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Foreword

This interim report represents our first effort to meet the
commitments of the contracted agreement. When examining the
information presented, it must be remembered that the Title I
programs described were only in operation one semester. Further,
the limitations of time and sequencing encountered in developing
each part of the report have Been detailed in each section.

This interim report is also written to provide a preview of the
data analysis that will be included in the final report of July, 1968. At

that time inferences related to the assessment of the impact of the

' legislation can be better made at a comparative level. For example,

the elementary portion of the Iowa Testing Program was administered

in the spring, before the actual programs began, and represents what

may be thought of as a premeasure on these pupils. The final report
will be more conducive to impact type compariscns for these pupils as
their retesti.ng will, it is expected, reflect change. |

Also, it should be pointed out that wherever available data made
it possible, a comparison sample of pupils not designated as involved or
identified in Title I programs has been used for comparison purposes.
For the most part, these comparisons clearly indicate the discrepancies

in level of functioning between the groups.




Introduction

Title I of the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act
was designed to provide increased educational opportunities for
children and yputh who are socially, economically, or environmentally
deprived. Title I was designed to meet the specific needs of a specified
group through t.he existing educational structure. It was, in effect,

a vehicle for the provision of compensating educational opportunities

coupled with an evaluation to assess the extent that pupils profit from
these types: of experienccs. The assessment of the effective transiation
of this mandate into action programs of compensatory education is the
.subject of this interim evaluation report. In the most general of terms,
this report is aimed at an initial assessment of the impact of Title [ of

the Elementary and Secondary Act in the State of [owa.

Method of Evaluation

The magnitude of the program in [owa can be comprehended, in
a sense, by the fact that during the fiscal year 1966 $i5, 445, 609 of
Title I monies were expended. This figure represented approximately
4.2, of the total statewide public school expenditures for the 1965-66
school year. In an attempt to effectively manage the evaluation project,
a series of organizational decisions were made. These decisions are
described here in the hope that they will help the reader in understanding

the approach and provide a frame reference for this interim report.




First, in order to bring the project into some semblance of
a managcéble perspective, the legislation was thought of in terms of
the orgaﬁizational structure which administered the program. This,
then, represented the State Department of Public Instruction context as
the vehicle fo; the implementation of the legislation. it was felt that
the evaluation of the outcomes of the program would be erhanced by an
understanding of their relationship to the administrative structure; if
you will, the products of the program as related to the machinery which
administeréd the program.

Stated another way, the 625 participant educational agencies had

certain common requirements, or constraints, placed upon them by the

State Department of Public Instruction as the administrative office of the
legislation at the state level, and perhaps unique constraints in that each
local program had to be locally managed. The State Department produced
the guidelines, approved the proposals and monitored the various project
activities of .the. local educational agencies (hereinafter referred to as
LEA's). The local agencies provided their individual administrative
structure.

The internal context, i.e., educatiohal processes and accomplish-
ments of the funded projects established, it was felt could be better
understood when these external factors (state and local organizational
constraints) were interwoven into the evaluation fabric.

We then had clarified our thinking to the point of our first




dichotomy. The two dimensions, termed the iniernal and external,

formed the first major axes of our evaluation strategy and are shown

graphically in Figure 1.

“ ORIGINAL EVALUATION DICHOTOMY

External - (the administrative context)
Internal (the compensatory programs)
Figure 1.

Next, a decision was made concerning the organization and
"classification of available information for a better understanding of
the logically possible relationships inherent in the study. The problem
in the available information area had to do with the descriptive versus
quantitative nature of the data sources; the relationship between the
two types of data; the relationship of the data to the goals of the projects
within the ex.isting restrictions; and finally, the conél.usions that were
to be drawn from this study.

In order to conceptualize these data sources and relationships,
the original external-internal axis was further classified into a qualitative-
quantitative categoric axis. The resulting evaluation strategy took the

form of two manageable yet intertwined classification systems which

formed the crossbreak shown as Figure 2.




THE EVALUATION STRATEGY MODEL

Quantitative Qualitative
(administrative context) (administrative
: communications)
PART I PART II
examples: examples:
External |
1 funding - 1. objectives
2. project personnel 2. reports and communica-
3. positions created tions
4, target population
(compensatory programs) (compensatory program
outcomes)
PART III : PART IV
examples: examples:
fnternal
teacher information Selected relationships
pupil information from Parts I, II, and III

program information
test information

B WO N -

Figure 2.

The relationships of informaticn in each cell when viewed in terms

of the rationale that motivated Title I legisiatioél then become available

for decision making. The multiple criteria for outcome evaluations, i.e.,
standards of excellence, achievement, and the judgments of both participants
and experts of the program areas,necessitated the need for multiple

sources and levels of information. Within the context of the model, the




evaluation report which follows will consist of four parts.

Part I deals with the context of the legiélation, the funds made
available and how they were spent, the organizational structure the
legislation crgated and the programs established. The information
presented in this section comes from the required state evaluation re-
port and ihforrr;ation gathered by the Iowa Educational Inforrmation Center.
Several relevant classifications of this information are presented.

Part Il describes the target population in terms of project
objectives, ‘personnel emplqyment in terms cf project type and other
professional services offered.

Part 1II describes the pupils, the teachers who wex;e involved in
the programs, the effect of the legislation on the curriculum, ard the
special services provided to pup'.ils. The information presented in this
section is based upon the data collection activities of the lowa Educational
Information Cen}:er and the original applications of the local educaticnal
program. . :

Part IV Summarizés the interactions of pupils, teachers and
educational programs in terms of achievement, attendance, and change
in aspiration. This section of the report represents our first attempts
at relating relevant variables. In a sense, this section may be thought

of as our initial efforts to find relationships, significant predictors, and

" evaluative elements.

The total report presents the more persuasive evaluatory statements




that can be generalized. Also, the expectations of the evaluators

concerning the appearance and format of the 1968 final report may

.

be found in this interim document.




PART I

THE ADMINISTRATIVE CONTEXT

The emphasis of Title I legislation was on individual children
through compensatory educational practices. No doubt, when the sheer
number of cases involved are examined alongside the financial data,
Title I in the first year of operation did have a tremendous impact on
the educational practices in tﬁe State of Iowa.

In this section of the report we examine the grants that were
funded through Title I, the breakdown of what happened to the moaney
involved and the project organizational structure of those projects
funded.

The first portion of the report has been presented in terms of
the five Standard Metropofitan Statistical Areas (hereafter referred
to as SMSA). This, in response to the Office of Education’'s request,
allowed the state to employ a classification scheme based on Bureau
of Budget definitions. The key to this system 6f SMSA as defined by
the Bureau of the Budget follows:

CLASSIFICATION A includes the largest ""core city" in the

SMSA. If the area is composed of "twin cities" or "tri-city"

areas, such as Minneapolis-St. Paul, Classification A should

represent all the large cities as the SMSA.




CLASSIFICATION B includes all secondary cities within
the SMSA that have populations of 50, 000 or more. Also
included in Classification B should be "older secondary

c;ities"‘ within the SMSA which have populations of less than

-

50, 000. The "older secondary city" is characterized by a
high inc.:idence of low-income families, antiquated and high
density housing, low mobility of inhabitants, or other traits
which the states may use as criteria. States are urged to
use their judgment in identifying and classifying "older
secondary cities."

CLASSIFICATION C includes all other rural or urban areas

within the SMSA which have a population cf fewer than 50, 000.

These can be either incorporated or unincorporated areas.
CLASSIFICATION D includes all local educaticnal agencies

serving school districts in urban areas outside the SMSA

which have populations between 2, 500 and 49, 999.
CLASSIFICATION E includes all local educational agencies

serving school districts in rural areas outside the SMSA

which have populations below 2, 500.

Before proceeding into the analysis, it is well to keep in mind
the composition of the poéulation of the State of lowa. First, under
Classification A which includes the "core cities" [owa has six

school districts represented at this level. Under Classification B




which includes the secondary cities of 50, 000 or more and the older
sccondary'cities which have populaiions of less than 50, 000, Iowa is
repreéen.ted by two such school districts.

The bulk of the school districts in the State of lowa are included
in Classificati;n E which serves school districts in rural areas outside
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas which have populations below
2,500. To this extent, the classification of the projects reflects the
state but perhaps more clearly reflects the rural nature of the state

within the United States.

Basic Grants

This portion of the report dealt with the inonies granted to the
local school districts in relation to how the funds were divided among
preschool, elementary, secondary and combined elementary/secondary
school districts.

Table I shows the maximum basic grant by SMSA level within
the school distri‘ct. .The largest grants were given the'six school
districts in SMSA Classification A. The mean amount of the grant for
this group was $323, 639. The mean basic grant for the 307 school
districts in SMSA level E was $30, 661. Thé range in mean amount of
basic grant funds was approximately ten to one with the largest to SMSA
level A and the smallest g»rant to SMSA level E. But when examined in
terms of actual dollars expended, SMSA level E received the largest

portion of the total monies.

10
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TABLE I

Maximum Basic Grant by SMSA Level / District

M SD__ N__
A 1323, 639 260, 040 6
B 81,350 39, 927 2
C 38, 205 52, 187 27
D 64,762 | 85, 135 85
E 30, 661 26, 289 307
427

In turning to where the money was spent by level of pupil in-
volved, the SMSA levels supporting preschool projects were the levels
C, D, and E. Clearly, these were the more rural areas of the state.
The actual distribution of funds for preschool projects is shown in

Table II.

TABLE II

Preschool Funds Approved by SMSA Level / District

M D N
A - - -
B ] ] ]
C 10, 634 4,148 2
D 8, 167 7,333 16
E 7,102 9, 264 17

35
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The table compared the preschool funds approved by SMSA

level an.d the number of districts at each level. The striking thing
about this table was that of the 427 districts included in these analyses,
only 35 subm_i‘.tted preschool projects that were approved at the state
level during the first year of program operation.

Turniné to the elementary school Title I projects approved
by SMSA level, Table III showed that, in terms of frequency, projects
at this level were most frequently funded. In all, 144 districts of the

427 distriéts in the analysis applied for elementary project funding.

TABLE III

Elementary Funds Approved by SMSA Level / District

M  sp N
A 158,757 96, 233 5
B 65,754 0 1
C ‘10, 562 6, 802 ) 12
D 19,736 19,222 . 41
E 11, 696 9,830 85

144
SMSA level A had S district aprlications with a mean expenditure
of $158, 757 per district. The smallest mean appropriation, that of
$10, 562 occurred at SMSA level C where 12 districts were represented.
Most frequently, SMSA level E applied for and received Title I funds
for elementary projects. For the 85 districts at SMSA level E the

mean appropriation was $11, 696.
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The secondary Title I p.mjécts approved by SMSA level,

included as Table IV, showed that 137 districts had secondary
projects approved. Again the highest mean appropriation per
project, that of $97, 982,occurred at SMSA level A where 4
districts were.represented. The most frequent typ= district re-
questing funds at the secondary level was also SMSA level E where
79 districts had a mean appropriation of $12, 743 per project. The
other projc?ct approved for SMSA level B occurred at the secondary

level and was for $53, 464.

TABLE IV

Secondary Funds Approved by SMSA Level / District

A 97, 982 128, 978 4

B 53, 464 0 1

C 10, 263 6, 425 8

D 15, 437 | 11,011 45

E 12,743 10, 507 79
| 137

The combined elementary/secondary districts granted funds
~under Title I are shown in Table V. Each of the SMSA levels is

represented. Significantly, the majoriiy of the projects had representa-

tion in the combined district funds categery.
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TABLE V

Combination (elementary and secondary) funds Approved by SMSA
Level / District

M __ SD__ N__
A .- 142,700 64, 896 5
B 41, 264 0 1
C 35, 687 49, 744 18
D 40, 389 | 25, 896 68
E 23, 058 15, 983 261
353

A total of 353 of the 427 total districts submitted projects
which were approved under this category. Again SMSA level A
received the largest mean appropriation for their five districts. The
smallest appropriation in terms of mean dollar amount was $23, 058
for the 261 districts in SMSA level E. But, again in terms of sheer
dollar amount while SMSA level E received the smallest mean appropria-
tion, the number of districts in this category makes the actual dollar
appropriation far greater than that received by any other SMSA category..

Instructional Cost

The appropriations under Title I gained another dimension of
meaning when transferred into instructional cost figures. This section
of Part I dealt with the analysis of instructional costs and has been further

subdivided into supporting services, salaries, in-service training costs,
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and a category labeled other costs which grouped small non-definable

classific;ations.

First, the instructional costs by SMSA level werc shown as
Table VI. The classification for this table and for the remainder of
the tables in this section is on a project basis. This means, for
example, that .while only five districts are represented by SMSA level
A, 52 projects submitted data within these five districts on the in-
structional costs involved in the program. [t was felt that a project

[

level break out of data would be most meaningful for these data.

TABLE VI

Instructional Costs by SMSA Level/Project

M SD__ N

A 31, 152 41, 098 52

B 28, 782 8,084 5

C 16, 900 31, 841 43

D 15, 276 14, 760 211

E 12,703 10, 963 505
816

Table VI showed that the mean dollar expenditure for the 52
projects in the category SMSA level A was $31, 152 in instructional
costs. At SMSA level B the five projects under this classification had
a mean instructional cost of $28, 782. The mean expenditure for the

43 projects in SMSA level C was $16, 900 while $15, 726 was the
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mean instructional cost for the 211 projects in SMSA level D. In
contrast, SMZA level E included more projects than all other SMSA
levels combined with a total of 505 projects submitting information
on instructiong'l costs. The mean dollar amount for each of these
projects was $12. 703, again showing that the mean amount while
smallest of the .five categories represented by sheer volume the
largest expenditure of funds at any SMSA level in the state.
Salaries shown in Table VII represented the largest dollar
expendituret as a proportion of instructional costs. The breakdown
shown in Table VII was by SMSA level across projects submitting
data on salaries paid. The largest expenditure for salary occurred
at SMSA level B with a mean of $21, 935 for the five projects reported

in this category.

TABLE VII

Salaries by SMSA Level / Project

M SD N
14, 412 21, 395 51
21, 935 5103 5

8, 057 8, 393 48
7,920 8, 004 243
5,179 4, 874 572

m o Q © >

929
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A word of explanation is necessary as to why this figure may

be misleading. The five projects showed a mean salary figure but
this figure does not give any indication of the number of staff members
involved. In Qtller words, one should not come to the conclusion that a
particular person received a mean salary of $21, 935 but that the project
spent a mean o.f $21, 935 for salaries. Perhaps the best interpretation
of this table is in terms of the size of the project. For example,
SMSA level E showed 572 projects with a mean salary expenditure of
$5, 179. R'éstated, the projects in this SMSA tended to be smaller,
single teacher and/or single person projects; whereas, the projects
showing a larger mean expenditure for salaries tended to be multi-
teacher and/or multi-person projects.

In order to make these first salary figures clearer, they are
divided into the addition of teachers, the addition of administrative
support and the addition of consultant support for the projects in the
tables which follow Table VII. .

Table VIII described the number of teachef additions by SMSA
level across projects. As one would expect the mean number of teacher
additions was greatest for SMSA level A with 7 teacher additions being

made per project. SMSA level E had a mean of 3 additions per project.

- These figures tend to reinforce the idea that the larger multi-classroom

projects were attempted by the metropolitan areas while the rural areas

of necessity concentrated on smaller projects. Again, one should notice




_ 18
that over half or 485 of the 790 projects classified were in rural areas.

TABLE VIII

Number of Teacher Additions by SMSA Level / Project

wM___ SD N __
A 7 15 50
B 4 1 5
C 4 ' 5 41
D 4 5 209
E 3 3 485
790

Turning to the number of administrative additions, Table IX
stressed the mean administrative additions across SMSA by projects.

The most striking feature of this table was the almost uniform mean

number of positions created. At each level one administrative position

was created for the project classified.

TABLE IX

Number of Administrative Additions by SMSA Level / Project

M sD N
A 1.2 .7 23
B 1.0 | 0.0 5
C 1.1 0.3 17
D 1.2 0.6 92
E

1.1 0.4 210

347




On the one hand, one might say that the larger SMSA with

their mqlti-teachcr projects tended to incur less administrative
cost while the smaller projects in the more rural areas incurred
higher admin@strative COSts across projects. But, a case can also
be made for the fact that the administrative additions in the more
rural areas oniy occur in less than half of the projects. This was
true in the more metropolitan areas also. When one compares
Table VIII and Table [X it can readily be seen that the ratio of ad-
ministrati\;é additions to teacher additions was greatest in the
metropolitan areas with approximately seven to one, and least in the
more rural areas for SMSA E with a ratio of approximately three to
one.

Table X, description of consultant services provided to the
projects by SMSA level, showed that consultants were used in a small
portion of the p}‘ojects. Here again, the more metropolitan areas
with a mean of 2.6 consultant additions for 21 projects ;‘eported were
the most frequent user of these services. The low.er down the list
one goes, with the exception of SMSA level D, the less frequent the
use of consultant services. In other words, the larger multi-purpose
projects carried out by the metropolitan areas tended to have a more

favorable teacher-administrative ratio and also to apply consultant

services more extensively.
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TABLE X

Number of Consultant Additions by SMSA Level / Project

M SD__ N__
A 2.6 2.6 21
B 1.0 0.0 1
C 1.0 0.0 11
D 2.0 . 2.7 54
E 1.1 0. 4 92
) 179

One must also call attention to the fact that less than half of
the SMSA level A projects emplbyed consultant services, and less
than 20% of the projects at SMSA level E employed these services.

A total of 179 consultant additions were made as contrasted to a total
of 347 administrative positions and 790 teacher additions.

In-Service Training

In total, 174 projects incurred in-service trainiﬁg costs. The
highest mean cost for in-service training shown in Table XI occurred
at SMSA level A with a mean dollar amount of $3, 526 for the 12 projects
that conducted in-service training. The largest number, in terms of
frequency of in-service training costs per project, occurred at SMSA
level E where 104 projects engaged in inj- service training. The smallest
cost occurred at SMSA level B where 137 was the mean dollar amount

for the 4 projects listing in-service training costs. As a comparative
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expenditure, in-service training was not frequently cmployed by

projects during the fiscal year 1966. {

TABLE XI
In-Service Training Costs by SMSA Level / Project
M SD N

3,526 4,122 12
137 | 21 4

Q v >

403 247 10
- 1,533 S5, 280 44

m O

1,100 3,730 104

Supporting Services

‘Table XII shows the supporting services expense incurred by
projects within SMSA levels. Here the largest mean expenditure occurred
at SMSA level A where 14 projects spent a mean of $6, 215 for supporting

services. SMSA level E spent the smallest mean dollar amount

($1, 848) but also represented the most frequent use of supporting
services with 164 projects reporting expenditures for this category.
When looked at as a proportion of the total instructional costs, supporting
services represented a small portion of the total instructional costs for

the projects. In fact, only 265 projects reported expenses for supporting

services.
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TABLE XII

Supporting Services Expense by SMSA Level / Project

M SD__ N
A 6,215 6, 642 14
B 2,274 1,512 5
C 2, 004 1, 304 13
D 3, 072 3,796 69
E 1, 848 2, 415 164
) 265

Other Costs

Table XIII shows the other educational cost incurred by projects
within SMSA categories. In this breakout 136 projects reported ex-
penditures as "other educational costs." Again, the largest expenditure
in terrmis of mean dollar amount occurred at SMSA level A. The 15
projects at this level reported a mean of $6, 603 expended for other
educational cos;:s. Here again SMSA level E showed the smallest mean
dollar amount ($1, 404) but also the most frequent use of this category
in reporting educational costs with 74 projects.

TABLE XIII

Other Educational Costs by SMSA L.evel / Project

M__ SD__ N
A 6, 603 5, 495 15
B 4, 650 0 | 1
C 4, 322
D 3,423
E 1,404
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Health Service Additions

In addition to the salary figures for teacher additions, ad-
ministrative additions, and consultant services, salaries were also
expended for l}ealth services, and teacher aids, and other supporting
staff. Table XIV shows the number of health service additions by
SMSA level. The table also includes the number of projects showing

this activity as a category of service for Title I projects.

TABLE XIV

Number of Health Service Additions by SMSA Level / Project

M SD__ N __
A 1.5 0.9 9
B i i i
C 1.0 0.0 1
D 1.1 0.4 58
E 1.0 0.3 107
185

An examination of this table reveals that 4 of the S SMSA levels
attempted projects that included health service additions. SMSA
level B was not represented by any projec; attempting these types of
ancillary services. The mean number across the four project SMSA

levels was close to one and the standard deviation was less than one.

There were a total of 85 projects that included health service additions.




Teacher Aids

Turning to the employment of teacher aids as a part of Title I
approved projects, Table XV shows teacher aids used extensively.
In fact, they were employed in 319 projects. Here SMSA level B
employed a mean of 6 teacher aids for the 2 projects at that level.
SMSA level E,V;Iith 204 projects reporting the use of teacher aids and

a mean of slightly over 2 teacher aids per project, had the largest

number of projects using this device as part of their project application.

Stated another way, SMSA level E had over four hundred teacher aids

paid out of Title I funds.

TABLE XV

Number of Teacher Aid Additions by SMSA Level / Project

M D N
A 3.4 3.9 25
B 6.0 0 2
C 2.8 . 1.4 16
D 3.3 3.9 72
E 2.2 1.9 204
| 319

Other Staff

in terms of other staff member additions, Table XVI shows the

use of this category by SMSA level and number of projects. Here 4

of the 5 SMSA levels employed other staff additions to assist in

24
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implementing their projects. SMSA level B did not employ any other

staff additions. Significantly, only 36 projects reported the use of
other staff additions. One can generalize from Table XVI that this
category was not very frequently employed in reperting the personnel

expenditures of Title I funds.

TABLE XVI

Number of Other Staff Additions by SMSA Level / Project

M__ SD N__
A 1.5 0.7 7
B _ _ ]
C 1.3 0.4 4
D 2.3 3.1 7
E 1.7 2.1 18
36
PUPILS

Thus far, we have looked at the grants that were approved by the
State Department of Public Instruction, the instructional costs that were
involved in the grants, and the brea. lown of these instructional costs
into salaries, in-service training, supporting services, and other
costs incurred. At this point we will turn to a brief description of
the pupils who were benefited by Title I funds in the State of Iowa. These

data provide, perhaps, a key to relating the financial figures presented.
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A detailed analysis of pupil characteristics will be presented later

in the re?port.

This section of the report will deal with the children who
received the {i__id at four levels: in preschool programs, in kindergarten
programs, in elementary programs and in secondary programs.

Preschool Children

Table XVII shows the mean number of preschool children by

SMSA level included in the projects across the state.

TABLE XVII
Number of Preschool Children by SMSA Level / Project

M SD__ N
A i i )
B ) ] )
C 32 3 3
D “S1 33 24
E 21 12 7
54

An examination of Table XVII shows that SMSA levels A and B
were not funded for projects that included preschool children. SMSA
level E, the most frequent category including preschool children's

projects, listed 27 programs. This was closely followed by SMSA

level D with 24 programs while SMSA ievel C had only three programs.
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A total of 54 projects involved preschool children.

The very small number of projects including preschool children
during the academic year can perhaps best be explained by the fact
that the applications were not accepted until December and projects
did not get un&:erway until two to three months after first receipt of
the project application. For the most part, it was simply a matter of
not being able to "tool-up” in time for involvement at this level.

Kindergarten Children

Table XVIII presents graphically the number of kindergarten
children involved in SMSA projects across the state. Here we find one
SMSA level not represented, that being SMSA level B. The 15 projects
for kindergarten children at SMSA level A showed a mean number of
pupils involved of 91, i.e., they were typically multiple classroom pro-
jects. The smallest mean number of pupils involved in kindergarten

projects was 12 and this figure was for the 201 projects from SMSA level E.

TABLE XVIII

Number of Kindergarten Children by SMSA Level / Project

M D N
A 91 110 15
B _ _ _
C 35 28 14
D 38 76 59
E 12 14 201

289
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The total of 289 projects were funded which included programs

for kindergarten children. The most extensive coverage, in terms of
number of pupils, appeared at SMSA level E. Notice the contrast be-
tween preschool programs and kindergarten programs. It would appear
that where the existing educational structure was such that kindergarten
programs could be readily adapted into the existing curriculum, they
were in fact employed as the vehicle for improving the status of Title [
pupils. Or, one might say, the "tooling-up" process was not prohibitive
beyond the preschool level. |

Grade 1 - 6 Pupils

At the elementary level, one can see from the figures shown
in Table XIX that elementary projects were perhaps the most diversified
in terms of sheer number of projects and also in terms of the number of
children involved. This, of course, only includes the distributions we

have examined thus far: preschool, kindergarten and elementary.

TABLE XIX

Number of Children Grades 1 - 6 by SMSA Level / Project

M sD_ N
A 302 399 34
B 325 126 3
C 99 84 38
D 184 260 153
E 74 84 462

690
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There is a decided shift bothin number of programs and

number of children involved as one moves up the educational levels.

In this t:dble the largest mean number of pupils involved occurred at
SMSA level B. For the three projects reported, a mean of 325

pupils was shlSwn. This was closely followe d by the 34 projects
reported in SMSA level A where a mean of 302 pupils is shown. Again
SMSA level E led all six in terms of both project fundings, with 462,
and the total number of pupils involved. This was done while level E
also maintained the smallest mean number of pupils per project, i.e.,
a mean of 74.

Grades 7 - 12 Pupils

Moving to the secondary level, grades 7 - 12, Table XX shows
the number of projects involved within each SMSA level. The most
salient feature of the table is the fact that this classification included
706 projects. Again emphasizing the finding that as one moves up the

educational ladder, there is an increase in the number of projects funded.

TABLE XX

Nuraber of Children Grades 7 - 12 by SMSA Level / Project

M SD__ N__
A 319 475 33
B 251 . 225 3
C 90 113 | 34
D 144 373 163
E 57 49 473

706
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Here SMSA level A showed the largest mean number of pupils

per project with a mean of 319 for the 33 projects reported. SMSA
level B f.ollowed with a mean of 251 pupils. But only three projects
were inv'olved.for this standard metropolitan statistical area. SMSA
level E again;howed both the greatest number of projects, with 473,
and the lowest mean number of pupils per project with 57. The rural
nature of this SMSA level is perhaps the best explanation of the two
findings going together: (1) that there were the most projects approved
in this catégory, and (2) that the smallest mean number of pupils per

project occurred at this level.

Summary

The financial figures presented show that the instructional costs
of Title I projects tend to go down as one moves from the densest
populations in SMSA level A to the sparsest population in SMSA level E.
There is a reduction in mean instructional cost that occurs in direct
relation to the éMSA level. ‘

But when the instructional costs are worked out in terms of where
the money went, one finds that teacher salaries, while in general higher
in the more densely populated SMSA levels, do not afford the full
explanation of what in fact did happen to the imoney. The more densely
populated areas also spent proportionally more money on in-service

training and supporting service for their programs. When the other

costs incurred are examined in relation to the instructional costs, one
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also finds that the more densely populated areas represented by

SMSA levels A, D and C had the highest other educational costs.

S;ince salarics represented the largest portion of the instructional
costs across the state, a closer cxamination was given to the distribution
of funds in thé salary classification.

The use of funds for adding teachers, administrators, consultants,
health scrvices, teacher aids and other staff members was presented.
Here again the more densely populated areas showed the largest mean
increcase in number of teacher additions when classified by SMSA level.
Strikingly, the number of adminis'trative additions remain constant across
SMSA levels with a mean addition of slightly over one at each level.

The use of consultants was greatest at SMSA level A but the
spread was not very great and the largest mean reported was 2.6 with
three categories showing a mean of one and only two showing a mean of
2 to 2. 6.

One mig.ht cay that the use of consultant additi~as was fairly
uniform across the SMSA levels. In terms of health services, SMSA
level A also showed the largest increase with a mean of 1.5, But, four
of the five SMSA levels showed a mean of at least one such position for
the projects reported.

In terms of teacher aids, there was a fairly uniform usage of
teacher aids across four of the five SMSA levels with SMSA level B

showing the largest use of Title I funds for teacher aid additions with

a mean of 6 for the two projects reported. Other staff member usage
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as an expenditure had four of the five SMSA levels using Title I funds

for this category and for the five levels the mean number of positions
was greater than 1 and less than 3. Overall, the use of Title [ money
for instructional costs indicated that the more denscly populated the
area, the grc}iter the tendency for a project to Le a multiple project
employing several staff additions and supporting service additions,

while the administrative costs in terms of personnel remained relatively
constant across all SMSA's.

A very brief description of the children involved was presented
in this section mainly for the purpose of providing a first look at our
efforts to understand the expenditure of funds in terms of the children
served. These figures also indicated that as projects moved from pre-
school through kindergarten and elementary school, on into the secondary
schools, the number of projects funded increased and also the number of
children served increased. The elementary and secondary levels showed
the largest number of pupils involved both in terms of an actual number
énd in terms of a proportion.

During this first year of operation, one could surmise that the
existing educational structure was the most frec.luently used vehicle for
implementing the aims of Title I funds,

The most salient finding of this section of the report might be
stated as the pointing out of the fact that an existing educational structure
was employed with a significant degree of efficiency and success in

helping our children who have special problems in terms of their

educational attainment.
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PART II

ADMINISTRATIVE COMMUNICATIONS

In this part of the report, we have examined in detail the
objectives, rei)orts and analyses generated and public relcases from
the Title i programs. The major emphasis in this section is on the
objectives stated for the 514 school districts involved in Title L.

