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Current Chapter 1 programs may not be worth the
substantial funds that are being poured into

them the children who need quality
education most are still receiving less

than adequate schooling.

O ver the past quarter century, 
programs designed to provide 
quality education for children 

who are economically disadvantaged 
and educationally deficient have re 
ceived substantial funding. The major 
federally-funded program of this type, 
Chapter 1, accounts for 20 percent of 
the U.S. Department of Education's to 
tal budget, or almost four billion dol 
lars a year. Approximately one of every 
nine school-age children is enrolled in 
the Chapter 1 program fOERI 1987).

In recent years, individual states 
have begun to fund their own pro 
grams targeted toward students who 
fail to meet state achievement stan 
dards. In South Carolina, for example, 
at least one-fourth of the children en 
rolled in public schools are in state- 
funded compensatory and remedial 
programs. 1 Since 1985, the cost of the 
program in South Carolina has aver 
aged over $55 million per year, a 
figure which represents approxi 
mately 20 percent of the total monies

raised in support of the school reform 
legislation (Anderson et al. 1989).

Whether the money is supplied by 
federal, state, or locaJ funds, large 
amounts of money are spent on the

Students in 
compensatory and 
remedial programs 
spend large amounts 
of time engaged in 
seatwork activities, 
particularly those 
students at the 
upper, levels.

education of these children. But what do 
we know about the operation and effec 
tiveness of these programs? IX) the aca 
demic gains made by the children 
served in these programs justify the 
large expenditure of funds? Are changes 
needed in the programs to increase 
their effectiveness? These are the issues 
we will examine in this paper, basing 
our generalizations on the results of 
numerous studies conducted during the 
past 15 years.

Costs and Funding
Compensatory and remedial pro 
grams are more cosily than regular 
programs Carter (1984) estimated that 
Chapter 1 services cost about $436 
more per student than the services 
provided to non-Chapter 1 students In 
South Carolina, services provided to 
students in compensatory and reme 
dial programs cost approximately 
$362 and $159 more per student, re 
spectively, than those provided to stu 
dents not in special programs (Andcr-
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son ct al. 1989) While these figures 
must be continually adjusted for in 
creases in the cost of living, it is appar 
ent that compensatory and remedial 
programs require substantial amounts 
of additional funds

Compensatory and remedial pro 
grams are funding programs, not ed 
ucational programs. The criteria and 
guidelines for these programs specify 
quite clearly which students are to be 
served, but tend to avoid specifying 
how students are to be served For the 
federally-funded program, schools are 
selected on the basis of economic 
indicators (eg, free or reduced price 
lunch status), while the eligibility of 
the students in those schools for the 
program depends on their levels of 
achievement State-funded programs 
often rely exclusively on student 
achievement to determine which stu 
dents are eligible for inclusion. In 
South Carolina, for example, all stu 
dents who fail to achieve a passing 
score on one or more of the state's 
basic skills tests are eligible for place 
ment in the program Funding for 
both federal and state programs is 
based solely on the total number of 
students served.

The criteria and guidelines for mon 
itoring the programs also have a fund 
ing orientation School districts are 
expected to avoid co-mingling federal, 
state, and local funds. For example, 
Chapter 1 programs are intended to 
"supplement, not supplant" programs 
funded locally or at the state level 
School districts are also expected to 
serve only those students who are 
eligible (OERI 1987)

The only educational advice pro 
vided to local educators concerns the 
available program models and the na 
ture of the services provided to the 
students. The recommended models 
(e.g., in-class floating aide, special 
class or pull out, alternate class or 
replacement) are quite generic Dis 
trict personnel are told that services 
should be of "sufficient size, scope, 
and quality to give reasonable promise 
of substantial progress toward meet 
ing students' needs" (OERI 1987, p. 
54). As a consequence, any one model 
is staffed and implemented differently

in different districts and schools (Row 
an et al. 1986, Anderson et al 1989) 
Thus, it should not be surprising that 
the educational treatments provided 
to students in these programs are "as 
varied as can be imagined" (Carter 
1984. p. 12).

