
reports conducted between fiscal year 1969 and 1971 were classified
according to management functions, their frequencies were tallied, and a
comparison was made between these more recent deficiencies and those
reported by the earlier HEW analysis.

The analysis was based upon the Schedule of Audit Reports Outstand-
ing for the Period April 71 through June 71 which was obtained from USOE's
Office of Administration, Management Evaluation Division. The Schedule
lists audits that have been completed but have not been closed by settle-
ment and may, therefore, present a somewhat more negative picture than
will ultimately emerge. Reports are listed by state with audit excep-
tions summarized under each state.

An attempt was made to assign each identified exception to one of
the same deficiency categories used in the earlier HEW analysis. Assign-
ment of deficiencies to major management functions was completed with
little difficulty; however, assignment to specific deficiency categories
within major management functions proved to be difficult. The lack of
HEW definition specificity and the brevity of the exception descriptions
in the Schedule required that considerable judgmwent be exercised during
assignment of exceptions to the specific deficiency categories associated
with major management functions. For this reascn, conclusions in regard
to specific deficiencies should be considered less reliable than conclu-
sions pertaining to the general categorization of deficiencies under
major management function.

The results of analysis of 51 unsettled FY 69 to FY 71 State Audit

Reports representing 37 states are presented in Table 3.2, It should be
noted that because of the difficulties encountered during assignment of
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exceptions to deficiency categories, the numbers in column one of Table
3.2 refer to deficiencies and not states as in Table 3.1. Because of this
problem, the following analysis is based upon comparison of the propor-
tion of deficiencies associated with the various deficiency categories

rather than on the percentage of states within each category for the two
periods of interest.
\

Trends in Management Deficiencies

As of June 1971, all of the 261 deficiencies identified in Table 3.2
were still outstanding; i.e., they were uncorrected. Clearly, violations
of Title I regulations and program criteria have continued since 1969 in
at least 37 states and this situation cannot be explained away either in
terms of the newness of the Title I program or the short time available to
adapt management systems to its requirements. After six fiscal years of
Title I funding, the program has not yet been implemented nationally as
intended by Congress. In what is presumably an attempt to correct this
situation the Commissioner of Education recently expressed his intent
to announce some 26 state audit disallowances and request refunds aver-
aging between one and one and a half million dollars per state of mis-
spent appropriations.

Comparison of column three of Table 3.2 with the same column in Table
3.1 suggests that although state administration of Title I apparently has
not improved much over the years, there have been some shifts in the
proportion of deficiencies in various categories and in the pattern of
major management functions under which the most frequent exceptions fall.
It is unknown whether these shifts are a result of changes in the focus

of audits or whether they reflect actual changes in management practices,
or both.

During the early years of implementation of the program, fiscal
years 66-69, approximately 37.5 percent of all the violations were associ-
ated with poor fiscal control. More recent audits indicate that fiscal
control still accounts for the greatest proportion of violations; more-
over, the proportion of violations in that deficiency category has in-
creased to 46.4 percent. In later years the proportion of deficiencies
associated with LEA project approval has also increased from 20.6 percent
in early audits to 29.5 percent in later audits. Balancing these in-
creases, have been decreases in the proportion of violations in monitor-
ing and auditing of LEA's —- there was a 10.1 percent decrease in monitor-
ing and a 7.6 percent reduction in auditing violations.

Comparison of the proportion of exceptions across management cate-
gories is also quite instructive (cf: column two, Tables 3.1 and 3.2).
The HEW analysis of fiscal year 66-69 audits indicated that the highest
proportion of violations, 17.9 percent, were categorized under improper
accounting, reporting, or internal controls. The later audits also iden-
tified that category as the one into which most violations fall; however,
the proportion increased from 17.9 percent in early years to 27.6 percent
in later audits. Similar comparisons suggest that there has been an
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increase in the proportion of violations in regard to use of Title I |
funds as general aid, failure to require adequate project justification,
delay of expenditures, and poor equipment management. There has been

a corresponding decrease in the proportion of violations in the categories
of funds concentration, use of funds to supplant rather than supplement
state and local funds, monitoring to prevent diversion of funds, use of
letter-of-credit, and LEA audits (cf: Tables 3.1 and 3.2). Again, the
reader is reminded that these shifts may be real changes in management
practices and/or may b: due to changes in the focus of the audits.

In summary, comparison of early and later HEW audits indicates that
states have failed to comply with Title I regulations and criteria since
the inception of the program. Further, little, if any improvement in
the situation was evidenced through the years. In point of fact, state
financial ¢(rutrol (accounting, reporting, internal control, and equip-
ment management) and approval cf LEA projects (obtaining adequate pro-
ject justification and assuring that funds are not used as general aid)
have worsened. As of June 1971, at least 37 of the states audited between
fiscal years 1969 and 1971 were still in violation of Title I regulations,
guidelines, and program criteria. This fact is even more astounding when
one considers that not all states were audited during that period.

Additional information relating to state administration of the Title
I program is provided by USOE's State Management Review Program. Since
1969, a team of from 7 to 12 professionals has been conducting in-depth
reviews of state Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title I, II,
III, and V management. Approximately one week is spent at each site for
review of state planning, evaluation, project administration, personnel
management, financial management, dissemination practices, and informa-
tion management. By late 1970, management review final reports were
available for 28 states and 2 territories.

A recent analysis of those 30 reports indicated that they contained
a total of 1,901 recommendations for improvement of state Title I, II,
III, and V management (USOE, A study of the State Management Review
Program, June 1971). The reports had an average of 63 suggestions for
improvement, with a range from 21 to 111 recommendations. Although the
study did not specify the percentage of violations that related specifi-
cally to Title I, it can be assumed that since Title I is the largest of
; the programs reviewed many of these recommendations refer to Title I
| administration. If this assumption is correct, then the figures clearly
' support the conclusions made on the basis of the HEW audits that state
administration of the Title I program is not in compliance with the Act,
regulations, and program criteria.

The recommendations derived from the 30 reports are tabulated by
major management function in column one of Table 3.3. The percentage of
violations falling in each category are in the adjacent column. Those
columns indicate that approximately two-thirds of the management defi-
ciencies identified fell into four administrative areas: project admini-
stration (21.4 percent), planning (16.8 percent), evaluation (14.2 percent),
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and dissemination (14.9 percent). Since the management function categories
used in the State Management Review study do not clearly correspond to
those used for the two HEW audit report studies, comparison of findings

is difficult. Nevertheless, it is apparent that the results of the three
HEW audit report analyses and USOE study are in general agreement that
state and LEA management performance is in drastic need of improvement.

Some indication of the effect of recommendations on state management
was provided by a follow-up study of the 28 states reviewed by USOE.
All 28 states were contacted to determine the status of implementation
on two different management functions. The sampling approach used re-
sulted in eight states being included in the sample for each of the
seven major management functions. The sampling included a total of 547
recommendations, 28 percent of the total made in the reports. Columns
three and four of Table 3.3 indicate the number and percentage of recom—
mendations studied, respectively. Comparison with the population figures
to the left of those columns indicates that the distribution of sample
recommendations closely resembles that of the population.

The column totals in Table 3.3 indicate that 40.8 percent of the
recommendations made to the states were implemented at the time of follow-
up, 35.4 percent were in the process of being implemented, implementation
was planned for 16.4 percent, and 7.3 percent were not being implemented.
Seventy-six percent of all the recommendations in the sample were either
implemented or in the process of being implemented. This is the first
evidence that states are becoming responsive to the many administrative
recommendations made to them by various management review teams.

Conclusions

The Washington Research Project report identified various types of
Title I regulation and program criteria violations made by states and
their local education agencies. The HEW analysis of its own audit reports
supported the conclusions made by the Washington Research Project and
indicated the alarming frequency of noncompliance with regulations.

An analysis of HEW state audits since fiscal year 1969 pointed out that
the situation has not materially changed and, in some cases, has worsened.
USOE's own management reviews of the states tend to support the conclu-
sions made on the basis of the HEW audits.

The one inescapable conclusion that can be made on the basis of those
findings is that, nationally, the Title I program has never been implemented
as intended by Congress and defined in the Act's regulations and program
criteria. Even as late as June 1971, 37 states (74 percent) were known
to be in noncompliance with the law.

That conclusion has major implications for the program evaluation
that follows. What is actually evaluated in later sections of this
report is not Title I as described in regulations and program guidelines.
Rather, it is a program modeled on what was intended, but not in compliance

with major regulations.
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CHAPTER 4: ESEA TITLE I CONTEXT

The major objective of this chapter is to describe the context in
which the Title I program operates. First, a national picture of school-
aged children is presented in terms of their numbers, ethnic distribution,
economic background, needs, and concentration in public and minority
group impacted schools. That information is used for comparison purposes
in this and following chapters. The remainder of the chapter deals with
the salient characteristics of Title I districts, schools, children, and
their families and teachers. The intent is to provide the necessary
background for later chapters which discuss the needs of children in
Title I schools, characteristics of participating and nonparticipating
students in those schools, resource allocation, and the impact of the
program on participating children.

The two primary sources used for data relating to the nation's
school-aged children were Profiles of Children, 1970 White House Confer-
ence on Children (Root & Cata, 1970) and Projections of Educational

Statistics to 1979-80 (Simon & Fullam, 1971). The first document is a

summary of nationally representative data collected by various branches
of government including the U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Statis-
tics; and U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW),
Office of Education (USOE). The second source is based upon U. S. census
data and information collected by USOE's National Center for Educational
Statistics. Both sources are considered by many to be the best possible
for current information about our nation's schools and school-aged
children.

Only two data sources were available at the time of writing that
provided a nationally representative picture of Title I districts, schools,
teachers, and children. They were the fiscal year (FY) 1968 and FY 69
Surveys of Compensatory Education sponsored by USOE's Bureau of Elementary
and Secondary Education (USDHEW/OE, Education of the Disadvantaged, April
19705 Glass, August 1970). A third possible source was the 1970 Elemen-
tary School Survey which collected some data that were similar to the
earlier compensatory education surveys. Unfortunately, the data from
that survey were not adequately analyzed in time for inclusion in this
report. The characteristics of the two available data sources and their
methodology were discussed in an earlier chapter. Nevertheless, some of
the limitations of those two surveys will be reiterated here to clarify
the characteristics of the population to which their data can be properly
generalized.

Both surveys of compensatory education collected data from a nation-
ally representative sample of participating Title I school districts,
their elementary schools, and their children and teachers in grades two,
four, and six. The two surveys projected their sample data to the pop-
ulation of Title I districts with enrollments of at least 300 students,
their elementary schools, teachers, and pupils in grades two, four, and




six. That population of districts represents almost 90 percent of all
public school districts that enroll 300 or more students and about 65
percent of all districts in the continental United States. Within those
districts there are approximately 35,000 schools which enroll about
6,000,000 students in grades two, four, and six.

Analysis of the sampling procedures used in both compensatory educa-
tion surveys suggests several limitations in their data. First, since no
attempt was made to collect data on a representative sample of nonparti-
cipating districts, comparison between participating and nonparticipating
districts is not possible. That limitation is partially alleviated in
this report by the provision of some data on schools and school children
in general. Second, nonparticipating districts during the years of
those two surveys were often Southern districts that were ineligible for
Title I funds because they failed to comply with Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. The characteristics of those Southern schools, then,
are not represented in data provided by the surveys. Third, districts
with enrollments of less than 300 students were not included in the
surveys' samples. Since small districts are usually in rural areas,
small rural districts tend to be under-represented in the samples. Fourth,
since only public schools were surveyed, characteristics of nonpublic
school children are represented by the data only in those cases where they
participated in Title I programs within public school facilities. Fifth,
only elementary schools in participating districts were surveyed and only
grades two, four, and six were included. Survey data, therefore, provide
no information about secondary schools with Title I programs, and elemen-
tary schools are represented only by grades two, four, and six. These
limitations must be kept in mind when interpreting the presented data.

Characteristics of the Nation's School-aged Children

The intent of this section is to provide a brief sketch of the char-
acteristics of the nation's school-aged children. This information is
presented primarily to enable comparison of all children to the children
in Title I districts whose characteristics are described throughout the
remainder of this chapter. The focus will be on the characteristics of
the nation's school-aged children since 1965, the year thac the Title I
program began operation. Particular emphasis will be placed on later
years since most of the nationally representative data on Title I child-
ren that will be compared to total population information were collected

during fiscal years 1968 and 1969.

School-aged Children

The number of school-aged children (5 through 17) within the conti-
nental United States has regularly increased from approximately 50.3
million in FY 66 to 52.8 million in FY 70 (see Table 4.1). That growth
amounts to a five percent increase in school-aged children between FY 66
and FY 70. During the same period there was an annual increase in public
school enrollment and a decrease in nonpublic school enrollment. Between
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FY 66 and 70 public school enrollment increased by about 3.5 million

and nonpublic enrollment decreased by approximately 600,000. Those
figures represent an 8.2 percent increase in public school enrollment

and a 9.5 percent decrease in nonpublic school enrollment. Public school
enrollment has apparently increased at a greater rate (8.2 percent) than
has the school-aged population (5.0 percent). 1In absolute numbers the
total increase in public school enrollment (3,446,000) exceeds the in-
crease in school-aged children (2,529,000) plus the decrease in nonpublic
enrollment (600,000), suggesting that more children are enrolling and
remaining in public schools than would be anticipated by the school-aged
population increase and the apparent shift from nonpublic to public
schools.

The fourth row of Table 4.1 indicates the number of children used to
calculate the total authorization that local educational agencies (LEA's)
were eligible to receive for their economically deprived children (num-
bers in other eligible categories are given in Table 6.1). Those figures
are based upon the 1960 census and consequently remained the same through
1970. Although there has been a 5 percent increase in the total number
of school-aged children and an 8.2 percent increase in public school en-
rollment, there has not been a corresponding increase in the number of
children used to calculate LEA authorizations for children from families
below the poverty line. As will be pointed out in a later chapter, not
only have the figures used for authorization calculation remained the
same for LEA economically disadvantaged programs through the years, but
actual LEA appropriations provided by the annual appropriations acts
have always been less than the authorizations, except for RY 66.

Ethnic Group Distribution

The ethnic group distribution of public school children in the
continental United States during FY 1969 is presented in columns 1 and
2 of Table 4.2. Approximately 20 percent of the children in public
schools during that fiscal year were from minority groups. Fourteen and
one-half percent of all the public school students were Black, 4.6 per-
cent were Spanish-surnamed, 0.4 percent were Oriental, and 0.4 percent
were American Indian. During FY 69 there were approximately 8.7 million
minority group children in public schools with 72.6 percent of them
classified as Black, 23.1 percent Spanish-surnamed, 2.2 percent Oriental,
and 2.1 percent American Indian.

Columns 3 and & of Table 4.2 indicate the concentration of ethnic
groups in schools with O to 49 percent minority enrollment and 50 to 100
percent minority enrollment. The majority of Black (76.6 percent) and
Spanish-surnamed (54.7 percent) children during FY 69 were concentrated
in schools that had a 50 to 100 percent minority enrollment, while the
majority of Oriental (72.2 percent), American Indians (61.7 percent)
and whites (97.9 percent) attended schools that had enrollments of less
than 50 percent minority children. Nationally, if integration had been
completed in 1969, children of all ethnic groups would have been
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TABLE 4.2

Ethnic Distribution of Public School Students
attending Schools with Various Concentrations
of Minority Students in Fiscal Year 1969!

Students, Continental U.S. % Minority Concentration

Ethnic Group Number Percent 0 -49 7 50 - 100 %
of Total Minority Minority

Black 6,282,173 14.5 23.4 76.6
Spanish-surnamed 2,002,776 4.6 45.3 54.7
Oriental 194,022 0.4 72.2 27.8
American Indian 177,464 0.4 61.7 38.3
Non-minority 34,697,133 80.0 97.9 2.1
Total 43,353,568

1. Data derived from Root & Cata, 1970.

attending schools that had a minority enrollment of approximately 20
percent. Table 4.2 clearly indicates that segregation and not integra-
tion was the rule for Blacks and Spanish-surnamed students during FY 69.

Poor Children

The number and percent of school-aged children falling below the
poverty line in FY 70 according to Bureau of Census definition and data
are illustrated in Table 4.3. During that year 6.5 million or 13.5 per-
cent of all school-aged children were from families below the poverty
line. The figure used by USOE to determine entitlements to LEA's for
their economically disadvantaged school children, however, was approxi-
mately 5.0 million -- 1.5 million short of the actual number of children
below the poverty line (see Table 4.1). Again, this was due to the use
of 1960 census data in calculating LEA entitlements.