The stated objectives of the 514 school districts were classified
into five major areas of achievement, ability, attitudes, behavior, _
and other areas. There were a total of 28 possible objective classifi-
cations. Under achievement, there were 6 possibilitizs. Under ability,
there were 4 possibilities for further clarification. Attitudes allowed
for a subclassification into five major areas. Behavior allowed for
five distinctions in objective classification. Other areas, the final
listing, provided for eight subclassifications of objectives.

The stated objectives were examined in terms of frequency of
use of the objectives by school districts, the use of the objectives
according to Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA) and in
relation to the funds that were expended for the Title I projects.

Table I of Section II shows the specific objectives by major
category for the projects. In terms of frequency, the table showed
that improved reading performance was by far the most frequently

listed objective. Four-hundred-eighty-nine of the 514, or 95. 14% of the

514 school districts, listed this as an objective.
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The second most frequently stated objective was that of 3

staff and administrative innovations. This was listed by 76. 409,

of the school districts. Improving classroom performance in other
than rcading was the third most frequently listed objective, and

accounted for 66. 549, cf the classifications.

TABLE 1

Title I Projects in lowa 1965-66
Frequency of Stated Objectives for 514 School Districts

N Percent

Achievement
1. Improve Standardized Test Peformance 24 4,67
2. Improve Reading Performance 489 95.14
3. Improve Classroom Performance in other

than Reading 342 66. 54
4, Other Achievement Objective 138 26. 85
5. Additional Course Offcrings 124 24.12
6. Special Class - Tutoring - Reduce Class

Size 42] 81.91
Ability
1. Improve Standardized Test Performance 11 2.14
2. Improve Verbal Functioning L.evel 122 23.74
3. Improve Non-Verbal Functioning Level 80 15.56
4, Other Ability Objectives .6 1.17
Attitudes
1. Improve Child's Self-Image 102 19.84
2. Improve Attitude Toward School and

Education 166 32.30
3. Raise Occupation and/or Education

Aspirations 85 16. 54
4, Increase Expectation of School Success 25 4.86
5. Other Attitude Objectives 34 6. 61




TABLLE I (continucd)

Bchavior

1. Improve Average Daily Attendance Sl 9.92
2. Deccrease Dropout Rate 103 20. 04
3. Reduce Discipline 16 3.11
4. Improve Attention Span 29 5. 064
5. Other Behavior Objectives 24 4,67

Other Areas

1. Improve Physical Health 237 46.11
2. Improve Nutrition 127 24.71
3. Improve Emotional /Social Stability of
" Child or Family 172 33. 46

4. Provide Clothing 21 4,05
5. Staff and Administration Innovations

(Hiring Aides, In-service Training) 393 76. 46
€. Pupil Personnel Services (Guidance

Counseling, Social Work, Speech,

Psycho logist) 209 40. 66
7. Library or Materials Center 118 22.96
8. Minor Construction or Remodeling 195 37.94

Because school districts could list more than one objective and,
in fact, did list more than one objective for their projects, there is an
overlap in the number of objectives stated. Because of the small
numbezr of districts utilizing certain of the objective categories, they

were collapsed into thirteen more descriptive and summarizing

categories.

35
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Classification by Project Objective

The previous table presented the incidence of projects as
classific:d according to their stated objectives. It is also important
to know the frequency of pupils in each objective category since the
number of pubils iavolved in a given project varics widely from project
to project. A summary of pupils classified by the objective of the
project within which they are identified or involved will reflect:

(a) The number and proportion of pupils receiving
specific types of instruction or benefits as reflected
by the objectives.

(b) Changes in objective emphasis across grade level or
sex classification in grouping pupils by various objectives.

In compiling these summaries, it was decided to collapse some
of the previous objective categories into fewer categories because of
either the overlap in meaning or the very small number of times the
objective was listed. Therefore, the summaries by grade, sex and

involved versus non-involved status utilize the following objectives:

Improve Standardized Test Performance

Improve Reading Performance

Other Achievement Objectives and Additional Course
Ofierings

Special Class - Tutoring - Reduce Class Size

All Ability Objectives (Standardized Test Performance,
Ve rbal and Non-Verbal Functioning)

All Attitude Objectives

All Behavior Objectives

Improve Physical Health

Improve Emotional /Social Stability of Child or Family
Staff and Administration Innovations (Hiring Aides, In-
service Training)

Pupil Personnel Services (Guidance Counseling, Social
Work, Speech, Psychologist)

v
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12. Library or Materials Center

13. Minor Construction or Remodeling

Tables I1 to IV inclusive present the number and percent of pupiis
in grades 3 through 5 as classified by the objectives of the projects in
which they are placed. Approximately 769 of the pupils in grades 3
through S5 as submitted on lists to the State Department of Public In-
struction were involved in projects as opposed to simply being identified
for a project. More boys are represented in projects than girls at each
g‘rade level. Objectives 2, 3, 4 and 10 scem to affect pupils the
greatest, which is consistent with the previously found emphasis on

reading, special classes and staff or administrative innovations.

Table V provides a summary table of Grades 3, 4 and 5 combined.

One can quickly verify that boys are more frequently represented in
each objective category. In addition, the table summarizes the pro-
portion of pupils at the grade levels 3, 4 and 5 potentially affected by
each objective. Table VI presents in one easily re‘ad table the number of
pupils in each category of the previous summaries.

Simi]ar tables have been prepared for secondary pupils in
grades 7 through 12 and are presented following the summary for grades
3 through 5 inclusive. Again, objectives 2, 3, 4 and 10 accounted for
the largest number of pupils. Of the 27, 305 secondary pupils involved
in Title I projects, 15,536 can be accounted for by these four objectives.

Clearly, the emphasis of the first year of operation centered upon the

improvement of reading, achievement, special classes and expanded

g o




TARLE II 38
PUPILS CLASSIFIED BY TYPE OF PROJECT OBJECTIVE
GRADE 3
Boys Girls Total
Objective Inv. Non. Inv. Non. _ Inv. Non.
1 N . 34 5 8 4 42 9
% 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.1 . 0.7 0.2
2 N 469 105 255 89 724 194
% 8.3 1.9 4.5 1.6 12. 8 3. 4
3 N 352 89 187 74 539 163
% 6. 2 1.6 3.3 1.3 9.5 2.9
“ 4 N 422 102 233 97 655 199
% 7.4 1.8 4.1 1.7 11.5 3.5
5 N 77 30 45 25 122 55
A 1.4 0.5 0.8 0. 4 2.2 1.0
6 N 154 47 74 35 228 82
7 2.7 0.8 1.3 0.6 4.0 1.4
7 N 92 21 35 18 127 39
% 1.6 0. 4 0.6 0.3 2.2 0.7
8 N 229 49 116 47 345 96
, % 4.0 0.9 2.0 0.8 6. 1 1.7
9 N 126 39 68 41 194 80
7 2.2 0.7 1.2 0.7 3. 4 1.4
10 N 447 121 275 98 722 219
% 7.9 2.1 4.8 1.7 12.7 3.9
11 N 177 38 109 33 286 71
% 3.1 0.7 1.9 0.6 5.0 1.3 ,
12 N 76 20 58 16 134 36 f
A 1.3 0. 4 1.0 0.3 2.4 0.6
13 N 155 38 87 30 242 68
A 2.7 0.7 1.5 0.5 4.3 1.2
Total N 2810 704 1550 607 4360 1311

% 50.0 12, 4 27.3 10. 7 76. 9 23. 1

Grand Total 5671
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PUPILS CLLASSIFIED BY TYPE OF PROJECT OBJECTIVE
GRADE 4
: Boys Girls Total
Objective Inv. Non. Inv., Non. Inv. Non.
1 N 28 3 21 0 49 3
% - 0. 4 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.7 0.0
2 N 552 130 359 107 911 237
% 8.1 1.9 5.3 1.6 13. 3 3.5
3 N 346 129 262 89 608 218
% 5.1 1.9 3.8 1.3 8.9 3.2
4 N 513 148 339 119 852 267
' % 7.5 2,2 5.0 1.7 12, 5 3.9
5 N 63 29 S0 20 113 49
% 0.9 0.4 0.7 0.3 1.7 0.7
6 N 192 65 146 39 338 104
% 2.8 1.0 2.1 0.6 4,9 1.5
7 N 83 47 77 20 160 67
% 1.2 0.7 1.1 0.3 2.3 1.0
8 N 227 43 155 41 382 84
% 3.3 0.6 2.3 0.6 5.6 1.2
9 N 143 42 103 40 246 82
% 2.1 0.6 1.5 0.6 3.6 1.2
10 N 509 153 325 120 834 273
% 7.4 2,2 4,8 1.8 12. 2 4.0
11 N 194 56 103 a1 297 97
% 2.8 0.8 1.5 0.6 4,3 1.4
12 N 92 17 68 18 160 35
% 1.3 0.2 1.0 0.3 2.3 0.5
13 N 173 33 129 34 302 67
% 2.5 0.5 1.9 0.5 4,4 1.0
b Total N 3115 895 2137 688 5252 1583

% 45, 6 13.1 31.3 10. 1 76. 8 23. 2
Grand Total 6835




TABLE IV
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PUPILS CLASSIFIED BY TYPE OF PROJECT OBJECTIVE
GRADE 5
. Boys Girls | Total
Objective Inv., Non, Inv, Non. Inv. Non,
1 N 40 5 19 2 59 7
% 0.6 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.8 0.1
2 N 542 145 390 110 932 255 |
% ° 7.5 2.0 5.4 1.5 12,9 3.5 ‘f
3 N 381 131 286 91 667 222 |
A 5.3 1.8 4.0 1.3 9, 2 3.1 ;
4 N 476 166 388 118 864 284 |
. A 6. 6 2.3 5. 4 1.6 12.0 3.9
5 N 80 32 59 23 139 55 |
A 1.1 0.4 0.8 0.3 1.9 0.8 |
g
6 N 159 70 136 41 295 111 |
% 2.2 1.0 1.9 0.6 4.1 1.5 |
7 N 91 31 71 14 162 45
VA 1.3 0. 4 1.0 0. 2 2.2 0.6
8 N 269 72 161 51 430 123
% 3.7 1.0 2.2 0.7 6.0 1.7
9 N 144 63 120 43 264 106
A 2.0 0.9 . 1.7 0.6 3.7 1.5
10 N 499 176 366 138 865 314
% 6.9 2. 4 5. 1 1.9 12.0 4.4
11 N 199 77 141 39 340 116
% 2.8 1.1 2.0 0.5 4.7 1.6
12 N 08 8 62 21 160 29
7 1.4 0.1 0.9 0.3 2,2 0. 4 ;
13 N 172 49 113 39 285 88
A 2. 4 0.7 1.6 0.5 3.9 1.2
Total N 3150 1025 2312 730 5462 1755

7 43.6 14, 2 32.0 10. 1 75.7 24.3

Grand Total 7217
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PUPILS CLASSIFIED BY TYPE OF PROJECT OBJECTIVE
TOTAL GRADES 3,4, AND 5
Boys Girls Total
Objective Inv, Non, Inv., Non. Inv, Non.

1 N 102 13 48 6 150 19
% 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.8 0.1
2 N 1563 380 1C04 306 2567 686
% 7.9 1.9 S. 1 1.6 13.0 3.5
3 N 1079 349 735 254 1814 603
% 5.5 1.8 3.7 1.3 9.2 3.1
4 N 1411 416 960 334 2371 750
% 7.2 2.1 4.9 1.7 12,0 3.8
S N 220 91 154 68 374 159
% 1.1 0.5 0.8 0.3 1.9 0.8
6 N S05 182 356 115 861 297
% 2.6 0.9 1.2 0.6 4,4 1.5
7 N 266 99 183 52 449 151
% 1.3 0.5 0.9 0.3 2.3 0.8
8 N 725 164 432 139 1157 303
% 3.7 0.8 2,2 0.7 5.9 1.5
9 N 413 144 291 124 704 268
% 2.1 0.7 1.5 0.6 3.6 1.4
10 N 1455 450 966 356 2421 806
% 7.4 2.3 4.9 1.8 12. 3 4,1
11 N 570 171 353 113 923 284
% 2.9 0.9 1.8 0.6 4,7 1.4
12 N 266 45 188 55 454 100

% 1.3 0.2 1.0 0.3 2.3 0.5
13 N S00 120 329 103 829 223
% 2.5 0.6 1.7 0.5 4,2 1.1
Total N 9075 2624 5999 2025 15074 4649
% 46.0 13.3 30. 4 10. 3 76. 4 23.6
Grand Total 19723
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offerings plus the addition of staff and/or administrative innovation.

At the sccondary level, boys represented 41 percent of the
total pup'ils classified by objcctive. This listing included both involved
and non-involved pupils. In contrast, boys represented 46 percent
of the total at the clementary level. The complete grade level and
summary analyses for the secondary level are included as Tables
VII through XIV,

From the grades included in this analysis, one could also
cenclude that the probability of being included in a program, once the
nced has been established, is greater at the elementary level. The
actual percents show that 76. 49, of those pupils identified at the
elementary level were included in programs while only 70. 6% of those

identified were included in programs at the secondary level.
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R B

e 2 N o

11,

12,
13.

OBJECTIVES

Improve Standardized Test Performance

Improve Reading Performance

Other Achievement Objectives and Additional Course Offerings
Special Class-Tutoring--Reduce Class Size

All Ability Objectives (Standardized Test Performance, Verbal
and Non-Verbal Functioning)

All Attitude Objectives

All Behavior Objectives

Improve Physical Health

Improve Emotional /Social Stability of Child or Family

Staff and Administration Innovations (Hiring Aides, Inservice
Training)

Pupil Personnel Services (Guidance Counseling, Social Work,
Specch, Psychologist)

Library or Materials Center

Minor Construction or Remodeling
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PUPILS CLASSIFIED BY TYPE OF PROJECT OBJECTIVE
GRADE 7 -
Boys Girls Total
Objcctive Inv, Non, Inv, Non. Inv, Non,
1 N 32 S 16 6 48 11
% 0.6 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.8 0.2
2 N 390 120 254 95 644 215
% 6.9 2,1 4,5 1.7 11. 4 3.8
3 N 268 114 180 94 448 208
% 4,7 2.0 3.2 1.7 7.9 3.7
“4 N 368 131 233 107 601 238
% 6. 5 2.3 4,1 1.9 10. 6 4,2
S N 77 21 42 11 119 32
% 1.4 0.4 0.7 0.2 2,1 0.6
6 N 200 81 134 75 334 156
% 3.5 1.4 2,4 1.3 5.9 2.8
7 N 129 59 79 o4 208 113
% 2,3 1.6 1.4 1.9 3.7 2.0
8 N 183 51 110 43 293 94
% 3.2 0.9 1.9 0.8 5.2 1.7
9 N 114 54 82 55 196 109
% 2.0 1.0 1.4 1.0 3.5 1.9
10 N 360 117 232 104 592 221
% 6. 4 2.1 4,1 ‘1. 8 10. 5 3.9
11 N 153 71 88 57 241 128
% 2,7 1.3 1.6 1.0 4,3 2.3
12 N 58 10 30 7 88 17
% 1.0 0.2 0.5 0.1 1.6 0.3
b 13 N 137 49 79 37 216 86
i % 2,4 0.9 1.4 0.7 3.8 1.5
Nv Total N 2469 883 1559 745 4028 1628
; % 43.7 15. 6 27.6 13. 2 71.2 28. 8
k Grand Total 5656




TABLE VIII ;

46 |

PUPILS CLASSIFIED BY TYPE OFF PROJECT OBjECTIVE 1

GRADE 8

Boys Girls Total |

Objective Inv. Non. Inv. Non., Inv, Non, |
1 N . 28 8 23 9 51 17
% 0.5 0.1 0. 4 0.1 0.8 0.3
2 N 400 122 292 120 692 242
% 6.5 2.0 4,8 2.0 11.3 3.9

3 N 279 104 200 96 479 200 |
% 4.6 1.7 3.3 1.6 7.8 3.3
4 N 358 135 264 123 622 258

% 5.8 2.2 4,3 2.0 10. 1 4,2 1

5 N 64 22 49 15 113 37

% 1.0 0. 4 0.8 0.2 1.8 0.6 |

{

6 N 208 77 168 79 376 156 ]
% 3. 4 1.3 2.7 1.3 6. 1 2.5
7 N 137 59 103 59 240 118
% 2.2 1.0 1.7 1.0 3.9 1.9
8 N 187 54 141 47 328 101
% 3.1 0.9 2.3 0. 8 5.3 1.6
9 N 126 52 98 61 224 113
% 2.1 0.8 1.6 1.0 3.7 1.8
10 N 357 122 280 112 637 234
% 5.8 2.0 4,6 1.8 10. 4 3.8
11 N 146 70 116 71 262 141
% 2.4 1.1 1.9 1.2 4,3 2.3
12 N 78 16 43 10 121 26
9 1.3 0.3 0.7 0.2 2.0 0. 4
13 N 136 53 102 52 238 105
% 2.2 0.9 1.7 0.8 3.9 1.7
Total N 2504 894 1879 854 4383 1748

% 40, 8 14. 6 30.6 13.9 71.5 28.5
Grand Total 6131
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PUPILS CLASSIFIED BY TYPE OF PROJECT OBJIECTIVE
GRADE 9
Boys Girls Total
Objective Inv., Non. Inv. Non, Inv. Non.
1 N | 38 7 20 S 58 12
% 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.7 0.2
2 N - 533 183 407 135 940 318
A 6.5 2,2 4,9 1.6 11. 4 3.9
3 N 430 166 313 125 743 291
% 5.2 2.0 3.8 1.5 9.0 3.5
‘4 N 492 159 347 121 839 280
% 6.0 1.9 4, 2 1.5 10. 2 3.4
S N 85 21 73 16 158 37 ‘
% 1.0 0.3 0.9 0.2 1.9 0.4 \
6 N 285 112 196 92 481 204 %
% 3.5 1. 4 2. 4 i.1 5.8 2.5 1
7 N 185 77 133 65 318 142 ‘
% 2,2 0.9 1.6 0.8 3.9 1.7
8 N 255 82 204 63 459 145
% 3.1 1.0 2.5 0.8 S. 6 1.8
9 N 152 68 116 62 268 130
% 1.8 0.8 1.4 0.8 3.2 1.6
10 N 532 175 410 131 942 306
% 6. 4 2.1 5.0 1.6 11. 4 3.7
11 N 172 90 154 84 326 174
% 2.1 1.1 1.9 1.0 4.0 2.1
12 N 102 19 74 15 176 34
% 1.2 0.2 0.9 0.2 2.1 0.4
13 N 197 67 154 51 351 118
% 2. 4 0.8 1.9 0.6 4,3 1.4
Total N 3458 1226 601 965 6059 2191

2
% 41.9 14,9 31.5 11.7 73. 4 26,6
Grand Total 8250
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PUPILS CLASSIIFIED BY TYPL: OF PROJECT OBJIECTIVE
GRADE 10
Boys Girls Total
Objcctive » Inv. Non. Inv, Non, Inv, Non.
1 N 33 8 15 S 48 13
% © 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.6 0.2
2 N . 484 189 330 153 814 342
% 6. 4 2.5 4,3 2.0 10. 7 4,5
3 N 368 203 258 170 626 373
% 4.8 2.7 3.4 2,2 8. 2 4,9
.4 N 424 205 268 152 692 357
% 5.6 2.7 3.5 2.0 9.1 4,9
S N 89 25 61 20 150 45
% 1.2 0.3 0.8 0.3 2.0 0.6
6 N 261 117 172 102 433 219
% 3.4 1.5 2.3 1.3 5.7 2.9
7 N 173 73 92 62 265 135
% 2.3 1.0 1.2 0.8 3.5 1. 8
8 N 245 61 158 52 403 113
% 3.2 0.8 2.1 0.7 5.3 1.5
9 N 130 80 87 52 217 132
% 1.7 1.1 1.1 0.7 2.8 1.7
10 N 454 185 320 169 774 354
% 6.0 2.4 4,2 2.2 10. 2 4,6
11 N 189 121 105 78 294 199
% 2.5 1.6 1.4 1.0 3.9 2,6
12 N 100 20 65 14 165 34
% 1.3 0.3 0.9 0.2 2,2 0.4
13 N 171 79 111 57 282 136
% 2 2 1.0 1.5 0.7 3.7 1.8
Total N 3 1366 2042 1086 5163 2452
% 4 17.9 26. 8 14,3 67.8 32,2

Grand Total 7615
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PUPIL.S CLASSIFFIED BY TYPE OF PROJIECT OBJECTIVE
GRADLE 11
Boys Girls Total

Objective Inv. Non. Inv, Non. Inv. Non.
1 N - 27 8 22 4 49 12
% 0. 4 0.1 0. 4 0.1 0.8 0.2

2 N 392 133 310 112 702 245
% 6. 4 2,2 5. 1 1.8 11.5 4.0

3 N 300 131 224 118 524 249
% 4.9 2.1 3.7 1.9 8.6 4.1

4 N 353 129 249 118 602 247
% 5.8 2.1 4.1 1.9 9.8 4.0

S N 64 29 S50 28 114 S7
% 1.0 0.5 0.8 0.5 1.9 0.9

6 N 196 93 127 69 323 162
% 3.2 1.5 2.1 1.1 5.3 2.6

7 N 113 52 76 95 189 107
% 1.8 0.8 1.2 0.9 3.1 1.7

8 N 185 59 173 59 358 118
% 3.0 1.0 2.8 1.0 5.9 1.9

9 N 105 32 88 31 193 63
% 1.7 0.5 1.4 0.5 3.2 1.0

10 N 389 129 320 111 709 240
% 6. 4 2.1 5. 2 1.8 11.6 3.9

11 N 146 54 102 41 248 95
% 2.4 0.9 1.7 0.7 4.1 1.6

i 12 N 87 28 60 18 147 46
% 1.4 0.5 1.0 0.3 2. 4 0.8

13 N 126 56 98 39 224 95
% 2.1 0.9 1.6 0.6 3.7 1.6

Total N 2483 933 1899 803 4382 17°6

% 40, 6 15. 3 31.0 13. 1 71.6 28. 4
| Grand Total 6118




TABLE XII
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PUPILS CLASSIFIED BY TYPE OF PROJECT OBJECTIVE
GRADE 12
Boys Girls Total
Objective Inv, Non. Inv, Non. Inv, Non.
1 N . 18 8 12 7 30 15
% 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.6 0.3
2 N = 293 120 224 101 517 221
% 6.0 2.5 4.6 2. 1 10. 6 4.5
3 N 243 132 188 97 431 229
% 5.0 2.7 3.8 2.0 8.8 4.7
4 N 261 124 194 107 455 231
% 5.3 2.5 4.0 2.2 9.3 4,7 |
1
5 N 52 23 43 19 95 42 ‘
% 1.1 0.5 0.9 0. 4 1.9 0.9
6 N 149 87 117 95 266 142
% 3.0 1.8 2. 4 1.1 5.4 2.9
7 N 89 46 62 37 151 83
% 1.8 0.9 1.3 0.8 3.1 1.7
8 N 159 59 141 47 300 106
% 3.3 1.2 2.9 1.0 6. 1 2.2
9 N 71 33 48 20 119 53
% 1.5 0.7 1.0 0. 4 2.4 1.1
10 N 274 143 237 100 511 243
% 5.6 2.9 4.9 - 2.0 10. 5 5.0
11 N 95 53 85 34 180 87
% 1.9 1.1 L7 0.7 3.7 1.8
12 N 43 29 39 24 82 53
% 0.9 0.6 0.8 0.5 1.7 1.1
13 N 99 54 54 37 153 91
% 2.0 1.1 1.1 0.8 3.1 1.9
Total N 1846 911 1444 685 3290 1596

% 37.8 18. 6 29. 6 14,0 67.3 32,7
Grand Total 4886




TABLE XIII

PUPILS CLASSIFIED BY TYPE OF PROJECT OBJECTIVE

TOTAL GRADIES 7-12

Boys _ Girls
Objective Inv. Non. Inv. Non. Inv.
1 N 176 44 108 36 284 80
% 0.5 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.7 0.2
2 N - 2492 867 1817 716 4309 1583
% 6. 4 2,2 4,7 1.9 11.1 4,1
i
3 N 1888 850 1363 700 3251 1550
% 4,9 2,2 3.5 1. 8 8. 4 4,0
4 N 2256 883 1555 728 3811 1611
% S5. 8 2.3 4,0 1.9 9.9 4, 2
S N 431 141 318 109 749 250
% 1.1 0.4 0.8 0.3 1.9 0.6
6 N 1299 S67 914 472 2213 1039
% 3.4 1.5 2.4 1.2 S. 7 2,7
7 N 826 366 545 332 1371 698
% 2,1 0.9 1.4 0.9 3.5 1. 8
8 N 1214 366 927 311 2141 677
% 3.1 0.9 2.4 0.8 9.5 1.8
9 N 698 319 519 281 1217 600
% 1.8 0.8 1.3 0.7 3.1 1.6
10 N 2366 871 1799 727 4165 1598
% 6.1 2.3 4,7 1.9 10. 8 4,1
11 N 901 459 650 365 1551 824
% 2.3 1.2 1.7 0.9 4,0 2,1
12 N 468 122 311 88 779 210
% 1.2 0.3 0.8 0.2 2.0 0.5
13 N 866 358 598 273 1464 631
% 2,2 0.9 1.5 0.7 3.8 1.6
Total N 15881 6213 11424 5138 27305 11351
% 41.1 16.1 29,6 13. 3 70. 6 29. 4
Grand Total 38656
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ADMINISTRATIVE PROJECT INFORMATION
BY OBJECTIVE TITLE

While the preceding tables showed the objective classifications
for the grade levels that achievement information existed, they
were in no sense complete in terms of presenting a relationship
to the administrative information that was presented in the pre-.
ceding section.

Here we are attempting to classify information by objective
type using the same categories as those already presented for
financial information. This is done to better relate information
related to objectives and information related to funding.

You will notice that the sequencing of Tables XV through XX
on the following pages is exactly the same as that presented in
Section .

Here, the objectives already reduced on the preceding pages
were further reduced into 9 objective types:

. Practical Arts

Health Services

Class Reduction

Special Education

Guidance, Counseling, and Social Work
Preschool-Kindergarten Enrichment
Dropout

Curriculum Extension
. Remediation

O OO ON W QO N

These nine categories represent the basic areas of objective

by application. It was felt that they succinctly state each application
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concentration. The reader should remember that in some instances

classification of a project into one of the nine objective categories
represented a judgment, albeit our best judgment, of the placement
of the locally stated projcct objectives.

Préschool Chi‘ldrcn by Objective Type

Table XV shows the relationship between prescheol children
involved and their classification by objective type. Moving across
from left to right the table shows the mean number of children,
standard deviation, the number of projects classified in which children
were involved, and lastly, the maximum number of children in each
objective category.

Objective 6 (Preschool-Kindergarten Enrichment) was, as
one would expect, the most frequcntly listed ob_]ectlve for projects
involving preschool chlldren. Thirty-nine projects listed this objective.
Also, ten of the projects listed remediation in a more general sense as
an objective at this project level. There were no project objectives
under the categorvies of practical arts, class reduction, or dropout
studies. The concentration of projects at the preschool level, when

classified by objective type, were in categories 6, 9, and 2.
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TABLE XV

NUMBIER OFF PRESCIHOOIL, CHILDREN PER PROJECT
BY OBJECTIVE TYPE

M__ SD_ N Max
1 0.0 0.0 0 0.0
2 27.0 15.9 6 €0.0
3 0.0 0.0 0 0.0
4 2.0 0.0 1 2.0
"5 26.0 24.0 2 50.0
6 36.5 30. 3 39 150.0
7 0.0 0.0 0 0.0
8 8.0 0.0 1 8.0
9 35. 3 20. 1 10 60. 0
59

When this information is related back to Table II, the fact
that SMSA Levels C, D and E represented all of the approved funds
for preschool projects, the numbers of children involved and the

numbers within cach project objective can be better understood.

Simply stated, these more rural areas of the state had preschool
projects funded and their efforts concentrated on enrichment,
remediation and health services for these youngsters.

Kindergarten Children by Objective Type

Table XVI shows the distribution of kindergarten pupils when




classified by the 9 objective types. The vast majority of the projects

listed remediation as the prime objective at the kindergarten level.
This figu;fe (198) represented far and away the most frequent of the
302 objectives listed. Health services was the next most frequently
listed objcctivé type, but only represented 31 project listings. Third
in importance was curriculum expansion at the kindergarten level.
But, these objectives were insignificant in relation to the frequency of

the remediation tabulation.

TABL.E XVI

NUMBER OF KINDERGARTEN PUPILS PER PROJECT
BY OBJECTIVE TYPE

M__ SD__ N Max
1 9.0 0 1 9.0
2 26.5 55.9 31 298.0
3 27.3 36.8 16 154.0
4 19.1 32.1 13 124.0
5 25.7 22,6 7 80.0
6 37.8 38.1 15 ' 141.0
7 0.0 0.0 0 0.0
8 34.4 57. 4 21 226.0
9 20.5 49.1 198 575.0

302
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Table XVI is related to Table III of Part I. Viewing the re-

lationship between approval of elementary funds, which sh(.)ws the
concentr.ation of projects in SMSA Level B and E, the figures for
numbers of kindergarten children by objective type become much
more meaning:ful. Again, the significant incrcase from preschool
to kindergarteﬁ projects (59 to 302) demonstrated tlie extensive use
of existing educational facilities during the first year of Title I in-
volvement.