Organization and 
Administration
Integration of compensatory and re 
medial programs into the total xhool 
program is often lacking In addition, 
administrative leadership for these pro 
grams within the school often does not 
exist or exists at some minimal lei<el. 
Sch<x>ls' compensatory and remedial 
programs typically exist in isolation 
Qohnston et al. 1985, OERI 1987). Reg 
ular classroom teachers hold less than 
positive attitudes toward compensatory 
and remedial programs partly because

Compensatory and 
remedial programs 
should be judged 
successful only 
when large 
numbers of their 
students return 
to and remain 
in the academic 
mainstream.
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of a perceived lack of coordination with 
the regular school program and partly 
because of a perceived lack of difficulty 
of the content and material included in 
the compensatory and remedial pro 
grams (Anderson et al. 1989). Regular 
classroom teachers complain that the 
scheduling of compensatory and reme 
dial programs takes precedence over 
the scheduling of regular classes (Row 
an et al. 1986)

In addition, "weak or absent" coor 
dination of the Chapter 1 program 
with the regular program tends to im 
pede student learning (OERI 1987). Dis 
trict administrators usually make deci 
sions concerning the models to use to 
deliver educational services to compen 
satory and remedial students without 
the involvement or even the knowledge 
of school principals. As a consequence, 
principals may not have a "clear under 
standing of the rationale for selecting 
particular remedial and compensatory 
models for their schools, much less an 
understanding of how to integrate these 
special programs within the regular 
school curriculum" (Anderson et al. 
1989, p. 42).

The district administrators' deci 
sions concerning the models to use 
often reflect their own preferences or 
the availability of resources (e.g., 
space, personnel) (OERI 1987, Ander 
son et al. 1989), rather than concerns 
for meeting the needs of students or 
evidence concerning the effectiveness 
of particular models The models they 
choose usually remain quite stable 
from year to year (OERI 1987). Fur 
thermore, in schools which operate 
both state-funded and federally- 
funded programs, the two programs 
generally use the same delivery model 
(Rowan et al. 1986).

Finally, in addition to the lack of 
coordination with the "regular" pro 
gram, there may be a problem with 
the coordination of these programs 
with other special programs. For ex 
ample, Anderson et al. (1989) found 
less effective state-funded programs in 
those schools which housed both fed 
erally-funded and state-funded com 
pensatory and remedial programs 
Along with federal programs for the 
handicapped and state programs for

Unfortunately, the 
data suggest that 
teachers teach to the 
students' present 
levels of academic 
functioning, rather 
than to the levels 
they will need to 
achieve to be 
successful in 
the future.

gifted and talented students, compen 
satory and remedial programs may be 
contributing to both a fragmentation 
of the school curriculum and an ad 
ministrative nightmare for principals

Staffing decisions may be more im 
portant to program effe tiveness than 
decisions concerning the delivery 
model There is increasing evidence 
that the delivery model chosen does 
not by itself affect the quality of the 
instruction provided (Rowan et al 
1986) or the effectiveness of the pro 
gram (Anderson et al. 1989). Excellent 
instruction, as well as poor quality 
instruction, has been observed in all 
delivery models (Rowan et al 1986, 
Anderson et al. 1989)

The selection of instructional staff, 
on the other hand, may be quite im 
portant in influencing the effectiveness 
of the model. Specifically, using aides 
in compensatory and remedial pro 
grams is particularly problematic be 
cause of their general lack of qualifi 
cations (OERI 1987) and training 
(Anderson and Reynolds 1990) Fur 
thermore, aides vary greatly in the 
quality of instruction they provide to 
the students (Rowan et al. 1986) Fi 
nally, less effective progft&ns rely 
more on aides than do more effective 
programs (Anderson et al. 1989).