Of the 6.5 million school-aged children from poverty families in
FY 70, 3.9 million (59.8 percent) were classified as white while 2.5
million (38.5 percent) were classified as Black. Table 4.3, however,
points out that 38.8 percent of the total population of school-aged
Black children were from families below the poverty line while only




TABLE 4.3

o me Aa

Ethnic Distribution of School-aged Children (6-17 years)

below the Poverty Line, Fiscal Year 1970}
'
Ra Total No. No. below % below
ce Children Poverty Line Poverty Line
i
Black 6,468,000 2,511,000 38.8
White 41,147,000 3,900,000 9.5
All Children 48,210,000 6,522,000 13.5

1. Data derived from Root & Cata, 1970.

9.5 percent of the total number of white children were from similarly
poor families. As indicated by Table 4.3, although Black children com-
posed only 13.4 percent of the school-aged population in FY 70, they
accounted for 38.5 percent of the total number of school-aged children
from poor families, and 38.8 percent of all Black school-aged children,
as opposed to 9.5 percent of all white children who were from families
with incomes below the poverty line. Black children are clearly dispro-
portionately represented among school-aged children from poor families.

Educational Need

With respect to educational need, Table 4.4 presents the percentage
of white and Black children falling below, at, and above their expected
grade level as determined by their age in October 1969. Compared to
white children, a greater proportion of Blacks are below grade level,

a smaller proportion are at grade level, and a slightly larger propor-
: tion are above grade level. Black children appear to have a relatively
! greater educational need than do white children in the nation's schools.

ey i CADinari

E Another indication of need for compensatory education nationally is
E illustrated in Table 4.5. In 1969, 92 percent of the nation's elemen-
tary schools reported having some pupils with severe reading problems. E
: Further, 14 percent of all the children in elementary schools had such i
problems while 20 percent of children from low-income families had simi- j
lar problems. Table 4.5 also points out that a larger proportion of §
children in large city elementary schools (25 percent) had more severe
reading problems than did children in elementary schools in general. ;
5 Clearly, children from low-income families, and those in large city 1
schools, had the greatest need for remedial reading programs in 1969. ’
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TABLE 4.4

Ethnic Distribution of U. S. School-aged Children (6-13)
below, at, and above Grade Level in October 1969}

Students White Black
Below grade level 16.5 24,2
At grade level 74.0 65.2
Above grade level 9.5 10.6

1. Data derived from Root & Cata, 1970.

TABLE 4.5

Extent of Reading Problems in the Continental United States, 1969!

Elementary Students i
Schools Elem. School Large City Low-income
Percent with
severe reading 92 14 25 20

problems

1. Data derived from Root & Cata, 1970.

Resource Allocation

Now that an overview of the nation's children has been sketched and
some of their needs identified, national resource allocation will be
discussed. Table 4.6 illustrates the federal, state, and local coatribu-
tion to elementary and secondary education. Over the years, local funds
have accounted for approximately 48 percent of expenditures for elementary
and secondary education, state funds have covered approximately 32 per-
cent of the costs, while federal support has averaged about 7.0 percent.
Fiscal year 1970 data from USOE's Consolidated Program Information Report
(CPIR) indicated that more than half (55.9 percent) of the federal support
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TABLE 4.6

Estimated Elementary and Secondary School Expenditures in
Billions of Current (1970) Dollars and
Percent of Total by Source of Funds!

Fiscal Year

Source of Funds 6 67 68 9 70
Federal

Dollars 2.2 2.5 3.0 2.9 3.0

Percent 7.3 7.7 8.0 7.3 6.6
State

Dollars 9.6 10.3 12.1 13.1 15.1

Percent 31.8 31.9 32.4 32.8 33.0
Local

Dollars 14.6 15.6 18.0 19.6 22.8

Percent 48.3 48.3 48.1 49.1 49.9
Other

Dollars 3.8 3.9 4.3 4.3 4.8

Percent 12.6 12.1 11.5 10.8 10.5
Total Dollars 30.2 32.3 37.4 39.9 45.17

1. Data .from Simon & Fullam, 1971; FY 67 data from
National Center for Educational Statistics (personal
communication).

for the nation's schools is derived from ESEA Title I allocations.

Table 4.6 clearly illustrates that as the cost of education has increased,
and as schools have become more aware of the need for compensatory edu-
cation, the federal proportion of school support has decreased.

Overview

A brief summary is appropriate at this point. In 1969 there were
approximately 43.4 million children in the nation's public schools, 20
percent of whom were from minority groups (14.5 percent Black, 4.6

74

81

o AR S R O B L LR Lo
g iR e SR BRI A BRI

¥

sy B

SRS

2y e

S e el e = T TR e
oy e v - e - -



percent Spanish-surnamed, 0.8 percent other). Seventy-seven percent of
all the Blacks in public schools that year and 55 percent of the Spanish-
surnamed were enrolled in schools that had minority concentrations rang-
ing from 50 to 100 percent. In 1970 6.5 million school-aged children
(13.5 percent) came from families with incomes below the poverty line.
Thirty-nine percent of the Blacks that year were from poor families while
only 9.5 percent of white children came from such families. In 1969

a greater proportion of Black than white children were below grade level
and a smaller proportion of Blacks were at grade level. Also during
1969, 92 percent of the nation's elementary schools reported that they
had some children with severe reading problems. Fourteen percent of

all the nation's public elementary students in 1969 had severe reading
problems, while 25 percent of those in large city schools, and 20 per-
cent of all the children from low--income families, had such problems.
Through the years since 1965, the state and local proportion of elemen-
tary and secondary school support has remained relatively constant at

32 percent and 48 percent, respectively. The federal proportion has
averaged about 7 percent. This, then, was the condition of our schools
and children up to FY 70.

'Characteristics of Title I Districts,
Schools, Children, and Teachers

The following paragraphs ‘describe the condition of the nation's
Title I districts, schools, children, and teachers during FY 68 and 69.
Data discussed are, in most cases, representative. of participating Title
I districts, their public elementary schools, and the children and their
teachers in grades two, Your, and six. Nonparticipating districts, many
Southern schools not in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, small rural districts, nonpublic school children receiving ser-
vices at their home schools, and secondary schools are not represented
by the data reviewed. Presented data are, however, representative of
approximately 90 percent of all public school districts that enroll 300
or more students.

Title I District Characteristics

The FY 68 and FY 69 Surveys of Compensatory Education report the only
currently available comprehensive description of Title I districts apart
from their Title I involvement. Other national surveys, such as those
conducted by USOE's Division of Compensatory Education and reported in
Title I Annual Statistical Reports, focus on the operation of Title I
but do not detail district characteristics apart from their involvement
in the program. The FY 68 Survey of Compensatory Education provides
district-level data that were collected by a supplemental survey conducted
during January of 1969. Those duta are therefore descriptive of the
characteristics of Title I districts during FY 69.

Low-income Children. As indicated in Table 4.7, there were 10,979
participating districts that enrolled 300 or more students in FY 69.
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Within those districts there were 48.2 million school-aged children,
41.3 million (85.7 percent) of whom were enrolled in public schools.
Those 41.3 million children accounted for approximately 92 percent of
all the students enrolled in public schools during FY 69 (cf: Tables
4.1 and 4.7). Within those districts there were 6,843,750 low~-income
children, 1,895,610 more than the number on which LEA Title I authoriza-
tions were based in fiscal year 1969 (see Table 4.1). The majority of
districts surveyed (68.2 percent) enroll between 300 and 2,499 students.
About 81.5 percent of the children enrolled in public schools, however,
were located in large districts which comprised only 31.8 percent of

all districts. Similarly, large districts had 80.6 percent of all the
children from low-income families. Clearly, the majority of public
school students and children from low-income families are concentrated
in a small number of large districts.

Table 4.7 also illustrates the number of districts that had various
concentrations of resident children from low-income families in FY 69.
Seventy-six percent of all districts had fewer than 500 resident low-
income children. The majority, however, were small districts with enroll-
ments ranging from 300 to 2,499 students. Districts that were small and
had fewer than 500 resident low-income children had only 13.2 percent of
all low-income children enrolled in them. The majority (68.1 percent)
of children from low-income families were enrolled in large districts
that had concentrations of at least 1,000 resident low-income children.
Those districts were in the minority, comprising only 11.9 percent of
the total number of districts. Thus during FY 69 most children from low-
income families were enrolled in relatively few large districts that had
medium to high concentrations of resident low-income children.

Expenditures. The distribution of low-income children within dis-
tricts with different levels of regular per-pupil expenditures during
FY 69 is depicted in Table 4.8. Data are from the FY 68 and FY 69 Surveys
of Compensatory Education, but both sets refer to FY 69 since the FY 68
survey reported data that were collected in a supplemental survey con-
ducted in January 1969. The differences in percentage distribution be-
tween the two sets of data are Probably attributable to the slight dif-
ferences in the two surveys' sample, methodology, and questionnaire
response rates. Giving equal weight to both sets of data, it can be con-
cluded that somewhere between 32.0 and 35.6 percent of the participating
districts had low regular per-pupil expenditures, approximately 48 percent
of the districts had moderate per-pupil expenditures, and between 16 and
20 percent of. the districts were high expenditure districts. In terms of
concentration of low~income children in those districts, 90 percent were
residents within the boundaries of the low and moderate expenditure dis-
tricts. As will be pointed out in the Chapter on resource allocation,
the national average per-pupil expenditure from non-federal sources during
FY 69 was approximately $555. Table 4.8 shows, then, that the majority
of low-income children received their education in districts that spent
less than the national average during the 1968-69 school year.

Summary, This overview provides the following picture of the dis-
tribution of low-income children within Title I districts during FY 69.
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Table 4.8

Distribution of Participating Title I Districts Enrolling 300 or
more Students and Number of School-aged Children from Low-income
Families by Regular Per-pupil Expenditures -- Projected

from a Representative Sample of Districts, FY 69

Regular Per-pupil Expendi tures
Districts/Children Low Moderate High
Under $425 425-624 625-over Total

Title I Districts 3,372 5,028 2,144 10,544
(FY 68, Supplemental Survey)! (32.0%) (47.7%) (20.3%)  (100.0%)
Title I Districts 3,233 4,406 1,436 9,075
(FY 69 Survey)? (35.6%) (48.6%) (15.8%)  (100.0%)

Low-income School-age Children 2,258,000 2,170,000 489,000 4,917,000
(FY 68 Supplemental Survey)! (45.9%) (44.1%)  (10.0%)  (100.0%)

1. USDHEW/OE, Education of the Disadvantaged, April 1970.
2. Glass, August 1970.

The majority (90 percent) of children from low-income families were con-
centrated in low and moderate regular per-pupil expenditure districts.
Sixty-eight percent of all low-income children were enrolled in 11.9 per-
cent of all districts which were characterized as large districts with
medium to high concentrations of resident low-income children. Poor
children in FY 69 tended to be enrolled in a relatively few large districts
that were highly concentrated with resident low-income children and had

low to moderate regular per-pupil expenditures.

Participating Schools in Title I Districts

The previous section described the context in which the Title I
program operates in terms of the characteristics of participating dis-
tricts. The following details some of the characteristics of partici-
pating schools within those districts. The focus is on the urbanism of
those schools and their concentration of economically disadvantaged
and minority group children. Only the characteristics of participating
schools are discussed. Schools within Title I districts that do not
operate Title I projects are not represented by these data.

Ethnic Group Concentration. The row totals of Table 4.9 illustrate
the ethnic group concentration in Title I elementary schools in FY 68
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TABLE 4.9

Ethnic Distribution of Title I Elementary School Children
in Urban, Suburban, and Rural Schools, FY 68 (6,428,766
Students) and FY 69 (5,375,942 Students) --
Projected from Representative Sample of Districts

School Location

ithnic Group Urban Suburban Rural Row Totals
White
FY 681 575,327 2,464,492 1,538,283 4,578,102
' ( 9.0%) (38. 3%) (23.9%) (71.2%)
FY 692 467,027 1,032,707 2,248,534 3,748,268
( 8.7%) (19.2%) (41.8%) (69.7%)
Black
FY 681 €88,281 368,015 387,078 1,443,374
(10.7%) ( 5.7%) ( 6.0%) (22.4%)
FY 692 644,821 127,241 437,944 1,210,006
(12.0%) ( 2.4%) ( 8.2%) (22.6%)
Other .
FY 681 173,531 142,752 91,007 407,290
( 2.72) ( 2.2%) ( 1.4%) ( 6.3%)
FY 692 161,185 124,920 131,563 417,668
( 3.0%) ( 2.3%) ( 2.5%) ( 7.8%)

Column Totals

FY 68 22.4% 46.2%" 31.3% 100.0%
FY 69 o 23.7% 23.9% 52.5% 100 .0%

1. Data derived from USDHEW/OE, Education of the Disadvantaged, April 1970.
2. Data derived from Glass, 1970.

and 69. During both years, Title I schools were composed of approxi-
mately 70 percent white, 22 percent Black, and 7 percent other ethnic
group children. About 29 percent of the children in participating Title
I schools were from minority groups. Comparison of those figures with
the national distribution of public school children by ethnic group
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during FY 69 (Table 4.2) indicates that minority children are more con-
centrated in Title I schools (29 percent) than schools in general (20

percent). The other-—than-Black minority group concentration in Title I
schools is quite similar to the nation's schools in general. The Black
minority coucentration, however, is greater in Title I schools (22 per-

cent) than it is in all the nation's schools (14.5 percent; cf: Tables
4.2 and 4.9).

The distribution of minority group children in Title I schools with
various concentrations of minority group members as determined by the
FY 69 survey appears in Figure 4.1. That figure indicates the variabil-
ity in the concentration of minority children in Title I elementary
schools. While Blacks composed 22 percent of the entire population of
children in Title I elementary schools in 1969, during that same year
67 percent of the schools had a 10 percent or smaller concentration of
Blacks and 13 percent of the schools had Black concentrations greater
than 90 percent. If Title I schools were integrated by national stan-
dards, all of them would have a Black population of 14.5 percent and
a minority population of approximately 20 percent (cf: Table 4.2). As
Figure 4.1 indicates, this is clearly not the case. Only 27 percent
of Title I schools had a Black concentration approaching the national
percentage of school-aged Blacks, while 21 percent of the schools have
concentrations greater than the national percentage. The above percen-
tages of schools with various Black populations should be considered only
approximate for, as can be seen from Figure 4.1, they sum, for unknown

reasons, to a total of 119 percent. Raw data were unavailable for recom-
putation of these statistics.

FY 68 data indicate an even greater degree of segregation in Title
I school classrooms. Approximately 83 percent of all pupils in Title I
schools were enrolled in classrooms in which 90 percent or more of the
children were of one race, either white or Black. Only about 17 percent
of the children attended classrooms whevre the racial composition corre-
sponded roughly to that of the total population of Title I pupils. Table
4.10 illustrates the distribution by ethnic group of those 83 percent
that were attending classrooms that were predominantly of one race.

Approximately 67 percent of all the children in Title I elementary schools

were ervolled in classes that were more than 90 percent Black and 16
percent attended classes that were more than 90 percent white.

Alsc illustrated by the cell percentages in the ethnic group columns
of Table 4,10 is the fact that in FY 68, 70.5 percent of all Black child-
ren in Title I schools were in classes that were more than 90 percent
Black while only 0.2 percent of the white children were in such classes.
Similarly, 86.1 percent of white children were in classes that were pre-
dominately white. Those figures point out that segregation tends to
intensify as the unit of analysis is reduced from schools to classrooms.
Within Title I schools Black children tend to be assigned to classrooms
that have high concentrations of similar children while other ethnic

group children tend to be assigned to classes that are predominantly
white in composition.
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TABLE 4.10

Ethnic Distribution of Elementary School Students in Grades
Two, Four, and Six in Segregated Classrooms -- Projected
from a Representative Sample of Districts, FY 68.1 (Cell

Percentages under Ethnic Group Correspond to the Per-
centage of all that Ethnic Group in that Cell.)

Ethnic Group Row Total

Racial Composition Black Span.-surnamed White & Percent of

of Classroom and Other all Children
More than 90% Black 1,017,385 6,617 7,507 1,031,509
(70.5%) ( 1.6%) ( 0.2%) (66.9%)
% More than 907 white 105,137 257,904 3,945,730 4,308,771
( 7.3%) (63.47%) (86.1%) (16.0%)

ey,

1. Data derived from USDHEW/OE, Education of the Disadvantaged, April 1970.

School Location. School urbanism data for participating public ele-
mentary schools are available in both the FY 68 and the FY 69 Survey
of Compensatory Education reports. However, comparison between fiscal
years is made difficult by the fact that the two surveys used different
g definitions for the terms urban and suburban. Nevertheless, an attempt
| was made to make the data comparable by developing common definitions

| and recombining. data presented in the two reports. The developed defin-
E itions are as follows:

o Rural - schools located in rural areas or those that serve
families living in rural areas.

o Suburban — schools located in suburbs or small cities (popu-

lation less than 50,000 for FY 69 and less than 40,000 for
Fi 68).

o Urban - schools located in cities (population 50,000 or greater
in FY 69 and 40,000 or greater in FY 68).

It was impossible to get exactly equivalent groupings in terms of
population between suburban and urban for the two sets of data because
of the way those data were tabularly presented in the two reports. In
addition to the definition problems faced in comparing those data, the
FY 68 survey reported that school principals who answered the questions
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relating to urbanism may themselves have had some difficulty in deciding

the correct category in which to place their schools. Because of these

problems, the following data should be considered only approximations.