Children in Grades 1 - 6 by Objective Type

Table XVII, the classification of pupils grade 1 through 6 by
objective type, again included the distributions in terms of pupils and
the number of projeccts listing the nine categories of objectives. Here,
the ninth objective - that of remediation -~ was by far the most frequently
listed objective. A total of 556 of the projects in grades 1 through 6
made this particular objective choice. Curriculum expansion was closely
followed by class reduction as the second and third objectives for elementary
projects. The largest mmean number of pupils classified fell under ob-

jective 2 (health services) which was closely followed by objectives 3

and 5.
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TABLE XVII

NUMBIZR O PUPILS IN GRADIES 1 - 6 PER PROJECT
BY OBJECTIVE TYPI2

M D N Max
1 ©83.3 22.6 4 §2.0
2 153:3 228.4 37 1256.0
3 125.3 222.6 42 978.0
4 77.2 160.8 21 741.0
S - 132.9 114.1 10 463.0
6 53.8 35.0 4 103.0
7 0.0 0.0 0 0.0
8 118.8 160. 4 44 1036.0
9 108.7 172.7 556 2589.0

The elementary grades, representing the majority of the fundfng
at the district level, significantly listed practical arts objectives and
those unrelated to elementary school, i.e., dropout and preschool-
kindergarten enrichment, least often.

Pupils in Grades 7 - 12 by Project Objective

At the secondary level, the emphasis in terims of objective type
was again on remediation. The total of 510 projects identified an ob-
jective at this level. Significantly, objective category 8 (curriculum
expansion) showed the sccond highest number of projects with 72

reporting this objective. There was a decided shift in emphasis towards
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practical arts objectives. While the elementary level showed 4 projects

with this.objecctive, at the sccondary level there were 41 such listings.
Table XVIII also shows that health services, while not included

among the thrce most frequently listed objectives, did have the highest

mcan number of pupils benefiting. When the table is examined in

terms of the mean number of pupils involved, health services showed

a mean of 172.7 and represented the objective with the broadest contact

at the secondary level. The next closest objective was that of class

reduction (objective 3) which had approximately 71 pupils less than
objcctive two as a mean. One might gencralize from these data that
remediation was by far the most frequently named objective but the

relationship of the number of times stated and the number of pupils

involved brought the health services objective to the fore.

TABLE XVIII

NUMBER OF PUPILS IN GRADES 7 - 12 PER PROJECT
BY OBJECTIVE TYPE

M D N__ Max

1 48.1 35.1 4] 146.0
2 172.7 330.9 36 1934.0
3 101. % 168.7 27 922.0
4 80.1 120.3 15 367.0
S 106.0 92.5 21 : 416.0

6 25.0 13.6 3 44.0




TABILI XVIII (continued)

M
7 90.0
8 97.2

9 88.9

SD

122.4
213.3
226.0

72
510

01

Max

387.0
1812.0
4230.0
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Instructional Cost by Objective Type

When instructional costs were examined as they related to the
stated objectives of Title 1 projects, a different perspective was gained
than the one shown by Table VI of Part I. The earlier SMSA classifica-
tion easily led t‘o the generalization that as one moved from the more
urban, densely populated areas into the more rural areas, the cost
factor for instruction went proportionally down. As a function of ob-
jeétive type, instructional cost showed quite different relationships.

[t is well to remeimber that this new classification of cost, while
presenting a different facet of cost disbursement, did negate much of
the information gained wnen costs were examined by SMSA level.

Each comparison presents another facet of the picture but only at the
cost of some of the previous information. Table XIX shows the mean,
standard deviation, number of projects, and the maximum dollar amount

granted within each of the nine objective typ=s.

TABLE XIX

INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS PER PROJECT
BY OBJECTIVE TYPE

M SD N Max
1 9,447 S, 481 34 29, 888
2 6, 046 S, 187 14 18, 005

3 11, 403 20, 484 39 126, 070
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TABLI XIX (continued) 03
M SD N Max
13, 751 15, 964 44 89,118
S, 373 S, 774 8 15, 076
-5, 381 S, 788 48 34, 316
-9, 278 2, 607 7 10, 0O
12, 232 13, 167 77 89,730
9 16, 997 18, 926 582 216,120

Instructional costs, from the most extensive through the least
extensive cbjective type, ranged from objeciive 9 {(remediation) with
a mean cost of $16, 997 per project to objective 4 (special education)
with $13,751. These - two extremes were followed by curriculum
expansion (objective 8) with a mean cost of $12, 232 to objective 3
(class reduction) with a mean of $11, 403, to the practical arts (ob-
jective 1) with a mean of $9, 447. Health services, preschool-
kindergarten enrichment, guidancefounseling-social worl;, and
dropout objectives all bunched at $5, 000 to $6, 000 range.

The maximum project grant by objective type also occurred
under objective 9 with $216, 120 being spent. Class reduction showed

the next largest maximum project grant, that of $126, 070; while both

~ curriculum expansion and special education followed with project

grants in the neighborhood of $89, 000 at a maximum.

Stated another way, when instructional costs are compared
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with objective types, remediation was the most costly of the objectives

listed. Special education, curriculum expansion and class reduction
followed very closely and represented the second category of expense.
If one were lool;ing for the least expensive objective in terms of the
instructional costs related, dropout problem type objective with a mean
expenditure of $é3, 278 for the seven projects listed would be where the

funds would be expended.

Salaries by Objective Type

“ The largest proportion of instructional costs goes into salaries.
When objective type and salary are compared, as in Table XX, 6ne finds
that again remediation (objective 9) had the largest mean salary figure.
The figure for remediation ($7,992 as a mean) represented the largest
salary figure shown as well as the largest number of projects reporting
salary figures. The least expensive objective in terms of the salaries
listed was that of practical arts. The mean salary figure for practical
arts was $2, 200. The more frequently listed projects - those representing
50 or above but excluding remediation - showed a salary figure in the
range of $4, 000 to $5,000. Curriculum expansion, with 77 projects

listing this as an objective, had a mean salary figure of $3, 554.
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TABLE XX

SALARIES PER PROJECT BY OBJIECTIVE TYPE

M SD__ N_ Max
1 2,200 2, 675 33 13, 000
2 3, 329 2, 402 38 10, 462
3 5, 117 5, 411 50 26, 732
4 5, 426 5, 530 50 23,151
5 5,758 5, 813 23 27, 740 {
6 4, 210 3, 808 52 18, 700 1
7 2,728 1,943 6 5, 498
3, 554 6, 501 77 51, 905
9 7, 992 9,385 640 119, 350 -

When the emphasis is placed on the achievement of objectives
as a relationship to the salaries expended, dropout objectives would
have to be classified as both the least frequently stated, with a project
N of 6, and the lowest maximum expenditure with the figure $5, 498

shown. The second lowest in terms of maxinium was health services

while the lowest in terms of mean salary was the figure reported for the
preactical arts. Remediation again topped the list both in terms of max-
imum salaries and number of projects.

Teacher Additions by Objective Type

The previously presented figures on salaries become more mean-

ingful when examined as the number of teacher additions provided by
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objective categorics. When the number of teacher additions by SMSA
level (shown as Table VIII of Part I) is compared with the teacher
additions per project by objcctive type (shown as Table XXI below)
a fresh perspective is added to the instructional cost figures.

Table XXI showed a range of 1.4 additions for the health
services objective class through 4.4 additions for remediation objectives
as mecan numbers of teacher additions. In terms of a maximum, the
same two objectives (2 and 9) also represented the range. Objective
2 had a maximum teacher addition of 2 and objective 9 had a maximum

teacher addition of 88.

TABLE XXI”

NUMBER OF TEACHER ADDITIONS PER PROJECT
BY OBJECTIVE TYPE

M__ SD_ N Max
1 1.8 2.7 26 15.0
2 1.4 0.5 5 2.0
3 2.4 2.7 31 13.0
4 1.7 1.4 43 8.0
5 1.5 0.8 6 3.0
6 3.1 4.6 48 . 29.0
7 2.0 1.3 5 4.0
8 2.7 4.9 50 33.0
9 4.4 6.1 609 88.0
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The tecacher additions listed for remediation, in addition to the

highcest mean figure, also had the highest standard deviation, and
represented far and away the largest number of projects by objective
type. The 609 projects stating remediation as a function of teacher
addition to the staff, contrasted to the next highest figure of project
objcctives, curriculum expansion, which had 50 projects listed.

Administrative Additions by Objcctive Type

When administrative additions were classified by objective type,
the most salient finding was that approximately one-third of the projects
classified an adininistrative addition as a function of their projects.

Table XXII summarizes the relationship between administrative
additions and objectives. It should be noted that the mean figure across
all nine objective types was less than two and exactly one for six of the

nine objectives statcd.

TABLE XXII

NUMBER OFF ADMINISTRATIVE ADDITIONS PER PROJECT
BY OBJECTIVE TYPE

M s N Max
1 1.0 0.0 11 1.0
2 1.3 0.4 1 2.0
3 1.3 0.7 7 3.0
4 1.0 0.0 0 1.0
5 1.0 0.0 3 1.0




TABLL XXII (continucd) 68
M__ SD__ L\ Max

6 ~ 1.0 - 0.0 27 1.0

’ 1.0 0.0 1 1.0

8 1.0 0.0 19 1.0

? 1.2 0.5 274 4.0

In terms of the maximum number of administrative ndditions
shown, objective 9 (remediation) had a maximum project allocation
of 4. This was followed by the objecive class reduction with a maximum
of 3. The only other objective listing a maximum of more than 1 was
that of health services in which the maximum number listed was 2.

When the relationship between the number of administrative

additions and the number of teacher additions is compared in terms of

project objectives, both the number of projects reporting administrative
additions and the mean number of administrative additions present a
clear picture of the fact that teacher additions far outnumbered ad-
ministrative additions in carrying out the mandates of Title I programs;
again, pointing out the previously shown favorable relationship in
teacher/administrative positions across projects.

Consultant Additions by Objective Type

In carrying out the ninc objectives listed, the projects tended
not to usc consultant services. But, those projects which employed

consultants tended to use more multiple consultants for their projects.
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Table XXIII, a breakout of consultant additions by project objectives,

showed that only onc objective, i.e., that of health services, showed
a maximum figure of one consultant. All other objectives showed a
maximum number greater than one for consultant additions when

classified by project.

TABLE XXIII

NUMBER OF CONSULTANT ADDITIONS PER PROJECT
BY OBJECTIVE TYPE

M SD_ N Max
1 1.4 0.8 S 3.0
2 1.0 0.0 4 1.0
3 2.7 2.4 3 6.0
4 1.4 0.9 10 4.0
S 2.1 2.3 18 11.0
6 1.3 0.7 24 3.0
7 1.4 0.5 S 2.0
8 3.3 5.4 12 20.0
9 1.3 0.8 111 5.0

It was rather disappointing that a relatively small proportion
of the total projects empleyed consultants. But, at the same time, it
was also heartening to see that those projects which did employ con-

sultants tended to employ multiple consultants.
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Here again we find the remediation projects showing the maximum

usc of consultant scrvices. Surprisingly, curriculum expansion proiects
tended to employ a maximum number when examined on 4 per project
basis. In other words, where the curriculum was expanded, it tended

to be expanded in multiple directions. This objective also showed the
largest mean number of consultant additions. Class reduction, the
second most frequent user of consultants in terms of mean number,
closcly followed curriculum cxpansioa in its use of consultants with

a inecan of 2. 7.

In-Service Training Expenditures by Objective Type

Table XXIV showed the relationship between objective type and
in-service training cxpenditures. The highest in-service training cost
was incurred for objectives related to curriculum expansion. The mean
amount for the seven projects in this category was $3, 807. This cx-
penditure was followed by the objective category remediation with

$1, 506 representing the mean amount for the 134 projects.

TABLE XXIV

IN-SERVICE TRAINING EXPENDITURES PER PROJECT
BY OBJECTIVE TYPE

M__ SD N Max
1 390 310 -2 700
2 190 10 2 200

3 992 1,188 S 3,310
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TABLE XXIV (continucd)

M SD N Max
4 991 1,741 16 S, 634
S 18 0 1 18
6 382 252 18 i, 000
7 - 100 0 1 100
8 3,807 6, 364 7 | 18, 140
9 1,506 4,613 134 33, 927

It should be noted that in-service training was carried out by
very fcw of the total projects when classified by objective type. The
only activity less frequently represented was that of consultant additions.
The maximum expenditure was that of $33, 927 listed under the remedia-
tion objective in-service training.

Perhaps the most significant feature of this table was the fact
that objective S (guidance counseling and social work) coupled with
objective 7 (dropouts) only reported one project in each category and
represented a total expenditure of only $118 for in-service training
Costs.

Supporting Scrvices by Objective Type

Table XXV, which rclates supporting sexvices expenditures,
and objective categories, shows supporting services classified as
project objective expenditures. llealth scrvices represented the

largest mean expenditure as a supporting service. For the 26 projects
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listing health scrvices objectives, a mean figure of $5, 297 was

expended.  The maximum grant for supporting services also occurred

under health services. The grant was for $21, 945.

TABLE XXV

SUPPORTING SERVICES EXPENDITURES PER PROJECT
BY OBJECTIVE TYPE

M D N Max
1'. 2,622 2,921 4 7, 269
2 S, 297 4,747 26 21, 945
3 894 975 7 1, 635
4 1,133 1,567 17 S, 487
S 2, 094 2,700 7 7, 640
6 1,633 2, 560 37 13, 360
7 2, 080 1,471 3 4, 160
8 4, 038 S, 574 13 16, 8§70
9 2, 203 2,800 166 21, 018

Objective 9 (remediation) had the largest number of projects

listing supporting services expenditures with 166 such projects shown.

But, at the same time, this objective category represented the fourth

hizhest mean expenditure - that of $2, 203. The per project cost for

the most frequent user of supporting services (remediation) tended

toward the average in mean per project cost.

Class reduction, when listed as an objective, showed the smallest
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mean expenditure for supporting services. In other words, when

class reduction was stated as an objective, the tendency was to
expend little money for the supporting services function.

Other Educationa! Services by Objective

Table XXV I shows the relationship between the nine classified
objcctive categories and the expenditures for "Other Educational
Services." Here we find that objective 5 tended to expend, rclative
to the other objectives, the largest portion of monies as other educa-
tional expenditures. For the 17 guidance type projects, a mean of $7, 817
was expended. This same objective (objective 5) also representec the

largest maximum project amount for other educational services.

TABLE XXVI

N 3
e e e e = oy

OTIIER ED. SERVICES EXPENDITURES PER PROJECT ‘

BY OBJECTIVE TYPL A

M sD N Max i
1 743 779 4 2, 050
2 2,748 1,883 6 5, 400
3 2, 554 0 1 2, 554
4 3,149 2, 294 13 6, 462
5 7,817 9,243 17 40, 600
6 1,187 1,367 20 5, 353
7 3,450 0 1 3, 450
| 8 2, 530 3,395 4 8, 333

9 2, 064 3, 276 78 20, 000
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The objective related to dropout type projects (objective 7)

showed the next highest mean expenditure. It should be pointed out
that this figure was still less than half the mean cxpenditure for
guidance objectives. Also, only one project listed an "other educa-
tional expenditure" under the aicpout objective. This expenditure,

that of $3, 450, when presented as a mean dollar amount is rather
deceptive. For example, remediation (objective 9) showed a maximum
grant of $70, 000; but this objective was listed for 78 projects and the
mean amount was $2, 064. The only other objective for a single
projcct was that of class recduction which showed an expenditure for
other educational services of $2, 554.

In summarizing this table, one would be quickly led to the con-
clusion that guidance counseling and social work (objective S) represented
the largest mean expenditure and also the largest maximum expenditure
for other educational services. This is perhaps a better indication of |
guidance involvement than that shown under in-service training in 3
Table XXIV. There you will remember only one project with an ex- A
penditure of $18 was listed. f

Health Services Staff Additions by Objective Type

When the objective types were comparcd with the number of health
scrvice staff additions, Table XXVII resulted. Two of the objectives -
practical arts (objective 1) and dropout programs (objective 7) were

not represented by health service staff additions.
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TABLE XXVII

NUMBIR OF HEALTIH SERVICE STAFF APDITIONS PER PROJ=CT
BY OBJECTIVE TYPE

M SD N Max
1 - 0.0 0.0 0 0.0
2 1.2 0.7 34 4.0
3 1.0 0.0 6 1.0
4 1.0 0.0 7 1.0
S 1.0 C.0 3 1.0
6 1.1 0.3 29 2.0
7 0.0 0.0 0 0.0
8 1.3 0.4 4 2.0
9 1.1 0.3 110 3.0

The maximum number of healtih service additions occurred

under objective 2 (health services). Interestingly enough, objective

9 (remediation) showed a maximum of three health service staff additions
for a single project and also 110 projects listed staff members under

this category. The mean number of additions across all categories

that created staff additions by project objective was close to one.
It would be safe to say that health service staff additions were

not onc of the more dominant project features in terms of expenditure

. au

when classified by objective type. This was also true when health

service additions were examined by SMSA levels in Table XIV of Part I.
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There we found that SMSA level B had no health service additions

listed.

Teacher Aid Additions by Objcctive TFpe

The ﬁse of teacher aids in the projects, when classified by
objective type, is shown in Table XXVIII. This table demonstrates
the frequency of teacher aids in the prdjects. The use of teacher aids
was greatest for projects having the objective of remediation (objective 9)
with 225 projects thus categorized.  Objective 7, the objective re-
lated to dropout projects, did not include teacher aid additions as a
function of their projects. Guidance-counseling-social work showed

only one project involving teacher aid additions.

TABLE XXVIII

NUMBER OF TEACHER AID ADDITIONS PER PROJECT
BY OBJECTIVE TYPE

M 8D N __ Max
1 1.0 0.0 5 1.0
2 1.5 0.5 2 2.0
3 3.9 4.0 27 15.0
4 2.1 2.2 13 9.0
'5 1 0.0 1 1.0
6 3.2 4.8 32 26.0
7 0.0 0.0 0 0.0
8 1.8 1.3 27 6.0

9 2.7 2.9 | 225 22.0
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When these figures are related to those of Table XXV in
Scetion I, it can be seen that the use of teacher aids was also a
function of all SMSA levels and represented the kind of relationship
that Tite I hoped to achieve. Again, Table XXVIII demonstrated that
teacher aids were an integral function of projcct objectives.

Stated another way, in rclation to seven of the ninc objectives,
teacher aids were employed to achicve the objective. One would ex-
pect that this employment allowed the teacher responsible for achicv-
ing the particular objective to function in a more direct manner and
spend less time with the kinds of clerical tasks a teacher aid typically
assumes.

Other Staff Additions by Objective Type

Table XXIX, thc relationship between other staff additions
per proiect anc objective types, shows that this category was uscd
very infrequently in terms of objective type. For example, only 36
projects employed other staff additions. Of that number, 26 were

rclated to objective 9 (remediation).

TABLE XXIX

NUMBLER OIF OTHER STAFTF ADDITIONS PER PROJECT
BY OBJECTIVE TYPE

M D N Max
1 1.5 0.5 ' 2 2.0
2 0.0 0.0 0 0.0
3 0.0 0.0 0 0.0




TABLE XXIX (continucd) "
M SD N - Max
4 | 1.0 0.0 5 1.0
5 0.0 0.0 0 0.0
6 '1.0 0.0 3 1.0
7 0.0 0.0 0 0.0
8 0.0 0.0 0 0.0
9 2.0 2.4 26 10.0 2;

The maximum number of other staff additions also occurred

under objective S. One project classified by this objective reported |
10 other staff additions. Considering that the use of other staff members [1
was kept at a minimum, one would be led to believe that the clerical i*
and additional work involved in providing for compensatory education 1
either did not necessitate an increase in staff members who were not
related to the instructional program, or that the tasks were assumed
under the existing structure.

[t was, in fact, the objectives which had to do with providing

for reinediation, enrichment, special education, ‘and practical arts :
that led to the only representation of the category "other staff additions."
The table represents a significant finding in terms of the disbursement

of staff, i.e., non-professional staff, in relation to the stated objectives

of the projects included under Title I funding.




79
Remodeling Expenditures by Objective Type

‘rable XXX, the last of the tables showing the cross-break of
the relationship between expenditure and objective type, shows that
some Title I monies were expended for remodeling purposcs. It is
significant to notc that 48 of the 51 projects listing r¢emodeling ex-

penditures fell into just three of the objective categories.

TABLE XXX

REMODELING EXPENDITURES PER PROJECT
BY OBJECTIVYE TYPE

M sD_ N__ Max
1 1, 000 0 1 1, 000
2 296 0 1 296
3 90, 000 0 1 90, 000
4 13,150 21, 456 9 70, 352
S 0 0 0 0
6 0 0 0 0
7 0 0 0 0
8 1, 823 1, 365 4 3, 990
9 S, 565 7,142 35 33, 000

remodeling expenditures with 35 projects Ieporting this expenditure.

Objective 9 (remediation) showed by far the largest portion of

Class reduction (objective 3) showed 1 project using Title I monies
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for remodeling to the extent of $90, 000. Objective 4 (special educa-
tion) provided a maximum of $70, 352 for remodeling purposes. There
were 9 projects spending Title I monies for remodeling wider the objcc-
tive special education and the mean expanditure was $13, 150.

Curriculum expansion (objective 8) showed 4 projects spending

money for remodeliug purposes. The maximum grant was $3, 990
and thc mean amount spent was S1, 823. One could expect that curricu-
lum expansion would have some (if only slight) relationship to remodel-
ing expenditures.

Perhaps the most significant feature of this table was the fact
that 1 project used the objective of class reduction and spent $90, 000
for remodeling expenditure. They built classroom spaces. When re-
lated to the amount of money spent for Title I purposes in the state f

(515, 445, 609) the extent to which the moncy was used for remodeling

purposes was indeed small. :
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ABILITY, ACHIEVEMENT AND OTHER FACTOR CODIES

This scction of the report will deal with the twenty-four ability

codes used in making application for Title I funds. ‘The complete listing
of the frequency of use of all twenty-four codes by SMSA level may be
found in Appendi.x A.

In the body of this report the ability codes were summarized
as the cight most frequently reported tests and a category for other
tests. It was felt that this summarization would lead to a better
understanding of the frequency of use of particular ability tests as a
mecans cf assigning Title I project participants within the State of Iowa.
The tables which summarize these data follow and are a part of the
narrative report. The scquencing of the tables is such that the
ability code tables are presented first, the achievement tables and
explanation follow, and the other factor code table summarics are

prescnted last,

Ability Codes

The condensed ability code table by grade level for the
elementary Title I population (Table XXXI) is presented first in
terms of total usage for boys and girls combined, followed by Table
XXXII showing the distribution of boys only. This table is followed by
Table XXXIII showing the same classification for girls. Then, the

boy-giri classification is further divided into boys who have actually

entered projects (Table XXXIV) as contrasted to those who did not




TABLE XXXI

82
CONDENSLED ABILITY CODIES BY GRADL
Total Boys & Girls (Llementary)
Grade
Code K 1 2 3 4 S 6 Total
3 4 41 55 206 332 353 129 1120
RP# 0.4 3.7 4.9 18.4 29.6 31.5 11.5
Cp 0.7 2.1 2.3 ° 5.8 6.6 6.8 10.1
P 0.0 0.2 0.3 1.0 1.7 1.8 0.6 5.6
4 4 39 158 274 424 434 88 1421
RP 0.3 2.7 11.1 19.3 29.8 30.5 6.2
CpP 0.7 2.0 6.6 7.7 8.5 8.3 6.9
TP 0.0 0.2 0.8 1.4 2.1 2.2 0.4 7.1
8 . 9 13 27 135 270 178 59 691
RP 1.3 1.9 3.9 19.5 39.1 25.8 8.5
CP 1.7 0.7 1.1 3.8 5. 4 3.4 4.6
TP 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.7 1.4 0.9 0.3 3.5
9 1 158 261 423 429 489 91 1852
RP 0.1 8.5 14.1 22.8 23.2 26. 4 4.9
CP C.2 8.2 10.9 11.9 8.6 9.4 7.1
TP 0.0 0.8 1.3 2.1 2.2 2.5 0.5 9.3
11 121 270 402 579 574 660 98 2704
RP 0.4 10.0 14.9 21.4 21.2 24.4 3.6
CP 22.7 14.0 16.8 16.3 11.5 12.6 7.7
TP 0.6 1.4 2.0 2.9 2.9 3.3 0.5 13.6
14 14 248 461 1191 2173 2178 651 6916
RP 0.2 3.6 6.7 17.2 31.4 31.5 9.4
CP 2.6 12.9 19.3 33.5 43. 4 41.7 51.1
TP 0.1 1.2 2.3 6.0 10.9 10.9 3.3 34.7
OTIIER 381 1158 1028 744 804 935 159 5209
RP 7.3 22.2 19.7 14.3 15.4 17.9 3.1
CP 71.3 60.1 43.0 20.9 16.1 17.9 12.5
TP 1.9 5.8 5.2 3.7 4.0 4,7 0.8 26.2
TOTAL 534 1927 2392 3552 5006 5227 1275 19913
TP 2.7 9.7 12.0 17.8 25.1 20.2 6.4

*¥RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; and TP, of the total.
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TABLIE XXXIII

84
CONDLINSIED ABILITY CODISS BY GRADIS
Total Girls (Lilementary)
Grade
Jode K 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total |
3 0. 14 19 73 138 138 48 430
RP* 0.0 3.3 4.4 17.0 32.1 32.1 11.2 |
CP 0.0 2.0 2.2 5.7 7.1 6.7 9.1
TP 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.9 1.8 1.8 0.6 5.7
4 2 14 62 89 162 177 37 543
RP 0.4 2.6 11.4 16. 4 29.8 32.6 6.8 |
cp 1.0 2.0 7.3 6.9 8.3 8.6 7.0 |
lP 0.0 0.2 0.8 1.2 2.1 2.3 0.5 7.2
8 3 6 14 54 115 69 24 285
RP 1.1 2.1 4.9 19.0 40. 4 24.2 8.4
CP 1.5 0.8 1.6 4.2 5.9 3.3 4.6 1
TP 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.7 1.5 0.9 0.3 3.8 }
9 0 57 89 168 158 194 37 703
RP 0.0 8.1 12.7 23.9 22.5 27.6 5.3
CP 0.0 8.1 10. 4 13.0 8.1 9.4 7.0 |
TP 0.0 0.8 1.2 2.2 2.1 2.6 0.5 9.3
11 46 104 142 223 225 263 42 1045
RP 4.4 9.9 13.6 21.3 21.5 25.2 4.0
CP 23.7 14.7 16.6 17.3 11.5 12.7 8.0
TP 0.6 1.4 1.9 2.9 3.0 3.5 0.6 13.8
14 4 97 167 428 863 869 280 2708
RP 0.1 3.6 6.2 15.8 31.9 32.1 10.3
CP 2.1 13.7 19.5 33.1 44,2 42.1 53.2
TP 0.1 1.3 2.2 5.6 11.4 11.4 3.7 35.7
OTIIER 139 416 362 257 293 353 58 1878
: RP 7.4 22.2 19.3 13.7 15.6 18.8 3.1
CP 71.6 58. 8 42.3 19.9 15.0 17.1 11.0
TP 1.8 5.5 4.8 3.4 3.9 4.6 0.8 24.7
TOTAL 194 708 855 1292 1954 2063 526 7592
TP 2.6 9.3 11.3 17.0 25.7 27.2 6.9

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; and TP, of the total.




TABLE XXXIV
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CONDIENSED ABILITY CODLES BY GRADLE
Boys in Project (Elementary)
Gradce
Code K 1 2 3 4 S 6 Total
3 3 14 28 98 147 132 58 480 w
RP* 0.6. 2.9 5.8 20.4 30.6 27.5 12.1 1
CP 1.2 1.5 2.3 5. 4 5.8 5.1  10.4
TP 0.0 0.1 0.3 1.0 1.5 1.3 0.6 4.8 1
4 1 25 73 159 212 224 41 735
RP 0.1 3.4 9.9 21.6 28.8  30.5 5.6
CP 0.4 2.7 5.9 8.7 8.3 8.7 7.3 1
TP 0.0 0.3 0.7 1.6 2.1 2.3 0.4 7.4
g 1 3 10 55 129 77 19 294
RP 0.3 1.0 3.4 18.7  43.9  26.2 6.5
CP 0.4 0.3 0.8 3.0 5.1 3.0 3.4 -
TP 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.6 1.3 0.8 0.2 3.0
9 1 87 134 191 242 222 43 920 ’
RP 0.1 9.5 14.6 20.8 26.3  24.1 4.7
CP 0.4 9.3 10.9  10.4 9.5 8.6 7.7 -
TP 0.0 0.9 1.4 1.9 2.4 2.2 0.4 9.3
11 74 139 223 277 297 332 49 1391
RP 5.3  10.0 16.0 19.9  21.4  23.9 3.5
CP 30.5 14.9 18.2 15.1 11.6  12.9 8.7
TP 0.7 1.4 2.2 2.8 3.0 3.3 0.5 14.0
14 4 100 221 643 1094 1093 276 3431
RP 0.1 2.9 6.4 18.7 31.9  31.9 8.0
CP 1.6 10.7 18.0 35.2  42.9  42.6  49.3
TP 0.0 1.0 2.2 6.5 11.0 11.0 2.8  34.6
OTHER 159 568 539 406 430 488 74 2664
RP 6.0 21.3 20.2 15.2 16.1  18.3 2.8
CP 65.4 60.7 43.9  22.2  16.9 19.0 13.2
TP 1.6 5.7 5. 4 4.1 4.3 4.9 0.7 26.9
TOTAL 243 036 1228 1829 2551 2568 560 9915
TP 2.5 9.4 12.4 18.4  25.7  25.9 5.6

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; and TP, of the total.
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(‘Table XXXV) and likewise, girls who actually entered projects
(‘Table XX‘XVI) as contrasted with those who did not (Table XXXVII).
The condensed ability codes fC;l' the secondary level follow the same
structurc and a‘re presented in cxactly the same way in Tables XXXVII
through XI1.1V.