The two reasons for using aides are: 
(1) they are less expensive than certi 

fied teachers, and (2) they are less 
likely to cause role conflict between 
instructional personnel within the 
classroom (OERI 1987). Like the 
choice of models, the choice of per 
sonnel to staff the models seems more 
pragmatic than educational.

Instruction and Teaching
Students in compensatory and reme 
dial programs receive instruction in 
smaller groups or classes, typically 
eight or fewer students One thing we 
know about elementary compensatory 
and remedial programs, in general, is 
that the staff/student ratio is substan 
tially lower than that of the regular 
program (Carter 1984, Rowan et al 
1986, OERI 1987). But, interestingly, 
some remedial high school classes in 
South Carolina have larger numbers 
of students than do the regular classes

While classes with smaller numbers 
of students are likely to allow teachers 
to provide the type of iastruction and 
teacher-student interaction associated 
with higher levels of student achieve 
ment (OERI 1987), a simple reduction 
in class or group size does not necessar 
ily guarantee quality teaching or higher 
levels of achievement Some teachers 
use the same genera] approach to teach 
ing regardless of class size or the 
achievement levels of their students 
(Robinson 1990)

Students in compensatory and 
remedial programs spend large 
amounts of time engaged in seat- 
work activities, particularly those slit- 
dents at the upper levels Despite their 
smaller class or group sizes, students 
in compensatory and remedial pro 
grams (particularly those at the mid 
dle or junior high and high school 
levels) are seldom taught as a group 
(Rowan et al. 1986). Their teachers 
spend little class time actively or in 
teractively teaching, where the 
teacher explains material to a group 
of students and students interact with 
the teacher and one another by 
asking questions and making com 
ments. Instead, the students spend 
large amounts of time working by 
themselves at their seats on written 
assignments. During this time, teach 
ers circulate among the students,
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monitor their work, and provide tu 
toring as necessary (OERI 1987, An- 
derson et al 1989) And in elemen 
tary reading classes, students may 
work for extended periods of time 
without supervision as the teacher 
interacts with another reading group 
(Lee et al. 1986)

Students in compensatory and re 
medial programs have very high suc 
cess rates (in terms of the percentage of 
correct responses to classroom ques 
tions and the percentage of correct 
answers or solutions to exercises in 
cluded on worksheets or other written 
assignments) Unfortunately, however, 
the demands placed on these students 
by the academic content that is the 
hasis for these questions and work 
sheets are often far lower than those 
typically included on the stale or na 
tional tests they may hare to pass to 
exit from the programs. Teachers of 
students enrolled in compensatory 
and remedial programs appear to he 
caught between the proverbial rock 
and a hard place. They want to target 
their instruction to the current levels 
at which their students are function 
ing. At the same time, however, they 
want to ensure that their students 
achieve those levels of learning they 
must achieve to do well on the end-of- 
year tests. Unfortunately, the data sug 
gest that teachers teach to the students' 
present levels of academic function 
ing, rather than to the levels they will 
need to achieve to be successful in the 
future (Rowan et al 1986, Anderson et 
al. 1989). As a consequence, many 
compensatory and remedial students 
appear to be very successful in the 
short term but remain largely unsuc 
cessful over the long haul

In general, expectations for students 
in compensatory and remedial pro 
grams are very low In this regard, 
there is some evidence that these stu 
dents would benefit greatly from in 
creased expectations and demands 
This generalization follows quite natu 
rally from the previous one Teachers 
of students in compensatory and re 
medial programs tend to perceive that 
their students live in 'intellectually- 
deficient" home environments, lack 
self-esteem, are unable to work with-

Giving middle or 
junior high school 
students more 
challenging 
assignments that 
result in a greater 
number of errors is 
more beneficial over 
the long term than 
giving them easier 
assignments on 
which they make 
fewer errors.