As indicated by the column totals in Table 4.9, there is some dis-
agreement between the two fiscal years' data in terms of concentration
of children in schools at various locations. Both years' data agree as
to the concentration in urban schools, approximately 23 percent; however,
there is significant disagreement in terms of the concentration of stu-
dents in suburban and rural schools. It does not seem likely that between
FY 68 and 69 there was a shift of population from the suburbs to rural
areas of the magnitude suggested by those data. Fiscal year 68 Bureau
of the Census data indicated that approximately 65 percent of the total
U. S. population resided in metropolitan areas, and 35 percent resided
in small towns and rural areas in that year. Those census figures tend
to support the FY 68 distribution data and leave the FY 69 data suspect.
The following discussion of school urbanism will therefore be based pri-
marily on the apparently more reliable FY 68 data.

The column totals in Table 4.9 suggest that during FY 68 22.4 per-
cent of all children in Title I schools were concentrated in urban
schools, 46.2 percent in suburban, and 31.3 percent in rural schools.
Further, 38.3 percent of all children were white and in suburban schools,
10.7 percent were Black and in urban schools, and 2.7 percent were from
other ethnic groups in urban schools. When the cell figures in Table
4.9 are converted to percentages of their respective ethnic group, the
picture is somewhat clarified (those percentages do not appear in Table
4.9). Although only 22.4 percent of all students in Title I elementary
schools attended urban schools in FY 68, 47.7 percent (688,281) of the
Blacks and 42.6 percent (173,531) of the children from other minority
groups were concentrated in urban schools. In contrast, only 12.6 per-
cent (575,327) of the whites attended urban schools. Fifty-four percent
of the whites were concentrated in suburban, and 33.6 percent in rural
schools. Clearly, minority group children are more highly concentrated
proportionately in urban schools than whites, while white children are in
proportionately higher concentrations in suburban and rural schools than

are minority groups.

Information on the distribution of students in Title I schools with
various concentrations of economically disadvantaged children by urbanism
of the school was presented in the FY 68 but not the FY 69 survey report.
The row percentages in Table 4.11 illustrate the fact that 74.9 percent
of all the children in Title I schools attended schools with low concen-
trations of economically disadvantaged children, 16.1 percent were in
schools with moderate concentrations, and only 9 percent were in schools
with high concentrations of poor children. The majority of children
(64.2 percent) were in low concentration suburban and rural schools.
However, of the 9.0 percent that were in high concentration schools, 67.2
percent (383,873) were attending urban schools. During FY 68, schools
with high concentrations of economically disadvantaged children tended
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TABLE 4.11

Number and Percent of Elementary School Students in Urban,
Suburban, and Rural Title I Schools with Low, Moderate,
and High Concentrations of Economically Disadvantaged
Students (FY 68) -- Projected from a
Representative Sample of Districts!

Concentration of School Location Row Row
Disadvantaged Urban Suburban Rural Total %
Low 678,377 2,479,164 1,591,719 4,749,260 74.9
(under 26%) (10.7%) (39.1%) (25.1%)

Moderate 396,377 319,535 301,830 1,017,742 16.1
(26 to 50%) ( 6.3%) ( 5.0%) ( 4.8%)

High 383,873 91,234 96,290 571,397 9.0
(over 50%) ( 6.1%) ( 1.4%) ( 1.5%)

Column Total 1,458,627 2,889,933 1,989,839 6,388,399

Column Percent 23.0 45.6 31.4 100.0

1. Data derived from USDHEW/OE, Education of the Disadvantaged, April 1970.

to be in urban areas while those with low concentrations of poor children
tended to be in suburban and rural areas. Economically disadvantaged
children are, as are minority group children, concentrated in large city
schools.

Attendance and Mobility. Attendance rate information was presented
in both the FY 68 and the FY 69 survey reports. FY 68 data are in terms
of student attendance while FY 69 data are in terms of school attendance
rates. Those data are combined in Table 4.12 to illustrate the percent-
age of students that ha’ attendance rates of 89 percent or less during
FY 68 and the percentage of schools during FY 69 that had attendance rates
89 percent or less, by urbanism of the schools and children. Overall,
during FY 68 only 7.9 percent of all children in Title I elementary schools
had poor attendance rates. During that year, however, the percentage of
children in urban schools with poor attendance rates was higher than the
overall percentage, while in suburban and rural schools a smaller propor-
tion of children had poor attendance rates. The second row of Table 4.12
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TABLE 4.12

Percent of Pupils (FY 68) and Schools (FY 69) with
Attendance Rates of 89 Percent Oor Less
by Location of the Children and School

Attendance Rate Location of School

89 % or Less Urban Suburban Rural Total
Pupils (FY 68)! 8.9% 6.0% 7.0% 7.9%
Schools (FY 69)2 19.5% 7.4% 4.7% 7.8%

1. Data derived from USDHEW/OE, Education of the Disadvantaged,
April 1970.
2. Data derived from Glass, 1970.

indicates that in FY 69, 7.8 percent of all Title I elementary schools

had attendance rates of 89 percent or less. A higher proportion of schools
in urban areas (19.5 percent) had poor attendance rates, and a lower
proportion in rural areas (4.7 percent) had lower rates than schools in
general. Student and school attendance rates tend to be poorer than

. average in urban areas and better than average in rural and suburban areas.

Related to attendance rates are mobility rates —-- additions to and
withdrawals from school during the academic year divided by the average
daily membership of the school. Data on mobility rates were available
for FY 69. The Compensatory Educaticn Survey of 1969 reported that most
(62 percent) Title I elementary schools had mobility rates of less than
20 percent. Rural schools were more stable, with 73.5 percent of them
reporting mobility rates less than 20 percent, suburban schools were less
stable, 52.3 percent had low mobility rates, and urban schools were least
stable with only 27.9 percent of them reporting mobility rates less than
20 percent. Urban Title I schools are generally less stable and have
lower attendance rates than their suburban and rural counterparts. Stab-
1lity and attendance problems apparently underline much of the difficulty
that urban schools have in providing continuity in educational programs
for a large proportion of their students.

Classroom Organization and Grouping. Two additional characteristics

of Title I elementary schools were reported in the FY 68 and FY 69 surveys
-- ability grouping and graded versus nongraded classroom organization,
respectively. The results reported in the FY 69 survey in regard to
graded versus nongraded organization can be simply stated. The majority,
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well over 75 percent, of all Title I elementary schools in FY 69 had
maintained an organization along graded lines. There was a slight trend
toward more frequent use of nongraded organization in the lower than
higher elementary grades. Related to classroom organization is the in-
formation provided by the FY 68 survey on ability grouping. During FY 68,
62 percent of all pupils in Title I elementary schools were in classrooms
in whi:h some or all students were grouped by some measure of ability.
Approximately 36 percent of all students were grouped by ability with
respect to subject taught, while 25.8 percent were grouped by ability in
classrooms but not by subject within the classrooms. More Blacks and
Spanish-surnamed children were grouped by class than by subject within
classrooms and grouping of white children was the converse. Children in
schools with moderate and high concentrations of economically disadvan-
taged children also tended to be grouped by class, rather than by sub-
ject, as were the children in low concentration schools.

The majority of Title I elementary schools are organized along
graded lines but have some form of ability grouping. Poor and minority
children tend to be assigned to classrooms by ability level, whereas
more fortunate children tend to be ability-grouped within their class-
rooms by subject. That tendency to ability-group poor and minority
children by classroom may partially explain the extent of segregation
that occurs by classroom as reported in Table 4.10 and discussed earlier.

Family Characteristics of Children in Title I Schools

The characteristics of the families of children in Title I schools
were detailed in the Compensatory Education Surveys of both FY 68 and
FY 69. Although both surveys were concerned with family income, occupa-
tion, education,,and number of families on welfare, their methods of
summarizing data differed in many important respects, making direct
comparisons impossible. One of the surveys reported income in temms of
family income categories while the other reported data in terms of income
per family member; occupational status was reported in terms of status
level in one report and in terms of skill levels in the other; education
level was reported for fathers and mothers in the FY 68 report and in
terms of head of household in FY 69; and finally, one report provided
unconfounded data on number of children from families receiving Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) while the other confounded those
data with unemployment. Rather than attempt to equate such data, FY 68
data on family characteristics will be summarized with occasional refer-
ence to the FY 69 data that are somewhat, though not directly, comparable.

Family Income. During FY 68, 17.1 percent of all children in Title
I schools came from families with incomes less than $3,000 and 35.0 per-
cent were from families with incomes between $3,000 and $6,000. Bureau
of Census data for FY 68 indicate that 9.2 percent of all children under
18 years of age were in families with annual incomes under $3,000, and
20.2 percent had incomes between $3,000 and $6,000. Comparison of family
income of children in Title I schools to those census figures suggests

.



B i

that economic deprivation was almost twice as common among pupils in
Title I schools as among the general population during FY 68.

The FY 69 survey asked teachers to estimate family income for each
of their pupils in the survey. Estimates were divided by the number of
family members to arrive at an estimated income per family member. The
results of the survey indicated that approximately 25 percent of the
children in Title I schools were from families with a per-family-member
income of less than $800, 15 percent had per-family-member incomes between
$800 and $1,100, and the remainder of the families had per-family-member
incomes greater than $1,100. Assuming an average family size of 3.6
(1970 Statistical Summary of the United States), then 25 percent of all
children in Title I schools with a per-family-member income of less than
$800 were from families with incomes less than $2,880, well below the
poverty line. The $2,880 figure is probably an underestimate, however,
since poor families are generally larger in size than the national
average. :

Since the FY 68 Survey of Compensatory Education confounded the
count of families receiving AFDC with unemployment information, the num-
ber of children in Title I elementary schools from AFDC families is only
available for FY 69. During that fiscal year, 9.2 percent of Title I
children were from families on welfare. Further, 42.5 percent of those
children were enrolled in urban schools which accounted for only 22.5
percent of all Title I children. This fact is consistent with the data
summarized earlier which indicated that in FY 68 poor children tended
to be concentrated in a small number of large city schools {see Table
4,11).

Job Status and Education Level. During FY 68 Title I school teachers
reported that 60.8 percent of their pupils came from families where the
head of household held a low status job (e.g., laborers and unskilled
workers) or were housewives. Approximately 43 percent of the heads of
household of the FY 69 Title I children worked at unskilled or semiskilled
jobs. The apparent difference between these figures is probably due to
the fact that "housewife" was categorized with low status jobs in FY 68
and in FY 69 no such category was included in the survey's final report.

In regard to family-member education level, the FY 68 survey reported
that approximately 50 percent of the mothers and fathers of children in
Title I elementary schools had less than a high school education. During
FY 69, teachers reported that 40 percent of the children in Title I schools
came from families where the head of household had less than a high school
education. The apparent raduction may represent an actual improvement ;
however, the extent of reduction (10 percent) in the short period between
surveys tends to cast doubt on this matter. Nevertheless, it does appear
that at least 40 percent of the children in Title I elementary schools
came from families where the head of household failed to complete high
school.




The Compensatory Education Surveys of FY 68 and 69 seem generally
to agree that family characteristics are directly related to the degree
of 'school urbanism. Low income, education, and occupation levels were
more prevalent in rural and urban areas than in suburban areas.

Characteristics of Children in Title I Schools

The FY 68 and FY 69 Surveys of Compensatory Education classified
children in Title I elementary schools into six categories of disadvan-
tagement on the basis of teacher estimates of their pupils' family in-
come and educational prospects. Student family income was estimated
in terms of three categories, namely, under $3,000, $3,000 to $,6000,
and $6,000 or more. Educational prospects of students in Title I ele-
mentary schools were judged by their teachers in terms of ability to com-
plete high school and no such ability. Those two dimensions were used
simultaneously to develop the six classifications of children illustrated
in Table 4.13. Although those six classifications suggest the critical
needs of the students within them, discussion of particular services
required to overcome each type of disadvantagement is postponed until
the next chapter. The following paragraphs are concerned primarily
with the characteristics of Title I children in terms of their distribu-
tion by classification of disadvantagement in various ethnic groups,
school locations, and schools with varying concentrations of economically
disadvantaged children.

Types of Disadvantagement. The second column of Table 4.13 indicates
that the distribution of children across classifications during FY 68
was similar to that during FY 69. The small but apparent di fferences
between the two distributions can probably be accounted for by the way
the two surveys handled nonrespondents. The procedure used in FY 68 was
not defined. In FY 69, however, nonrepondents were included in the
divisor used to obtain the percentages in the table. On the basis of the
FY 69 procedures, then, the FY 69 percentages in Table 4.13 are probably
underestimates of the actual percentages. The fact that the amount of
underestimation is proportional to the severity of disadvantagement is
consistent with this hypothesis since more nonrespondents would be expected
in these categories.

Combining data from the two years, Table 4.13 suggests that approxi-
mately 57 percent of the children in Title I elementary schools during
FY 68 and 69 were disadvantaged while 43 percent of them had no such
handicaps. The predominant type of disadvantagement was economic, with
approximately 27 percent of 2ll children classified in the moderate eco-
nomic disadvantaged category and 9 percent in the severe economic disad-
vantaged classification. The next most frequent difficulty was multiple
disadvantagement. Approximately 6 percent of all children in Title I
elementary schools suffer from severe multiple disadvantagement and about
8 percent from moderate multiple disadvantagement. Only about 3.5 percent
of all the enrolled children suffered from educational disadvantagement
uncomplicated by economic problems. More than half of all children
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enrolled in Title I schools during FY 68 and 69 were in need of compen-
satory services, with about 15 percent requiring both economic and edu-
cational assistance, 36 percent needing economic assistance, and 3.5
percent only compensatory educational services.

Ethnic Group. Table 4.13 also illustrates the distribution of
children within various ethnic groups across categories of disadvantage-
ment. Again, the differences between fiscal years are probably more
apparent than real due to the methods used to deal with nonrespondents.
During both fiscal years, approximately 55.4 percent of the white child-
ren in Title I elementary schools were classified as nondisadvantaged ;
while 87.3 percent of all Blacks and 81.0 percent of the children in :
the Spanish-surrnamed and other category were considered disadvantaged.
Numerically and proportionately, minority group children were more con-
centrated than white students in the severe multiple and severe economic
categories of disadvantagement, and they were proportionately but not
numerically more concentrated in the moderate categories. Non-minority
group children were proportionately and numerically more concentrated
in the educational disadvantagement category than minority group students;
however, they were numerically, although not proportionately, more concen-—
trated in the moderate multiple and moderate economic categories. Appar- i
ently, severe multiple and severe economic disadvantagement are primarily |
minority group problems while educational disadvantagement is primarily
a white problem and moderate multiple and moderate economic disadvantage- |
ment are problems faced by both minority and non-minority groups. ;

School Location. The distribution of disadvantaged students in
Title I elementary schools at various locations was reported by both the ‘
FY 68 and the FY 69 Surveys of Compensatory Education. Only the FY 68
data will be discussed here because of the discrepancy mentioned earlier
between the FY 69 data and the previous year census data. Table 4.14.
summarizes the FY 68 data. The main school location categories of urban,
suburban, and rural in Table 14.4 are comparable to those used in earlier
sections of this chapter. The subcategories under urban and suburban plus
the rural category were those used in the final report of the FY 68 Com-
pensatory Education Survey. In that report large cities were defined
as those with populations of 500,000 or larger, middle-size cities were
those with populations between 40,000 to 500,000, small cities were defined
as those with populations under 40,000. Suburban and rural school loca- ..
tions were undefined but their definitions are presumably similar to the I
definitions used earlier in this report. The FY 68 subcategories are )
used in the following discussion since they allow finer discriminations
than the three general categories.

The unbracketed percentages in the last row of Table 4.14 indicate
that 70.3 percent of all children enrolled in suburban schools were non-
disadvantaged while 80.6 percent of the students in large cities, 66.5
percent in medium-size cities, 62.6 percent in rural areas, and 53.6 per—
cent of the students enrolled in small city elementary schools were dis-
advantaged. Disadvantaged children are obviously concentrated in city
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and rural area schools. Trends with respect to the numbers of children
suffering particular kinds of disadvantagement as a function of the type
of community they live in were assessed by means of Chi Square analyses.
This technique made it possible to identify those cell frequencies in
Table 4.14 which were most deviant from expectations based on row and
column totals. To summarize by community type, large cities were char-
acterized by a particularly high incidence of both severe and moderate
economic disadvantagement and by a particularly low incidence of nondis-
advantagement. Middle~size cities were somewhat above expectation with
respect to the incidence of all types of disadvantagement but were most
deviant from other classes of community with respect to the low incidence
of nondisadvantagement. Small cities were characterized by an unusually
low incidence of severe economic disadvantagement while suburbs were sub-
stantially below expectations in the areas of severe multiple, moderate
multiple, severe economic, and moderate economic disadvantagement. It
was not surprising to find that there were proportionately many more non-
disadvantaged children in suburban Title I schools than were found at
other school locations. Children in rural Title I schools were more
often found to have severe multiple or severe economic disadvantagement
and less often to be nondisadvantaged than their peers living in other
types of community. Clearly, as community size decreases so does the
concentration of children with multiple and economic disadvantagement.
This trend is consistent from large cities to middle-size cities to small
cities to suburbs but reverses itself in rural areas which show a pattern
most nearly like that of large cities. !