The condensed ability codes shown in these tables are:

Code 3 The California Short Form

Code 4 The California Test of Mental Maturity

Code 8 The llenman-Nelson Tests of Mental Ability

Code 9 Colman-Anderson Intelligence Tests

Code 11 The Lordge-Thorndyke (Verbal)

Code 14 The QOris Méntal Ability Test

Other (For example: Wechsler-Differential Aptitude Test)

From examining the above condensed ability codes, one can
easily sce that the type of test included in this section has to do with
what we would describe as mental ability or scholastic aptitude or
intclligence.  The rationale for this type of testing is usually considered
to rest in the prediction of future scholastic achievement. The tests

themselves are used in education primarily for judging readiness for,

and ability to pcrform at, a given level once a child is within school.
Turning to the tables themselves, they indicate that the most

popular ability measuic used to assign both elementary and sccondary

pupils to Title I projects in Iowa was the Otis Mental Ability Test, At
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TABLE XXXVIII
90
) CCNDIINSED ABILITY CODIES BY GRADE
‘Total Boys and Girls (Sccondary)
Grade
Code 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
3 394 410 367 348 257 134 1910
RP* 20..6 21.5 19. 2 18.2 13.5 7.0
CpP 9.2 9.0 5.9 6.1 5. 2 3.5
TP 1.3 1.4 1.2 1.2 0.9 0.5 6.5
4 378 452 743 492 464 367 2896
RP 13.1 15. 6 25.7 17.0 16.0 12. 7
CpP 8.9 9.9 11.9 8.6 9.4 9.5
TP 1.3 1.5 2.5 1.7 1.6 1.2 9.8
8 244 222 322 520 433 378 2119
RP 11.5 10. 5 15. 2 24. 5 20. 4 17. 8
CP S. 7 4.9 5. 2 9.1 8.7 9.8 '
TP 0.8 0.7 1.1 1. 8 1.5 1.3 7.2 ’
9 343 365 473 242 21§ 216 1857
RP 18.5 19.7 25. 5 13.0 11.7 11. 6
CP 8.0 8.0 7.6 4, 2 4.4 5.6 ‘J
TP 1.2 1.2 1.6 0.8 0.7 0.7 6.3 |
;
11 S5l11 796 1058 893 813 396 4467
RP 11.4 17. 8 23.7 20.0 18. 2 8.9
CP 12.0 17. 4 17.0 15. 6 16. 4 10. 3
TP 1.7 2.7 3.0 3.0 2.7 1.3 15.1
14 1881 1959 2583 2236 1990 1730 12379
RP 15. 2 15. 8 20.9 18.1 16.1 14.0
Cp 44. 1 42, 8 41. 4 39.0 40. 2 44.9
TP 6.4 6.6 8.7 7.6 6.7 5. 8 41. 8
OTHER 511 372 687 1003 779 632 3984
RP 12. 8 9.3 17. 2 25. 2 19.6 15.9
CP 12.0 8.1 11.0 17.5 15.7 16. 4 |
TP 1.7 1.3 2.3 3.4 2.6 2.1 13.5 ]
TOTAL 42062 4576 6233 5734 4954 3853 29012
TP 14. 4 15. 5 21.0 19. 4 16. 7 13.0

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the total.




TABLE XXXIX

91
CONDENSED ABILITY CODES BY GRADE
Total Boys (Secondary)
Grade
Code j 8 9 10 11 12 Total
3 213 211 209 214 153 78 1078
RP* 19.8 19.6 19.4 19.9  14.2 7.2
CP 8. 4 8.1 5.8 6.5 5.3 3.5
TP 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.9 0.5 6.3
4 9222 242 431 295 285 210 1685
RP 13.2  14.4 25.6 17.5 16,9 12.5
CP 8. 8 9.3  12.0 9.0 9.9 9. 4
TP 1.3 1.4 2.5 1.7 1.7 1.2 9.8
8 134 123 206 312 271 215 1261
RP 0.6 9.8 163 247 2.5 17.0
CP 16.3 4.7 5.7 9.5 9. 4 9. 6
TP 0.8 0.7 1.2 1.8 1. 6 1.2 7. 4
9 200 9220 258 125 107 103 1013
RP 19.7 21.7 25.5 12.3 10.6  10.2
CP 5.3 8. 4 7.2 3.8 3.7 4.6
TP 1.2 1.3 1.5 0.7 0.6 0.6 5.9
11 303 431 623 507 464 257 2585
RD 1.7 167 24.1 19.6 17.9 9.9
CP 12.0 16.5 17.4 15.5 16.0  1L.5
TP 1.8 2.5 3.6 3.0 2.7 .5 15.1
. 14 1129 1166 1480 1259 1155 1021 7210
, RP 15.7 16.2 20.5 17.5 16,0  14.2
1 CP 44.6  44.6 4l 38.4 39.9  45.5
g TP 6. 6 6. 8 8. 6 7.3 6.7 6.0  42.1
- OTHER 329 221 380 568 457 359 2314
} RD 14. 2 9.6 16.4 245 19.7 15.5 |
; CP 13.0 8.5 10.6 17.3 15.8 16.0 ;1
| TP 1.9 1.3 2.2 3.3 2.7 2.1 13.5 i
TOTAL 2530 2614 3587 3280 2892 2243 17146 ;
TP 14.8 152 20.9 19.1 16,9 13.1

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the colummn; TP, of the total.




TABLE XL

02
CONDLENSED ABILITY CODIES BY GRADE
Total Girls (Sccondary)
Grade
Codce 7 8 9 10 1] 12 Total
3 181 199 158 134 104 56 832
RP#* 21. 8 23.9 19.0 16. 1 12. 5 6.7
CP 10.'5 10. 1 6.0 9.5 5.0 3.5
TP 1.5 1.6 1.3 1.1 0.8 0.4 6.7
4 156 210 312 197 179 157 1211
RP 12.9 17.3 25. 8 16.3 14. 8 13.0
CP 9.0 10.7 11. 8 8.0 8.7 9.8
TP 1.3 1.7 2.5 1.6 1.4 1.3 9.7
8 110 99 116 208 162 163 858
RP 12. 8 11.5 13.5 24, 2 18.9 19.0
CP 6.6 5.0 4.4 8.5 7.8 10. 1
TP 0.9 08 09 1.7 L3 L3 6.9
9 143 145 215 117 111 113 844
RP 16.9 17. 2 25.5 13.9 13. 2 13. 4
CpP 8.3 7.4 8.1 4. 8 5.4 7.0
TP 1.1 1.2 1.7 0.9 0.9 0.9 6.8
11 208 365 435 386 349 139 1882
RP 11. 1 19. 4 23.1 20.95 18.5 7.4
Cp 12.0 18. 6 16.5 15.7 16. 9 8.6
TP 1.7 2.9 3.5 3.1 2.8 1.1 15. 1
14 752 793 1103 977 835 709 5169
RP 14. 5 15.3 21.3 18. 9 16. 2 13.7
CP 43. 4 40. 4 41. 6 39, 8 40. 5 44,0
TP 6.0 6. 4 8.8 7.8 6.7 5.7 41.5
OTHER 182 151 307 435 322 273 1670
RP 10.9 9.0 18. 4 26.0 19, 3 16. 3
CP 10. 5 7.7 11.6 17.7 15. 6 17.0
TP 1.5 1.2 2.5 3.5 2.6 2.2 13. 4
TOTAL 1732 1962 2646 2454 2062 1610 12466
TP 13.9 15.7 21.2 19,7 16. 5 12.9

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the total.
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CONDLENSED ABILITY CODIES BY GRADE
Boys in Project (Secondary)
Grade
Code 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
3 103 104 110 167 119 50 653
RP* 15. 8 15.9 16. 8 25. 6 18. 2 7.7
Cp 5.6 5.3 4,2 7.2 5.6 3.4
TP 0.8 0.8 0.9 1.4 1.0 0.4 5.3
4 148 155 305 227 231 146 1212
RP 12, 2 12. 8 25. 2 18.7 19.1 12.0
CpP 8.0 7.9 11. 6 9.8 10. 8 9.8
« TP 1.2 1.3 2.5 1.8 1.9 1.2 9.8
8 131 108 160 227 162 108 896
RP 14. 6 12,1 17.9 25.3 18. 1 12,1
Cp 7.1 5.5 6. 1 9.8 7.6 7.3
TP 1.1 0.9 1.3 1.8 1.3 0.9 7.2
9 149 153 184 87 73 70 716
RP 20. 8 21. 4 25.7 12, 2 10. 2 9.8
Cp 8.0 7.8 7.0 3.8 3.4 4,7
TP 1.2 1.2 1.5 0.7 0.6 0.6 S. 8
11 229 337 492 409 384 181 2032
RP 11.3 16. 6 24, 2 20. 1 18.9 8.9
CpP 12, 4 17. 3 18. 7 17.7 18.0 12, 2
TP 1.9 2,7 4,0 3.3 3.1 1.5 16. 4
14 856 906 1152 859 889 745 5407
RP 15, 8 16. 8 21.3 15.9 16. 4 13. 8
CP 46. 2 46. 5 43. 8 37.2 41. 6 50. 2
TP 6.9 7.3 9.3 6.9 7.2 6.0 43.7
. OTHIEER 238 187 230 336 278 184 1453
RP 106. 4 12.9 15. 8 23.1 19.1 12,7
CpP 12. 8 9.6 8.7 14.5 13.0 12, 4
TP 1.9 1.5 1.9 2.7 2,2 1.5 11.7
TOTAL 1854 1950 2633 2312 2136 1484 - 12369
TP 15.0 15. 8 21.3 18.7 17.3 12.0

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the total.
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CONDLNSED ABILITY CODES BY GRADE
Boys Not in Project (Secondary)
Grade
Code 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
3 110 107 99 47 34 28 425
RP* 25.9 25. 2 23.3 11.1 8.0 6.6
CP 16.3 16. 1 10. 4 4,9 4,5 3.7
TP 2.3 2.2 2.1 1.0 0.7 0.6 8.9
4 74 87 126 68 54 64 473
RP 15. 6 18. 4 26. 6 14, 4 11. 4 13.5
Cp 10.9 13. 1 13. 2 7.0 7.1 8.4
- TP 1.5 1.8 2.6 1. 4 1.1 1.3 9.9
8 3 15 46 85 109 107 365
RP 0.8 4,1 12. 6 23.3 29.9 29.3
CP 0.4 2.3 4, 8 8.8 14, 4 14. 1
TP 0.0 0.3 1.0 1. 8 2.3 2.2 7.6
9 51 67 74 38 34 33 297
RP 17. 2 22. 6 24,9 12. 8 11,4 11.1
CP 7.5 10. 1 7.8 3.9 4,5 4,3
TP 1.1 1.4 1.5 0.8 0.7 0.7 6.2
11 74 04 131 98 80 76 553
RP 13. 4 17.0 23.7 17.7 14. 5 13.7
CP 10.9 14. 2 13.7 10. 1 10. 6 10.0
TP 1.5 2.0 2.7 2.1 1.7 1.6 11. 6
14 273 260 328 400 266 276 1803
RP 15. 1 14. 4 18. 2 22,2 14. 8 15. 3
CP 40, 4 39, 2 34,4 41.3 35.2 36. 4
TP 5.7 5.4 6.9 8.4 5.6 5.8 37.7
. OTHER 91 34 150 232 179 175 861
RP 10. 6 3.9 17. 4 26. 9 20. 8 20.3
CpP 13.5 5.1 15.7 24.0 23.7 23.1
TP 1.9 0.7 3.1 4,9 3,7 3.7 18.0
TOTAL 676 664 954 968 756 759 4777
TP 14, 2 13.9 20.0 20.3 15. 8 15.9

i *RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the total.
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CONDENSED ABILITY CODES BY GRADL
Girls in Project (Secondary)
Grade
Code 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
3 .78 83 67 101 85 27 441
RP* 17.7 18.8 15.2 22.9  19.3 6. 1
CP 6. 5 6. 1 3.6 6. 2 5.8 2.6
TP 0.9 1.0 0.8 1.2 1.0 0.3 5.2
4 88 107 221 140 118 92 766
RP 11.5 14.0 28.9 183 15.4 12.1
CP 7.4 7.8  11.7 8.5 8.1 9.0
TP 1.0 1.3 2.6 1.6 1. 4 1.1 9.0
8 110 91 95 154 109 111 670
RP 16.4 13.6 14.2 23.0 16.3 16.6 |
CP 9.2 6. 7 5.0 9. 4 7.5  10.9
TP 1.3 1.1 1.1 1.8 1.3 1.3 7.8
9 103 87 138 62 63 59 512
RP 20,1 17.0 27.0 121 12.3 1L
cp 8.6 6. 4 7.3 3.8 4.3 5.8
TP 1.2 1.0 1. 6 0.7 0.7 0.7 6.0
11 164 287 350 308 276 94 1479
RP 11.1  19.4  23.7 20.8 18.7 6. 4
CP 13.7 21,0 18.6 18.8  19.0 9.2
™ L9 3. 4 4.1 3.6 3. 2 1.1 17.3
14 522 582 841 657 637 513 3752
RP 13.9 15.5 22.4 17.5 17.0  13.7
Cp 43.7  42.7 44,7  40.1  43.8  50.3
TP 6. 1 6.8 9.8 7.7 7. 4 6.0  43.9
OTIIER 130 127 170 217 167 123 934
: RP 13.9 13.6 18.2 23.2 17.9  13.2
Cp 10. 9 9.3 9.0 13.2 1.5 12.1
TP 1.5 1.5 2.0 2.5 2.0 1.4  10.9
TOTAL 1195 1364 1882 1639 1455 1019 8554
TP 14,0 16.0 22.0 19.2 17.0 1L 9

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; 1D, of the total.
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CONDLENSED ABILITY CODES BY GRADE
Girls Not in Project (Secondary)
Grade
Code 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
3 103 116 91 33 19 29 391
RP* 26.3 29.7 23.3 8.4 4.9 7.4
Cp 19. 2 19. 4 11.9 4.0 3.1 4.9
TP 2.6 3.0 2.3 0.8 0.5 0.7 10.0
4 68 103 91 57 61 65 445
RP 15.3 23.1 20. 4 12. 8 13.7 14. 6
Cp 12.7 17. 2 11.9 7.0 10.0 11.0
TP 1.7 2.6 2.3 1.5 1.6 1.7 11. 4
8 0 8 21 54 53 52 188
RP 0.0 4,3 11. 2 28.7 28. 2 27.7
Cp 0.0 1.3 2.7 6.6 8.7 8.8
TP 0.0 0.2 0.5 1.4 1. 4 1.3 4,8
9 40 58 77 55 48 54 332
RP 12,0 17.5 23.2 16. 6 14. 5 16.3
Cp 7.4 9.7 10.1 6.7 7.9 9.1
TP 1.0 1.5 2.0 1.4 1.2 1.4 8.5
11 44 78 85 78 73 45 403
RP 10.9 19. 4 21.1 19. 4 18.1 11. 2
Cp 8. 2 13.0 11.1 9.6 12.0 7.6
TP 1.1 2.0 2.2 2.0 1.9 1.2 10. 3
14 230 211 262 320 198 196 1417
RP 16. 2 14.9 18.5 22. 6 14.0 13. 8
Cp 42. 8 35.3 34.3 39.3 - 32,6 33. 2
TP 5.9 S. 4 6.7 8.2 5.1 5.0 36. 2
- OTHER 52 24 137 218 155 150 736
RP 7.1 3.3 18. 6 29. 6 21.1 20. 4
Cp 9.7 4.0 17.9 26.7 25.5 25. 4
TP 1.3 0.6 3.5 5.6 4.0 3.8 18. 8
TOTAL S37 598 764 815 607 591 3912
TP 13.7 15.3 19. 5 20. 8 15.5 15.1

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the colummn; TP, of the total,

b
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the clementary level, the Otis accounted for 34.7%, of the total tests

usced while at the scceondary level it accounted for 41. 8% of the total.

;l‘hc use of ability testing at the elementary level was most
popular at the fifth grade level. This grade level accounted for 26. 29
of the total uéc of ability testing in the clementary schools. IFourth
gradc closely 'followéd with 25.1% of the total at this grade level.
‘Turning to the secondary school, ability testing was most popular at
the ninth grade, where 219 of the pupils weré assessed by this method.
Grade ten closely followed with 19. 4% of the total accounted for by
ability testing at this grade level.

In all, 19, 913 elementary school boys and girls were classi-
fied for Title I projects by the use of ability testing. At the secondary
level, 29,012 boys' and girls' scores were reported under the twenty-
four possible ability test codes provided.

When examining the clementary tables in terms of the total boys
versus the total girls classified in Title I projects, 12, 321 boys were
classificd by the usc of ability codes where 7, 592 girls were tested by
ability measures. The fourth and fifth grade levels were the most
popular in terms of using ability codes for classification for both boys
and girls.

Again the Otis Mcental Ability Tests were the most popular

mecans of assessing ability at the clementary level. This test accounted

for 34. 27 of the boys tested and 35. 7% of the girls. It would appecar
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that this closcness in percent of boys and girls would be accounted

for by the fact that the test is a group test and would in all probability

bc given to an intact classroom containing both boys and girls. Most
likely, the results of this testing served as the initial classification
and it would follow that the percentage figure would be very close
for boys and girls across the state at the elementary level.

When one turns to the differences between boys who were

actually in projects at the elementary level versus those who were 1
rot in projects but were, in fact, identified as in need of help, the
results described for the total population remain relatively constant .

In other words, the Otis Mental Ability Tests again were the most

frequently used measures and the popularity at the fourth and fifth
grade level was again demonstrated. These results hold true when |

a comparison is made between girls in projects versus girls not in

projects, but, in fact, identified as in need of help.’

At the secondary level, when the ability codes arc examined

in terms of boys versus girls, the tendency that was described for
the total secondary population again holds true. The ninth and tenth
grades were the most popular grades for the use of ability testing
to determine eligibility for Title I funding, and again the Otis was
the most popular measure used.

When boys who were in projects were compared with those

not in projects but classified as in nced of help at the secondary level,
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the ninth and tenth grade again appear as the most frequently

counted grades for ability testing. Again the Otis was the most

popular mcasure used at these grade levels. For the girls, the

same results hold truc as those already stated for boys at this

level.

v
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Achievement

Tlle State Department of Public Instruction applications for
Title I assistance also allowed for the reporting of standardized
achievement test data as the basis for classifying pupils as eligible
for Title I aid. The State Department of Public Instruction form,
which parallel.ed the U. S. Office of Education reporting form, was
the basis for this section of the report.

Achievement testing can be thought of more in terms of the
felationship to actual progress made and expected progress at a
particular grade level. In contrast to ability testing, achievement
testing supposedly measures the relationship between what a child
does in fact know and his particular grade ‘placemen.t at the time of
testing.

The achievement test coding listed on the application allowed
for ten test classifications. Appendix A shows the complete distribution
by grade level within SMSA level for all ten tests. This section of the
report contains a condensation of the ten possible responses into the
most frequently reported measures at the elementary level and -

secondary level.

The summarization which follows reports the most commonly

used achievement tests and also the classification "other." The codine
O

of the tests tabled in this section follows:
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Test Code 03 Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
Test Code 04 Iowa ‘T'ests of LEducational Development
Test Code 05 Metropolitan Achievement Test
Test Code 06 Sequential Tests of Educational Project
Test Code 08 The Stanford Achicvement Test
Test Code 10 ‘Tests of Academic Progress

At the clementary level (Table XLV), 20, 402 pupils appeared
on applications with achievement test data rcported. This type of
test was most popular at the fourth and fifth grade level. Combined,
these two grades accounted for 52. 5% of the total usage of ac ' ‘cvement
testing at the clementary level. The lIowa Tests of Basic St were
by far the most popular instrument used. These tests accounted for
51Y, of the total achievement testing in Jowa elemcntary schools. This
finding was not surprising as there has been an extensive involvement
at the clementary level in the Iowa Testing Program.

When the figures are presented by sex classification (Tables
X1] ”I‘and KLLVII) one finds that 12,570 boys and 7, 832 girls were tested
and classificd as in nced of Title I assistance using achicvement
measurcs. Again, the fourth and fifth grades appear as the most
frequent grades using achievement testing for both boys and girls.

The Towa Tests of Basic Skills were used in classifyine 50. 39 of the
o 0

boys and 529, of ihe girls at the clementary level.
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CONDIENSLED ACHIEVEMENT CODES BY GRADIEE
Total Boys and Girls (Elementary)

Grade
Code K 1 2 3 4 S 6 Total
3 7 42 54 440 3918 4775 1163 10399
RP* 0.1 0. 4 0.5 4.2 37.7 45.9  11.2
cp 2.1 1.9 2.0 14.7 77.0 84.8  76.0
TP 0.0 0.2 0.3 2.2 19.2  23.4 5.7 51.0
5 72 799 722 576 360 56 28 2613
RP 2.8 30.6 27.6 22.0 13.8 2.1 1.1
CP 21.9 37.0 27.0 19.3 7.1 1.0 1.8
TP 0. 4 3.9 3.5 2.8 1.8 0.3 0.2 12.8 |
8 0 71 426 692 369 338 162 2058 A
RP 0.0 3.4 2.7 33.6 17.9  16.4 7.9
CP 0.0 3.3 160 23.1 7.3 6.0 10.6 :
TP 0.0 0. 4 2.1 3.4 1.8 1.7 0.8 10.8 |
10 203 1045 1182 973 304 290 77 4074
RP 50 25.7 29.0 23.9 7.5 7.1 1.9 :
CP 61.7  48.4  44.3  32.5 6.0 5. 2 5.0
TP 1.0 5.1 5.8 4.8 1.5 1. 4 0.4 20.0
OTIIER 47 204 287 309 138 172 101 1258
RP 3.7 16.2 22.8 24.6 11.0 13.7 8.0
CP 14.3 9.4 10.7  10.3 2.7 3.1 6. 6
TP 0.2 1.0 1. 4 1.5 0.7 0.8 0.5 6. 2
TOTAL 320 2161 2671 2990 5089 5631 1531 20402
TP 1.6 10.6 13.1 14.7 24.9  27.6 7.5

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the total.




Total Boys (Zlementary)

TABLL XL VI 103
CONDLENSED ACIHIIVEMUENT CODES BY GRADE
l

Gradc
Code K 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total
3 4 26 34 293 2432 2849 688 6326
RP* 0.1 0. 4 0.5 4.6 38.4 45.0  10.9
cp 1.8 1.9 2.0 15.3 78.0 84.0 76.6
TP 0.0 0. 2 0.3 2.3 19.3  22.7 5.5  50.3
5 47 516 455 391 207 36 18 1670
RP 2.8 30.9 27.2 23.4 12.4 2.2 1.1
CP 21.2 37.8 27.3  20.5 6. 6 1.1 2.0
P 0. 4 4.1 3.6 3.1 1.6 0.3 0.1 13.3
8 0 41 9277 412 208 9223 90 1251
RP 0.0 3.3 22,1 329 16.6 17.9 7.2
CP 0.0 3.0 16.6 21.6 6.7 6.6 10.0
TP 0.0 0.3 2.2 3.3 1.6 1.8 0.7 10.0
10 141 656 711 616 192 174 42 2532
RP 5.6 25.9 281  24.3 7.6 6.9 1.7
CP  63.5 48.1 42.6 32.2 6. 2 5. 1 4.7
TP 1.1 5.2 5.7 4.9 1.5 1. 4 0.3 20.1
OTHER 30 125 192 199 77 108 60 791
RP 3.8 15.8 24.3  25.2 9.7  13.7 7.6
CP 13.5 9.2 1.5  10.4 2.5 3,2 6.7
TP 0. 2 1.0 1.5 1.6 0.6 0.9 0.5 6.3
TOTAL 222 1364 1669 1911 3116 3390 898 12570
TP 1.8 10.9 13.3 15.2 24.8  27.0 7.1

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the total.
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CONDIENSED ACHIEVEMENT CODIS BY GRADE
‘Total Girls (lilementary)

Grade
Code K 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total
3 3 16 20 147 1486 1926 475 4073
RP# 0.1 0.4 0.5 3.6 36.5 47.3 11.7
Cp 2.8 2.0 2.0 13. 6 75. 3 85.9 75.0
TP 0.0 0.2 0.3 1.9 19.0 24,6 6.1 52.0
S 25 283 2067 185 153 20 10 943
RP 2.6 30.0 28.3 19.6 16. 2 2.1 1.1
CpP 23. 4 35.5 26. 6 17.1 7.8 0.9 1.6
TP 0.3 3.6 3.4 2.4 2.0 0.3 0.1 12.0
8 0 30 149 280 161 115 72 807
RP 0.0 3.7 18.5 34,7 20.0 14, 3 8.9
CpP 0.0 3.8 14.9 25.9 8. 2 5.1 11.4
TP 0.0 0. 4 1.9 3.6 2.1 1.5 0.9 10. 3
10 62 389 471 357 112 116 35 1542
RP 4,0 25. 2 30.5 23. 2 7.3 7.5 2.3
CP 57.9 48. 8 47.0 33.1 5.7 5.1 5.5
TP 0.8 5.0 6.0 4, 6 1.4 1.5 0.4 19.7
OTIIER 17 79 95 110 61 64 41 467
RP 3.6 16. 9 20.3 23.6 13. 1 13.7 8.8
CP 15.9 9.9 9.5 10. 2 3.1 2.9 6.5
TP 0.2 1.0 1.2 1.4 0.8 0.8 0.5 6.0
TOTAL 107 797 1002 1079 1973 2241 633 7832
TP 1.4 10. 2 12. 8 13. 8 25. 2 28. 6 8.1

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the total,
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When a comparison is made, on the basis of achicvement
data, of élcn‘lcntary boys who arc actually involved in projccts
(Table XLLVII) with thosc not in projects (Table XLIX) the figurcs
show that 10, 086 boys who were in projects were classified on the
basis of achicvement data. In contrast, only 2, 484 of the boys
classified as in need of help on the basis of achievement data were
not involved in projects.

The use of achievement codes for comparing elementary
girls actually in projccts (Table L) with girls not in projects
(Table LI) showed that 6, 140 of the girls tested were involved
in Title I activitics, while 1,692 classified as in need of Title I
assistance did not enter into projects.

Since the extensive use of the Iowa Testing Program can be
readily shown from an analysis of the achievement codes for the
State\of Iowa, a special section of this report is devoted to comparisons
of pupils involved in project activities and pupils classified as in need

of project help but not actually involved in Title I projects.




TABILID XLVIII 1006

CONDIENSED ACHIEVEMENT CODILS BY GRADE
Boys in Projcct (Elementary)

Grade
Code K 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total
3 4 16 26 220 2070 2328 509 5173
RP* 0.1 0.3 0.5 4.3  40.0  45.0 9.8
CP 2.0 1.6 2.0 14.5 79.8 84.5 74.4
TP 0.0 0.2 0.3 2.2 20.5 23.1 5.0 51.3
5 45 398 356 331 144 29 18 1321
RP 3.4 30.1 26.9 25.1 10.9 2.2 1.4
CP 22.5 38.6 27.2  21.8 5.6 1.1 2.6
'TP 0.4 3.9 3.5 3.3 1.4 0.3 0.2 13.1
8 0 10 190 301 173 186 81 941
RP 0.0 1.1 20.2  32.0 18.4  19.8 8. 6
CP 0.0 1.0 14.5 19.9 6.7 6.8 11.8
TP 0.0 0.1 1.9 3.0 1.7 1.8 0.8 9.3
10 123 500 562 504 152 148 40 2029
RP 6.1 24.6 27.7  24.8 7.5 7.3 2.0
cr 61.5 48.5  43.0  33.2 5.9 5. 4 5.8
TP 1.2 5.0 5.6 5.0 1.5 1.5 0.4 2.1
OTIER 28 106 173 160 55 64 36 622
RP 4.5 17.0  27.8  25.7 8.8  10.3 5.8
CP 14.0 10.3 13.2  10.6 2.1 2.3 5.3
TP 0.3 1.1 1.7 1.6 0.5 0.6 0.4 6. 2
TOTAL 200 1030 1307 1516 2594 2755 684 10086 ;
TP 2.0 10. 2 13.0 15,0 25.7 27.3 6. 8 |

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the total.