out supervision, and are "slow learn 
ers" (Rowan et al 1986) Furthermore, 
as we have mentioned, the assign 
ments they give to students at the 
middle or junior high and high school 
levels are frequently below the level at 
which they are functioning, let alone 
the level at which they need to func 
tion in order to pass the test which is 
the basis for exiting the programs (An 
derson et al 1989) Finally, compensa 
tory and remedial programs rarely 
teach the development of higher-or 
der skills (Rowan et al 1986) Rather, 
their emphasis is on the acquisition of 
basic facts and skills (Pogrow 1990)

Peterson (1989) suggests that when 
teachers hold higher expectations for 
remedial students' mathematics 
achievement (i.e., they teach algebra 
rather than review previously taught 
mechanical skills), the students actu 
ally do reach higher levels of achieve 
ment. Similarly, Anderson et al (1989) 
concluded that giving middle or junior 
high school students more challeng 
ing assignments that result in a greater 
number of errors is more beneficial 
over the long term than giving them 
easier assignments on which they 
make fewer errors Finally, Pogrow

(1990) contends that emphasizing 
higher-order thinking skills (HOTS) 
"can develop the natural intellectual 
potential of at-risk students in a way 
that dramatically improves their basic 
skills" (p. 397).'

The Effectiveness of 
Compensatory and 
Remedial Programs
Compensatory and remedial pro 
grams are more effective for "margin 
al" students (those closest to the stan 
dard set for program inclusion) and 
substantially less effective for the re 
mainder of the students enrolled in 
these programs. C learly two distinct 
groups of students are served by com 
pensatory and remedial programs: the 
compensatory students (who have se 
vere learning problems as a result of 
cumulative environmental and/or in 
tellectual deficits) and the remedial 
students (who have less serious learn 
ing problems, problems associated 
with their inability or unwillingness to 
learn in regular classroom settings). 
Carter (1984) concluded that Chapter 
1 has been effective for "students who 
were only moderately disadvantaged. 
but it did not improve the relative 
achievement of the most disadvan 
taged pan of the school population" 
(p.7). As a consequence. Rowan et al. 
(1986) contend that the delivery mod 
els and assignments provided to "mar 
ginal" remedial students vs. the com 
pensatory students should be very 
different Presently, they are not (An 
derson et al. 1989).

The majority of students enrolled in 
compensatory and remedial programs 
remain in or periodically return to 
those programs for the better part of 
their school liivs The percentage of 
students who remain in compensatory 
and remedial programs from one year 
to the next ranges from -JO percent to 
""5 percent (Carter 1984. Davidoffet al. 
1989. Potter and Wall 1990). In addi 
tion, approximately one-half of those 
who exit the program at the end of any 
given year qualify for re-entry to the 
program at the next testing date (Dav- 
idoff et al 1989). .Vs a consequence, 
almost one-half of the students initially 
enrolled in a compensators' and reme-
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dial program spend more of their 
school years in the program than out 
of the program (Potter and Wall 1990). 

Many of these students experience 
particular difficulty negotiating the tran 
sition from one school level to the next. 
In a longitudinal study, Jenkins (1990) 
found that the number of students en 
rolled in the program increased by 
almost 40 percent from 5th grade (of 
ten the end of elementary school) to 
6th grade (often the beginning of mid 
dle school) Similarly, in a cross-sec 
tional study, Anderson et al. (1989) 
found that the number of students en 
rolled in Chapter 1 and state compen 
satory and remedial programs in 
creased from 25 percent in 2nd grade 
to 38 percent by 7th grade. Possible 
reasons for this increase are higher 
passing standards on basic skills tests 
associated with higher school levels 
(Anderson et al. 1990) and generally 
less effective programs at the higher 
grade levels (Carter 1984).

Recommendations for Change
There are three recommendations for 
change that we believe to be of primary 
importance in ameliorating some of the 
shortcomings of remedial and compen 
satory education programs.