Concentration of Poor. The number and percentage of children from
each classification of disadvantagement in Title I schools with various
concentrations of pupils whose parents were unemployed or on welfare
was reported by the FY 68 Survey of Compensatory Education but not the
FY 69 survey. Table 4.15 summarizes data from the 68 survey. The major-
ity of children (75.1 percent) enrolled in Title I elementary schools
during FY 68 attended schools with a low concentration of economically
disadvantaged students. Approximately 16 percent of all students were
enrolled in schools with a moderate concentration of economically disad-
vantaged pupils. and 8.9 percent in high concentration schools. Chi
Square analysis of cell frequencies in Table 4.15 indicated that children
in schools with moderate and high concentrations of economically disad-
vantaged were similarly distributed across disadvantaged categories, and
the distribution of those two groups was significantly different from
that of children in schools with low concentrations of economically dis-
advantaged students. The largest differences occurred with respect to
the severe multiple, severe economic, and nondisadvantaged categories.
Predictably, more children in schools with moderate and high concentra-
tions of economically disadvantaged were disadvantaged and more of them
were in the severe multiple or severe economic disadvantagement cate-
gories. Exactly the opposite pattern was observed in schools with low
concentrations of economically disadvantaged students. Although the
majority of children in Title I schools attended schools with low con-
centrations of poor children, disadvantaged children -- especially those
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in the more severe categories -- are proportionately more concentrated ;
in schools with moderate and high concentrations of poor children.

Characteristics of Teachers in Title I Schools

The picture of the context in which Title I projects operate will !
now be completed with a brief sketch of the characteristics of teachers
in Title I schools. The only information available in regard to the
characteristics of Title T teachers was provided by the FY 69 Survey of ,
Compensatory Education. f[he following paragraphs describe the ethnic ‘
group membership, experience, special training, job stability, and start-
ing salaries of teachers in Title I schools during FY 69.

Ethnic Group. Minority group memberchip of teachers in Title I
elementary schools is shown in Table 4.16. The school location cate-
gories used in that table are comparable to those used earlier. Approx-
imately 81 percent of all teachers in Title I schools were white, 16.5
percent Black, and 1.3 percent were from other races. Chi Square analy-
sis of the data in Table 4.16 showed that the most salient features of
those data were the under-representation of Black teachers in rural and
suburban schools, their over-representation in urban schools, and the
under-representation of white teachers in urban schools. Also, the con-
centration of teachers by ethnic group in schools of differing degrees
of urbanism is similar to that for pupils, as can be seen by comparing
Table 4.16 with Table 4.9.

Experience. During FY 69, approximately 18 percent of all Title I
school teachers.had less than three years teaching experience, 30 percent
had more than threce but less than ten years, and 51 percent had more than
ten years experience. There was a tendency during FY 69 for teachers
with less experience to be placed in classrooms that had high concentra-
tions of children from families on welfare. For example, approximately
17 percent of all teachers in Title I schools with less than three years
of experience were in classes that had less than 10 percent of the child-
ren from families on welfare, another 17 percent were in classes with less
than 50 percent on welfare, but 28.7 percent of those relatively inexper-
ienced teachers were in classes with more than 50 percent of the children
from families on welfare.

Although there was a tendency during FY 69 to assign less experi-
enced teachers to classrooms with high concentrations of economically
disadvantaged children, there was a somewhat countering tendency to
assign teachers with special training for teaching disadvantaged to the
same classrooms. For example, approximately 29 percent of all teachers
attended one special training program for teaching disadvantaged, but
36.4 percent of all teachers in classrooms concentrated with 50 percent
or more children from families on welfare had attended one program.
Eleven percent of all teachers in Title I schools attended two programs,
but 20.25 percent of those teachers in classes with high concentrations
of economically disadvantaged children had attended two programs. It




TABLE 4.16

Teachers Classified by Ethnic Group Membership and Urbanism
of School with Percents by Rows except for Bracketed
Percents which are by Column, FY 69

Ethnic Group School Location
of Generally

Teacher Rural Suburban Urban No Response Totals
Black 13,203 3,258 17,442 1,693 35,596
37.1% 9.1% 49.0% 4.8% [16.5]
Spanish-surnamed 1,091 571 1,141 49 2,852
and Other 38.2% 20.0% 40.0% 1.7% [ 1.3]
White 93,054 41,301 31,462 9,255 175,072
53.2% 23.6% 18.0% 5.3% [81.0]
No Response 1,183 262 735 295 2,475
47.8% 1C.67% 29.7% 11.9% [ 1.2]
Totals 108,531 45,392 50,780 11,292 215,995

50.3% 21.07% 23.5% 5.2%

appears that teachers in classrooms concentrated with poor children have
less general teaching experience but more special training in teaching
the digadvantaged.

Turnover and Salary. During FY 69, teacher turnover in Title I
schools was not extensive. However, there was a relationship between the
concentration of poor children in classrooms and teacher turnover.
Teachers assigned to classrooms with high concentrations of poor child-
ren tended to have slightly higher turnover rates.

Also during FY 69, more than 64 percent of all the elementary school
districts with Title I programs had teacher starting salaries below the
national average. Starting salaries were also related to the size of the
school district, with 55 percent of the smallest districts reporting
starting salaries below the national median while only 40 percent of the
large districts reported starting salaries below the national median.
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During FY 69 the teacher ethnic group distribution at var-

% Summary.
' r to the pupil ethnic group

: ious locations of Title I schools was simila
| concentration in those schools. There was also a trend during that fis-

cal year to assign less experienced but more specially trained teachers
1 to classrooms with high concentrations of poor children where teacher
; turnover was slightly greater than in lower concentration classrooms.
E Title I schools during FY 69 had lower starting salaries than schools
% in general and the smaller districts tended to have lower starting

salaries than the larger districts.
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CHAPTER 5: NEEDS OF CHILDREN IN TITLE I SCHOOLS

The context in which the Title I program operates was described in
the previous chapter. The characteristics of Title I school districts,
schools, the teachers in those schools, and their pupils were discussed.
This chapter focuses on the needs of children in Title I schools and
the relation of those needs to their poverty level, ethnic group member-
ship, and type of disadvantagement. The main purpose of the chapter is
to document the need for compensatory education and 1life support services
in schools designated as Title I schools. When compared to data in the
following chapter on resource allocation, however, the data presented
here provide a means to assess the efficiency and effectiveness of Title
I resource allocation.

The main information sources for this chapter were the FY 68 and
the FY 69 Surveys of Compensatory Education (USDHEW/OE, Education of
the Disadvantaged, April 1970; Glass, 1970), with some supportive data
derived from earlier USOE Title I annual reports. As in the previous
chapter, the two Compensatory Education Surveys were selected as primary
data sources because they provided the only nationally representative
data collected to date. Also as noted in the previous chapter, final
results from the somewhat comparable USOE Elementary and Secondary School
Survey for FY 1970 were unavailable at the time of writing and therefore
could not be included here.

The characteristics of the data sources were discussed in earlier
chapters. Nevertheless, it should be pointed out again that in most
cases data summarized are representative of participating Title I dis-
tricts that enrolled 300 or more students, their Title I public elemen-
tary schools, teachers, and students in grades two, four, and six. The
major limitations of the data base were discussed in the introduction to
the previous chapter and in the section of the second chapter that dealt
with the characteristics of data sources. The interested reader is
referred to those chapters.

Needs as Measured by Standardized Achievement Tests

Within Title I project areas and schools, educational needs are
often assessed through the administration of one or more standardized
achievement tests. Since USOE's first annual report on Title I, attempts
have been made to collect standardized achievement test data on a nation-
ally representative sample of children in Title I schools. To date, every
attempt has failed. Each attempt has, however, managed to collect data
on a large group of students in Title I schools. Those data, though not
nationally representative, are discussed in following paragraphs.

Pre-program Achievement Test Results

USOE's first annual report on Title I, The First Year of Title I,
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (1966) , was based primarily
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on the data provided to USOE by state educational agencies in their

first Title I Annual Evaluation Reports, the characteristies of which
were described at length in the second chapter of this report. In those
reports, states provided USOE with achievement test results for children
participating in local educational agency Title I projects. Not all
states provided the data requested by USOE, and most of them submitted
data on groups that were not representative of the students in the state.
Those data, though not representative of individual states or their aggre-~
gate, were summarized in the FY 66 annual report in terms of the percent
of all children whose arithmetic and reading pretest scores fell below
the 25th percentile in reference to national norms. Table 5.1 summarizes
reading pretest data in terms of the grade bands reported.

TABLE 5.1

Percent of Pupils in Title I Schools Reading Below
Grade Level by Various Criteria for Fiscal Years 1966 - 1969

Percent of Pupils

Ratio of Pretest .75 Grade Equiv.

Fiscal Grade Level Below 25th Grade Equiv. to Units or more Be-

Year or Band Percentile Norm £ .66 low Grade Level
1966 1-3 34 - -
4 - 6 27 - -
7-9 37 - -
10 - 12 43 - -
1967 2 51 - -
3 36 - -
4 41 - -
5 46 - -
6 44 - -
1968 2, 4, 6 - b26.7 ‘ -
1969 2 ~ - 8.0
4 - - 31.0
6 bl - 4100

Table 5.1 suggests that, prior to participation in their Title I
project, more children in each grade band fell below the lowest quartile
than the 25 percent that would be expected of a nationally representative
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sample of children. Further, with the exception of the four through six
grade band, more children in the higher grades fell within the lowest
quartile than those in lower grades. That trend was even more strongly
demonstrated in terms of arithmetic achievement on standardized tests.
Only 24 percent of all Title I children for whom data were available in
FY 66 were in the lowest quartile on arithmetic achievement tests, approx-
imately what would be expected of all children in the nation. However,
in grades four through six, 32 percent were in the lowest quartile.
Forty-one percent in grades seven through nine were in that quartile,
and 67 percent in grades ten through twelve fell within the first quar-
tile. C(Clearly, more children who participated in Title I projects during
FY 66 fell within the lowest quartile on standardized reading and arith-
metic pretests than would be expected of a nationally representative
sample of all children. Also, there was a tendency for participating
children to demonstrate greater deficiency as they progressed through
the grades. Again, the reader is reminded that those data were based
upon a large, but unrepresentative sample of students in Title I schools.

Table 5.1 illustrates similar data which were reported in USOE's
FY 67 annual report, entitled Title I/Year II. Those data were again
provided to USOE by states; however, they met a USOE requirement that at
least 100 student scores were represented in each set of LEA data. Most
state reports contained data for only a relatively few LEA's —- those
LEA's that reported usable pretest and posttest data. Test data were
most often not representative of the individual states, and the aggregate
data from the 21 states which provided usable data were not representative
of the children in Title I projects nationally. As suggested by the FY
66 data, the FY 67 data indicate that prior to project participation
more Title I students fell within the lowest quartile than would be ex-
pected of a nationally representative sample. In grade two, more than
twice as many Title I children fell within the lowest quartile in read-
ing as would be expected of all children nationally, while students in
other grades, though more highly concentrated in the lowest quartile
than children in general, were not quite so retarded. The trend of
greater retardation in the upper grades that was evidenced by the FY 66
data was not evident in the FY 67 results.

The FY 68 Survey of Compensatory Education attempted to collect
achievement test data from a representative sample of Title I partici-
pating districts that enrolled 300 or more students. Again, the effort
failed. Nevertheless, the survey did manage to get pretest reading
scores from a large but unrepresentative group of students in Title I-
designated schools. Unfortunately, those data were presented in the
appendix of the final report and were not discussed at length. Further,
the information was presented in terms of the ratio of pupil pre-program
reading achievement score to grade equivalent norm -- an unusual report-
ing format. Table 5.1 summarizes those data as they were combined for
public school children in grades two, four, and six. During FY 68,

26.7 percent of the children in that unrepresentative sample were reported
to have a ratio of pretest grade equivalent reading score to grade equiv-
lent norm of ,66 or less. For second-grade children that ratio reflects
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a grade equivalent score of 1.33 -- about .7 grade-equivalent units below
the national norm; in grade four a ratio of .66 would be equivalent to

a grade level score of 2.7 -~ about 1.3 units below the norm; and in
grade six, that ratio would be equivalent to a grade equivalent score

of 4.0 -- two grade units below the norm. Those data suggest that 26.7
percent of the children in grades two, four, and six in Title I schools
during FY €8 were seven months or more behind in reading achievement.

The FY 69 Survey of Compensatory Education also attempted to get
nationally representative reading, language, and mathematics achievement
pretest data on children in Title I schools and again failed. The survey
did manage to collect data on approximately 59,200 students, or about
one-half of the pupils in the survey sample at each grade level. However,
the final report of the survey warns that the data cannot be considered
representative of all Title I pupils in grades two, four, and six.

Table 5.1 summarizes the percent of students in grades two, four,
and six during FY 69 that were .75 grade-equivalent units or more below
the national norm in reading. The FY 69 survey final report suggests
caution in interpreting the grade two percentage since the sample for
that grade was about three-fourths the size of the samples at other grade
levels and '"'may" have been less disadvantaged than the sample of children
at other grade levels. Keeping that warning in mind, it still appears
that more pupils in . higher grades were seven and a half months or more
below grade level than students at lower grade levels —- a trend similar
to that reported in FY 66 for reading and arithmetic achievement. The
mathematics and language achievement test data reported by the FY 69
survey showed similar deficiencies and a similar trend by grade level.

Data from the four USOE annual reports, although not representative
nationally of children in Title I schools, do nevertheless indicate that
more children in those schools suffer from reading, mathematics, and
language deficiencies than would be expected of the nation's school child-
ren in general. Also there was some evidence that more children in the
upper elementary grades were retarded in those skill areas than were
students at lower grade levels. Apparently, schools selected for Title
I participation are schools that have relatively high concentrations
of educationally disadvantaged children.

Analysis of Reading Deficits

Standardized test results suggest that student reading deficits are
one of the major problems that Title I schools must face. Teacher judg-
ments of students' critical needs, detailed in the following section,
concur with standardized test results. Because of that agreement, the
extent of the problem, and the importance of reading to the attainment
of educational and vocational goals, the following paragraphs look more
closely at the .problem in terms of the relationship of reading deficits
to school location, minority group membership, and poverty.
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The concentration of children with reading problems at wvarious

school locations is illustrated in Table 5.2. The categories of school

location used in Table 5.2 correspond to those used in the previous

chapter. According to estimates made by principals in Title I schools,
approximately 20 percent of all the Title I schools in FY 69 had 50 per-
cent or more students reading more than one grade level below the national
norm, while 43 percent of them had less than 50 percent of their students
manifesting such deficits. Those figures are probably underestimates
since 36.8 percent of the principals of Title I schools did not respond
to that survey question, and their schools must have included some child-

ren in one or more of the categories used in Table 5.2.

Keeping in mind

the high percentage of nonresponding schools, it can further be said
that suburban schools had lower concentrations of children with reading
problems than either urban or rural schools. Rural schools ranked second
in their percentage of students below national reading norms with urban
schools clearly showing the greatest need for remedial reading programs.

TABLE 5.2

Schools Classified by Percent of Pupils more than One Grade Level
Below National Norm in Reading Achievement with Percent Distribu-
tion by Column. FY 69 Data Projected from a Representative Sample
of Title I Districts Enrolling 300 or More Students (Glass, 1970).

Urbanism of School

Percent Pupils Generally No
Urban Suburban Rural Response Totals
0 - 29 ; 451 1,647 4,989 168 7,255
7.9 25.9 25.1 16.7 22.2
30 - 49 1,054 1,021 4,403 314 6,792
18.5 16.6 22.2 31.2 20.8
50 - 69 891 515 1,846 14 3,266
- 15.6 8.4 9.3 1.4 10.0
70 - 100 1,241 400 1,672 37 3,350
27.8 . 6.5 8.4 4.6 10.2
No Response 2,068 2,551 6,961 475 12,055
36.2 41.6 35.0 47.2 36.8
Totals 5,705 6,134 19,871 1,008 32,718
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Table 5.3 i1illustrates that during FY 69 there was a relationship
between the concentration of children from families on welfare and the
concentration of Title I students reading below grade level as judged by
their teachers. The more schools were concentrated with students from
families on welfare, the higher was their concentration of children
with reading problems. The diagonal running from upper left to lower
right in Table 5.3 illustrates that point. The trend toward concentra-
tion of children with reading deficits in schools with high concentrations
of children from families on welfare also holds true of other academic
areas. Apparently, that trend is a general one.