TABLI XLIX

CONDENSED ACHIEVEMENT CODLES BY GRADE
Boys Not in Project (IZlementary)
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Grade

Code K 1 2 3 4 5 6  Total
3 0 10 8 73 362 521 179 1153

RP* 0.0 0.9 0.7 6.3 31.4 45.2  15.5

CP 0.0 3.0 0.2 18.5 69.3 82.0 83 6

TP 0.0 0. 4 0.3 2.9 146 210 7.2 46.4
5 2 118 99 60 63 7 0 349

RP 0.6 33.8 28.4 17.2 18.1 2.0 0.0

CP 9.1 353 27.3 15.2 12.1 1.1 0.0

TP 0.1 4.8 4.0 2. 4 2.5 0.3 0.0 14.0
8 0 31 87 111 35 37 9 310

RP 0.0 10.0 28.1 358 1.3  1L9 2.9

Cp 0.0 9.3 240 28.1 6.7 5.8 4.2

TP 0.0 1.2 3.5 4.5 1. 4 1.5 0.4 12.5
10 18 156 149 112 40 26 2 503

RP 3.6 31.0 29.6 22.3 8.0 5.2 0.4

CP  81.8 46.7 41.2  28.4 7.7 4.1 0.9

TP 0.7 6.3 6.0 4.5 1.6 1.0 0.1  20.2
OTIER 2 19 19 39 22 44 24 169

RP 1.1 1L.2 1.2 231 13.0 260 14 2

CP 9.1 5.7 5.2 9.9 4,9 6.9 11.2

TP 0.1 0.8 0.8 1.6 0.9 1.8 1.0 6.8
TOTAL 22 334 362 395 522 635 214 2484
TP 0.9 13.4 14.6 15.9 21.0 256 8. 6

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the total.
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CONDENSED ACIHEVEMENT CODES BY GRADE
Girls in Projcct (Elementary)

Grade
Code K 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total
3 2 9 13 110 1212 1546 349 3241
RP* 0.1 0.3 0.4 3.4 37.4 47.7 10.8
Cp 20 1.5 17 133 76.8 858 721
TP 0.0 0.1 0.2 1.8 197 252 57 . 528
5 24 219 207 155 100 14 10 729
RP 3.3 3.0 28.4 21.3 13.7 1.9 1.4 |
cP 242 371 27.2 188 63 0.8 2.1 *
TP 0.4 3.6 3.4 25 1.6 0.2 0.2 119
8 0 13 8 181 131 105 67 586 !
RP 0.0 2.2 152 30.9 22.4 17.9 11.4 :
CP 0.0 2.2 1.7 2.9 83 58 13. |
TP 0.0 0.2 L4 229 21 1.7 L1 95 |
10 56 288 373 203 89 97 34 1230 |
RP 4.6 23.4 30.3 23.8 7.2 7.9 2.8 |
CcP 56,6 48.7 49.1 355 56 54 7.0
TP 0.9 47 61 48 1.4 1.6 0.6 20.0
OTIIER 17 62 78 87 46 40 24 354
RP 4.8 17.5 220 246 13.0 1.3 6.8
cP 17.2  10.5 10.3 10.5 29 2.2 5.0
TP .3 1.0 1.3 1.4 0.7 07 0.4 5.8
TOTAL 99 591 760 826 1578 1802 484 6140
TP 1.6 9.6 12.4 13.5 25.7 29.3 7.9

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the total.
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CONDLENSED ACHIEVEMENT CODES BY GRADE
Girls Not in Project (Elementary)

Grade
Codc K 1 2 3 4 S 6 Total !
3 1 7 7 36 274 380 126 832 4
RP* 0.1 . 0.9 0.9 4.4 32,9 45.7 15.1
CP 12.5 3. 4 2.9 14.6 69.4 86.6  84.6
TP 0.1 0. 4 0. 4 2.2  16.2  22.5 7.4 49,2
5 1 64 60 30 53 6 0 214
RP 0.5 29.9 28.0 14.0 24.8 2.8 0.0 1
cp 125 31.1 248 11.9  13.4 1. 4 0.0 |
TP 0.0 3.8 3.5 1.8 3.1 0. 4 0.0 12.6 i
8 0 17 60 99 30 10 5 221
RP 0.0 7.7  27.1  44.8  13.6 4.5 2.3
CP 0.0 8.3 24.8 39.1 7.6 2.3 3. 4
TP 0.0 1.0 3.5 5.9 1.8 0.6 0.3 13.1 ]
10 6 101 08 64 23 19 1 312
RP 1.9 32.4 3.4 2.5 7. 4 6.1 0.3
cp 75.0  49.0  40.5  25.3 5.8 4.3 0.7
TP 0. 4 6.0 5.8 3.8 1. 4 1.1 0.1 18.4
OTIIER 0 17 17 23 15 24 17 113
RP 0.0 15,0 15,0 20.4 13.3 21.2  15.0
CP 0.0 8.3 7.0 9.1 3.8 55 11.4
TP 0.0 1.0 1.0 1. 4 0.9 1. 4 1.0 6.7
TOTAL 8 206 242 253 395 439 149 1692
™ 0.5 122 143 150 23.3  926.0 8. 8

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the total.
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At the secondary level (Table LII), 31,706 pupils were
classified for Title I assistance using the achievement test informa-
tion. Of this number, 619 of the pupils were included on the basis
of lowa Tests of LEducational Development results. The second
most frcquentb; used instrument at the secondary level was the
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills. Thus, the two measures accounted for
89. 5% of the 31,7006 pupils classificd as in need of Title I assistance.

When one contrasts the classification of boys (Table LIII)
with that of girls (Table LIV) at the sccondary level, the previously
stated figures hold true for the total population. The Iowa Testing
Programs supplied the bulk of the information for classification
into projects at the secondary level. In terms of totals, there were
18, 256 boys and 13, 450 girls classified under achievement test in-

formation.
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CONDENSED ACHIEVEMENT CODES BY GRADE
Total Boys and Girls (Secondary)

Grade
Code 7 8 9 10 11 12  Total
3 3626 3791 1284 162 73 70 9006 ‘
RP* 40.3 42,1  14.3 1.8 0.8 0.8 l
CP 8l.0 78.9 19.1 2.7 1.4 1.6
TP 1.4  12.0 4.0 0.5 0.2 0.2  28.4 1
4 21 33 4755 5567 5016 3987 19379 ;
RP 0.1 0.2 245 28.7 259  20.6 ;
CP 0.5 0.7 70.6 91.9 94.0 92.9
‘TP 0.1 0.1 15.0 17.6  15.8 12.6 61.1 1
6 0 91 119 198 160 150 718 |
RP 0.0 12,7 16.6 27.6 22.3  20.9
CP 0.0 1.9 1.8 3.3 3.0 3.5 ’
TP 0.0 0.3 0. 4 0.6 0.5 0.5 2.3
8 666 583 447 51 20 17 1784
RP 37.3  32.7 25.1 2.9 1.1 1.0
CP 14.9  12.1 6. 6 0.8 0. 4 0.4
TP 2.1 1.8 1.4 0.2 0.1 0.1 5.6
OTHER 162 305 132 80 70 70 819
RP 19.8 37.2  16.1 9.8 8.5 8.5
CP 3.6 6. 4 2.0 1.3 1.3 1.6
TP 0.5 1.0 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 2.6
TOTAL 4475 4803 6737 6058  S339 4294 31706
TP 14.1 15,1 21.2 19.1 16.8 13.5

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the
total.

!
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) CONDENSED ACHIEVEMENT CODES BY GRADE
Total Boys (Secondary)
Grade
Code 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
3 2129 2159 768 80 37 41 5214
RP* 40.8  41.4 14.7 1.5 0.7 0.8 .
CP 80.8  78.8 19.7 2.3 1.2 1. 6
TP 11.7 11. 8 4.2 0.4 0.2 0.2 28. 6
4 13 21 2720 3160 2920 2331 11165
RP 0.1 0.2 24.4 28.3 26.2  20.9
- CP 0.5 0.8 70.0 92. 4 94,9 93.7
TP 0.1 0.1 14.9 17. 3 16.0 12. 8 61. 2
6 0 44 58 105 88 76 371
RP 0.0 11.9 15.6  28.3 23.7 20.5 -
CP 0.0 1. 6 1.5 3.1 2.9 3.1 !
TP 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.6 0.5 0. 4 2.0
8 388 354 271 43 15 16 1087
RP 35.7 32.6  24.9 4.0 1.4 1.5
CP 14. 7 12.9 7.0 1.3 0.5 0.6 ;
TP 2.1 1.9 1.5 0.2 0.1 0.1 6.0 .
OTHER 104 163 76 33 18 25 419
RP 24.8  38.9 18.1 7.9 4,3 6.0
CP 3.9 5.9 2.0 1.0 0.6 1.0 |
TP 0.6 0.9 0. 4 0.2 0.1 0.1 2.3 -}
TOTAL, 2634 2741 3893 3421 3078 2489 18256
TP 14, 4 15.0 21.3 18.7 .16.9 13. 6

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the
total,
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CONDENSED ACHIEVEMENT CODIES BY GRADE
Total Girls (Sccondary)

Grade
Code 7 8 9 10 11 12 ‘Total
3 1497 1632 516 82 36 29 3792
RP* 39.5 43,0 13. 6 2.2 0.9 0.8
cp 81.3  79.1 18. 1 3.1 1.6 1.6
P 11.1 12.1 3.8 0.6 0.3 0.2 28. 2 $§
|
4 8 12 2035 2407 2096 1656 8214 :
RP 0.1 0.1 24.8 29.3 25.5  20.2 |
Cp 0.4 0.6 71.6 91.3 92.7  91.7 3
TP 0.1 0.1 15. 1 17.9 15,6 12.3 6.1
6 0 47 61 93 72 74 347
RP 0.0 13.5 17.6 26.8 20.7 21.3
Cp 0.0 2.3 2.1 3.5 3.2 4.1
TP 0.0 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.5 0.6 2.6
8 278 229 176 8 5 1 697
RP 39.9 32.9 25.3 1.1 0.7 0.1
cP 15. 1 11. 1 6. 2 0.3 0.2 0.1
TP 2.1 1.7 1.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 5.2
OTIIER 58 142 56 47 52 45 400
RP 14.5  35.5 14. 0 11. 8 13.0 11.3
cP 3.2 6.9 2.0 1.8 2.3 2.5
TP 0. 4 1.1 0.4 0.3 0. 4 0.3 3.0
TOTAL 1841 2062 2844 2637 2261 1805 13450
TP 13.7 15.3  21.1 19. 6 1 13. 4

*RP stands for the percent N is of the 1row; CP, of the column; TP, of the
total.
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When the boys who were actually involved in Title 1
projects at the sccondary level (Table 1V) were compared with
boys classificd as in need of Title I assistance but not in projecis
(Table I.V]), it is revealed that 13, 144 boys did in fact receive help
while 4, 208 dici not. Again, by far the most frequently used instrument
in achicvement iesting: were the Towa Tests of Iiducational Develop-
ment. The tests accounted for 60. 8% cf the boys involved in projects
and 62. 1% of those identificd but who, in fact, did not receive assistance.

While there was no clear-cut evidence.of a particular grade
showing a tendency toward the use of achievement test information,
the figures show that the ninth and tenth grades were most frequently
reported as the years providing achievement information as far as boys
were concerned,

Girls, when divided into two smaller groups - those in projects
(Table 1.VII) and those identified but not in projects (Table LVIII) - showed
a quite different distribution. Therc were 9, 242 girls who were identified
and involved in Title I activities while 4, 208 thus identified did not
receive assistance.

When the figures for boys were compared with those for girls,
it became readily apparent that of the roughly 17, 000 boys identified by
achievement data, 13,000 received help. In contrast, of the approxi-
mately 13, 500 girls thus identified, approximately 9, 000 did receive
help.  One could conclude from these figures that on the basis of need
as measured by achiecvement data, a boy stood the best chance of re-

cciving assistance,




TABLE 1.V 115
CONDIENSED ACHIEVEMENT CODLES BY GRADIE
l Boys in Project (Sccondary)
Grade
Code 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
3 1593 1626 600 76 33 35 3963
Rp# 40.2 41,0  15.1 1.9 0.8 0.9
cp 82:8  79.6  20.7 3.1 1.5 2.1
TP 12.1  12.4 4.6 0.6 0.3 0.3  30.2
4 9 15 1980 2263 2152 1569 7988
RP 0.1 1.8 24.8 28.3 269  19.6
cp 0.5 0.7 68.4 93.8 96.4 95.8
. TP 0.1 0.1 15.1 17.2 16.4 11.9 0.8
6 0 10 11 12 22 3 58
RP 0.0 17.2 19.0 20.7 37.9 5,2
CP 0.0 0.5 0. 4 0.5 1.0 0.2
TP 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 0. 4
8 266 294 252 37 13 14 879
* RP 30.3 33.8 28.7 4,2 1.5 1.6 .
CP 13.8  14.5 8.7 1.5 0.6 0.9
TP 2.0 2.3 1.9 0.3 0.1 0.1 6.7
OTHER 55 95 52 25 12 17 256
RP 21.5 37.1  20.3 9.8 4.7 6. 6
CP 2.9 4.7 1.8 1.0 0.5 1.0
TP 0. 4 0.7 0. 4 0.2 0.1 0.1 1.9
TOTAL 1923 2043 2895 2413 2232 1638 13144
TP 14.6 15,5 22.0 18.4 17.0  12.5

#RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; and TP, of the
total,
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CONDLENSED ACHIEVEMENT CODIES BY GRADIS
Boys Not in Project (Sccondary)

Grade
Code 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
3 536 533 168 4 4 6 1251
RP#* 42, 8 42. 6 13. 4 0.3 0.3 0.5
Cp 75. 4 76. 4 16. 8 0.4 0.5 0.7
TP 10. 5 10. 4 3.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 24,5
4 4 6 740 8§97 768 762 3177
RP 0.1 0.2 23.3 28. 2 24, 2 24.0
Cp 0.6 0.9 74.1 89.0 90. 8 89.
TP 0.1 0.1 14. 5 17. 5 15.0 14.9 62.1
6 0 34 47 93 66 73 ‘313
RP 0.0 10.9 15.0 29,7 21.1 23.3
CP 0.0 4,9 4,7 9.2 7. 8 8.6
TP 0.0 0.7 0.9 1. 8 1.3 1.4 6.1
8 122 57 19 6 2 2 208
RP 58.7 27. 4 9.1 2.9 1.0 1.0
CF 17. 2 8.2 1.9 0.6 0.2 0.2
TP 2.4 1.1 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.0 4.1
OTHER 49 68 24 8 6 8 163
RP 30.1 41.7 14.7 4,9 3.7 4,9
Cp 6.9 9.7 2.4 0.8 0.7 0.9
TP 1.0 1.3 0.5 0.2 0.1 0.2 3.2
TOTAL 574 625 804 842 691 672 4208
TP 13. 6 14.9 19.1 20.0 16. 4 16.0

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; and TP, of
the total.
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CONDLENSED ACHIEVEMENT CODIES BY GRADIE
Girls in Project (Sccondary)

Grade
Code 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
3 1068 1142 393 65 32 24 2727 i
RP* 39.2 419  14.4 2.5 1.8 0.9 ;
cP 84.3  79.5  19.3 3.8 2.0 2.1 |
TP 1.6 12.4 4.3 0.7 0.3 0.3 29.5
4 6 10 1432 1693 1500 1097 5738
RP 0.1 0.2 250 295 261 19.1 ;
Cp 0.5 0.7 70.2 943 95.5  96.8 i
TP 0.1 0.1 155 183 16.2 1.9  62.1
6 0 7 18 7 14 0 46
RP 0.0 152 39.1 15.2  30.4 0.0
cp 0.0 0.5 0.9 0. 4 0.7 0.0 ;
TP 0.0 0.1 02 01 01 00 0.5 1
8 166 177 158 7 3 1 512
RP 32.4 34.6  30.9 1.4 0.6 0.2
Cp 13.1  12.3 7.7 0. 4 0. 2 0.1 J
TP 1.8 1.9 1.7 0.1 0.0 0.0 5.5
OTHER 27 101 39 20 21 11 219
RP 12.3 46,1  17.8 9.1 9.6 5.0
CP 2.1 7.0 1.9 1.1 1.3 1.0
TP 0.3 1.1 0. 4 0.2 0. 2 0.1 2. 4
TOTAL 1267 1437 2040 1795 1570 1133 9242
TP 13.7 15,5 221 194 17.0 12.3

#*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the
total.
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CONDENSLD ACHIEVEMENT CODIIS BY GRADE
Girls Not in Project (Secondary)

Grade
Code 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
3 429 490 123 14 4 5 1065
RP* 40.3 46,0 11.5 1.3 0. 4 0.6
cP 74,7  78.4  15.3 1.7 0.6 0.7
TP 0.2 11.6 2.9 0.3 0.1 0.1 25.3
4 2 2 603 714 596 559 2476
RP 0.1 0.1 24.4 28.8 241 22.6
CP 0.3 0.3 75.0 84.8 86.3  83.2
. TP 0.0 0.0 143 17.0 14.2 13.3  58.8
6 0 40 43 86 58 74 301
RP 0.0 13.3 14.3 28.6 19.3  24.6
CP 0.0 6. 4 5.3 10.2 8.4 11.0
TP 0.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 1. 4 1.8 7.2
8 112 52 18 1 2 0 185
RP 0.5 28.1 9.7 0.5 1.1 0.0
CP 19.5 8.3 2.2 0.1 0.3 0.0
TP 2.7 1.2 0. 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.4
OTIER 31 41 17 97 31 34 181
RP 17.1 227 9.4 14.9 17.1  18.8
CP 5. 4 6. 6 2.1 3,2 4.5 5.1
TP 0.7 1.0 0. 4 0.6 0.7 0.8 4.3
TOTAL 574 625 804 842 691 672 4208
P 13.6 149 191 2.0 16.4 16.0

*RP stands for the pcrcent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the
total.




Other lYactors

School districts werc asked to identify other apparent
factors that scem to be contributing to the educational deprivation |
of a child by classifying the factors on the basis of a sct of codes.
The tables which follow show the distributions or incidence of
responsc for each of the other factor codes. The original document
allowed for a possibility of twelve specific factors contributing to
the educational deprivation of the child under the more general

term "other factors.” The distribution of response by grade level
within SMSA level to each of the twelve categorics is presented in
Appendix A.

The tables which follow show a condensation of these codes
into the six most frequently used codes with those showing lesser

incidence of classification grouped under a heading "other." The key

to the tables in this scction follows:

Code 1 Behavior problem

Code 2 Culturally deprived

Code 3 Disruptive home and family conditions
Code 7 I.ack of basic ncccessities

Code 9 Motivational deficiency

Code 12 Other

(Such things as dropout, excessive absences,
inadcquate curriculum, medical probleins,
nutritional deficiency, underachieving gified)

119
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Table LLIX of other factor codes shows the total distribution
of pupils for grades kindergarten through six.  The most frequently
reported other factor was that of cultural deprivation. This factor
accounted for 30. 99 of the responses.  ‘The next two most frequently
cited reasons under other factors were disruptive home and family
conditions, acc.ounting for 16. 7% of the responses, and motivational
deficicney, accounting for 15. 8%,.

The category "other factors' wasg used most frequently at the

fourth and {ifth grade levels. At the sixth grade level, other factors [

were present in only 4. 3% of the cases. In terms of numbers, this | :
percentage represented 541 cases out of the 12, 518 reported at the
elementary grade level. |

When boys were considered alone (Table LX), the distributions
were quite similar to those of the total group. Again cultural deprivation
accounted for 28.7% of the responses listed under other factors.
Motivational deficiency was sccond in terms of frequency accounting
for 17. 3%, of the cases, while disruptive home and family conditions

accounted for 10. 2% of the responses. Again, the fourth and fifth grade

levels showed the highest incidence of other factors listed as a cause

for cducational deprivation. The sixth grade accounted for 4. 4% of the
usc of this category. In terms of numbers, there were 349 of the 7, 670

boys classified at the sixth grade level under this response.
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TABLL LIX

CONDENSED OTHER FACTOR CODES BY GRADE
Total Boys and Girls (Elementary)

Grade
Code K 1 2 3 4 ) 6 Total
1 109 125 122 126 126 157 23 788
RP* 13. 8 15.9 15.5 16.0 16.0 19.9 2.9
Cp 7.6 6.1 6.4 5. 4 5.4 6.7 4,3
TP 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.3 0.2 6.3
2 . 608 721 550 535 680 646 126 3866
RP 15.7 18. 6 14, 2 13. 8 17. 6 16.7 3.3
Ccpr 42, 2 33.1 28.9 23. 1 29, 4 27.5 23.3
TP 4,9 5.8 4, 4 4,3 5.4 5. 2 1.0 30.9
3 261 363 327 321 374 376 65 2087
RP 12.5 17.4 15. 7 15. 4 17.9 18.0 3.1
CpP 18. 1 17.7 17. 2 13.9 16. 2 16.0 12.0
TP 2.1 2.9 2.6 2.6 3.0 3.0 0.5 16. 7
7 o0 113 114 145 148 136 38 754
RP 8.0 15.0 15.1 19. 2 19. 6 18.0 5.0
CP 4,2 5.5 6.0 6.3 6.4 5.8 7.0
P 0.5 0.9 0.9 1.2 1.2 1.1 0.3 6.0
9 130 267 286 306 404 457 133 1983
RP 6.6 13.5 14, 4 15. 4 20. 4 23.0 6.7
CP 9.0 13.0 15.0 13.2 17.5 19. 4 24. 6
TP 1.0 2.1 2.3 2.4 3.2 3.7 1.1 15. 8
12 168 281 286 262 314 316 91 1718
RP 9.8 16. 4 16. 6 15.3 18. 3 18. 4 5.3
Cp 11,7 13.7 15.0 11.3 13. 6 13. 4 16. 8
TP 1.3 2.2 2.3 2.1 2.5 2.5 0.7 13.7
OTIIIER 106 184 216 218 268 265 65 1322
RP 8.0 13.9 16. 3 16. 5 20. 3 20.0 4,9
CP 7.4 9.0 11.4 11.4 11.6 11.3 12.0
TP 0.8 1.5 1.7 1.7 2.1 2.1 0.5 10. 6
TOTAL 1442 2054 1901 1913 2314 2353 541 12518
T 11.5 16. 4 15. 2 15.3 18.5 18. 8 4,3

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the total.




TABLE LX

Total Boys (Elementary)

CONDLENSED OTIIER FACTOR CODIES DY GRADIE

122

Code K 1 4 ) Total

1 81 96 109 105 134 21 640
RP*  12.7 15.0 17.0 16.4  20.9 3.3
CP 0.8 7.7 9.0 7.5 9. 4 6. 2

TP 1.1 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.7 0.3 8.3

2 335 413 310 384 360 69 2200
RP 15. 2 18. 8 14. 1 17,5 16. 4 3.1
Ccp 40.6  32.9 25.6 27.3 25.2  20.4

TP 4,4 5.4 4.0 5.0 4.7 0.9 28.7

3 144 224 190 206 233 38 1239
RD 1.6  18.1 15.3 166 18.8  30.1
CP 17.5 17.9 15.7 14.6  16.3 11.2

TP 1.9 2.9 2.5 2.7 3.0 0.5 16.2

7 27 61 83 97 82 21 429
RP 6.3 14. 2 19.3 22.6 19.1 4.9
CpP 3.3 4.9 6.7 6.9 5.7 6. 2

TP 0.4 0.8 1.1 1.3 1.1 0.3 5.6

9 75 189 216 279 291 89 1328
RP 5.6 14,2 16.3  21.0  21.9 6.7
CP 9.1 15.1 17.9 19.8  20.3 26. 3

TP 1.0 2.5 2.8 3.6 3.8 1.2 17.3

12 109 158 173 176 185 61 1056
RP 10. 3 15.0 16. 4 16.7 17.5 5.8
CP 13. 2 12. 6 14.3 12.5. 12.9 18.0

TP 1. 4 2.1 2.3 2.3 2.4 0.8 13. 8

OTIIER 54 113 128 160 146 40 778
RP 6.9 14.5 i6.5 20.6  18.8 5.1
CP 6. 5 9.0 10.6  11.4  10.2 11. 8

TP 0.7 1.5 1.7 2.1 1.9 0.5 10. 1

TOTAL 825 1254 1209 1407 1431 339 7670
TP 10. 8 16.3 15.8  18.3 18.7 4. 4

RP stands for the percent N 1s of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the total.
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When the condensed other factor codes for girls (Table ILXI)
were cxa.mined, cultural deprivation accounted for 34. 4% of the
listings. Disruptive home and family conditions appeared as the
second most fi:equent category, accounting for 17.35% of the cases. As
with boys, the fourth and fifth grades appeared to be the grades where
this category was used most frequently and the sixth grade showed the
lowest incidence of this category. In all, there were a total of 4, 848
responscs for girls classified.

Boys actually in projects (Table LXII) were compared with the
total number of boys identificd as in need of assistance (Table LXIII)
at the elementary level, revealing that 6, 111 boys of 7,670 identified
who were involved in projects listed other factors as contributing to
project involvement. In contrast, 4,848 girls were listed under ofher
factor codes as eligible for Title I assistance. Of this number, 3,756
were actually involved in Title I activities at the elementary level
(Table IX1V),- while 1, 092 were not (Table LXV).

In general, having once been identified as in need of Title 1

assistance at the clementary level, the frequency of actually getting
help was much higher in terms of proportion for boys than it was for

girls.




TABLE LXI 124 -
CONDENSED OTHER FACTOR CODES BY GRADE
Total Girls (Elementary)
Grade
Code K 1 2 3 4 S 6 Total
1 28 29 28 17 21 23 2 148
RP#* 18.9 19.6 18.9 11.5 14. 2 15. 5 1.4
CP 4,5 3.6 4,0 2,4 2.3 2.5 1.0
TP 0.6 - 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.0 3.1
2 273 308 221 225 296 286 S7 1666
RP 16. 4 18. 5 13.3 13. 5 17. 8 17.2 3. 4
CP 44, 2 38.5 31.8 32.0 32. 6 31.0 28. 2
TP 5.6 6. 4 4,6 4.6 6. 1 5.9 1.2 34. 4
3 117 139 123 131 168 143 27 848
RP 13. 8 16. 4 14. 5 15. 4 19. 8 16.9 3.2
CP 19.0 17. 4 17.7 18. 6 18. 5 15. 5 13. 4
TP 2.4 2.9 2.5 2.7 3.5 2.9 0.6 17. 5 k
7 33 52 56 62 51 54 17 325 |
r RP 10. 2 16.0¢ 17. 2 19.1 15.7 16. 6 S. 2
. CP 5.3 6.5 8.0 8.8 5.6 5. 9 8. 4
TP 0.7 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.1 1.1 0.4 6.7 r
9 S9S 78 97 %0 125 166 44 655
RP 8.4 11.9 14. 8 13.7 19.1 25. 3 6.7
CP 8.9 9.8 13.9 13. 6 13. 8 18.0 21. 8
TP 1.1 1.6 2.0 1.9 2.6 3.4 0.9 13.5
12 59 . 123 92 89 138 131 30 662
RP 8.9 18. 6 13.9 13. 4 20. 8 19. 8 4.5 |
cr . 9.6 15. 4 13. 2 12. 6 15. 2 14,2 14.9
TP 1.2 2.5 1.9 1. 8 2.8 2.7 0.6 13.7
OTHER 52 71 79 90 108 119 25 544
RP 9.6 13.1 14. 5 16.5 19.9 21.9 4,6 |
Cpr 8.4 8.9 11. 4 12. 8 11.9 12. 9 12. 4
TP 1.1 1.5 1.6 1.9 2,2 2.5 0.5 11. 2
TOTAL 617 800 696 704 207 922 202 4848
TP 12.7 16.5 14. 4 14. 5 18.7 19.0 4,2
*RP stands for the percent N is of tie row; CP, of the column; TP, of the total.