Compensatory and remedial pro 
grams should be reconceptualized as 
educational programs rather than 
funding programs The availability and 
allocation of sufficient funding for these 
programs is a necessary but not suffi 
cient condition for their effectiveness. A 
number of researchers have docu 
mented a wide variety of approaches 
and strategies used in providing serv 
ices to these students. As a conse 
quence, there is no single identifiable 
educational program that we can reli 
ably term 'compensatory and remedi 
al.' Program input is the focus in the 
administration of these programs, not 
program implementation or outcomes. 
Thus, a student's access to a compensa 
tory or remedial program is, in effect, 
of greater importance than his or her 
exit from it. In fact, many funding 
formulas actually reward school dis 
tricts for having greater numbers of 
students in compensatory and reme 
dial programs.

Teachers must 
increase the pace at 
which compensatory 
and remedial 
students move 
through the 
curriculum if these 
students are not to 
fall further behind 
their same-age peers.

The use of the normal curve equiv 
alent (NCE) metric in evaluating 
these programs should be reconsid 
ered. An NCE gain of one unit (cur 
rently used as a standard in judging 
the success of federal and state pro 
grams in several states) requires that 
students, on the average, attain mar 
ginally higher test scores than they 
might have been expected to attain 
given their previous test scores. But 
for students to re-enter and achieve 
success in the regular school pro 
gram they must attain substantially, 
not marginally, higher test scores. 
Program success should be equated 
with individual student success, not 
with the marginal success of students 
"on the average." Stated somewhat 
differently, compensatory and reme 
dial programs should be judged suc 
cessful only when large numbers of 
their students return to and remain in 
the academic mainstream.

Compensatory and remedial pro 
grams must he more completely inte 
grated into the total school program If 
the goals of these special programs are 
to be reached, they must achieve

greater integration into the total school 
program. Several aspects of this 
needed integration must be addressed 
simultaneously

Principals are the key players in 
integrating special programs into the 
total school program in individual 
schools Presently, many building ad 
ministrators are unfamiliar with com 
pensatory and remedial programs and 
the students served by these pro 
grams Principals must acquaint them 
selves with compensatory and reme 
dial programs and actively involve 
themselves in important decisions 
about the programs.

Teachers also have a role to play in 
cross-program coordination Rowan 
and his colleagues (1986) concluded 
that informal coordination was an im 
portant factor in program integration. 
However, regular classroom teachers 
and special program teachers must 
develop mutual respect and must 
function as colleagues if informal co 
ordination is to occur. In the words of 
Rowan and his colleagues: "Schools 
that showed the tightest coupling be 
tween Chapter 1 and regular instruc 
tion were those in which staff en 
dorsed a norm of collcgiality and had 
developed shared beliefs about in 
struction" (p. 94).

Finally, several curriculum issues 
must be resolved if integration across 
programs is to be complete. Sufficient 
comparability of the curriculum across 
programs is necessary if students are 
to be able to move from program to 
program. The likelihood that students 
will remain in programs for the dura 
tion of their academic carcers in 
creases with curriculum diversity 
across programs because, quite liter 
ally, there is nowhere else to go. 
Teachers must increase the pace at 
which compensatory and remedial 
students move through the curriculum 
if these students are not to fall further 
behind their same-age peers.

The ultimate goal of compensatory 
and remedial programs to bring ac 
ademically deficient students back into 
the academic mainstream will be 
better served if all administrators and 
teachers see these programs as an 
integral part of the total school pro-
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gram and as an important component 
in the school's educational mission. 
For programs to be seen in this light, 
principals and teachers must be better 
informed about the philosophical ba 
sis of and rationale for these programs 
as well as their organization, structure, 
integration, and evaluation Onee in 
formed, they must use this knowledge 
to make important program and stu 
dent decisions.