TABLE 5.3

Schools Classified by Percent of Pupils with Families on Welfare
and by Percent of Pupils more than One Grade Level Below National
Norm in Reading Achievement with Percent Distribution by Columns.
FY 69 Data Projected from a Representative Sample of Title I
School Districts Enrolling 300 or More Students (Glass, 1970).}

Percent Pupils Below National Norm in Reading

Percent Pupils No :
on Welfare 0-29 30 - 49 50 - 69 70 - 100 Response Totals
None 524 182 73 0 733 1,512

7.2 2.7 2.2 0.0 6.1 4.6

1-25 5,949 5,305 2,166 1,697 8,590 23,707
25.1 22.4 9.1 7.2 - 36.2 72.5

26 - 50 230 668 563 655 1,089 3,206
3.2 9.8 17.2 19.6 9.0 9.8

51 - 100 104 64 207 772 549 1,694
. 1.4 0.9 6.3 23.0 4.6 5.2

No basis for 348 482 105 190 788 1,914
estimation 4.8 7.1 3.2 5.7 6.5 5.8
No Response 99 92 152 35 306 686
1.4 1.4 4.6 1.0 2.5 2.1

Totals 7,254 6,793 3,266 3,349 12,055 32,719

1. The small differences between the totals in this table and the follow-
ing two are as reported; their causes are unknown, and they appear to
be insignificant.
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The FY 69 survey reported that the need for remedial reading was
also related to the concentration of ethnic minorities in Title I schools.
The relationship between the Black student concentration in Title I
schools and the percentage of pupils in those schools more than one grade
level below the national norm in reading is illustrated in Table 5.4.

TABLE 5.4

Schools Classified by Percent of Black Pupils and by Percent of
Pupils more than One Grade Level Below National Norm in Reading
Achievement with Percents by Row. FY 69 Data Projected
from a Representative Sample of Title I Districts
Enrolling 300 or More Students (Glass, 1970).

Percent Pupils Below National Norm in Reading
No

0 - 29 30 - 49 50 - 69 70 - 100 Response Totals

Percent Black

None 3,391 2,907 669 365 4,563 11,895
28.5 24.5 5.6 3.0 38.4

l1-25 3,245 3,200 1,320 826 4,501 13,092
24.8 24.4 10.1 6.3 34.4

26 - 75 139 189 500 304 985 2,117
6.5 9.0 23.6 14.4 46 .6

76 - 100 249 249 584 1,806 1,600 4,488
5.5 5.5 13.0 40.2 35.7

No Response 233 250 193 49 406 1,131
20.6 22.1 17.1 4.3 35.9

Totals 7,257 6,795 3,266 3,350 12,055 32,723

Table 5.5 presents similar information in regard to the concentration
of Spanish-surnamed students. Those tables suggest that during FY 69
schools with high concentrations of Spanish-surnamed or Black students
also tended to have high concentrations of pupils who were poor readers.
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TABLE 5.5

Schools Classified by Percent of Spanish-surnamed Pupils and by
Percent of Pupils more than One Grade Level Below National Norm
in Reading Achievement with Percents by Row. FY 69 Data Pro-
jected from a Representative Sample of Title I Districts
Enrolling 300 or More Students (Glass, 1970).

Percent Pupils Below National Norm in Reading
No

Percent Spanish-

Surnamed 0-29 30 -4 50-69 70 - 100 Response Totals

None 3,724 3,651 1,337 1,162 6,130 16,004
23.3 22.8 8.4 7.2 38.3

1 - 25 2,194 1,620 913 670 3,213 8,610
25.6 18.9 10.6 7.8 37.3

26 - 75 53 527 247 314 634 1,775
3.0 29.7 13.9 17.7 35.7

76 - 100 4 39 23 109 188 363
1.1 10.8 6.4 30.1 51.9

No Response 1,279 957 747 1,095 1,889 5,967
21.4 16.0 12.5 18.3 31.7

Totals 7,254 6,794 3,267 3,350 - 12,054 32,719

Needs as Judged by the Teachers of Title I Children

In describing the characteristics of students in Title I schools
in the previous chapter, students were classified into one of six cate-
gories of disadvantagement on the basis of teacher estimates of their
pupils' family income and educational prospects. The six categories
were severe multiple, moderate multiple, educational, severe economic,
moderate economic disadvantagement, and nondisadvantagement (see Table
4,13). Each of those classes suggests the particular needs of students
within the classification. Children classified in the severe economic
disadvantage category, by definition, need the economic or basic life
support services normally provided at home by higher income families --
food, clothing, medical, and dental services. Students in the moderate
economic disadvantage category require similar services, but less severely.
Neither of these groups, by definition, requires compensatory educational
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services, while children in the educational disadvantagement category
require only remedial educational services especially in the basic skills
of reading, arithmetic, and language. Multiply disadvantaged children
require both types of compensatory services -- life support and speciul
remedial educational services. Moreover, they may require cultural en-
richment programs to overcome their multiple deficiencies resulting from
their economic situation, home environment, and failure in school.

The previous chapter alluded to the extent that children in each
classification of disadvantagement had needs for compensatory educational
and life support services. On the basis of Table 4.13, it was concluded
that more than half of all children enrolled in Title I schools during
FY 68 and 69 were in need of compensatory services with about 14 percent
requiring both economic and educational assistance, 36 percent needing
only life support services, and 3.5 percent requiring only remedial edu-
cational services. The following paragraphs will focus on the specific
needs in those academic and 1life support categories. Specific criti-
cal needs are initially discussed in terms of poverty level, then by
ethnic group membership, and finally by type of disadvantagement.

Early Estimates of Need

USOE's first annual report on Title I contained results of an analy-
sis of pupil critical needs that were derived from State Title I Annual
Evaluation Reports. At USOE's request, states reviewed LEA reports and
attempted on that basis to determine the most pressing needs of students
statewide. Analysis of those needs across states resulted in the identi-
fication of 120 critical needs nationally. Those critical needs were
than classified into the following 12 major need areas:

student reading skills

student communication skills

academic achievement in other basic skill areas
instruction and curriculum

student attitudes and behavior

teacher training and parent involvement
equipment and facilities

student health and welfare

services for handicapped children
preschool and kindergarten program
summer compensatory programs

library services and supplies

0O o 0 0 o 0O 0 0O 0O © o0 o

Clearly, Title I schools and their children had critical needs in
almost every conceivable area, according to the first State Title I
Annual Evaluation Reports.

In addition to listing the critical needs statewide, states and out-
lying territories during FY 66 were also requested to rank the critical
needs in their school systems. Fifty-two states and outlying areas com—
plied with the request. The results of pooled statewide critical need
ranking were as follows:
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Critical Need No. of States Reporting

Reading 29
Academic Achievement 11
General Abilities Development 8
Administration, Teaching, Other 2 |
Attitudes and Behavior 1 ‘
Instruction, Curriculum 1

More than half of the states and territories ranked reading improve-
ment as the most pressing need of children in Title I schools. That find-
ing is in agreement with the reading achievement test results reported y
earlier. Approximately 21 percent of the states felt that improvement
in academic achievement was the most pressing need in their state and
about 16 percent ranked improvement in student general abilities as the
most critical need statewide. Surprisingly, no state ranked improved
health and nutrition as their most critical need. Apparently, during
FY 66 states felt that the most critical needs of their students in
Title I schools were in the areas of basic skill development and academic
achievement. That fact suggests that they may have been focusing on the
educational needs of educationally and multiply disadvantaged children
and neglecting the life support needs of economically and multiply disad-
vantaged students. However, as the last section of the following chapter

indicates, quite the opposite was the case.

USOE's second annual report on the Title I program discussed stu-
dents' critical needs only in terms of reading achievement scores. As
mentioned in the previous section, almost half of all children in Title
I schools that year were reported to score below the 25th percentile on
standardized reading tests (see Table 5.1). The FY 68 Survey of Compen-
satory Education likewise failed to provide any critical need information
other than standardized reading test scores and the classification of
children by economic, educational, and multiple needs as discussed above.
The final report of the FY 69 survey did, however, discuss at length the
most pressing needs of children in Title I schools as judged by their
teachers. The remainder of this section will summarize those data.

More Recent Estimates of Need

i
!
To determine the incidence of various types of critical needs among,_/
children in Title I schools, the FY 69 Survey of Compensatory Education
asked teachers in Title I schools the following question: "According to
your knowledge of this pupil's critical needs, which of the following
would you recommend that he participate in during the next school year?"
Table 5.6 summarizes the number of pupils in grades two, four, and six
who in the judgment of their teachers evidenced critical needs in the
eight compensatory program areas listed.

The percentages in Table 5.6 sum to more than 100 percent because
many students had more than one critical need. The critical needs most
frequently identified by teachers were those associated with educational
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TABLE 5.6

Fiscal Year 1969 Teacher Estimates of Pupil
Critical Needs for Compensatory Programs

Area of Critical Need No. of Pupils Percent of all Pupils
Reading 2,463,500 43.0
Language - 2,136,000 37.3
Mathematics 2,120,900 37.0
Cultural Enrichment 1,546,700 27.0
Health 633,900 11.1
Psychological Counseling 543,800 9.5
Food 373,400 6.5
Special Education 307,000 5.4
No Critical Need | - 34.0

disadvantagement or the educational aspect of multiple disadvantagement,
namely, compensatory reading, language, and mathematics programs.
Nonacademic needs were less frequently identified as critical. Only
11.1 percent of all pupils in Title I schools, according to their
teachers, need health services, 9.5 percent psychological counseling,
and 6.5 percent food services.

There are several apparent discrepancies between the figures in the
above table and those in Table 4.13 which indicate the percentage of
children classified in each category of disadvantagement on the basis of
teacher estimates of pupil educational prospects and family income.
First, when asked to judge critical needs, teachers estimated that 34
percent of their students had no such needs while on the basis of their
judgment of student educational prospects and family income 41.8 percent
of those same children were classified as nondisadvantaged; i.e., not
having either severe or moderate economic or educational needs. The
implication of that discrepancy is that some nondisadvantaged children
have critical needs -- a situation which, again by definition, should
not exist. The mutual incompatibility of these two sets of data is even
greater than it appears at first. As will be discussed later (see Table
5.11), not only are there substantial numbers of children described as
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nondisadvantaged who have critical educational or life support needs,
there are alsoc many considered to have no critical needs who were des-
cribed as severely or moderately disadvantaged. While semantic differ-
ences may be held partially responsible for these discrepancies, there
is clearly a significant lack of reliability in the teachers' judgments.
It is probable that the classification according to critical needs is
more reliable than that by type of disadvantagement since information
relevant to children's needs is more directly available to teachers than
information about their families.

Similar noteworthy discrepancies between Tables 4.13 and 5.6 exist
with respect to need for life support services and need for educational
services. According to Table 4.13, over 49 percent of the children were
identified as suffering from economic disadvantagement, severely, mod-
erately, or in combination with educational disadvantagement. By defini-
tion, all of these children should have required life support services
but a maximum of 17.6 percent were judged by their teachers to have crit-
ical health and/or food needs. With respect to academic needs, Table
4.13 indicates that only 16.9 percent of the children were educationally
or both educationally and economically disadvantaged, while Table 5.6
shows that at least 37 percent have a critical academic need. It appears
that Table 4.13 overestimates the need for life support services, under-
estimates the need for remedial educational services, and overestimates
the number of children without critical needs (i.e., nondisadvantaged
children) in Title I schools. Tables 5.6 and 5.11, then, seem to provide
a better indication of the compensatory service needs of children in

Title I schools.

Poverty Level and Estimated Critical Needs

The relationship of student educational prospects and family income
as estimated by teacher judgment of both factors is illustrated in Table
5.7. As income per family member increases, the percentage of pupils
not expected to go beyond the eighth grade decreases from 9 percent at
the lowest income level to 1.4 percent at the highest income level.
Conversely, the percentage of pupils in FY 69 expected to enter college
increased from 28.9 percent for the lowest income category to 63.5 per-
cent at the highest income level. There appears to be a strong, but not
perfect, relationship between family income and estimated educational
prospects. If a child is deprived economically, he is also likely to
be educationally deprived. That relationship suggests that the economic
indicators used to estimate the need for compensatory services and to
determine LEA entitlements are at the very least, reasonable.
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TABLE 5.7

Pupils Classified by Poverty Level and by Expected School
Attainment based on Ability with Percents by Column, FY
69. Projected from a Representative Sample of Title I
Districts Enrolling 300 or More Students (Glass, 1970).

Income per Family Member

Expected School $ 200 - 1100 - 2000 - No
Attainment 1099 1999 2899 Response Totals
8th Grade or less 206,225 52,530 12,065 24,542 295,362
9.0 2.6 1.4 4.5 5.2
9th or 10th Grade 231,245 68,105 21,598 27,281 348,229
10.2 3.4 2.4 5.0 6.1
11th or 12th Grade, 215,568 104,093 31,474 34,130 385,265
not Graduate 9.5 5.1 3.9 6.3 6.7
High School Graduate 842,159 645,468 205,176 163,092 1,855,895
37.0 31.8 23.2 30.1 32.4
Enter College 658,232 1,031,362 561,621 249,510 2,500,725
- 28.9 50.8 63.5 46.1 43.6
Other Post High 110,445 120,886 47,416 28,656 307,403
School Education 4.8 6.0 5.4 5.3 5.4
No Response 13,911 8,490 4,742 13,951 41,094
0.6 0.4 0.5 2.6 0.7
Totals 2,277,785 2,030,934 884,092 541,162 5,733,973

The rela.ionship between family income level and estimaied needs for

compensatory services is illustrated in Table 5.8.
higher the family income of the child, the less likely he was to have
Approxinately 80 percent of

critical needs for compensatory education.
the children in the iowest income category were judged to have one or more

During FY 69, the

critical needs, while only 57.7 of the children from the next highest,
and 47.4 percent of the pupils in the highest income category had one
or more critical needs for compensato~y services.
tion of students with critical needs in every area of need was highest
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Pupils Classified by Poverty Level and Type of Critical
Need, with- Percents by Column.

TABLE 5.8

FY 69 Data Projected

from a Representative Sample of Title I Districts
Enrolling 300 or More Students (Glass, 1970).!

Income per Family Member

Critical Needs $ 200 - 1100 - 2000 - No
1099 1999 2899 Response Totals

Reading 1,298,117 706,021 240,700 218,701 2,463,539
57.0 34.8 27.2 43.06
Language 1,167,143 578,796 193,311 196,750 2,136,000
51.2 28.5 21.9 37.3
Mathematics 1,108,695 613,487 209,166 189,511 2,120,859
48.7 30.2 23.7 37.0
Cultural 852,033 424,892 150,793 119,025 1,546,743
Enrichment 37.4 20.9 17.1 27.0
Health 443,396 114,264 30,110 46,134 633,904
19.5 5.6 3.4 11.1
Psychological 262,423 166,082 62,179 53,166 543,850
Counseling 11.5 8.2 7.0 9.5
Food 306,992 33,065 8,382 24,948 373,387
13.5 1.6 1.0 6.5
Special Education 172,622 80,601 27,365 26,440 307,028
7.6 4.9 3.1 5.4
No Critical Need 453,614 859,044 465,130 194,073 1,971,861
19.9 42.3 52.6 34.4
Totals 2,030,934 884,094 541,160 5,733,977

2,277,789

1. Again, the small differences between the totals in this table and the
previous one are as reported, their cause is unknown, and they appear
to be insignificant.
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for children in the lowest income category. The FY 69 Survey of Compen-
satory Education found a similar relationship between children from
families on welfare and critical needs. The relationship between family
income and educational prospects (Table 5.7) and that between family
income level and critical needs (Table 5.8) both suggest that the cri-
terion of poverty as an indicator of critical need for compensatory ser-
vices, though not perfect, is a reasonable one.

Ethnic Group Membership and Estimated Critical Needs

The FY 69 relationship between ethnic group membership and educa-
tional prospects is presented in Table 5.9. A higher percentage of
Blacks and other minority group members were judged by their teachers to
lack the ability to complete the primary grades or high school. Similar-
ly, a smaller percentage of minority group members were judged to have
the ability to enter college. There appears to be a strong relationship
between expected educational attainment and ethnic group membership,
with non-minority group membership more highly associated with greater
educational prospects, as judged by teachers.

The relationship between ethnic group membership and critical edu-
cational and 1life support needs is illustrated in Table 5.10. As indi-
cated by the '"no critical needs' column of that table, approximately 57
percent of all white children in Title I elementary schools during FY
69 had one or more pressing needs for compensatory services, while 87.1
percent of the Black students, and 81.0 percent of the other minority
group students had one or more such needs. Both minority group cate-
gories consistently had a higher proportion of students who required
services in each area of need. 1In terms of absolute numbers, however,
more white students have critical needs in each area except for food
programs. Proportionately, but not numerically, minority group children
had a greater estimated need for compensatory services than white child-
ren during FY 69.