TABLIL T.XII 125

CONDLENSED OTIILER FACTOR CODIIS BY GRADIE
Boys in Project (Elementary)

Grade

Code K 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total

1 43 64 67 71 73 102 18 438
RP* 9.8 14.6 153 16.2 16.7  23.3 4.1
cp 8.5 6.3 69 7.1 6.3 8. 6 6.5

TP 0.7 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.2 .7 0.3 7.1

2 194 345 271 2600 326 308 62 1766
RP 1.0 19.5 15.3 14.7 18.5 17.4 3.5
cP 383 341 27.7 260 28.2 2.0 225

TP 3.2 5.6 4.4 4.3 5.3 5.0 1.0  28.9

3 96 190 161 151 169 204 29 1000
RP 9.6 19.0 16.1 15.1 16.9  20.4 2.9
cP 19.0 18.8 16.5 15.1 14.6 17.2  10.5

TP 1.6 3.1 2.6 2.5 2.8 3.3 0.5 16.4

7 15 48 52 73 86 71 12 357
R 4.2  13.4 14.6 20.4 24.1  19.9 3. 4
CP 3.0 4.7 5.3 7.3 7.4 6.0 4.4

TP 0.2 0.8 0.9 1.2 1. 4 1.2 0.2 5.8

9 53 150 158 186 230 246 82 1105
RP 4.8 13.6 14.3 16.8 2.8  922.3 7. 4
cP 10.5 14.8 16.2 186 199 20.8  929.8

TP 0.9 2.5 2.6 3.0 3.8 4.0 1.3 18.1

12 75 129 158 145 146 147 37 837
RP 9.0 15.4 18.9 17.3 17.4 17.6 4.4
CP  14.8 128 16.2 145 12.6 12.4 13.5

TP 1.2 2.1 2.6 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.6 13.7

OTHIER 30 85 110 115 128 105 35 608
RP 4.9 140 181 189 2L.1  17.3 5.8
cp 5.9 8.4 1.3 1.5 1L1 8.9 12.7

TP 0.5 1. 4 1.8 1.9 2.1 .7 0.6 9.9

TOTAL 506 1011 977 1001 1158 1183 275 6111
TP 8.3 165 160 16.4 189 194 4.5

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the total,




TABLYL 1LXIII

CONDENSED OTHER FACTOR CODES BY GRADE

Boys Not in Project (Elementary)
) J )

126

Grade
Code K 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total
1 38 32 27 38 32 32 3 202
RP* 18. 8 15. 8 13. 4 18. 8 15. 8 15. 8 1.5
CpP 11.9 13. 2 11. 8 18.3 12. 9 12.9 4,7
TP 2.4 2.1 1.7 2.4 2.1 2.1 0.2 13.0
2 141 68 58 50 58 52 7 434
RP 32.5 15.7 13. 4 11.5 13. 4 12.0 1.6
CP 44, 2 28.0 25. 4 24.0 23.3 21.0 10. 9
1P 9.0 4, 4 3.7 3.2 3.7 3.3 0.4 27. 8
3 48 34 43 39 37 29 9 239
RP 20.1 14, 2 18.0 16.3 15.5 12,1 3.8
Cp 15.0 14.0 18.9 18. 8 14 11.7 14.1
TP 3.1 2.2 2.8 2.5 2.4 1.9 0.6 15. 3
7 12 13 6 10 11 11 9 72
RP 16. 7 18.1 8.3 13.9 15.3 15.3 12.5
Cp 3.8 5.3 2.6 4,8 4.4 4.4 14.1
TP 0.8 0.8 0.4 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.6 4.6
9 22 39 31 30 49 45 7 223
RP 9.9 17.5 13.9 13.5 22.0 20. 2 3.1
CP 59 16.0 13. 6 14. 4 19.7 18.1 10.9
TP 1. 4 2.5 2.0 1.9 3.1 2.9 0.4 14. 3
12 34 29 36 28 30 38 24 219
RP 15.5 13.2 16. 4 12. 8 13.7 17.4 11.0
CP 10. 7 11.9 15. 8 13.5 12.0 15.3 37.5
TP 2.2 1.9 2.3 1. 1.9 2.4 1.5 14.0
OTIIER 24 28 27 13 32 41 S 170
RP 14. 1 16.5 15.9 7.0 18. 8 24, 1 2.9
Ccp 7.5 11.5 11. 8 6.3 12.9 16.5 7.8
TP 1.5 1. 8 1.7 0.8 2.1 2.6 0.3 10.9
TGTAL 319 243 228 208 249 248 64 1559
TP 20. 5 15.6 14. 6 13.3 16.0 15.9 4,1

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the total.




TABLE LXIV | 1.27

CONDENSED OTHIEER FACTOR CODES BY GRADE
Girls in Project (Elementary)

Grade
Codc K 1 2 3 4 S 6 Total
1 17 16 19 14 16 17 2 101
RP* 16.8 15.8 18.8 13.9 15.8 16.8 2.0
c 47 26 3.6 25 22 22 L1l
TP 0.5 0.4 0.5 04 0.4 05 01 27
2 143 247 175 183 237 250 54 1289
RP 1L1 19.2 13.6 14.2 18,4 194 4.2
CP  39.7 40.0 33.2 322 32.3 324  30.2
P 8.8 6.6 47 49 63 67 L4 343
3 73 113 07 108 132 123 25 671
RP 10.9 16.8 14.5 161 197 183 3.7
CP  20.3 183 184 190 18.0 159  14.0
™ L9 30 26 29 35 33 07 17.9
7 18 37 39 55 47 43 13 252
RP 7.1 147 155 218 187 17.1 5.2
ce 50 60 7.4 97 6.4 56 7.3
7 05 L0 1.0 L5 L3 L1 0.3 6.7
9 37 59 72 6 106 135 41 519
RP 7.1 1l.4 13.9 13,3 20.4 260 7.9
CP 10,3 9.6 13.7 121 145 17.5  22.9 1
™ 1.0 L6 L9 L8 2.8 3.6 L1 13.8
12 43 101 68 67 110 105 22 516
RP . 83 19.6 13.2 13.0 21.3 20.3 4.3
cP 1.9 16,4 129 1L8 150 13.6  12.3
™ L1 27 L8 L8 29 28 0.6 13.7
OTIHER 29 44 56 72 85 99 22 408
RP 7.1 10.8 140 17.6 2.8 243 5.4
ce 81 7.1 10.8 12.7 1.6 12.8 .3 |
T 0.8 L2 L5 L9 23 26 0.6 10.9 |
TOTAL 360 617 527 568 733 772 179 3756
™ 9.6 164 140 151 19.5 20.6 4.8

*RP stands for the percent N is of the yow; CP, of the column; TP, of the total,
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Handicap Codes

A complete listing of the children classificd under the six
handicap‘ codes appears in the appendix for this section. The following
represents in summary form the more salient features of these tables.
The disc‘,ussioﬁ will be of the clementary and sccondary levels.

At the elementary level, a total of 4, 672 children were classified
under handicap codes. Of the total, 2, 989 were boys and 1, 683 were
girls. The most frequently listed handicap code for both boys and girls
was "emotionally disturbed, " 29. 2% of the total elementary pupils being
classificd under this code. Boys . more frequently listed than girls
as "emotionally disturbed as 30.7Y; of the total boys were thus classified
while the category accounted for only 20. 69, of the total girls. In terms
of rclative frequency, the second and third ranked classifications were
"spcech handicap” and "hearing handicap." Together these two classifica-
tions accounted for 47.8% more of the pupils. The three cited classifica-
tions accounted for 779 of the total pupils listed.

At the sccondary level, the most frequently listed handicap code
was "mentally retarded. " This classification accounted for 33. 29, of thc
pupils. In terms of frequency, the "emotionally disturbed" classification
accounted for an additional 28. 9% of the pupils. In total, these two
categorics accounted for 62.1% of the 2, 693 sccondary pupils classified
under handicap codes.  When examined separately by sex there were

1,594 boys and 1, 099 girls listed under handicap codes.
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Other Factor Codes

— en -

Project applications included a scparate classification of
students when other apparent factors scemed to be contributing to the 3
cducaticnal deprivation of the child. The instructions were for a listing

of the single most significant factor to be recorded under the twelve

xR A T s, t

possible classifications.

mr

The classifications were:

1. Behavior Problem
2. Culturally Deprived jﬂ:
3. Disruptive Home and I"amily Conditions
4. Dropout Li
S. Excessive Absences
6. Inadcquate Curriculum
7. I.ack of Basic Necessities
8. Medical Problems
9. Motivational Deficiency *,;
4
10. Nutritional Deficiency 4
11. Underachieving Gifted j
12. Other

Table I.XVI presents the condensation of Other Factor codes for
boys and girls at the sccondary level. In all 11, 938 pupils were classified

under Other Factors. The most frequently listed contributing factor was




TABLL LXVI 131 :

CONDENSEDR OTIER FACTOR CODIES BY GRADE
Total Boys and Girls (Secondary)

s Grade
Code 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
2 412 493 093 623 505 358 3084
RP#* 13.4 16.0 22.5 20. 2 16. 4 12. 5
CP 25.9 '27.9 28. 2 25.5 24. 6 21.7
TP 3.4 4.1 5. 8 5.2 4,2 3.0 25. 8
3 250 256 348 285 270 160 1569
RP 15.9 16. 3 22.2 18. 2 17. 2 10. 2
Cp 15.7 14. 5 14. 2 11.7 13.1 9.7 .
TP 2.1 2.1 2.9 2.4 2.3 1.3 13.1 |
6 101 123 211 280 261 196 1172
RP 8.6 10. 5 18.0 23.9 22.3 16. 7
Cp 6. 4 7.0 8.6 11.5 12.7 11.9
TP 0.8 1.0 1.8 2.3 2.2 1.6 9.8
7 117 106 187 158 168 148 884
RP 13. 2 12.0 21.2 17.9 19.0 16. 7
Cp 7.4 6.0 7.6 6.5 8.2 9.0
TP 1.0 0.9 1.6 1.3 1.4 1.2 7.4
9 328 416 483 609 449 465 2760
RP 12. 2 15.1 17. 5 22.1 16. 3 16. 8
CP 21.3 23.6 19.7 24,7 21.8 28.3
TP 2.8 3.5 4.0 S. 1 3.8 3.9 23.1
12 196 155 277 177 151 131 1087
RP 18.0 14. 3 23.5 16.3 15.9 12.1
CpP 12. 3 8.8 11.3 7.2 7.3 8.0
TP 1.6 1.3 2.3 1.5 1.3 1.1 9.7
OTIHIR 175 217 256 313 253 188 1402
RP 12. 5 15. 5 18.3 22.3 18.0 13. 4 |
CP 11.0 12.3 10. 4 12. 8 12. 3 11.4
TP 1.5 1.8 2.1 2.6 2.1 1.6 11.7
TOTAL 1589 1766 2455 2445 2057 1646 11958
TP 13.3 14. 8 20. 5 20, 4 17. 2 13. 8

#*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the colummn; TP, of the total,
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that of "bchavior problems™ which represented 25. 8%, of the total.

This factor was closcly followed by the classification "motivational

deficiency™ which accounted for an additional 23.19 of the pupils.

T A T T

The third most frequently listed contributing factor was that of a dis-

rupted home or family condition which accounted for 13.19. In all,

these three factors accounted for 629 of the 11, 598 pupils classified

under the twelve possible Other Factor codes at the secondary level.

Table LLXVII shows the distribution of Other Factor codes when

the classification of boys was considered separately. llerc again,

the major contributors in relation to the total were: cultural deprivation

(23.9%), motivational deficiency (25.4%), and disruptive home and
family coudition (12.4%). In addition, 10.4% of the boys classified at
the sccondary level were faced with an "inadequate curriculum." In
all, a total of 7, 029 boys were included in this summary table.

Table LXVIII--the distribution of Other Factor codes by grade

level for secondary girls--again showed the pattern of cultural de-

privation (28.4%), motivational deficicney (19.8%), and disruptive home

and family conditions (14.2%) as the most significant contributing classi-
fication factors. The classifications of 4, 929 sccondary giris arc shown
on the table.

Tablc LXIX and Table LXX present the distributions of secondary

boys on the basis of Other Factor codes when being in a project was

tabulated scparately from not being included in a project. The distributions




TABLE 1.XVII 133
CONDLENSED OTTIER FACTOR CODES BY GRADE
Total Boys (Sccondary)
Grade
Code 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
2 224 269 397 334 266 192 1682
RP* 13. 3 16.0 23.6 20.0 15. 8 11.4 .
Ccp 23.4  26.4 27.3 23.7 21.9 19.7
TP 3.2 3.8 5.6 4. 8 3.8 2.7 23.9 r
3 150 146 187 149 145 92 869
RP 17.3 16. 8 21.5 17.1 16. 7 10. 6
CpP 15.7 14. 3 12,9 10. 6 11.9 9.5
. TP 2.1 2. 2.7 2.1 2.1 1.3 12. 4
6 60 64 149 162 170 128 733 '35
RP 3.2 8.7 20.3 22.1 23. 2 17.5 :
Cp 6.3 6.3 10. 2 11.5 14.0 13.9
TP 0.9 0.9 2.1 2,3 2.4 1.8 10. 4
7 64 51 104 % 91 77 477
RP 13. 4 10.7 21.8 18.9 19.1 16. 1
Cp 6.7 5.0 7.2 6. 4 7.5 7.9
TP 0.9 0.7 1.5 1.3 1.3 1.1 6. 8
9 224 260 315 389 302 294 1784
RP 12. 6 14. 6 17.7 21. 8 16.9 16. 5 !
Cp 23. 4 25.5 21.7 27. 5 24.9 30. 2 1
TP 3.2 3.7 4,5 5.5 4.3 4,2 25. 4
12 102 75 141 97 82 67 564
RP 18.1 13.3 25.0 17. 2 14. 5 11.9
Cp 10. 7 7.4 9.7 6.9 6.7 6.9
TP 1.5 1.1 2.0 1.4 1.2 1.0 8.0
OTIER 132 154 161 191 159 123 920
RP 14.3 16. 7 17. 5 20. 8 17.3 13. 4
CpP 13. 8 15.1 11.1 13.5 13. i 12. 6
P 1.9 2.2 2.3 2.7 2.3 1.7 13.1
TOTAL 956 1019 1454 1412 1215 973 7029
TP 13. 6 14. 5 20.7 20.1 17.3 13. 8

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the total.




TABLE LXVIII

134
CONDENSED OTIIER FACTOR CODLES BY GRADE
Total Girls (Secondary)
Grade
Code 9 10 11 Total
2 296 289 239 1402
RP* 21.1 20.6 17.0
CP 29. 6 28.0 28. 4
TP 6.0 5.9 4, 8 28. 4
3 110 161 136 125 700
RP 15.7 23.0 19, 4 17.9
CP 14,7 16.1 13. 2 14. 8
« TP 2.2 3.3 2,8 2.5 14, 2
6 1 59 62 118 91 439
RP 9.3 13. 4 14, 1 26,9 20.7
CP 6.5 7.9 6. 2 11. 4 10. 8
TP 0.8 1.2 1.3 2.4 1.8 8.9
7 53 S5 83 68 77 407
RP 13.0 13.5 20. 4 16. 7 18.9
CP 8. 4 7.4 8.3 6.6 9.1
TP 1.1 1.1 1.7 1. 4 1.6 8.3
9 114 156 168 220 147 976
RP 11.7 16.0 17. 2 22,5 15.1
CP 18.0 20.9 16. 8 21.3 17.5
TP 2.3 3.2 3.4 4,5 3.0 19. 8
12 94 80 136 80 69 523
RP 18.0 15.3 26.0 15.3 13. 2
CpP 14, 8 10. 7 13. 6 7.7 8.2
TP 1.9 1.6 2.8 1.6 1.4 10. 6
- OTIHER 43 63 95 122 94 482
RP 8.9 13.1 19,7 25.3 19.5
CP 6. 8 8.4 9.5 11. 8 11. 2
TP 0.9 1.3 1.9 2.5 1.9 9.8
TOTAL 633 747 1001 1033 842 4929
TP 12. 8 15. 2 20.3 21.0 17. 1

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row;CP, of the column; TP, of the total.




TABLE LXIX 135

CONDLENSED OTHER FACTOR CODES BY GRADE
Boys in Projcct (Scecondary)

Grade

Code 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
2 171 220 328 9254 211 144 1328

RP* 12.9 16.6 247 19.1 15.9  10.8

cp 23.5 927.5 29.3 24.8 22.6  2L.1

TP 3.2 4.2 6.2 4.8 4.0 2.7  25.1
3 108 106 138 107 103 60 622

RP 17.4  17.0 22.2  17.2 16.6 9.6

CP 14.8 13.2 12.3 10.4 1L.0 8. 8

TP 2.0 2.0 2.6 2.0 1.9 .1 1.8
6 47 59 102 110 135 90 545

RP 8.7 10.9 18.8 20.3 24.9  16.6

cP 6.5 7.4 9.1 10.7 14.5 13.2

TP 0.9 1.1 L9 2.1 2.6 .7  10.3
7 61 47 99 82 80 64 433

RP 14.1 109 229 18.9 18.5  14.8

CP 8. 4 5.9 8. 8 8.0 8.6 9.4

TP 1.2 0.9 1.9 1.5 1.5 1.2 8.2
9 162 179 206 271 228 197 1243

RP 13.0 14.4 16.6 21.8 18.3  15.8

cp 92.3  22.4 18.4 264 24.4  28.8

TP 3.1 3.4 3.9 51 4.3 3.7 23.5
12 83 64 114 71 55 42 429

RP 19.3 14.9 266 166 12.8 9.8

CP 11. 4 8.0 10,2 6.9 5.9 6. 1

TP 1.6 L2 2.2 1.3 1.0 0.8 8. 1
OTMIER 96 125 134 130 121 86 692

RP 13.9 18.1 19.4 18.8 17.5  12.4

cp 13.2 15.6 12,0 12.7 13.0  12.6

TP 1.8 9.4 2.5 2.5 2.3 1.6 13.1
TOTAL, 728 §00 1121 1025 933 683 5290

TP 13.8  15.1 2.2 194 17.6  12.9

“RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the columii; TP, of the total.




TABLLE XX 136

SONDENSED OTHER FACTOR CODIEES BY GRADE
Boys Not in Project (Secondary)

Gradc
Code 7 8 9 10 1] 12 Total
2 53 49 69 80 59 48 354
RP# 15.0 13. 5 19.5 22,6 15.5 13. 6
CpP 23. 2 22. 4 20.7 20.7 19.5 16. 6
TP 3.0 2.8 4.0 4,6 3.2 2.8 20. 4
3 42 40 49 42 42 32 247
RP 17.0 16. 2 19. 8 17.0 17.0 13.0
Cp 18. 4 18.3 14.7 10.9 14.9 11.0
. TP 2.4 2.3 2.8 2.4 2.4 1.8 14, 2
6 13 S 47 52 35 38 190
RP 6. 8 2.6 24,7 27. 4 18. 4 20.0
CpP S.7 2,3 14.1 13. 4 12. 4 13. 1
TP 0.7 0.3 2,7 3.0 2,0 2,2 10.9
7 3 4 S5 8 11 13 44
RP 6. 8 9.1 11. 4 18. 2 25.0 29. 5
Cr 1.3 1. 8 1.5 2.1 3.9 4,5
TP 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.7 2.5
9 62 81 109 118 74 97 541
RP 11.5 15.0 20.1 21. 8 13.7 17.9
Cp 27. 2 37.0 32,7 30. 5 26. 2 33. 4
TP 3.6 4.7 6.3 6. 8 4, 5.6 31.1
12 19 11 27 26 27 25 135
RP 14.1 8.1 20.0 19,3 20.0 18. 5
CP 8.3 5.0 8.1 6.7 9.6 8.6
TP 1.1 0.6 1.6 1.5 1.6 1.4 7.8
OTIIER 36 29 27 61 38 37 228
RP 15. 8 12.7 11. 8 26. 8 16. 7 16. 2 .
CcpP 15. 8 13. 2 8.1 15. 8 13.5 12. 8
TP 2.1 1.7 1.6 3.5 2,2 2.1 13. 1
TOTAL 228 219 333 387 282 290 1739
TP 13. 1 12. 6 19.1 22.3 16. 2 16. 7

*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the total
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of the boys showed 5, 290 included in projects and 1,739 identified
but not included in projects at the secondary level.

The most significant difference in the rwo distributions occurred
under the classification "motivational deficiency™ with 23,59 of the
boys included in projects listed, while for those identified but not
included in projects, 31.1% were classified as possessing a "motivational

deficiency.” In general, this increase in the classification motivational
deficiency for the identified group was the most plausible explanation
for the other differences in the frequency of occurrence or percentage
of response under the other codes.

It would appear that cultural deprivation was a salient Other
Factor code for eventually being included in a project as 25. 19 of those
included as contrasted to 20.4% of boys not included listed this character-
istic.

Tables LLXXI and LXXIT show the distribution of Other Factor
code classifications for girls in projects and girls identified but not
included in projccts.

In terms of the diffcrence in perceht of classification for girls
in projects as contrasted to girls not in projects, code 7--"1ack of basic
necessities' --was listed for 10. 3% of thosce in projects and for only
2.89, of thosc not included in projects. The classification motivational
deficiency followed the same pattern for girls as it did for boys with

15. 19 of those in projects showing this classification while 24. 3% of
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TABLLE 1.XXI 138
. CONDENSED OTIIER FACTOR CODES BY GRADE
Girls in Project (Secondary)
, .
Grade
Code 9 10 11 12 Total
2 172 113 1032

“*RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; ‘I'P, of the total.
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CONDLNSED OTIIER FACTOR CODIEES BY GRADE
Girls Not in Project (Secondary)

Grade
Code 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
2 50 49 5/, 95 67 53 370 |
RP* i3.5  13.2 15.1 25,7 18.1  14.3 :
CP 30.1 26.2 24.1 31.9 289  923.8
TP 3.7 3.7 4,2 7.1 5.0 4,0 27.7
3 28 36 36 33 45 28 206
RP 3.6 17.5 17.5 16,0 21.8  13.6
CP 16,9 19.3 15.5 11.1 19.4  12.6
TP 2.1 2.7 2.7 2.5 3.4 2.1 15. 4
6 9 6 29 55 19 31 149
RP 6.0 4.0 19.5 36.9 12.8  20.8
CP 5. 4 3.2 12.5 18.5 8.2  13.9
TP 0.7 0.4 2.2 4.1 1. 4 2,3 1.1
7 6 6 0 6 8 11 37
RP 16. 2 16. 2 0.0 16.2 21.6 29.7
CP 3.6 3.2 0.0 2.0 3.4 4.9
TP 0. 4 0. 4 0.0 0. 4 0.6 0.8 2.8 ,
9 33 47 62 63 51 69 325 |
RP 10.2  14.5  19.1 19.4 15.7  21.2
CP 19.9  25.1 26,7 21.1 22.0 30.9
gNL 2.5 3.5 4.6 4.7 3.8 5.2 24,3
12 26 25 34 12 17 12 126 %
RP 20. 6 19.8  27.0 9.5 13.5 9.5 ;
CP ‘15,6  13. 4 14. 7 4.0 7.3 5. 4
TP 1.9 1.9 2.5 0.9 1.3 0.9 9, 4 !
; ‘
OTIER 14 18 15 34 25 19 125
- RP 11.2 14. 4 12,0  27.2  20.0 15.2
CP 8. 4 9.6 6.5 11.4 10. 8 8.5 .
TP 1.0 1.3 1.1 2.5 1.9 1. 4 9.3 a
TOTAL 166 187 232 298 232 223 1338 ‘
TP 12. 4 13.9  17.3  22.3 17. 3 16. 7

l *RP stands for the percent N is of the row; CP, of the column; TP, of the total,
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those identified but not later included in projects werce classified
under this code.

In total there were 3,591 girls included in Title I projects
and 1, 338 girls identificd but not included in projects. The largest

number of girls included in Title I activities was 769 at the ninth

grade level. On the other hand, girls identified but not included in 1

projects appearcd most frequently at the tenth grade level with 298

or 22.3% of the total girls shown at this grade level.
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PART III

In this part of the report the information presented deals with what
has bcen deccribed as the Internal Quantitative Dimension. Data on admin-
istrators, teachers and other educational personnel employed in Title I

projects and those holding similar employment in non-Title I sections of

the educational program are presented and compared. Information relating
to pupil characteristics, program characteristics and information that
describes pupil performance on the lowa Testing Programs is also included
in this part of the interim report.

Administrator and Teacher Information

The data shown in Table I for administrators were gathered from
the Iowa Professional School Employee Records and the number of admini-
strators rcpresented presents in every case the maximum number reporting
for the figure.
Down the left hand column of the table, the caiegories age in years,
years experience in this district, years expericnce-total, total semester
hours of college work, and salary in dollars arc shown. Moving across
the table to the left, the number of administrators reporting, the average
number in cach response category and the standard deviation for each cate-
gory arc presented for both Title I administrators énd a comparison group

of other administrators in the State of Iowa (labeled non-Title ).
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Upon examining the table, it becomes rcadily apparent that there
18 little difference in any of the five characteristics listed.  If there was
a tendency, it was for Title I administrators to be slightly younger,
slightly less experienced, and to earn a slightly smaller salary than their

counterparts not involved in the programs.
TABLE 1

A COMPARISON OF TITLE I AND NON-TITLE 1
ADMINISTRATOR CHARACTERISTICS

Title 1 Non-Title I
N Ave ~ S.D. N Ave S. D,

Age in years 474 41.01 10. 95 4236 41. 64 11.55
Yrs. experiznce

this district 497 6.13 7.05 4408 7.27 8. 34
Yrs. exp. total 497 13.71 10. 56 4407 14, 95 11. 86
Total sem. hrs.

colle‘ge work 490 164.10  30. 44 4399 165. 34 31,74

Salaryindollars 449 7561.77 1899, 15 4397 79656, 43 2191.37

This table expels the ofthcard myth that administrative salaries for
Title I programs were inconsistent with existing salary structures within the
statc. Infact, Title I administrators earned a ican salary of $7, 561. 77
while their counterparts across the state carned a mean salary of §7, 960. 43.
In other words, when either the meaﬁ or the standard deviation of salary
figures were considered, the Title I group earned a smaller salary and the
range in salary was more constricied than that of their counterparts across

the state.

S ——
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Teacher Characteristics

Table II presents a comparison of Title I teachers with teachers
in the state who are not involved in Title I programs. The makeup of the
teble is very similar to Table I in that it also presents comparable figures
for the five categories shown in Table I

When comparing teachers, the Title I group was slightly older,
comparable in years of experience within the district and in total years
of expericnce, had slightly less college work and earned a smaller salary

than did their counterparts across the state.
TABLE II

A COMPARISON OF TITLE I AND NON-TITLE I
TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS

Title 1 | Non-Title I
N Ave S. D. N Ave S. D,
Age in years 2911 41.83 12,69 24737 40. 80 12, 89
Yrs. experience <
this district 2976 S. 27 6.08 25573 5. 65 7.15
Yrs. exp. total 2975 11.88 10.02 25570 11. 62 10. 90

Total sem. hrs. .
college work 2897 128.25 33.54 25541 134. 46 36. 14

Salary in dollars 2242  5614.76 1429,02 25501  5802.55 1363. 14

The mean salary figurc for Title I tcachers was $5, 614. 76 while

for non-Title I teachers the mean salary figure was $5, 802. 55. Iere again
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we Tind cvi.dcnco to support the notion that both the administrators and
teachers employed in Title I programs were from the same pool of per-
sonnel that existed prior to the inception of the Title I programs, and that
the salary structure initiated by Title I activities was, if anything, slightly
below that for the comparable tecachers across the state.

Other Professional Personncl

Table III presents the comparative statistics for tiie two groups
of Other Professional Personnel in the State of Iowa. The professional
persomncl comparisons were made on the same five factors s, a for

adiinistrative and teaching positions.
)

TABLE III

A COMPARISON OI' T'TT1.IZ I AND NON-TITLE I
OTIHLER PROFESSIONAL STAFF CIJARACTERISTICS
Title 1 Non-Title I
N Ave  S.D, N Ave S. D,

Age in years 164 40.28 11.18 1786 40.79 11.78
Yrs. expericnce

this district 167 4,74 6. 33 1846 5. 98 7.55
Yrs. exp. total 167 11.03 9.40 1843 11.33 10. 43
Total scin. hrs.

college work 166 165. 63  42.87 1839 159. 17 42,74

Salary in dollars 165 7768. 65 §955.76 1838 6630.37 1895.39
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In the comparisons for Other Professional Personnel the Title I
group on the average earned higher salaries by over a thousand dollars
than did their statewide counterparts. But, on the other hand, they had
more college work than their counterparts. In terms of similarity, they
were comparable in years of experience, had slightly less experience in
the district they were working but were very comparable in terms of
their age. The average professional worker in the Title I program was
approximately forty years old, and had been eniployed in the district for
a litile under five years.

If one ranked the salary figures for administrators, specialized
professional workers and teachers, the three tables discussed would
support the idea that administrators earned the highest salaries, specialized
profcssional workers were second, and teachers were last. This is in keep-
ing with the gereral trend across the couhtry for pay scales at various
professional levels and was consistent with existing personnel practices
outside of Title I activities within the state.

Profcssional Preparation

A comparison of the professional preparation of administrators
teachers and other professional staff for Title I and non-Title I programs
is shown in Table IV, The categorics down the lefthand column of the
table are: life certificate, bachelor's degree, master's degree, specialist

acgree, and doctor's degree. Across the top of the table and to the right



146

figures for administrators, teachers and other professional staff are

shown under two headings -- Title T and non-Title L

TABLE IV i

A COMPARISON OF TITLE I AND NON-TITLE I PROFESSIONAL
PREPARATION OF ADMINISTRATORS, TEACHERS AND OTHER |
PROFESSIONAL STAFF )

Admin. Teachers Other Prof.
Title 1 _Non-1. Titlel Non-T. Titlel Non-T.

Liic certificate 34 227 860 6307 13 186

Bachelor's degree 158 1772 1877 16250 59 824

Master's degree 299 2309 238 2965 90 806 'z

Specialist's degree S o8 0 27 1 17 )
‘ Doctor's degree 0 33 1 10 3 9 g;

At the administrative level, Title I represented approximately one

in ten of the administrative figures shown. The figures show that at the |

higher educational lzvels, i.e., specialist and ddctoral degree levels, |

Title I administrators were underrepresented while at the lower levels,

those of life certificate (which represents a normal school or less than

bachelor's deglrcc) and a bachelor's degree certificate were overrepresented,
For teachers the rough ratio of one to nine cited for administrators

again holds. At the tecaching level, the higher levels of education (the | |

specialist and doctorate degrees) were again underrepresented by Title 1
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staff members, while the life certificate and hachelor degrece levels
were overrepresented in terms of Title T involved teachers.