The quality of the education pro- 
tided to compensatory and remedial 
students must be increased substan 
tially Once children are placed in 
compensatory and remedial pro 
grams, they usually remain in or re 
turn to those programs throughout 
their school careers The evidence for 
this is so compelling that Anderson 
and his colleagues (1989) referred to 
these students as "lifers," while Po- 
grow (1990) termed them "profes 
sional Chapter 1 students." The spe 
cific reasons for this phenomenon arc- 
not completely clear, but there is am 
ple reason to believe that the level and 
quality of instruction provided to 
these students are among the primary 
causes. (Anderson et al. 1990).

In order to improve the level and 
quality of instruction provided to com 
pensatory and remedial students, we 
must first admit that smaller classes and 
greater individual student attention do 
not guarantee excellence in teaching or 
learning The qualifications and training 
of those providing the services, the qual 
ity of the services provided (as opposed 
to whether the services have been pro 
vided), and the accomplishments of 
those receiving the services must be 
considered in determining program ef 
fectiveness.

Two aspects of quality instruction, 
expectations and teaching, need fur 
ther elaboration. Many teachers hold 
low expectations for compensatory 
and remedial students These teachers 
assign them less difficult work than 
necessary for students to develop the 
knowledge and skills needed to "pass 
the test" and move out of the program 
T(K) often, these teachers accept effort 
("they tried") rather than accomplish 
ment ("they learned") in judging stu 
dent success. They emphasi7,e the

f

«

learning of facts and discrete skills 
over the ability to think and reason 
Students in these programs spend 
large amounts of time working on 
worksheets by themselves Little inter 
action with peers has been observed; 
little whole-class or whole-group dia 
logue with teachers has been noted 
Given the relatively smaller number of 
students in the classes, this level of 
student isolation is quite surprising

Based on the above analysis, we sug 
gest several changes in the level or 
quality of instruction provided to these 
students First, students should be as 
signed more challenging content and 
associated tasks at a more rapid pace 
Second, teachers should direct more 
active teaching to the entire class or to 
small groups of students Third, at the 
very least, teachers and administrators 
should see that their programs incorpo 
rate higher-order thinking skills Finally, 
schools should create substantially dif 
ferent instructional programs for com 
pensatory and for remedial students.

Back to the Mainstream
In 25 years, we have apparently learned 
very little as a result of our efforts to

provide appropriate educational expe 
riences for culturally and educationally 
deprived, children Our neediest stu 
dents are enrolled in the neediest pro 
grams Rather than truly compensating 
or remediating these students, we have 
contented ourselves with merely slow 
ing the rate at which they fall further 
and further behind. We continue to 
justify continuing huge financial com 
mitments to programs that simply don't 
work very well, year after vear after 
year Those who make key decisions 
about compensatory programs are ob 
viously reluctant to deviate very much 
from the established norms in program 
delivery, content, and measures of suc 
cess Unfortunately, the grim reality is 
that if you do what you did you will 
get what you got!

This reluctance is inexplicable and 
tragic because we have both the tech 
nical expertise and sufficient re 
sources to provide appropriate and 
effective services to compensatory and 
remedial students. But can we muster 
the necessary commitment, and are
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we willing to dedicate the resources 
and apply the know-how to ensure the 
educational success of a very large, but 
politically less than powerful, segment 
of our school population?

Throwing money at the problem in 
no way absolves policymakers and so 
ciety in general, of the responsibility 
for providing these students with a set 
of educational experiences that are 
both appropriate and effective In the 
final analysis, successful programs can 
be realistically defined only in terms 
of individual student success. And the 
ultimate measure of success can only 
be the ability of large numbers of 
remedial and compensatory students 
to exit these special programs and 
return to and remain in the academic 
mainstream. D

'The total number of students served in 
state compensatory- and remedial pro 

grams is difficult to calculate precisely be 
cause the South Carolina Department of 
Education "double counts' students That 
is, if a student is concurrently enrolled in 
both remedial reading and remedial math 
ematics, that student would appear twice in 
the overall total
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