Types of Disadvantagement and Critical Needs

The FY 68 and the FY 69 Surveys of Compensatory Education both cate-
gorized the children in Title I schools in terms of classes of disadvan-
tagement (see Table 4.13). However, as pointed out above, those classi-
fications tended to overestimate the number of children without critical
needs (i.e., nondisadvantaged children) and the number who needed 1life
support services. They also underestimated the need for remedial educa-
tional services. Comparison of Table 5.11 to Table 4.13 substantiates
those conclusions.

Many children classified on the basis of the educational prospects
and family income criteria as nondisadvantaged evidenced one or more
critical needs for compensatory services. Conversely, not all the child-
ren classified as disadvantaged had critical needs. Also evidenced by
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Pupils Classified by Race and by Expected School At
Based on Ability, with Percents by Column, FY 69.

TABLE 5.9

tainment
Projected

from a Representative Sample of Title I Districts Enrolling
300 or More Students (Glass, 1970).}

Race of Pupil

Expected School Spanish-sur. No
Attainment Black & Other White Response Totals
8th Grade or less 121,494 29,437 140,586 3,842 295,359
9.4 8.0 3.5 5.9
9th or 10th Grade 124,606 37,369 182,512 3,744 348,231
9.6 10.1 4.6 5.8
11th or 12th Grade, 129,403 33,259 218,717 3,888 385,267
not Graduate 10.0 9.0 5.5 6.0
High School Graduate 441,112 142,859 1,254,178 17,746 1,855,895
34.0 38.6 31.4 27.4
Enter College 411,678 110,538 1,954,272 24,236 2,500,724
31.7 29.8 48.9 37.4
Other Posc High 62,424 14,668 227,536 2,777 307,405
School Education 4.8 4.0 5.7 4.3
No Response 8,401 2,306 21,798 8,591 41,096
0.6 0.6 0.6 13.2
Totals 1,299,118 370,436 3,999,599 64,824 5,733,977

1. Once more, the small difference between the totals in this table and
those in the following table are as reported, their cause is unknown,

and they appear to be insignificant.

Table 5.11 is a relationship between the type and severity of disadvan-
tagement and the associated proportion of children with critical needs in
each area. Children classiiied as economically disadvantaged, for exam-
ple, were proportionately less concentrated in the academic need cate-
gories, and those in the moderate economic category were proportionately
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TABLE 5.10

Pupils Classified by Ethnic Group and by Type of Critical Need,
with Percents by Number of Pupils in Column.! FY 69 Data
Projected from a Representative Sample of Title I Districts

Enrolling 300 or More Students {Glass, 1970).

Ethnic Group

Critical Needs Spanish-sur. No ' )
Black & Other White Response Totals i '

Reading 792,360 211,220 1,431,133 28,825 2,463,538
61.0 57.0 35.8 44.5 43.0
Language 768,213 220,110 1,121,718 25,958 2,135,999
59.1 59.4 28.0 40.0 37.2
Mathematics 724,065 169,675 1,200,882 26,235 2,120,857
55.7 45.8 30.0 40.5 37.0

Cultural 598,652 138,906 792,658 16,525 1,546,741 ‘

Enrichment 46.1 37.5 19.8 25.5 27.0 1

E

Health 246,093 58,888 322,633 6,291 633,905

18.9 15.9 8.1 9.7 11.1 3

Psychological 163,078 37,831 337,755 5,184 543,848 ‘
Counseling 12.6 10.2 8.4 8.0 9.5
Food 203,008 37,198 128,299 4,890 373,395
15.6 10.0 3.2 7.5 6.5
Special Education 104,402 . 22,516 177,765 2,343 307,026
8.0 6.1 4.4 3.6 5.4

No Critical Need 167,538 70,345 1,720,544 13,436 1,971,863 !

12.9 19.0 43.0 20.7 34.4 !
Totals 1,299,115 370,432 3,999,599 64,827 5,733,973

1. Percents do not sum to 100 for each column because a ch:ld may have
more than one critical need.
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less concentrated in each critical need area than were the children in
the severe economic classification.

The relationship between the classification of disadvantagement and
critical needs is, however, far from perfect. Estimations of critical
need directly from that classification system without reference to teacher
estimates of critical need within each classification tend to result in
underestimation of the number of disadvantaged children in Title I schools,
underestimation of the need for remedial educational services, and over-

estimation of the need for life support services. It can therefore be
concluded that Table 5.11 provides the best estimates available, to date,

of the critical needs of students in Title I schools.
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CHAPTER 6: RESOURCE ALLOCATION

The two previous chapters were concerned with the context in which
Title I projects operate and the needs of children within Title I schools.
This chapter focuses on the relationship of context and need to the allo-
cation of Title I funds and to the delivery of compensatory services.
Title I authorizations, appropriations, and expenditures are discussed,
participation in various types of Title I programs is detailed, and the
relationship of expenditures to participation is described. Those topics
are first discussed at the n:tional, then state, district, and finally
at the pupil level. The efficiency and effectiveness of resource alloca-
tion is evaluated in this chapter without regard to the impact of that
process on participating children. Impact, or the output of the compensa-
tory process, is discussed in the immediately following chapter.

Title I funds are intended to provide supplementary compensatory
services to economically, educationally, and multiply disadvantaged
children in areas impacted with children from low-income families. Child-
ren recelving services provided by Title I funds also participate in reg-
ular school programs and may participate in compensatory programs par-
tially or wholly supported by local, state, or other federal funds. For
purposes of this chapter, a local project, whether partially or wholly
supported by Title I funds, is considered a Title I project and a child
participating in such a project, regardless of the child's level of par-
ticipation in it or other programs, is considered a Title I child.

The primary data sources for this chapter are official figures re-
leased by USOE's Division of Compensatory Education, that division's
Annual Statistical Reports, State Title I Annual Evaluation Reports, and
the two national surveys of compensatory education that have reported
their findings to date (USDHEW/OE, Education of the Disadvantaged, April
1970; and Glass, 1970). The Division of Compensatory Education official
figures, their annual reports, and State Title I Arnual Evaluation Reports
relate primarily to public elementary and secondary school children within
Title I designated districts. The two compensatory education surveys
also provide nationally representative district-wide data, but most of
their data at the school and participant level are representative of only
Title I public elementary schools and their children. The reader inter-
ested in the characteristics of the above data sources and their limi ta-

tions is referred to Chapter 2.

National-level Resource Allocation

The intent of this section is to provide a national picture of local
education agency (LEA) Title I resource allocation between FY 66, the first
year of program operation, and FY 70, the last year for which complete
data were available. National authorizations, appropriations, and LEA
expenditures are detailed, program participation is discussed, and per-
pupil expenditures by edu:cational and support services are described.
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A brief sketch of resource allocation based upon state level information
imary objective is to evaluate the resource

is also provided. The prl
allocation process at the national level on the basis of data collected

by both national and state agencies.

Naticnal-level Statistics and Survey Data

Title I resource allocation between FY 66 and FY 70 is summarized

in Table 6.1. As illustrated in that table, there was a 25.7 percent

increase in the total number of children included in the authorization

formula between FY 66 and FY 70, all of which can be attributed to an

increase in the number of children from families receiving Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) and increases in the number of eligible
neglected, delinquent, and foster home children. The count of children
from families below the poverty line (economically disadvantaged in Table
6.1) has remained constant through the vyears due to the legislative
requirement that those figures be based upon the latest census figures.
The latest census figures available between FY 66 and FY 70 were the

1960 census figures.

Apparently, the largest single group of eligible children, the
economically disadvantaged, are legislatively prevented from influencing,
by their number, annual Title I authorizations during those years between
census data collection. That fact suggests that a more equi table means
of determining authorizations could be achieved if Title I legislation
were modified to permit the use of Census Bureau "projections' between
those ten years when more accurate data are unavailable.

Corresponding to the 25.7 percent increase in the total number of
he years has been a 105

children used in the authorization formula over t

percent increase in the authorizations determined by formula. However,

as indicated in the third major row of Table 6.1, annual Congressional
han the authorizations deter-

appropriations since FY 67 have been less t
mined by formula. The proportion of the authorizations actually appropri-

ated by Congress since FY 67 has regularly decrrased to a low of approxi-
mately 50 percent in FY 69 and FY 70. Although wue need for compensatory
services and the authorizationms for those services as determined by for-
mula have increased, the proportion actually appropriated has decreased.
Clearly, Congress has not complied with the spirit and intent of the very

legislation that they enacted.

Also illustrated in Table 6.1 is a trend toward increased partici-
pation in Title I programs between FY 66 and FY 68 followed by a reverse
trend in following years. Comparison of the participation figures to
the Title I per-pupil expenditure figures in Table 6.1 suggests that
during the years of increased participation per-pupil expenditures in-
creased. Although those data suggest a recent trend toward concentra-
tion of services, presumably on the most needy, the average Title I per-
pupil expenditure is still considerably less than the one-half of regu-
lar per-—pupil expenditure suggested by Title I guidelines (Program Guide

e e e e o 3 s A st e
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#44). Apparently, some concentration of services and funds did take
place during FY 69 and 70; however, the desired extent of concentration
was limited by appropriation and participation levzls.

e e i s e e ]

The Title I allocation act for FY 66 was enacted after the school
year began; consequently, as illustrated in Table 6.1, LEA's had some |
difficulty in expending the funds allocated to them. Further, since ;
programs had already been planned and were in progress, an inordinant {
proportion of funds was expended for construction and eruipment (see 3
Table 6.2). Since the first year of operations, however, there has been ;
a regular increase in the proportion of funds assigned for instruction i
and a corresponding decrease in the proportion expended for copmstruction ;
and equipment. As indicated by Table 6.2, during FY 66 approximately 52 ,
percent of all Title I funds were expended for inetructional services '
and 33 percent for construction and equipment. During FY 70, 72.8 per- i
cent and 3.9 percent of all Title I funds were expended respectively in
those categories. Expenditures in other categories have tended to remain
relatively constant or have made small increases over the years.

Participation and expenditure data within the instructional and

services categories were regularly provided by USOE's Division of Com-

pensatory Education in their annual Title I statistical reports. Unfor-
tunately, due to a change in questionnaire and analysis format, data from '
both the FY 69 report and the FY 70 Consolidated Program Information j
Report are not directly comparable to those available for earlier years :
and consequently are not discussed here. Table 6.3 summarizes data :
reported for the three years that were comparable. §

If one assumes that the most critical needs of children in Titlie I
elementary schools during FY 69 were not significantly different from
those in Title I elementary and secondary schools during earlier years,
comparison of Table 5.6 in the previous chapter to the figures in Table
6.3 provides some insight into the effectiveness of the resource alloca-
tion process. The most pressing needs of children in Title I elementary
schools during FY 69 were in the areas of reading and language. During
the three previous fiscal years the focus of compensatory projects was
on those very same areas. Projects such as reading, language arts, and
English as a second language were allocated the highest proportion of _
Title I instruction and service funds, they had the highest proportion :
of participants, and the highest per-pupil expenditures. Apparently, (
resource allocation during those early years was quite effective in terms
of concentration on the most critical need of particinating students.

The second most critical need identified in FY 69 was in the area
of mathematics with 37 percent of all Title I elementary school children
requiring such instruction (Table 5.6). Table 6.3 indicates that resource
allocation in regard to mathematics was not in line with the need for such
instruction. Only between 17 and 18 percent of the children in Title I
schools during FY 66, 67, and 68 participated in mathematics programs,
and only 3.6 to 5.1 percent of the instruction and service funds were
allocated for such programs resulting in a per-pupil expenditure between
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$20 and $25. Under the assumption that FY 69 needs reflect those of
earlier years, resource allocation duriag those years failed to meet
students' critical necd for compensatcry mathematics instruction.

The third most critical need according to FY 69 teacher estimates
was 1in the area of cultural enrichment (Table 5.6). As illustrated in
Table 6.3, resource allocation in terms of participation and exnendi-
tures during the three previous years apparently was effectively focused
on that need. Howeveir, there was a trend between FY 66 and FY 69 to
reduce per-pupil expenditures in that area. Participation figures in
Table 6.3 also indicated that, during the first two years, the propor-
tion of students participating in cultural activities was in approximate
proportion to the need (27.0 percent) in FY 69; however, during FY 68,
participation was proportionately lower tnan the need the following year.
It appears that during the early years of Title I resource allocation
was effectively directed at the need for cultural enrichment; however,
that allocation of resources apparently reduced the effectiveness of
resource allocation to the more critical need for compensatory mathematics.

Comparison of Table 5.6 and 6.3 indicates that participation in health
and food service programs during early years of Title I was disproportion-
ate to the need. Approximately twice as many children received health
services and three times as many received food services as were judged to
have critical needs in FY 69. The over allocation of resources for food
and health programs also probably adversely affected allocation of re-
sources to the more critical area of remedial mathematics instruction.

In summary, under the assumption that estimates of critical needs
as perceived by teachers in FY 69 were similar to those of earlier years,
resource allocation during those early years was in line with needs in
the areas of language arts and cultural enrichment, while resources were
under allocated in the areas of mathematics and over allocated for health
and food services. Furthermore, as indicated in the last section of this
chapter, during FY 69 the resource allocation picture in terms of the
match between needs and the allocation of services was even less success-
ful.

State Title I Annual Evaluation Report Data

Analysis of the 46 FY 69 and 45 FY 70 State Title I Annual Evalua-
tion Reports that were available for review provided additional data
relating to resource allocation. The specific characteristics of those
reports and the limitations of their data were discussed in Chapter 2
where it was mentioned that the resource allocation data they presented
were considerably more comprehensive and apparently more valid than the
reported cognitive achievement data. Unfortunately, because not all the
states reported resource allocation data and because those that did em-
ployed many different summarizing formats, the aggregate of usable data
is not representative of the nation as a whole. Nevertheless, in most
cases the data are representative of the states reporting them. The
following paragraphs summarize those data deemed to be reliable and
representative of statewide participation and expenditures.
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TABLE 6.4

Pupil Participation in Title I

State or No. of Participants Increase or Percent
Territory FY 69 FY 70 (Decrease) Change
Alabama 664,271 777,634 113,363 17.1
Alaska 12,463 16,777 4,314 34.6
Arizona 103,294 61,930 ( 41,364) ( 40.0)
Arkansas 149,616 154,524 4,908 3.3
California 251,311 223,723 ( 27,588) ( 11.0)
Colorado 53,355 38,600 ( 14,755) ( 27.7)
Connecticut 33,579 41,505 7,926 23.6
Delaware 10,313 RNA

Dist. of Columbia RNA

Florida 197,523 107,496 ( 90,027) ( 45.6)
Georgia 204,024 RNA

Hawaii 8,891 7,874 ( 1,017) ( 11.4)
Idaho 34,742 38,592 3,850 11.1
Illinois 201,533 RNA

Indiana 154,493 123,847 ( 30,646) ( 19.8)
Iowa 95,547 114,084 18,537 19.4
Kansas 64,481 69,299 4,818 7.5
Louisiana 228,030 157,949 ( 70,081) ( 30.7)
Maine 38,115 33,459 ( 4,656) ( 12.2)
Maryland RNA 56,781
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TABLE 6.4, cont'd

Pupil Participation in Title I

State or Mo. of Participants Increase or Percent
Territory FY 69 FYy 70 (Decrease) Change
Massachusetts 103,071 69,824 ( 33,247) ( 32.3)
Michigan 147,452 110,706 ( 36,746) ( 24.9)
Minnesota 55,500 RNA
Mississippi 266,190 318,424 52,234 19.6
Missouri 128,878 119,767 ( 9‘,111) ( 7.1)
Montana 12,081 7,420 ( 4,661) ( 38.6)
Nebraska 38,758 78,229 39,471 101.8
Nevada 1,958 1,329 ( 629) ( 32,1)
New Jersey 133,149 78,303 ( 54,846) ( 41.2)
New Mexico 50,228 51,064 836 1.7
North Carolina 273,386 260,582 ( 12,804) ( 4.7)
North Dakota 63,875 49,030 ( 14,839) ( 23.2)
Ohio 165,047 159,239 ( 5,808) ( 3.5
Oklahoma 166,852 RNA
' Oregon 32,494 34,445 1,951 6.0
Pennsylvania 298,178 265,556 ( 32,622) ( 10.9)
, Rhode Island 16,705 16,843 138 0.8
South Carolina 320,128 313,101 ( 7,027) ( 2.2)
South Dakota 36,865 35,396 ( 1,469) ( 4.0)
, Tennesgsee 222,877
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‘ TABLE, 6.4, cont'd

Pupil” Participation in Title 1

State or No. of Participants Increase or Percent
Territory FY 69 FY 70 (Decrease) Change
Texas RNA 467,858
Wtah 12,902 10,796 ( 2,106) ( 16.3)
Vermont 14,471 14,239 (  232) ( 1.6)
Virginia 148,310 142,416 ( 5,894) ( 4.0)
Washington 62,491 72,054 9,563 15.3
West Virginia 95,493 88,871 ( 6,622) ( 6.9
Wisconsin 65,667 63,101 ( 2,566) ( 3.9
Wyoming 20,912 16,289 ( 4,623) ( 22.1)
Guam 7,388 5,517 ( 1,871) ( 25.3)
Puerto Rico RNA 679,437
Median 80,580 69,824 ( 3,598) ( 5.8)
Range 1,958 to 1,329 to  ( 90,027) to 45.6) to

& 664,271 777,634 113,363 101.8
Number Reporting 46 43 40 40

RNA = Report Not Available
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Participation in State Title I Programs. State Title I program
participation across states is illustrated in Table 6.4. Data on parti-
cipation were included in all 46 available reports for FY 69; however,
the District of Columbia and Tennessee failed to provide the desired
information in their FY 70 reports. The figures in Table 6.4 include
migratory, institutionalized, and LEA participants, and, in most cases,
are based upon duplicated counts of children participating in more than
one project. ‘

The last rows of Table 6.4 indicate that 46 states reported data
for FY 69, 43 for FY 70, and 40 states provided participation data for
both years. Median participation figures suggest that participation
in state Title I programs dropped by about six percent between FY 69 and
FY 70, as was indicated in Table 6.1. Large participation differences
between states for both fiscal years are illustrated in Table 6.4 by the
range of participation figures. State Title I program participation
ranged from 1,958 in Nevada to 664,271 in Alabama during FY 69. A simi-
lar range of participation was evidenced during FY 70 with Nevada again
reporting the lowest participation figures and Alabama again the highest.
Those figures vividly illustrate the large variation across states in
Title I program participation and suggest a similar variation in the
magnitude of the Title I administrative task that states must face.