At the level of other professional staff, the ratio of Litle I to non-
Title I drops below the one to nine previously used as a rough guideline.
Here we [ind that Title I use of ocher professional staff members was not
in proportion to the existence of these other staff members within the state.
The major level of professional preparation for Title I profcssional staff
members was the master's degree with ninety out of the 166 members
having a master's degree. In the non-Title I category under Other Profes -
sional Staff, a larger proportion of the staff members had their training at
less than a master's degree level. This was in constrast to the figurcs
shown for the Title I involved staff.

When the professional preparation levels of Title I versus non-Title
Iwerecompared across groups, the general tendency was for the Title I
participants to be less well prepared at the administrative and teaching
levels, and slightly better prepared at the other professional staff level,

Assignment Codes

A comparison was made of the eighteen assignment codes listed
on the IPSEDS report for Title I and non-Title I administrators, teachers,

and other professional staff members. The results of these comparisons

arc shown as Table V.
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TABIIS V
A COMPARISON OI' ASSIGNMENT CODES FOR TITLE I
AND NON-TITLE I ADMINISTRATORS, TEACIIERS
AND OTHER PROFESSIONAL STARRTF
Admin, Teachers Other Prof.

Title I Non-T. TitleI Non-l. Titlcl Non-'L.

1. Self containcd

clessrooms S 32 1197 7848 0 0
2. Departmentalized 41 260 631 5667 0 0 1
3. Finc arts 4 105 20 967 0 0
4, Foreign lang. 4 77 20 701 0 0
S. Health 1 31 3 79 0 0
6. Homemaking 0 48 10 593 0 G
7. Industrial ed. 12 124 42 689 0 0
8. Science 23 281 68 1177 0 0
9. Social studies 47 541 68 1235 0 0
10. Special education 1 10 65 576 0 0
11. Math 31 253 83 1109 0 0
12. Physical education 17 393 30 769 0 0
13. Official junior
high school 51 : 225 - 0
14. . Agriculture 0 21 4 244 0 0
- 15, Vocational or
business cducation 15 173 44 848 0 0
16, . Communications 30 256 157 1707 0 0
17. Driver education 4 93 7 180 0 0

18. Non-teaching assign. 491 4381 0 0 163 1831
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The figurcs shown forr administrators represent & larger number
of assignments than the total number of adminietrative positions in exis-
tence. This was possible because the assignment codes represented a
duplicated counting of assignments.  In other words, an administrator
who spent part of his time in two assignments is listed twice.  The major-
ity of Title I administrators who had dutics outside of their administrative
function were in the arcas listed on Table V as communications, i.c.,
English, social studics, math, scrved in administrative capacitics for
departmentalized schools orr were junior high school officials. In contrast,

non-Title I administrators frequently scrved dual functions diffcrent from

those alrcady listed for Title I administrators. These duties fell in the
areas of physical education, science, the fine arts, industrial education and
vocational or business education.

Turning to teachers, as would be expected the majority of tcachers
in Title I programs werc assigned to self-contained classrooms. The
second largest number of tecackers in Title I programs were in department-
alized situations while the other two frequently listed catcgorics for assign-
ments were as officials in the junior high school and the communications
(English) arcas,

For non-Title I teachers, the most frequent assignment was also

in a sclf-contained classroom with a departmentalized assigmment showing

the sccond most frequency. English, followed by social studics, science
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and math, were the three frequenily cited assignments for non-Title I
tcachers that did not overlap with Title I involved teaching staff. Once
would expect that these areas would have their representation proportional
to the non-Title I teachers for Title I teachers. But, they do not.

When other prrofessional staff assignment codes were tabulated,
all non-profcssional staff in Title I and non-Title I categories showed non-
teaching assignments as their total allotment of time. This is an expected
finding,

Previous Years Occupation

A comparison was made of the previous year's occupation of adl-
ministrators, tcachers and other professional staff members for both
Title I and non-Title I participants. Table VI presents the figurcs on
which the comparisons were made. Down the lefthand columﬁ arc listed
seven possible categorics of previous occupations. Across and down the

table administrators’, teachers' and other professional staff members'

responscs are shown,
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TABLL VI
A COMPARISON OIF PREVIOUS YEARS OCCUPATION I'OR TITLE I AND
NON-TTITI T ADMINISTRATORS, TEACIIERS AND OTHER PROIFIESSIONAL,
STALTI?

Admin. Teachers Other Prof.
Titlel Non-T. Titlel Non-T. Titlcl Non-T.

Teach-saine dist. 403 3673 2382 20049 129 1502
Tecach-same county, .

diff. dist. 4 34 37 296 3 10
Teach-diff. county 43 343 138 1245 16 929
Teach-diff, state 9 116 43 6065 2 45
Not tcach, but a

student 15 178 167 2209 15 128
Not teach, but other

activitics 18 47 77 534 2 41
Unemployed 0 11 89 534 0 18

I'rom the figures, the tendency for administrators to be involved
in the same district prior to their involvement in Title I activities is indi-
catcd as 403 of the 492 respondents listed employment in the same district
as their previous ycar's occupational classification. The same tendency
held for non-Title I administrators.

The non-Title T administrators' response was more than the ex-
pected under the categories of teaching in a different state and spending
their time as a student during the previous year. Interestingly, eleven of

the administrators of the non-Title I group were uncmployed the previous

-year. ‘The best explanation or most plausible cxplanation for this finding




is the interrupted carcer pattern of women administrators as well as
teachers at the elementary level, i.c., they spend a portion of their
time a\\"ay from their carcer and in their home as fulltime homemakesrs.

The pattern of tecacher responses was similay to that for admini -
strators in that the preponderance of teachers reporting listed teaching in
the same district as their previous year's occupation. Where differonces
did occur between the Title I and non-Title I groups, it was in the two
areas of nor-Title I tcachers having a greater tendency to be tcaching in
a different state or being employed as a student the previous year, while
Title I teachers showed a greater tendency to be not teaching or unemployed
during the ycar previous to their entry into the Title I program.

Other professional staff members' 14esp011scs also showed the
alrcady stated pattern of being involved in the same district prior to the
assignment to Title I programs. But, here we find the trend toward
being employed in other activities or unemployed reversed with the non-
Title I professional staff members showing a larger proportional repre-

sentation in these two categorics.

= r—r —— .
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PUPHL INVENTORY I'TIEM ANALYSIS

The special Pupil Inventory prepared by the Jowa Iiducational
Information Center was administered in spring, 1960, to the public
sccondary school population in Iowa. A total of 199, 251 proils in
017 schools answered the Inventory. ach of the thirty-scven questions
was designed to galhér pupil information that might conceivably con-
tribute to a better understanding of some educational problem.

The thirty-scven questions were printed in an eight-page
booklet and administered as part of the CardPac System of Educational
Accounting. Responses were rmarked by pupils on an IBM-sized answer
card. The card was then "read" by an optical scanner and the informa-
tion transferred to magnetic tape for immediate computer use. Each

# school was sent a report which included a breakdown of responses by
its own pupils, as well as statewide totals.

The Item Analysis to follow shows how the responses of pupils
were distributed in comparison to a sample of nonTitle I pupils, giving
the numbcer and the percent of pupils in each population sclecting each
of the suggested answers to cach question.

It is hoped that a study of these responses will prove useful in
finding solutions to known problcms or in identifying ncw ones. Perhaps,
also, this analysis may stimulate some fresh thinking about possible
general improvements in the educational program for Title 1 pupils.

The value of an analysis of this kind clcarly depends upon the




—

154
nature and quality of the items in the Inventory administered. A great

deal has yet to be learned about what questions most need to be asked,
how thc:s' may best be phrased, and how the data collected may best be
presented.  Fach time a report of this kind is prepaved, much is
learncd about how to make the next more useful and more readily |
interpretable.”’

The Analysis

In the tables used in the Item Analysis, the results are printed
in the same scquence as the items appeared in the Inventory. Below
cach item are reproduced the possible responses given in the Inventory.
‘The pupils' answers are summarized to the right of each item.

IFor each group, two columns of figures appear. The "N"
column shows the actual number of pupils who chose each of the possible
responses to the qucwstion. The second column, labled "PC, " shows
what percent of the pupils chose cach response.

With numbers of pupils as large as those shown, it should be
pointed out that each response distribution shown for the two groups
was statistically significant beyond the .05 level when subjected to
the Chi Squarc test of independence.

Interpretation of the Report

Opinions may vary as to the most meaningful grouping of the
Inventory items for consideration of the results. This will depend,

to a great extent, on what comparisons the rescarclicr is interested

W eomee
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in making. In general, however, the contents of the Inventory touch

upon four broad arcas of information. They are: (1) biography and
environment; (2) activities; (3) aspirations and expectations; (4)
attitudes, perceptions, and personal relationships.

An outline of these arcas and the questions pertinent to each
follows. This particular grouping of the items is offered as a usable
example. Other logical groupings of the items and the corresponding
response data may occur o the users of this report.

Arca 1 Biography and Iinvironment

Includes such characteristics as marital status of parents,
parents' occupational and educational level, pupil's health,
work, study, driving habits, etc.

[tem # Information
1-2 Family background information
S-95 Parents' occupation
6-7 Parents' education
8-9 Pupil time spent in work
10 General health
11 Home study habits
33 - 34 Auto driving characteristics

Arca 2 Pupil Activitics

[tem # In-School Activitics
12 Athletics

13 Speech, Dramatics
14 Music

15 Publications

16 Student government
17 Service clubs

18 Ifonor socicties

19 Academic clubs

20 llobbics

21 Social activities
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Arca 3 - Aspirations and Lixpectations
Includes educatior ' and occupational goals - in terms of
both rosy drcam - 1 more realistic probabilitics. In con-
sidering the resy s, it is well to remember that the
aspirations of a | ~arc colored in many instances by the
relative "glamou . the choices offered.

[tem # Goals

25 ' School academic marks
26 - 28 Educational goals

29 Occupational goals (girl)

Area 4 - Attitudes, Perceptions, and Personal Relationships
Includes the pupil’'s view of his own standing, his attitudes
toward schoolmates, teachers, and schoolwork, and certain
pupil-parent relationships affecting study habits.

[tem # Attitudes

22 Pupil relationships .

23 Study

24 Teacher relationships

30 Parental attitudes

31 - 32 Best and least-liked subjects

[tem # Future Plans

35 Financing education

36 - 37 Type and location of school preferred

In Part IV of this report, responscs to selected items from the

achievement and mark point averages for the two groups of pupils.

we were concerned with describing the Title I pupil population.

Inventory are compared to other relevant information on tested pupil

[Here

»oevAsums, L L

Rt e A B itk W e we .
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A COMPARISON OF RESPONSES OFF TITLE 1 VS A SAMPLE OF
OTHER PUPILS TO INVENTORY ITEMS
TITLE 1 NON-TITLE 1
N PC N PC
1. Marital Status of Parents

Married and Living Together 24686 73 27767 81
Mother Not Living 364 1 320 1
Father Not Living 1179 3 995 3
Married But ‘Not Living Together 378 1 269 1
Divorced 1594 S - 1285 4

Neither Parent l.iving 80 44
Can't Answer Question 455 1 332 1
No Responsc 5209 15 3103 9

TOTALS 33945 34115

2. llcads of House In Which You Live

Mother and Father 23410 69 26891 79
Mother Only 2117 6 1685 S
Father Only 533 2 391 1
Sometimes Mother Sometimes Father o588 2 332 1
Mother and Stepfather 950 3 826 2
Father and Stepmother 290 1 281 1
Grandparents, Aunt, Uncle or Cousins 395 1 243 1

Brother or Sister 93 70
Foster Parents 146 87 .
None of Above 190 I 188 1
No Response 5233 15 3121 9

TOTALS 33945 34115




FFather's Occupation

Cannot Answer Question
Farm Worker, Lahorer, Workman
Private Houschold Worker, Housewife
Clerk, Salesman
Semi- Skilled, Protcctive Worker
Service Worker
Skilled Worker
Technician
Manager
Official
Proprictor or Owner
Professional
No Response
TOTALS

Mother's Occupation

Cannot Answer Question
Farm Worker, I.aborer, Workman
Private Household Worker, lHousewife
Clerk, Salesman
Semi- Skilled, Protective Worker
Service Worker
Skilled Worker
Technician
Manager
Official
Proprietor or Owner
Professional
No Response
TOTALS

Mother's Work At Present

Does Not Work IFor Pay
Works 10 or less hr. per week foxr pay
Works 10-20 hr. per week for pay
Works 20-30 hr. per week for pay
Works 30-40 hr. per weck for pay
Works 40 or more hr. per week for pay
Can't Answer Question
No Response

TOTALS

TITLE 1

N

2713
11551
217
611
3383
838
3549
485
1006
241
3541
ol7
5293
33945

3042
822
18390
1875
1218
730
631
118
158
109
528
886
5438
33945

14761
1542
1248
1275
20691
3221
3825
5382

33945
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NON-TITLE I

N PC

1547
8981
109
760
3158
1564
3890
768
2205
461
5746
1742
3178
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34115

1916
492

27835
1107
825
520
138
220 1
141
450
1882
3216
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34115
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1381 4
1325 4
1459 4
3259 10
3517 10
2530 7
3202 9

34115




Q.

Ifather's Iiducation

No Iformal Schooling
Some Llementary
ompleted Elementary
Some Iligh School
Graduated From lligh School
Some Bus. Tech. or Trade School
Graduated Bus. ‘Tech, or Trade School
Less than 2 yrs. College
Morc than 2, l.ess than 4 yis. College
Bachclor's Degree
Master's Degrec
Doctor's Degree
Pon't Know
No Responses
TOTALS

Mother's LEducation

No Formal Schooling
Some Illementary
Complcted Elementary
Sorne High School
Graduated IFrom lligh School
Some Bus. Tech. or Trade School
Graduated Bus. Tech. or Trade School
Iess than 2 yrs. College
More than 2, Less than 4 yrs. College
Bacheloxr's Degree
Master's Degrec
Doctor's Degree
Don't Know
No Responscs
TOTALS

Hours Per Week Work IFor Pay

NONE

1-5

6-10

11-15

16-20

21 or morc

No Responses
TOT'ALS

TITLIS 1

N

135
1145
9928
6756
8503

803

600

895

666

411

165

123
2982
5233

33945

116
472
3127
6089
12255
587
663
990
1518
454
75

27
23006
5266
33945

10049
6980
4350
2389
1850
2949
5372

33945
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NON-1TTL.E 1

N

53
624
4090
5360
10485
1181
1141
1781
1503
1746
632
401
1897
3155
34115

61
241
2277
4414
13544
945
1304
1797
3028
1656
155
41
1514
3138
34115

11874
8403
4331
2176
1651
2387
3233

34115
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TIVLIE 1 | NON-TTI'L1E 1
N PC N PC
9. lHours Per Week Work 1for No Pay
NONIZ 7601 23 7798 23
1-5 ' 8333 25 10054 29
6-10 4983 15 5409 16
11-15 2019 8 2768 8
16-20 1689 S 1678 S
21 or morc 3255 10 3064 9
No Responsce 5405 16 3344 10
TOTALS : 33945 34115
10. Physical llealth
No Physical [landicaps 26284 77 29150 85
Loss or Restricted Use of Limb 327 1 275 1
Deafness In At Least One Lax 295 1 151
Blindness In At Least One Bye 201 1 150
Asthma, Diabetes or Ocher Peirm. Ail. 1377 4 1180 3
No Response 5401 16 3209 9
TOTALS 33945 34115
1). llours Per Week Homework Qutside School
NONL 3689 11 3009 9
1-4 14966 44 14284 42
5-9 7440 22 9713 28
10- 14 1971 6 3047 9
15 or more 532 2 903 3
No Response ~ 5347 16 3159 9
TOTALS 33945 34115
12. Participation In Athletics
Very Active 3813 11 5842 17
Fairly Active 7388 22 8253 24
Jarticipated Little 2959 9 3079 9
Didn't participate, had opportunity 8313 24 8387 25
Didn't have activity, or not cligible 2234 7 3023 9
Can't answer question 3872 11 2340 7
No Response 5366 id 3191 9

TOTALS 33945 34115




161

TITLI 1 NON-TITLIS 1
N PC N PC
. Participation In Spcech and Dramatics
Very Active 854 3 1685 S
Fairly Active 2173 6 3710 11
Participated Little 2195 6 2501 8
Didn't participate, had opportunity 12934 38 13814 4()
Didn't have activity, or not cligible 5493 16 6230 18
Can't Answer Question 4862 14 2900 9
No Response . 5434 16 3215 9
TOTALS . 33495 34115
. Participation In Music
Very Active 3420 10 6908 20
Fairly Active 4393 13 6339 19
Participated Little 1356 4 1169 3
Didn't participate, had opportunity 13857 41 12672 37
Didn't have activity, or not eligible 1448 4 1535 4 |
Can't Answer Question 4032 12 2276 7 |
No Response 5439 16 3216 9
TOTALS 33945 34115
. Participation In Publications
Very Active 644 2 1278 4
Fairly Active 1478 4 1977 6
articipated Little 1433 4 1522 4
Didn't participate, had opportunity 13062 38 14415 42
Didn't have activity, or not eligible 6355 19 8085 24
Can't Answer Question 5594 16 3640 11
No Responsc 5379 16 3198 9
TOTALS 33945 34115
. Participation in Student Government
Very Active 582 2 1556 S
Fairly Active 665 2 1426 4
Participated Little 893 3 1103 3
Didn't participate, had opportunity 13187 39 13745 40
Didn't have activity, or not eligible 6400 19 7980 23
Can't Answer Question 6741 20 5049 15
No Responsc 5477 16 3250 10

TOTALS 33945 34115
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TITLI: 1 NON-TITLIE I
N rC N PC
7. Participation in Scrvice Clubs
Very Active 2507 7 3503 10
IFairly Active 4205 12 4582 13
Participated lLittle 1434 4 1536 S
Didn't participate, had opportunity 9103 27 9627 28
Didn't have activity, or not cligible 67064 20 8084 25
Can't Answer Question 4464 13 2917 9
No Responses 5468 16 32606 10
TOTALS ' 33945 34115
18. Participation in Ilonor Socictics
Very Active 299 1 819 2
| Fairly Active 405 1 953 3
. Participated Little 697 2 632 2
?? Didn't participate, had opportunity 8799 26 7621 22
Didn't have activity, or not eligible 11067 33 15886 47
Can't Answer Question - 7089 21 4899 14 |
No Responscs 5529 16 3305 10
TOTALS 33945 34115
19, Participation in Academic Clubs
Very Active 675 2 1108 3
Fairly Active 1708 S 2216 6
Jarticipated Little 1026 3 1163 3
Didn't participate, had opportunity 9660 28 9954 29
Didn't have activity, or not cligiblc 9846 29 13053 38
| Can't Answer Question 5483 16 3360 10
& No Respenscs 5547 16 3201 10
| TOTALS ‘ 33945 34115
20. Participation in Hobby Clubs or Activities
Very Active 1222 4 1320 4
| Fairly Active 2181 6 2074 6
| Participated Little 1397 4 1210 4
| Didn't participate, had opportunity 7731 23 7840 23
Didn't have activiry, or not cligible 11157 33 15401 45
Can't Answer Question ' 4704 14 2983 9
No Responses 5553 16 3281 10

TOTALS 33945 34115
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TITLIE I NON-TITLIZ I
N PC . N PC
21. Participation In Social Activitics
Very Active 4866 14 6727 20
Fairly Active - 9739 28 113065 33
Participated Little 5031 15 5267 15
Didn't participate, had opportunity 5240 15 4454 13
Didn't have activity, or not eligible 1491 4 1561 S
Can't Answer Question 2494 7 1503 4
No Response 5444 16 3238 9
TOTALS : ' 33945 34115
22. Unpleasant Experiences With Other Students
A grecat Many 1086 3 587 2
Quite a Few 2362 7 1496 4
Not Very Many 8337 25 7173 21
Very Few 12351 36 15584 46
Nonc 4410 13 6026 18
No Response 5399 16 3249 10 |
TOTALS 33945 34115 1
23. General Attitude To Studying
I rcally like it 992 2 889 3
I like it most of the time 5541 16 80668 25
Can't say I like or dislike it 17349 ol 17117 S50
I dislike it most of the time 3704 11 3345 10
I dislike it very much 1421 4 926 3
No Response 5338 16 3170 9
TOTALS 33945 34115
24. low Do Teachers View You
As a top pupil 348 1 1849 S
A good pupil 2684 8 10313 30
An average pupil 18818 55 16419 48
A below avcrage pupil 5566 16 1872 S
A very poor pupil 930 3 265 1
No Response 5599 16 3397 10

TOTALS 33945 34115




164

TITLE 1 . NON-TITLL 1
N PC N PC

zu. If In School Next Year Will Probably
Get very low grades 1791 S 472 1
Get below average grades 6165 18 2140 6
Get average grades 16663 49 14229 42
Get above average grades 3211 9 11712 34
Get quite high grades 341 1 2037 0
No Response 5774 17 3525 10

TOTALS : : 33945 34115

26. Educational Aspirations
Iess than high school graduation 588 2 203 1
High school graduation 6484 19 2456 7
On the job training 3407 10 1934 6
Go to school in military service 3204 9 1740 S
Tech. Trade or bus. sch - 2 yrs, or less 4850 14 3590 11
Tech. trade or bus. sch - more 2 yrs. 1967 6 1951 6
Some college, not graduate 763 2 | 939 3
Complete junior college | 2668 8 2711 8
Bachclor's degree 3297 10 9950 29
Beyond a bachelor's degree 1183 3 5371 16
No Response 5534 16 3270 10

TOTALS 33945 34115

27. IEducational IExpectations
Less than high school graduation o041 2 208 1
Iligh school graduation - 7603 23 3782 11
On the job training 3141 9 2052 0
Go to school in military service 2631 8 1769 S
fech. trade, bus. sch - 2 yrs. or less 4800 14 4027 12
Tech. trade, bus. sch - more 2 yrs. 1928 6 1941 6
Some college, not graduatc 987 3 1418 4
Complete Junior College 2689 8 2807 8
Bachclor's degree 3143 9 9813 29
Beyond a bachelor's degree 742 2 2937 9
No Responsc 5680 17 3361 10

TOTALS 33945 34115
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28.

29.

30.

31.

TITLLE 1

N

Aspiration- Expectation Difference in LEducation
Answered both questions the same 15916
’arerits want me to continue 3375
Financial difficulty 2244
Family responsibilitics 829
Rather get married or work 1556
Don't want to advance over second que 1734
Expect to go in armed forces 2373
No Responsc : 5918

TOTALS 33945
“uture Vocation--Girls

Lifcetime career other than homemaker 1902
Career, then both career & homemaker 3513

Career for awhile, then homemaker 3275
Both carcer and homemaker 1897
Homemaker 1482
No Response 2469
TOTALS 14538

Parental Attitude Toward Homework Assigned

Probably don't care one way or other 9488
Feel teachers give too much 3793
Feel teachers give about right amt. 12372
Feel teachers give too little 2184
No Response 6108

TOTALS 33945

Best Liked Subjects

Mathematics 4061

English - 3230
Social Studies 24
Scicnces 2565
Foreign Languages 408
Music 1659
Industrial Arts 6347
Art 2047
Busincss IEducation 1469
Physical Education 4211
No Response 5476

TOTALS 33945

PC
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19035
1649
3648

789
1766
2029
1491
3717

34115

1700
5670
5434
1794
869
1877
17344

11524
3643
13530
1798
3620
34115

5011
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TITLIE T - NON-TITLE I
N PC N PC
“+32. Least Liked Subjects
Mathematics 7160 21 7850 23
English ' 6085 18 5419 16
Social Studies 5534 16 5275 15
Sciences 4171 12 3881 11
Forcign Languages 2039 6 2774 8
Music ' 1315 4 1609 5)
Industrial Arts 499 1 1079 3
Art - 736 2 1392 4
Business Education 324 1 589 2
: Physical Education 466 1 833 2
i No Response 5616 17 3414 10
1 TOTALS 33945 34115
33. Do You Have A Car of Your Own
Yes : 5309 16 4683 14 o
No 22874 67 26076 76 |
No Responsc . 5762 17 3356 10 |
TOTALS 33945 34115 |
' 34. Frcquency of Driving Parents Car
Never 14305 42 15067 44
Once a week or less 5151 15 5063 15
Twice a week 2382 7 2452 7
Threc times a weck 1985 6 2171 6
Four times a week 1038 3 1364 4
FFive or more times a week 3481 10 4724 14
No Responsec 5603 17 3274 10
TOTALS 33945 34115
35. Plans To IFinance Education Beyond Iligh School
Parents, Scholarship, Grant, Sav., ctc. 4678 14 6553 19
Work or borrow part of money 4998 15 10758 32
Work or borrow aii of money 2929 9 2458 7
Don't know at this time 8685 26 74063 22
Don't plan to continue education 6600 19 3015 10
No Response 6055 18 3568 10

TOTALS 33945 34115
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TITLE 1

N

PC

“"306. Type of School Lxpect to Attend This FFall o1 Later

37.

Collcge .
Junior college
Technical school
Trade school
Registcred nursing less than B. S.
Apprenticeship training program
Business school
Ilealth services
Military service school
orrespondence training
Be in same school system
Be in diff. but similar school
Don't expect to attend any school
No Response

TOTALS

Where Do You Expect To Go To School

Do not expect to go to school
IHHometown or near so can live at home
Iowa but away from home
Outside Iowa but in midwestern state
In a northcastern state
In a southeastern state
In a northwestern state
In a southwestern state
Outside the United States
I do not know yct
No Response
TOTALS

859
1210
421
1191
183
132
742
193
611
157
18695
1478
2189
o884
33945

7462
2681
4674
1536

334

187 .

265
381
149
10143
6133
33945
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2710
1111
352
540
254
61
612
184
347
109
21695
1293
1366
3481
34115

3841
3241
8833
2237
382
193
337
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156
10657
3615
34115
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Attendance

Comparisons were made between the attendance pattern of
Title I p‘upils who were involved in projects, Title [ eligible pupils
who were not involved in projects and a sample of non-involved or
identified pupils from lowa public schools were made. Comparisons
of pupils from .grades 7 through 12 are included in this analysis,

Pu;:il attendance patterns were also compared on the basis of SMSA
level, sex, and grade level. The figures shown in the following tables
and graphs represent pupil totals within each of the categories.

Table VII presents a comparison of the days absent for total
secondary Title I involved and identified boys and girls by Standard -
Metropolitan Statistical Area for which figures were available. QOn the
left of the table the days absent are shown from 1 through 20. Across
the table to the right appear the Standard-Met ropolitan Statistical Areas
1 through 5. The figures within the table show the number and the per-
cent of the total that number represents for each of the Standard Mectro-
politan Statistical Areas.

In SMSA level 1, the absenteeism pattern for 3, 282 pupils is
shown; SMSA level 2 contained the absentecism pattern for 599 pupils;
SMSA level 3 contained information on 960 pupils; SMSA level 4 had
12, 986 pupil absentceism patterns; SMSA level 5 contained the pattern

for 14, 198 pupils.




TABLE VII 169

Days Absent for Total Title I Involved and Identified Boys and Girls
by Standard Metropolitan Statistical Arca

SMSA #1 SMSA #2 SMSA #3 SMSA #4 " SMSA #5

Days N % N % N % N % N %

1 1206 36.7 142 23.7 270 28.1 3789  29.2 4649  32.7

2 192 59 - 4 68 62 6.5 956 7.4 1166 8.2

3 182 55 37 62 53 55 80 6.9 109 7.7

4 162 49 27 45 62 6.5 847 6.5 949 6.7

5 172 52 22 3.7 33 3.4 661 51 79 5.6

6 137 42 25 42 49 51 643 5.0 699 4.9

7 132 40 23 3.8 37 3.9 3543 4.2 546 3.8

§ 99 3.0 23 3.8 3 3.7 30l 3.9 53 3.8

9 95 2.9 25 4.2 34 3.5 443 3.4 449 3.2

10 91 28 3 57 32 3.3 519 40 478 3.4
11 86 2.6 14 2.3 17 1.8 360 2.8 364 2.6
12 79 24 11 1.8 17 1.8 283 2.2 276 1.9
13 62 L9 17 28 24 25 250 19 239 1.7
14 64 20 16 27 20 21 205 1.6 213 1.5
15 57 .7 12 20 15 L6 201 1.5 170 g |
16 40 1.2 6 1.0 16 L7 193 1.5 165 1.2
17 46 1.4 § L3 11 1.1 155 L2 138 1.0

18 40 1.2 5 0.8 20 2.1 163 1.3 115 0.8
19 33 .0 11 1.8 1 1.1 131 1.0 105 0.7
20 30 0.9 11 1.8 6 0.6 148 1.1 162 1.1

Tot. 3282 599 960 12986 14198
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In cvery case, the largest percentage of absence occurred

under the onc-day category. In other words, regardless of Standard
I\’Iclmpélita n Statistical Arca, the largest number of pupils who were
in fact absent were absent one day.