An attempt was made to obtain from state reports data on the distri-
bution of Title I participants across grade levels. Such data were pro-
vided by grade level or grade band in only 16 FY 69 state reports and
15 FY 70 reports. Those data are presented in Table 6.5 which gives
the percentage of total participation by grade band. The figures in
those tables should be considered only approximations since there was
considerable variation in the manner they were reported. Some states
reported data for the regular school term, others reported regular and
summer, and a few included children not even enrolled in school.

The last three rows of Table 6.5 suggest a relatively even distri-
bution of participation by grade band; however, during FY 70 there
appeared to be some shift in the direction of greater elementary school
and less junior high and high school participation. The evenness of the
distribution of participation by grade band during both years appears
to be an artifact resulting from the way grades were grouped into bands.
When data from the smaller number of states that reported participation
by grade level were analyzed, it was found that participation during
FY 69 was as follows: preschool and kindergarten, 4.6 percent; elecmentaryv
grades, 60.8 percent; junior high, 21.7 percent; and high school, 11.8
percent. In FY 70 the corresponding percentages were 4.6, 64.9, 17.3,
and 9.6 respectively. (The sum of these percentages is less than 100
because some students attended ungraded classes).

Nonpublic school participation in state Title I programs is depicted
in Table 6.6 in terms of percentages for the 44 states and outlying
territories that re.norted such data in FY 69 and the 42 that reported
data in FY 70. During FY 69 the median percentage of nonpublic partici-
pation was 5.8 percent with a range from 0.4 percent to 16.1 percent,
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TABLE 6.6

Title I Participation by Pupils in Nonpublic Schools

State or Percent % Increase
Territory FY 69 FY 70 or (Decrease) \
Alabama 1.0 0.7 ( 0.3)
Alaska 8.4 3.1 ( 5.3)
Arizona 6.6
Arkansas | 0.6 0.8 0.2
California 6.0 3.6 ( 2.4)
Colorado 6.0 6.2 0.2
Connecticut 10.3 10.7 0.4
Delaware 5.5 RNA
Dist. of Columbia RNA
Florida 5.0 2.9 ( 2.1)
Georgia 6.6 RNA
Hawaii 6.0 3.5 ( 2.5)
Idaho 1.9 2.0 0.1
| I1linois 7.9 RNA
Indiana 6.3 3.9 ( 2.4)
; Iowa 10.8 9.9 ( 0.9)
, Kansas 10.2 b.b ( 5.8)
( Louisiana | 4.5 6.0 1.5
5 Maine | 5.7 6.5 0.8 |
Maryland RNA 5.1 |
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TABLE 6.6, cont'd

Title I Participation by Pupils in Nonpublic Schools

136

State or Percent % Increase
Territory FY 69 FY 70 or (Decrease)
Massachusetts 16.1 17.5 1.4
Michigan 10.0 7.7 ( 2.3)
Minnesota 9.0 -~ RNA
Mississippi 0.5 0.2 ( 0.3)
Missouri 5.3 4.2 ( 1.1
Montana 12.3 5.7 ( 6.6)
Nebraska 5.8 4.0 (1.8
Nevada 3.4 4.4 1.0
New Jersey 7.8 10.4 2.6
New Mexico 8.2 8.8 0.6
North Carolina 0.4 0.5 0.1
North Dakota 8.9 9.4 0.5
Ohio 4.5 4.5 0.0
Oklahoma 0.6 RNA
;Oregon 5.5 3.7 ( 1.8)
'Pennsylvania 15.8 11.8 ( 4.0)
Rhode Island 12.5 10.2 ( 2.3)
South Carolina 0.5 0.4 ( 0.1
South Dakota 9.6 9.0 ( 0.6)
Tennessee 2.0
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TABLE 6.6, cont'd

Title I Participation by Pupils in Nonpublic Schools

State or Percent . % Increase
Territory FY 69 FY 70 or (Decrease)
Texas RNA 2.4

Utah ' 0.6 0.5 (0.1)
Vermont 0.7 6.4 5.7
Virginia

Washington 5.4 6.7 1.3
West Virginia 1.7 1.5 ( 0.2)
Wisconsin 8.0 5.6 ( 2.4)
Wyoming 4.2 3.2 ( 1.0)
Guam 4.6 9.1 ( 5.5)
Puerto Rico RNA 1.1

Median 5.8 4.4 (0.3

R . 0.4 to 0.2 to ( 6.8) to
ange 16.1 17.5 5.7
Number 44 42 38
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indicating considerable variation among states. There appeared to be

a drop in nonpublic school participation in FY 70. However, the median
percentage reduction for those states that reported data for both years
was only - 0.3 percent. Again, the large range in that shift suggests

considerable variation among states in terms of year-to-year nonpublic
participation.

Data relating to the proportion of all nonpub lic students served
in each state or the proportion of all eligible nonpublic served were
not available in the state reports. The critical questions, then, of
whether a reasonable proportion of all nonpub lic school children are
being served and whether those who are gserved have the most critical
needs are left unanswered by the state reports.

The distribution of public-nonpublic school participation by grade
level was provided by 11 states in their FY 69 reports. Those data re-
vealed that nonpublic school participation in elementary grades was pro-
portionately greater than that for public schools. When FY 70 data were
examined, similar trernds were noted; however, there was a trend towards
even greater participation in the elementary grades during FY 70, as
suggested earlier in Table 6.5. The reader is reminded that those trends
are based upon the approximately 20 percent of all the states, those
that reported usable data for one or both fiscal years.

An attempt to obtain data from state reports on participation by
ethnic groups ended in failure. Only six states reported the distribu-
tion of Title 1 participants across ethnic groups, and only three of
those states provided that information for both FY 69 and FY 70. Rather
than summarize data from such a small number of states that in their
aggregate are clearly not representative of the nation or any region
thereof, discussion of ethnic group participation in Title I programs is
relegated to sections of this chapter dealing with other data sources.

To summarize, participation data available in FY 69 and FY 70 State
Title I Annual Evaluation Reports clearly indicate that there was con-
siderable variation among states in terms of Title I student participa-
tion, concentration of participation at various grade levels, and in
the proportion of participants from nonpublic schools. Perhaps the
greatest contribution of state reports is in illustrating the wide vari-
ation among states. However, when considered in their aggregate, they do
suggest one trend that will be substantiated by more representative data
later in this chapter; namely, participation in Title I projects has
tended to be concentrated in the elementary grades where, presumably,
compensatory education can do the most good.

State Title I Expenditures. Total state Title I program expenditures
were presented in approximately one-half of the State Title I Annual
Evaluation Reports for both FY 69 and FY 70. Available figures are sum~
marized by fiscal year in Table 6.7. The mean expendi ture figures for
the two fiscal years suggest that there was approximately a 0.8 million
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TABLE 6.7

Title I Expenditures Presented by State

State or Increase or Percent
Territory FY 69 FY 70 (Decrease) Change
Alabama $ 40,580,250 $

Arizona 6,760,821 7,195,996 435,175 6.4
Arkansas 22,505,629 21,522,592 ( 983,037) ( 4.4)
California 70,093,000 63,818,240 (6,274,660) ¢ 9.0
Colorado 7,111,714 8,773,735 1,662,021 23.4
Hawaii 2,048,479 2,606,146 557,667 27.2
Idaho 1,882,422

Illinois 32,173,079

Kansas 9,934,956 10,642,167 707,211 7.1
Louisiana 28,236,296 32,598,848 4,362,552 15.5
Maine 3,350,914

Maryland RNA 10,350,353

Mississippi 36,343,610

Montana 2,996,462 2,704,158 ( 292,304) ( 9.8)
Nebraska 5,063,253 5,836,290 773,037 15.3
Nevada 803,100

New Jersey 20,334,362

New Mexico 9,935,682 8,859,144 (1,076,538) ( 10.8)
North Dakota 3,711,136

Ohio 30,358,091 35,694,314 5,336,223 17.6
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TABLE 6.7, cont'd
' Title I Expenditures Presented by State f
State or Increase or Percent 1
Territory FY 69 FY 70 (Decrease) Change 1
Oklahoma $ 13,834,872 $  RNA $
Oregon 6,057,342 6,315,505 258,163 4.3 1
Pennsylvania 42,053,472 48,500,000 6,446,528 15.3 v
Rhode Island 3,100,856 3,464,714 363,858 11.7
South Carolina 29,075,524 33,148,316 4,072,792 14.0 :::
South Dakota 5,314,910 5,144,950 ( 169,960) ( 3.2)
Virginia 25,355,773 30,013,202 4,657,429 18.4 |
Wisconsin 13,512,957 15,520,746 2,007,789 14.9
Wyoming | 1,129,222
Mean $ 17,202,652  $ 18,013,696 $ 1,269,107

Range 803,100 to 1,129,222 to (6,274,666) to (10.8) to
ang 70,093,000 63,818,240 6,446,528 27.2

Number 25 22 18 18

Note: Most of the states included in the table did not indicate in their
annual report whether the cost figures were appropriated or ex-
pended amountg. Also some of the figures in this table represent
only estimated expenditures since those were the only figures
provided by some states.

RNA = Report Not Available

e e i
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dollar increase in per-state expenditures from FY 69 to FY 70. This
figure, however, is deceptively low since the mean per-state expenditures
for those 7 states which reported in FY 69 but not in IY 70 was more than
2 million dollars higher than the mean of the 4 states reporting in FY
70 but not in FY 69. Considering only the 18 states which reported ex-
penditures for both years, the mean increase was $1,269,107 per state.
The range of expenditures for those states reporting data was from approx-
imately 8 hundred thousand to 70 million dollars in FY 69 and 1 million
to 64 million dollars in FY 70. Clearly, that large variation in state
expenditure should be considered when interpreting figures such as those
in Table 6.7 which represent average figures across states. It is unfor-
tunate that most state and national surveys of compensatory education
have failed to provide some index of variability within and across sam-
pling units and that the only indication of such variability available
is the often inadequate state data presented here.

Table 6.8 summarizes data that were available in state reports re-
garding regular per-pupil expenditure and Title I supplemental per-pupil
expenditures for FY 69 and FY 70. All the Title I per-pupil expenditures
were calculated by dividing the total Title I expenditure figures reported
by each state by their total participation figures. Those figures should
be considered estimates at best since the extent of duplication included
in the count of participants by states and the exact expendi ture cate-
gories included are unknown. However, of the 14 states that calculated
their own per-pupil expenditures, their figures deviated from those in
Table 6.8 by only a few dollars.

The mean per-pupil Title I expenditure across the states in Table
6.8 was $164 during FY 69 and $184 in FY 70. Also, as indicated in the
Range row of Table 6.8, the variation of Title I per-pupil expenditures
across states was considerable. Again the reader is reminded that those
figures should only be considered estimates and they are presented here
only to provide some indication of the range of expenditure across states.

The first column of Table 6.8 indicates the total per—-pupil expendi-
ture of those states that provided enough information from which the
other figures in the table could be calculated. Column one figures were
derived from the White House Conference on Children's publication, entit-
led Profiles of Children (Root & Cata, 1970). A rank-order correlation
between the FY 69 total per-pupil expenditures and the Title I per-pupil
expenditures across states for the same fiscal year was calculated and
found to equal .,61. That correlation suggests that there was a relatively
strong relationship between total per-pupil expenditures and Title I per-
pupil expenditures with higher Title I expenditures being related to
higher total per-pupil expenditures. As suggested by that relationship
and as indicated later by more representative data, states and districts
with the highest per~pupil expenditures receive a disproportionately
large share of Title I monies. -

State Title I Programs. Review of the available State Title I
Annual Evaluation Reports for FY 69 and 70 indicated that only eight
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TABLE 6.8
Estimated Per—-pupil Expenditure Presentéd by State
Total Per- Title I Per—pupil‘ Expendit:ure2
LT
Arizona $§ 648 $§ 65 $ 116 § 51 78.5 : *
Arkansas 486 150 139 ( 11) ( 7.3)
California 665 279 285 6 2.2
Colorado 662 133 227 94 70.7
Hawaii 724 230 331 101 43.9
Idaho 49
Indiana 635 160
Kansas 647 154 154 0 0.0
Louisiana 632 124 206 82 66.1
Maine 567 88
Maryland RNA 182
Mississippi 462 137
Montana 761 248 362 114 46.0
: Nebraska 510 131 75 ( 56) ( 42.7)
* Nevada 648 410
New Jersey 852 153
New Mexico 676 198 173 ¢ 25 ( 12.6)
' North Dakota 585 58
g Ohio 634 184 224 40 21.7 J
g Oklahoma : | 516 83 RNA
!
b
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TABLE 6.8, cont'd

Estimated Per-pupil Expenditure Presented by State

Title 1 Per-pupil Eigenditure2
State or Total Per-l Increase or Percent
Territory pupil Exp. FY 69 FY 70 (Decrease) Change
Oregon 793 186 183 ) ( 1.6) |
Pennsylvania 743 141 183 42 29.8
Rhode Island 840 186 206 20 10.8
South Carolina 478 91 106 15 16.5
South Dakota 589 144 145 1 0.7
Virginia 600 171 211 40 23.4
~ Wisconsin 787 206 246 40 19.4
Wyoming 69 l
Mean $ 645 $ 164 $ 184 $ 31 24,7
,i $ 462to $ S8 o § 49 to $( 56) to  ( 42.7) to
.- Range 852 410 362 116 78.5
Number 25 25 21 18 18
| 1. Estimated total e,;penditufes per-pupil in average daily attendance

in public elementary and secondary day schools do not include capital f
outlay nor interest on school debt (Root & Cata, 1970) . ;

e

2. Title I per-pupil cost figures were computed from available data
reported in the State Title I Annual Evaluation Reports. The total !
Title I cost figure for the state was divided by the reported total |

participation, figure.

RNA = Report Not Available
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states provided resource allocation figures for regular school year and
summer session programs. Although those data are clearly not represen-
tative of the nation, they are briefly discussed here to provide some
rough indication of the proportion of Title I expenditures that were
allocated to summer programs and the proportion of participants that
attended summer programs. Across fiscal years, the proportion of Title
I expenditures used for summer programs ranged from 9 percent to 36 per-
cent, and the median was 16 percent. It is interesting to note that the
median summer session Title I expenditure for the eight states that pro-
vided data was in the same proportion as the duration of summer session
programs are to regular session programs, i.e., 6 weeks to 36 weeks or
16 percent. Participation in summer programs ranged from 17 percent to
40 percent of all participants and the median proportion for all partici-
pants across states was approximately 27 percent. Although those data
are not representative of the nation as a whole, they do give some indi-
cation of the variation in summer session expenditures and participation.

Title I expenditures for instructional and supportive activities
and the percentage of all participants in instructional programs are
presented in Table 6.9 for those 19 states which provided that information

‘or enough data so it could be derived. Included in the instructional

activities category are programs such as reading, language arts, speech,
English as a second language, mathematics, science, and other academic
programs. The supportive service category included clothing, food,
health, pupil personnel, library, and similar programs and services.
There are many limitations on the data presented in that table and con-
sequently, they should be interpreted with extreme caution. Again, their
most valuable contribution is the indication they provide of the variation
across states.

Table 6.9 shows that the mean expenditures for instructional activi-
ties across 15 states during FY 69 was approximately 8.2 million dollars
and the mean expenditure for supportive activities was nearly 3.9 million
dollars. In FY 70 the mean expenditure for instructional services in-
creased more than 4 million dollars to $12,664,880 while mean expenditures
for supportive activities increased less than $50,000 to $3,921,832.
During FY 69 67.9 percent of all Title I instructional/supportive expen-
ditures across those 15 states were for instructional activities while
in FY 70, the average across 12 states was 73.7 percent. The Range row
of Table 6.9 points out that there was considerable variation among states
in terms of those expenditures and participation figures.

In summary, data derived from State Title I Annual Evaluation Reports
are not representative of the nation as a whole or of any aggregate of
states. In some cases they are not even representative of the LEA's
within the very states that provided data. The primary value of those
data is in suggesting the extent of variation across states in terms of
Title I resource allocation. For any other purpose, data in other sec-
tions of this report should be considered more representative of actual
Title I operation.
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District-level Resource Allocation

The Title I resource allocation process tends to become clarified
as the unit of analysis becomes smaller. In this section the unit of
analysis progresses down from the nation as a whole to school districts
within the nation. School district Title I allocations, participation,
and per-pupil expenditures are discussed in terms of various district
characteristics. Most of the information presented is based upon the
FY 68 and FY 69 Surveys of Compensatory Education. All data, however,
are representative of the situation during FY 69 since relevant data
reported by the FY 68 survey were collected in a supplemental survey
conducted during January 1969. Data summarized are representative of
Title I districts enrolling 300 or more pupils during FY 69, their public
elementary and secondary schools, and the children within the schools.
The last section, however, deals only with the elementary schools in those
districts.

Title I Funds Allocation

Table 6.10 summarizes the allocation of Title I funds to districts
in terms of their concentration and number of low-income children. As
illustrated by Table 6.10, 75.8 percent of all Title I districts enroll-
ing 300 or more students during FY 69 were districts with low concentra-
tions of children from families with annual incomes below the poverty
line. Most low-income children (63.2 percent), however, were within the
boundaries of districts with moderate (32.1 percent) or high (31.1 per-
cent) concentrations of low-income children. During FY 69, districts
with the lowest concentration of low-income children were allocated
disproportionately more Title I funds than their number of low-income
children would warrant, while districts with concentrations of 4,000 to
5,999 poor children received a disproportionately small Title I alloca-
tion considering their number of low-income children. During FY 69,
most low-income children (69.1 percent) were concentrated in a relatively
few districts (12.5 percent) that had high concentrations of poor child-
ren and received less Title I funds than their numbers of low-income
children would warrant.

The allocation process is further clarified by the Heading column
of Table 6.11 which categories districts by their regular per-pupil ex-
penditures. Approximately 32 percent of all Title I districts were low
expenditure districts in FY 69, while 47.7 percent were moderate expen-
diture districts, and 20.3 percent were high expenditure districts. The
FY 68 Survey of (ompensatory Education estimated that the national aver-
age per-pupil expenditure in FY 69 was $525; however, on the basis of
the official figures provided by the Division of Compensatory Educatioa,
the actual figure was slightly higher, $555 (see Table 6.1). Table 6.11
suggests that in FY 69 most children in Title I districts attended schools
with per-pupil expenditures below the national average.

Comparison of the concentration of low-income children in each regu-
lar per-pupil expenditure category to the proportion of Title I funds
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District Characteristics by Percent of Participat

TABLE 6.11

Percentages by Row except in the Heading Column.

Projected from a Representativ

ing Pupils.
FY 69 Data
e Sample of Districts.}

Districts by

Percent of Pupils Participating in Title I Programs

Regular Per-

Title I Expendiiure
per Participant

Low-income Children
(10.0%] -

§282.35 $152.31 $267.60 $106.55

pupil Expenditure 0-26 26-50 51-75 75~ 100 Total
ALL
Districts 64.3% 20.5% 2.8% 12.4% 10,979
Participants (19.2%
of all K-12 students) 21.3% 24,97 9.6% 44,27 7,915,000
Title I Allocation - - - - §$1,073,770,940
Title I Expenditure
per Participant $243.27 $158.48 $199.73 § 70.37 $141.53
Low-income Children 40.9% 26.3% 10.1% 22.7% 6,843,750
Less than $425
Districts [32.0%] 38.67% 24,27 7.7% 29.5% 3,546
Participants [57.6%] 10.0% 19.0% 8.9% 62.1% 4,559,000
Title I Allocation
(43.7%] - - - - $ 469,237,900
Title I Expenditure
per Participant $225.38 $158.38 $157.63 §$ 66.40 $107.91
Low-income Children
[45.9%] - - - - 3,141,281
$425 - 625
Districts [47.7%] 75.3% 19.6% 0.6% 4.5% 5,237
Participants (32.5%] 38.2% 37.3% 3.0% 21.5% 2,574,000
Title I Allocation
(39.2%] - - - - $ 428,434,605
Title I Expenditure
per Participant $241.34 $159.54 $171.05 §$ 82.58 $174.50
Low-income Children
(44.17%] ‘ - - - - 3,018,094
$625 and Over
Districts [20.3%] 78.9% 17.0% 0.01% 4,17 2,196
Participants [9.9%] 28.87% 19.3% 36.3% 15.6% 782,000
Title I Allocatlon
[16.4%] - - - - $ 176,098,435

$226.04

684,375

1. Data derived from USDHEW/OE Education of the Disadvantaged, April 1970.
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allocated to those districts in Table 6.11 suggests that high expendi-
ture districts received a disproportionate share of Title I funds. Low
expenditure districts with 45.9 percent of the low-income children re-
ceived 43.7 percent of the funds, moderate expenditure districts had

44.1 percent of the low-income children and received 39.9 percent of the
funds, while high expenditure districts with only 10.0 percent of the
low-income children received 16.4 percent of the total Title I allocation.
When districts are categorized by their regular per-pupil expenditures
and allocations within those categories are compared to the concentration
of low-income children within districts, the allocation process appears
to favor districts with high regular per-pupil expenditures.,

Participation and Title I Per-pupil Expenditures

The supplemental 1969 survey reported in the FY 68 Survey of Com-
pensatory Education final report estimated that there were approximately
41.3 million students in grades kindergarten through twelve in the
nation's public schools Juring FY 69. Table 6.11 points out that 7.9
million (19.2 percent) of them participated in one or more Title I pro-
jects within the boundaries of Title I districts enrolling 300 or more
students. Approximately two-thirds of all districts concentrated their
programs on 26 percent or less of the children they enrolled. Those
same districts had more than 40 percent of all the low-income children
within their boundaries. Most low-income children were concentrated in
districts that served iow (0 to 50 percent) proportions of their stu-
dents, while 33 percent of the low-income children were in districts that
served 51 percent or more of their children. In terms of participation,
44.2 percent of all Title I participants received compensatory services
in districts that provided services to over 75 percent of their children.
All districts served fewer than their total number of low—income children
except for those districts in the high participation category which
served approximately twice as many students as they had low-income
children.

When districts are classified by regular per-pupil expenditures as
in Table 6.11, it becomes obvious that participants are concentrated, as
are low-income children, in low and moderate expenditure districts.
Also low expenditure districts serve more children than their concentra-
tion of low-income children, moderate expenditure districts served approx-
imately 12 percent less, and high expenditure districts served in propor-
tion to their nupber of low-income children.

Table 6.11 also shows that 62.1 percent of the participants in low
expenditure districts attended schools in districts where over 75 per—-
cent of the students received Title I services, while 48.1 percent of
high expenditure district children and 75.5 percent of moderate expendi-
ture children received services in districts that served less than 50
percent of their students in FY 69. Clearly, most participants were
enrolled in low regular expenditure districts and most of them (62.1
percent) received their compensatory services in districts that served
over 75 percent of their students.
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Low expenditure districts also had the lowest Title I per-pupil :
expenditures due to the fact that they served more children than they :
had low-income children. Low regular expenditure districts during FY ;
69 had Title I per-pupil expenditures which were approximately 61.8 per-—
cent of those in moderate expenditure districts, and 47.7 percent of :
those in high expenditure districts. Even when concentration of parti- ‘
cipants is considered within regular expenditure categories, low regular ‘
expenditure districts are found to expend less Title I funds per pupil !
regardless of the percentage of students served by the district .(see j
cell per-pupil figures within each category of regular expenditures in i
Table 6.11). ;

To summarize, during FY 69 approximately 19 percent of all public :
school children in grades kindergarten through twelve participated in ﬁ
one or more Title I projects within Title I districts that enrolled 300
or more students. Most low-income children (69.1 percent) were concen-
trated in relatively few districts (12.5 percent) that had high con-
centrations of poor children and received less Title I funds than their
number of low—income children would warrant (Table 6.10). When Title

I districts were categorized by their level of regular per-pupil expendi-
tures (Table 6.11), it was discovered that most children were within

the boundaries of districts that had per-pupil expenditures below the
national average. Also, the funds allocation process favored high regu-
lar expenditure districts where the need was the least in terms of their
numbers of low—income children. Most low-income children and Title I
participants were concentrated in low regular expenditure districts

that received a disproportionately low allocation of Title I funds, served
a disproportionately large number of children, and had the lowest Title

I per-pupil expenditure. Apparently, low expenditure districts have the
greatest need, receive less funds than warranted by that need, and serve
more children than they have poor within their boundaries at the lowest
Title I per-pupil expenditure.

B e e e A S

Elementary School Resource Allocation

Resource allocation to Title I districts, their elementary and sec-
ondary schools, and children in grades kindergarten through twelve were
discussed above. This section and the remainder of the chapter focus
on the allocation process at the elementary school level within those
same districts. First, per—pupil expenditures of elementary schools
within Title I districts are discussed and then the relationship of en-
rolled student characteristics to those expenditures are detailed.

That discussion serves as a vehicle of transition to following sections
that deal with elementary school student participation in Title I projects.

Elementary School Title I Expenditures

The distribution of elementary school pupils, grades two, four, and
six, in Title I districts with various levels of Title I per-pupil expen-
ditures during FY 69 appears in the last row of Table 6.12. Comparison
of those figures to the average per-pupil expenditures in those districts
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during FY 69, $141.53 (see Table 6.11), indicates that 18 percent of the
children were enrolled in districts that had per-pupil expeaditures well
below the average for all districts, and another 38.5 percent were in
districts that had per-pupil expenditures that ranged between approxi-
mately $40 below to $50 above the average for all districts. However,
23.4 percent of the children were enrolled in districts that had per-
pupil expenditures well above the average for all districts. The high
no-response rate (20.1 percent) suggests that those figures be considered
only approximations. Nevertheless, they do provide some evidence that
about half of the children were enrolled in districts that had per-pupil
expenditures equal to or less than the average for all districts during
FY 69.

As mentioned previously, Program Guide #44 suggests that Title I
per-pupil expenditures should equal approximately one~half of the regu-
lar per-pupil expenditures. Table 6.11 indicates that approximately
68 percent of all Title I districts had regular per-pupil expenditures
during FY 69 of $425 or more; however, according to Table 6.12 only 23.4
percent of all children were enrolled in districts that had Title I per-
pupil expenditures of $200 or more, the minimum figure that is suggested
by the Title I guideline for districts with $400 regular per-pupil expen-
ditures. That, coupled with the fact that 18.0 percent of all children
enrolled in districts with per-pupil expenditures of less .than $100
(Table 6.12) suggests that well over half of the children in Title I
elementary schools were in schools that failed to comply with the expen-
diture guideline. However, the reader is again reminded that the high
no-response rate lessens the strength of all conclusions based upon those
data. :

Table 6.12 also shows the relationship between ethnic group member-
ship and the per-participating-pupil expenditures of Title I funds in
their school districts. The figures in Table 6.12 suggest that minority
children were more highly concentrated in the higher expenditure districts
than were whites. It should be noted, however, that the no-response rate
for white students was almost twice that for either of the other two
ethnic groups, suggesting that if the nonresponding white children were
systematically different from the responding white children, a different
picture might emerge from this type of breakdown.

Table 6.13 illustrates the distribution of children classified by
types of disadvantagement enrolled in elementary schools within districts
with various average Title I per-pupil expenditures. As in the previous
table, nonresponse rates are too high to consider the data other than
approximate. Despite this difficulty, Chi Square analysis techniques
were employed to assist in interpretation of those data. Analysis indi-
cated that there was a disproportionately high concentration of children
with severe multiple and severe economic disadvantagement in districts
with $100 to $199 Title I per-pupil expenditures as opposed to dis-
tricts with smaller or larger Title I expenditures. There was a corre-
sponding disproportionately low concentration of nondisadvantaged child-
ren in districts in this expenditure category due, possibly, to the
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unusually high no-response rate of nondisadvantaged children. Also of
interest is the unusually high response rate observed for children in
the severe economic disadvantagement category. Apparently, low Title I
per-pupil expenliture districts ($100 to 199) have higher concentrations
of severely disadvantaged children than do higher expenditure districts.

District Allocations of Title I Funds to their Schools )

After a district has been allocated its Title I funds by the state,
it may use one or more indices of economic disadvantagement to suballo-
cate those funds to targeted schools. The most frequently used bases
for suballocation were reported by the FY 69 Survey of Compensatory Edu-
cation and appear in the first column of Table 6.14. The percentage

TABLE 6.14

Districts Classified by Regular Per-pupil Expenditure and Basis for
Allocating Title I Funds with Percentages by Column. Projections
based upon a Representative Sample of Districts, FY 69 (Glass, 1970).

Basis for Allocation Regular Per-pupil Expenditure Category
to Schools used by Less than $ 425 - More than

the School District $ 425 625 $ 625 Totals
Family Income 2,159 1,862 642 4,663
AFDC 1,827 3,037 1,140 6,004
56.5 68.9 79.4 66.2
Free Lunches 1,520 1,542 693 3,755
: 47.0 35.0 48.3 . 41.4
Unemployed . 501 503 261 1,265
' 15.5 11.4 18.2 13.9
Housing Quality. , 508 507 200 1,215
: - 15.7 11.5 13.9 13.4
Other Basis 689 1,390 363 2,442
‘ 21.3 31.5 25.3 26.9

Total Unduplicated
Number of Districts 3,233 4,406 1,436 9,075
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of school districts that use those indices appear in the last column.
Note that column percentages do not sum to 100 percent since districts
often use more than one basis for suballocation of funds. Although dis-
tricts may use a combination or none of those indices, 73.1 percent of
all districts used at least one, while 26.9 percent used none of those
indices. The most frequently used were the number of children from
families receiving AFDC, family income, and number of children receiving
free lunches.

When districts are classified by their regular per-pupil expenditures
as in the second, third, and fourth columns of Table 6.14, some differ-
ences become apparent. Low expenditure districts most often use, alone
or in combination with other indices, family income, AFDC,. and free
lunches, in that order of frequency. Moderate and high expenditure dis-
tricts use the same three; however, the order of frequency for moderate
districts is AFDC, family income, and free lunches, while the order in
high expenditure districts is AFDC, free lunches, and family income.
Apparently there is more reliance on the family income index in low ex-
penditure districts than there is in higher expenditure districts, while
the higher expenditure districts tend to depend more on AFDC figures.
That trend may reflect the fact that there are fewer children from fam-
ilies below the poverty line in higher expenditure districts (Table 6.11).

Elementary School Student Participation

As indicated in Table 6.11, approximately 19.2 percent of the stu-
dents in public elementary and secondary schools participated in one or
more Title I projects during FY 69. During that same year, according
to the FY 69 Survey of Compensatory Education, 68 percent of the children
in grades two, four, and six within Title I districts participated in one
Or more compensatory programs supported by Title I or other funds. The
FY 68 Survey of Compensatory Education was more specific in terms of
funding source. During FY 68, 58 percent of all students enrolled in
grades two, four, and six in Title I schools participated in some form
of Title I-supported program. Those figures suggest that Title I project
participation is concentrated at the elementary school level where pre-
sumably it can do the most good.

The FY 69 survey also reported that elementary school participation
in any type of compensatory program was unrelated to school district size
or school district location. In terms of gross allocation of resource
measures then, resource allocation did not parallel the pattern of need
across the various school locations or district sizes as reported in
earlier chapters. The following paragraphs look at the relationship
between program allocation and needs more closely and suggest that that
allocation process is more in line with identified needs than sugges ted
by analyses conducted at grosser levels.

Participation in Academic Programs. As illustrated in Table 6.15,
the FY 68 Survey of Compensatory Education found that 35.5 percent of all
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children in grades two, four, and six enrolled in Title I elementary
schools participated in one or more academic programs supported by Title
I funds. Among the participants in special academic programs, approxi-
mately 70 percent were disadvantaged pupils and 30 percent were nondis-
advantaged. Those figures suggest, and the third row of Table 6.15 indi-
cates, that the disadvantaged students who participated in special Title
I academic programs constituted about 24.8 percent of all pupils in Title
I schools, while the fourth row indicates that 56.3 percent of all pupils
in those schools were found to be disadvantaged. Apparently during FY
68 approximately one-half of all the disadvantaged children enrolled in
Title I elementary schools participated in Title I programs while about
one-fourth of the enrolled children that were not disadvantaged also

participated in such programs.

Comparison of the second and fourth rows of Table 6.15 suggests that
proportionately more students wit