The graph that follows Table VII, identified as Figurc 1, shows

the cumulative frequency of absenteeism across Standard Mectropolitan

Statistical Arcas. The graph shows pictorially the same figurcs as
those shown on Table I, i.e., boys and girls combined in éradcs 7
through 12. A striking difference can be noted in the cumulative absence
pattern for the districts shown. SMSA 1 can be thought of along with
SMSA 4 as representative of the midpoint in the distribution. SMSA 5
showed the lcast absences in terms of cumulative frequency for pupils
within this group. The pupils most frequently absent appcared in

SMSA levels 2 and 3. The curves presented on this graph were sub-
jected to the KOLMORGORQV-SMIRNOV statistic for comparing
"goodness of fit" of curves and cach of the differences was statistically

sigificant beyond the .05 level across all SMSA levels.

In general, the cumulative frequency curve distribution shows

that cach of the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas had a unique

attendance pattern for pupils who lived within that district.
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Figure 2 shows the proportion of absences for all female
students grades 7 through 12. The graph shows three curves - one
for Title I involved girls, one for Title I identified but not involved
girls, and a third for a sample of non-Title I girls who were in school
at the same time. This third group was presented for comparison
purposes. The figures which support the graph shown as Figure 2 arc
shown in a table following,titled Figure 2a.

Examining the three curves in IFigurre 2 again demonstrates
thf;lt the non-Title I girls, or regular students, have the best attendance
pattern, while the Title I involved and Title I identified girls had very
similar attendance patterns; however, their patterns weie in fact quite
different from the non-involved Title I girls. The cumulative frequency
graphs were constructed using a sample of approximately 30, 000
students, and are, therefore, generalizable.

Next, the absence pattern for secondary girls was compared on
the basis of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area. There again we find
that for girls the most ffequent (in terms of percent) category of absence
was the single-day pattern and there was a gradual reduction in percent

of the total number of girls involved as the number of days of absence

increased. These figures are shown as Table VIII.
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Proportion of Student Abscences for all Female Students
Grades Scven through Twelve
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Days Absent for Total Girls in Grades 7-12

By Title T Involved Title 1 Identified Non-Title 1
Days Percent Percent Percent
Absent N of Totai N of Total N of Total
1 3036 31,3 1446 33. 2 5911 36. 2
2 738 7.6 306 7.0 1299 8.0
3 717 7.4 278 6. 4 1206 7.4
4 624 6. 4 251 5. 8 1086 6.6
S 520 S. 4 215 4,9 921 5.6
6 477 4.9 233 S. 4 773 4.7
7 381 3.9 167 3.8 674 4.1
8 358 3.7 178 4.1 598 3.7
9 317 3.3 140 3.2 493 3.0
10 331 3. 4 163 3.7 499 3.1
11 252 2.6 104 2, 4 356 2,2
12 200 2.1 89 2.0 314 1.9
13 187 1.9 77 1. 8 247 1.5
14 133 1.4 63 1.4 218 1.3
15 132 1.4 60 1.3 201 1.2
; 16 128 1.3 59 1.4 159 1.0
| 17 108 1.1 49 1.1 140 0.9
18 111 1.1 44 1.0 140 0.9
19 84 0.9 46 1.1 124 0.8
20 107 1.1 S0 1.1 117 0.7
Total 9692 4351 16337

*Statistical significance is identified at the . 05 level according to the
Kolmorgorov-Smirnov Statistic when comparing Title I involved girls
with Title I identified girls at D = , 024888, . Title I involved girls with
Non-Title I girls at D = ,017416, and Title I identified girls with Non-
Title I girls at D = .0044066.

Figure 2a.




by Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area

SMSA #1 SMSA #2 SMSA #3 SMSA #4 SMSA #5
Days N % N % N % N % N 7

TABLLE VIII 175
Days Absent for Total Title I Involved and Identified Secondary Girls

1 504  34.4 43 22,4 111  28.2 1575 28.9 1922  32.3

2 85 5.8 10 5. 2 25 6.3 404 7.4 498 8. 4

3 82 5.6 - 10 5.2 25 6.3 362 6.6 488 8. 2

4 66 4.5 6 3.1 23 5.8 351 6.4 400 6.7

5 81 5.5 7 3.6 11 2.8 289 5.3 331 5.6

6 72 4.9 13 6.8 23 5.8 292 5.4 288 4.8

7 59 4.0 5 2.6 22 5.6 207 3.8 232 3.9

8 48 3.3 8 4,2 16 4.1 219 4.0 231 3.9

9 41 2.8 7 3.6 17 4.3 185 3.4 196 3.3

10 45 3.1 10 5.2 14 3.6 215 3.9 182 3.1

11 39 2.7 3 1.6 5 1.3 160 2.9 141 2.4 ;
12 37 2.5 7 3.6 7 1.8 115 2.1 116 2.0 \
13 29 2.0 8 4.2 12 3.0 106 1.9 98 1.6 j
14 24 1.6 2 1.0 9 2.3 76 1.4 75 1.3 |
15 27 1.8 6 3.1 8 2.0 81 1.5 71 1.2 ‘
16 20 1.4 1 0.5 5 1.3 79 1.4 74 1.2

17 24 1.6 2 1.0 2 0.5 64 1.2 65 1.1 |
18 15 1.0 5 2.6 10 2.5 67 1.2 55 0.9

19 18 1.2 1 0.5 2 0.5 60 1.1 47 0.8
20 12 0.8 3 1.6 3 0.8 61 1.1 71 1.2

Tot. 1464 192 394 5757 5944
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When the attendance patterns were grouped by Standard

Metropolitan Statistical Arcas and graphed for sccondary girl pupils,

the cumulative frequency curves of Figure 3 resulted. llere again
we find that SMSA level 5 shows the cumulative curve of least absence,
while SMSA level 2 shows the cumulative curve of the most frequent

abscnce pattern. These figures were based on available figures for

14, 198 girls in SMSA 5 and 599 girls in SMSA level 2.
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Proportion of Student Absences for Total Title 1
Involved and Identified Secondary Girls
By Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areca
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Turning to the absentecism figures for boys in grades 7 through

12 ('I'able IX), we find that information was available for a total of

13, 897 sccondary boys involved in Title | projects. While an additional
5, 302 boys were identified as eligible for Title I support, they did not,
in fact, become involved in projects., Also, a sample of 16, 412
"regular students” is shown for comparison purposes.

As with the figures for girls, the largest percent of absences
occurred in the category "one day" while the frequency of absences
tended to get less in terms of the percent of the total as the number of
days absent increascd.

When shown as a cumulative frequency curve in Figure 4, it
becomes apparent that for male students, Title I involved boys had the
poorest rcecord of attendance, closely followed by Title I identified but
not involved and that the pattern for both groups was quite different
from our sample of "regular'" students. The best attendance pattern

shown, as onc¢ would expect, was for those boys who were not involved

or identified as Title I boys.
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Days Abscnt forr Total Boys in Grades 7-12

Title I Involved Title T Identified Non-Title 1
Days * Percent Percent Percent
Abscnt N of Total N I Total N of Total
1 44068 32. 2 1809 34.1 6288 38.3
2 1048 - 7.5 382 7.2 1406 8.6
3 040 6. 8 374 7.1 1174 7.2
4 886 6.4 349 6.6 1069 6.5
S 722 5. 2 258 4.9 923 5.6
6 649 4.7 237 4.5 787 4.8
7 573 4.1 196 3.7 627 3.8
8 506 3.6 179 3.4 594 3.6
9 456 3.3 159 3.0 458 2.8
10 497 3.6 209 3.9 501 3.1
11 359 2.6 142 2.7 379 2.3
12 266 1.9 121 2.3 282 1.7
13 261 1.9 85 1.6 215 1.3
14 247 1,7 87 1.6 200 1.2
15 199 1.4 70 1.3 172 1.0
16 183 1.3 61 1.2 160 1.0
17 148 1.1 56 1.1 124 0.8
18 144 1.0 51 1.0 135 0.8
19 125 0.9 42 0.8 106 0.6
20 146 1.1 64 1.2 104 0.6
Total 13897 5302 16412

*Statistical significance is identified at the .05 level according to the
Kolmorgorov-Smirnov Statistic when comparing Title I involved boys
with Title I identified boys at D =.019720, Title I involved boys with
Non-Title I boys at D =.015640, and Title I identified boys with Non-
Title I boys at D =.021488.
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Proportion of Student Absences for all Male Students
Grades Seven Through Twelve
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Table X and Figure 5 present the information on attendance

for sccondary boys by SMSA level. SMSA level 3 showed the poorest
attendance pattern in terms of a cumulative frequency curve. SMSA
level 4 also showed a poor attendance curve pattern. But, only 407
cases were reported.

In cachi of the curves, the upper limits, those over thirty days,

were shown by extrapolation.
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182
( Days Absent for Total Title I Involved and Identified Secondary Boys
1 by Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area
| SMSA #1 SMSA #2 SMSA #3 SMSA #4 SMSA #5

Days N % N % N % N % N %

1 702 38. 6 99 24,3 159 28.1 2214 29.4 2727 33.0

2 107 5.9 . 3l 7.6 37 6. 5 552 7.3 668 8.1

3 100 S, 5 27 6. 6 28 4,9 528 7.0 607 7.4

4 96 5.3 21 S. 2 39 6.9 496 6. 6 549 6. 7

S 91 5.0 15 3.7 22 3.9 372 4,9 468 5.7

6 65 3.6 12 2.9 26 4, 6 351 4,7 411 2.0

7 73 4,0 18 4, 4 15 2.7 336 4,5 314 3.8

8 ol 2.8 15 3.7 20 3.5 282 3.7 303 3.7

9 54 3.0 18 4, 4 17 3.0 258 3.4 253 3.1

10 46 2.5 24 5.9 18 3. 2 304 4,0 296 3.6

11 47 2.6 11 2.7 12 2.1 200 2.7 223 2.7

12 42 2,3 4 1.0 10 1.8 168 2,2 160 L9

13 33 1.8 9 2,2 12 2.1 144 1.9 141 1.7

14 40 2,2 14 3. 4 11 1.9 129 1.7 138 1.7

15 30 1.7 6 1.5 7 1.2 120 1.6 99 1.2

a 16 20 1.1 S 1.2 11 1.9 114 1.5 91 1.1
17 22 1.2 6 1.5 9 1.6 91 1.2 73 0.9

18 25 1.4 0 0.0 10 1.8 96 1.3 60 0.7

19 15 0.8 10 2.5 9 1.6 71 0.9 S8 0.7

20 18 1.0 8 2.0 3 0.5 87 1.2 91 1.1

Tot, 1818 407 566 7529 8254




100

()
J1

Percent of Students Absent
n
($3}

~1
-

8

N
Cc

25 -

Proportion of Student Absences for Total Tide I
Involved and Identified Secondary Dovs
By Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area

SMSA #1 N=1818
_ SMSA #2 N= 407
SMSA #3 N= 566
SMSA #4 N=7529
SMSA #5 N=8254

- & - e e

—— A—

10 20 30 40 50
Days Absent

Figure 5.

183




Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

” ,EC

184
THE TIOWA TESTS OIF EDUCATIONAL, DEVELOPMENT

The Iowa Tests of Educational Development (ITED) were developed
with two major purposcs i mind. First, the authors of the tests state
that ". .. teachcrs and counselors should keep themselves more intimately
and reliably acquainted with the educational developments of each high
school pupil." Second, the tests provide the school administrator with a
more dependable and objective basis for evaluating the total educational
ofiering of the school.

With these two major purposes in ming, a battery of nine objective
tests was developed. The idea was to provide a comprehensive and
dependable description of educational development. The tests themselves
cover grades nine through twelve.

In the State of Jowa the ITED is used as an extension of or a
supplement to the exfsting lowa Testing Program for the elementary level.
The individual test and the battery, the number of items, and the time

necessary for completing the subtests of the battery are:

Title of Te ét . Items Time

1. Understanding of Basic Social Concepts 90 95
2. Background in the Natural Sciences 90 60
3. Correctness and Appropriatencss of Expression 99 60
4. Ability to Do Quantitative Thinking 53 65
o. Ability to Interpret Reading Materials in the '

Social Studies 80 60
6. Ability to Interpret Reading Materials in the

Natural Sciences 80 60
7. Ability to Interpret Literary Materials 80 S5S
8. General Vocabulary 75 22
9. Use of Sources of Information 60 - 27
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In Appendix B a complete reporting of the results by grade level
within SMSA level for both boys and girls on the ITED mziy be found. In
the body of the report the composite score by SMSA level is reported for
boys and girls individually within two groups - Title I and non- Title I
pupils. The composite score was chosen in the body of the text for
consistency and also because it gives an indication of the general level
of the punil's educational development.

It should be noted that the composite test score is not a simple
averaging of the standard scores on the test, It is obtained by changing
the standard scores of the individual subtests into a weighted standard
score. The composite score developed in this way has exactly the same
meaning in terms of relative development as a standard score on any of
the subtests, A complete descrip‘tion of the strengths of the ITED can
be found in the manual prepared and furnished by The University of Iowa.

Composite Score by SMSA Level

Table XI shows the distribution of composite scores for Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area 1. The table shows the results for boys and
girls'within two major classifications. These are Title I-involved pupils
and a general reference group that is labeled on the table Non- Title I
pupils. Along the left-hand column, the range of percentile scores for
the table is shown.

At the ninth grade level, the number of boys and girls included in




186

ANEANEAN

-1 SPRLL-UON

STIIO

T Vd4V "TVOILSILVLS

NVILI'IOdOY.LdN QYVANV.LS 404 SH¥00S d.LISOdNOD - dd.LI |

IX d719V.L

- C1 11 o 0T, 6
NEBZENRZ B\ 2
W””.N\\ WN ﬂ..w..\\m = w
INEEENEE RN
NN N
NI ENERE SN

Al
91
74
ve

8¢
(A
9¢

0¥
474
87
A
9S
09
¥9




187

Title I programs who had ITED information available was nineteen. The
rcference group is not included at this grade level because the small
number (;f pupils make comparisons tenuous,

At the tenth grade level, the discrepancy between the performance
of Title I pupils and the norm group becomes readily apparent. For the
Title I pupils, 15@1'f01‘1ﬁa11ce was close to the sixtcenth percentile, while
for the reference group it averaged close to the fiftieth percentile wliich
represents normal progress for the grade level. At the eleventh and
twelfth grade levels, the relative progress of the Title I group as contrasted
to the representative sample, indicated the constant gap that existed
between the two groups in SMSA level 1.

It is also interesting that for the comparison group the performance
of boys exceeded the performarnce of girls at each of the three grade levels.
The expected findings from the manual would be for girls to exceed boys in
performance on the measure.

Table XII, which compared the composite scores on the ITED for
Title I versus Non-Title I boys and girls in SMSA level 2, showed the
problems encountered when test information was available for a relatively
small sample of Title I pupils. At SMSA level 2, a meaningful number
of Title I pupils was encountered at the ninth grade level. The table shows
the discrepancy between the performance of Title I pupils and the sample
selected for comparison at this grade level. SMSA levels 1 and 2, as

would be expected from Paxrt I of the report, did not contain the major
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portion of Title I-involved pupils in the State of Iowa and theis represcntation
on a comparison by SMSA level reflects this lack of involvement.

Table XI1II, the comparison for ITIED composite scores for SMSA
level 3, shows the discrepancy between performance on the measures for
Title I boys and girls and the comparison group. The most striking feature
of this table was the consistent low level of performance for Title I pupils
across the four grade levels shown. In fact, at the twelfth grade level the
performance of Title I boys and girls was lower than that at either the
ninth, tenth or eleventh grade level. In comparison, the performance of
the refercence group was relatively stable across the four grade levels shown.

Tablcs XIV and XV, which show the composite score comparison
for the two groups for SMSA level 4 and SMSA level 5, will be discussed
simultancously as they tended to reflect the battern already noted for the
other three SMSA levels.

SMSA levels 4 and 5 are the most meaningful tables in terms of
sheer number of Title I pupils represented by composite score results.
SMSA level 4, when performance across grade levels was examined, tended
to again illustrate the relatively flat representation of Title I pupils in
terms of their composite scores across grade levels. The discrepancy
between the Title I performance and the performance of pupils in the
comparison group was relatively constant and represented a span of

approximately forty to fifty percentilc points.
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It should be noted that at SMSA level 5 in terms of relative
performance, the I'TED composite scores for Title I pupils were higher
than that for any of the other SMSA levels. In other words, the dis-
crepancy between the performance of Title I pupils and the reference
samples was least at this SMSA level. The reduced discrepancy can

be accounted for, for the most part, by an increase in relative per-

formance of the Title I pupils at SMSA level 5. Stated another way, the
SMSA level which involved the largest number of pupils, SMSA level 5,
also showed the least discrepancy between the relative performance of

pupils from the norm group and the Title I group at the SMSA level.

Composite Scores Versus Reading/Nonrcading Objectives

Again, as a result of the preponderance of reading-type objectives

listed on Project I applications during the first year of Title I, a table
was constructed to compare the distributions of pupils when classified
by reading versus nonreading project objectives on the ITED composite
scores.

An examination of this table, which graphed the two distributions
by sex within grades nine, ten, eleven and twelve, showed that the overall
ability of the Title I group tended to be highest at the ninth grade level.

In terms of sex differences , it was interesting that at grade levels
eleven and twelve the girls participating in reading projects scored a
| higher composite score on the ITED than did those not participating in

reading projects. At the ninth grade level, the opposite was true. Grade
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level ability,as measured by composite scores, showed the expected finding

that the educational development of boys at each of the grade levels was not

as high as that for girls (Tables XVI, XVII, XVIII).




TABLE XVI

ITED - COMPOSITE SCORES FOR PUPILS CLASSIFIED IN

READING AND NON-READING PROJECTS
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achicvement testing series concerned with intellectnal skills and
abilities. These mecasures do not provide for specific achievement
and content studies but center on the measurement of the basic in-
tellectual skill.s nccessary for success at the particular grade level.

R R R T TR R o R R R R R TS —————————
IOWA TLSTS OIF BASIC SKILLS 18
The Towa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) represent a generalized
The authors of the tests list three major purposes for the
battery. First, the tests are designed to enable teachers and school
officials to become quickly acquainted with the educational accomplish-
ment and abilities of their pupils. This is done in order that the
educational prdgram can be better adjusted to the individual needs of
the pupils in a particular setting. The second major purpose is to
supply information for effective pupil guidance. Third, the aﬁthors
list the provision of objectives anc dependable evaluation data as a
function of the test.
The organization of content of the lowa Tests of Basic Skills
is reported under five major score categories. Vocabulary (V)

consists of 114 items designed to measure the vocabulary of a pupil

from grade three through grade nine. As with all subtests of the Iowa

(R) comprehension consists of 178 items designed to measure the
reading understanding of pupils.

Language (L) skills consist of 402 items divided into four

l Tests of Basic Skills, the items overlap across grade level. Reading
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subclassifications. 1.-1 (spelling) consists of 114 items while -2

(capitalization) and I.-3 (punctuation) make up 102 items in each
subtest. The fourth subcategory of language skills, 1.-4 (usage),
consists of 86 items. Again, we find the overlap of items across
gradc levels as a standard feature of the test.

Work-étudy skills (W), the fourth major area of the test,
has three subparts. W-1 (mapreading) consists of 89 items; W-2
(reading graphs and tables) include 74 items; and W-3 (knowledge
c;nd use of reference material) consists of 141 items. The total
content of the subtests under work-study skills contain 304 items.

The fifth major area, arithmetic skills (), has two subparts.
A-1 (concepts) contains 136 overlapping items while A-2 (arithmetic
problem solving) contains 96, for a total of 232 items. The total
‘ test, grade three through nine, is made up of 1, 232 items and the
total administration time for grades three through nine consists of
four hours thirty-nine minutes. A complete description of the tests
as developed under the Iowa Testing Programs can be found in the
manual for administrators provided by the Houghton Mifflin Company
of Boston, publishers of the test.

In Appendix B a complete tabulation of the results of Iowa
Tests of Basic Skills by SMSA level is provided. The appendix also

includes a comparison group for each grade level within SMSA level.
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In the body of this report, the tabulations included arc for

the composite scores on the test by Standard Metropolitan Statistical

Areas. These summarizations provide information on Title |

participants and a reference population of nonTitle I pupils. The
summary tables are for grades three, four, five, six, seven, cight,
and ninc when applicable.

Composite Scores

The following serics of tables represent the comparison of
"[:itle I boys and girls with the sample of nonTitle I pupils. For these
comparisons the composite scores on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
were used. The composite score has a reliability cocfficient of . 97
at grade three and .98 at grades four, five, six, seven and eight.
The Towa Tests of Basic Skills composite scores, in comparison with
other achicvement measurcs, are extremecly reliable. The reliability
figures quoted herc are those reported i1 the manual supplied by the
publishers of the test.

Table XIX shows the distribution of composite scores for
grades three, four, five and cight from SMSA 1. This table shows
that the performance of Title I boys and girls was obviously much

lower than that of the respective comparison group at each grade level.
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While the number of pupils involved at the third, fifth and cighth

B *
grade level of Title I participants was small, it does represent the

number of pupils involved from this SMSA area for whom test informa-

tion was available. In no case, however, was the number of participants
so small that mecaningful comparisons could not be made. The chi-
square (the st;qtistic for differences in dist.kribution) was computed at
cach grade level and for each SMSA level. In all cases a statistically
significant difference between the two groups was found.

| At the third grade level (Table XIX) there existed a difference

in the performance of boys and girls within Title I projects, as well as
a diffcrence between Title I boys and girls and the performance of the
norm group. This difference reversed itself at the fifth grade level

and the eighth grade level where Title I boys did better than Title I

girls on their performance in terms of composite score. The difference
between Title I and nonTitle I was consistent across all grade levels
shown and favored the nonTitle I group.

After examining the sumumary table for SMSA level 1, it
becomes readily apparent that the performancc; of Title I pupils was
decidedly poorer than that of a representative grbup nor included in
Title I activities.

On tl'le lefthand margin of the table the figures 4 through 68

represent the range of percentile ranking on the composite score using

: Statc of Iowa norms. One would expect typical perforimance for the
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nonlitle I group to be approximately at the 50 percent level. The

performance of the Title I group, on the other hand, never exceeded
the sixtéenth percentile for any grade when either boys' or girls’
performance was plotted. -

For SMSA level 2 (Table XX), the composite ‘score results
were availablé for grades three, four, five, seven and eight. Here,
the comparison between the performance of Title I pupils and the
comparison sample was also obvious. At two of the grade levels,
four and eight, the number of pupils involved in Title I activities
dropped below ten for girls. If these figures were presented alone,
i.e., without the benefit of other SMSA level comparison groups,
one might be led to the conciusion that the differences were not very
reliable because of the small number of cases involved. But the
discrepancy shown here was consistent with those for all other SMSA
levels and the composite figures do represent large groups of pupils.
Therefore, the difference in performance on the Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills shown for Title I pupils and a representative sample was ob- |
viously great and consistent with the expectation of program involve-
ment.

The composite scores on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills for
SMSA level 3, SMSA 4 and SMSA 5 are presented in Tables XXI, XXII,
and XXIII.

These three tables are discussed together as the discrepancy
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between performance of Title I pupils and the referent group of

pupils is similar across all three SMSA levels.

Consistcnt with the distribution of grant monics and pupils
represented by SMSA levels in Part I of this report, the number of
pupils represcnted in Title I at SMSA levels 4 and S is considerabiy
larger than that repértcd for the other three SMSA levels. In terms
of the discrepancy in composite scores for Title I boys and girls,
on all but one of the grade levels the performance of girls exceeded
that of boys. The exception was grade eight for sSMSA level 4. At
this grade level the performance of boys exceeded that of girls.

In terms of the referent population, there was no case where
the performance of boys excceded that of girls. This finding was
consistent with information the manual provided by the publishers
which emphasizes that across the elementary grade levels the per-
formance of girls should be expected to exceed that of boys in composite
scorc results,

Composite Scores Versus Reading/Nonreading Objectives

Table XXIV represents a comparison of the composite; scores
on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills for projects stated reading-type ob-
jectives and other projects simply titled nonreading projects. The
purposc of this comparison was to examine any possible relationship
between a project stating a reading objective as against a nonreading

objcctive to the composite score on the I'TBS.




209

by 77

Girls |°. .

Boys X \

€62=N -
z*mv N / e ) o
¢e1=N[*
1= I:g\\WN \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ N
7=
22e=N / /
= FOT=N| " =
E Q9¥ =N / / / .

86Z=N]. -

Grade

96‘8 N\X\
6£8=N
1S9 =N / / -

C6C=N|’

L6e- “\W\X\&®‘
08¥=N i / / / .

09¢=N

c0g = x\k\ "[XX\, |

AND NON-READING PROJECTS

0S¢=N

I'TBS - COMPOSITE SCORES FOR PUPILS CLASSIFIED IN READING

(ol | Olf)ft‘(‘f) — O
v e e

25 7
24
23 7
22 7
21 7
20 T
19 =

~
~ —




210
An cxamination of the table shows that performance in terms

of composite score on the I'TBS for the reading projects versus the
nonrcading projects did not clearly differentiate the two groups, Ifor
example, at the third grade level, rcading projects showed a comparable
composite score for boys and girls. Nonrcading projects showved a
wide discrcpailcy in score between the sexes., The performaicce o,
girls in nonreading projects exceeded that for boys on both a statistical
and visual dimension, but the relative composite score for boys in non-
readi ng projects was the same as that for boys and girls in reading
projccts at the third grade level.

At the fourth grade level, the scores for pupils in reading
and nonrecading projects were nearly identical. They are represented
on the graph as a continuous line for the four groups. Onec wrild expect
from the published norms for the test that the performance of girls
would exceed that of boys in boti: the reading and nonreading groups.
This was not the case.

At the fifth grade level, the periormance of boys involved in
reading projects was significantly lower than that for girls in projects
and also for both boys and girls not involved in rcading projects.

At the seventh grade level, the performance of girls not
involved in projects was greater than for the other three groups shown.
The pattern at grade seven was very similar to that shown for grade
three with the exception of the discrepancy between girls in nonrecading

projects and ali other pupils shown at grade seven. This was not as
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great as it was at grade ievel three.

At the eighth grade level, the composite score for boys and
girls involved in rcading projects was similar. Also, it was sig-
nificantly greater than the composite score for boys .and girls not in
recading projects at the same grade level. One would expect the
opposite to be true. |

In terms of the overall appcarance of the table, the performance
of girls excceded that of boys at only. two of the grade levels. The
ﬁcrtornmnce of pupils in reading programs exceeded that of pupils in
nonreading programs at the eighth grade level. Therc was no clear-
cut trend for any grade level to show a consistent relationship to
composite score achievement and involvement in reading-type projects.

Tabies XXV and XXVI present the composite score distribution
for nonTitle I, Title I identified and Title I involved boys and girls
on thz ITBS for grades three, four, five, six, scven and eight.

The table for boys, Table XXV, shows clearly the gain in grade
equivalent as pupils progress through school. The widening gap be-
tween nonTitle I boys and Title I involvea boys is also cvident. From
the table, Title I identified pupils appcar to keep a better pace in terms
of rclative standing, than do their Title I involved counterparts. Clearly
Title I boys begin with a grade equivalent handicap which grows as
they progress through school. The bar graph for the three groups of

girls (Table XXVI) showed a similar trend as that noted for boys.
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But, in the case of girls, the discrepancy between those identified for

Title 1 funds was not as great as that for boys at the higher grade
levels.  The tendency for the gap between Title T girls and the norm
group to widen as grade level progressed, while not as pronounced
as that for boys, did again appcar.

From fhe twc‘) tables one would be led to conclude that the
sclection process for involvement tended to favor the more necdy
boys to a greater extent than it did girls on the basis of their I'TBS

composite scores.
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PART IV

In the first three parts of ti]is report an attempt was made
to provi.dc information on the first ycar's operation of Title [
programs in terms of the administrative context, administrative
comnwnicatiéns, anu the stafi, pupils, programs and test informa-
tion related to the cétablishcd programs. An attempt is made in this

part to provide indications of possible relationships and significant

~ variables in completing the evaluation of Title [ efforts. This section

is to be viewed as a first attempt - an interim report - on the process
of evaluating Title I activities in the State of [owa. |

Part IV has been divided into four major sections. The first
section describes certain relationships between pupil achievement as
defined by mark point average and responses to CardPac Pupil [nveatory
items. The objective was to point out significant differences between
the target population and regularly enrolled pupils when both response
and achievement were juxtapositioned.

The second section looks at the linear relationship between
significant items of pupil information and school achievement. The
method for this section was multiple correlation. The objective was
to delinecate those variables which contributed significantly to the criteria
of school achievement as measured by mark point average for the Title |
group and compare them. to a referent group of pupils for compatibility.

The third section looks at certain variables in an attempt to
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cxamine relationships on multiple dimensions. The technique in this

section was a Discriminate Function Analysis. The criterion for
this function was the ability to maximize the differences between
Title I participants, Title I identified but not pa.rticipating, and what
were called regular pupils on multiple criteria. The objective for
this section was to ascertain the contribution ofv itemz of information
in discriminating pupils into the three groups.

‘The fourth section of Part IV of the report examines the
differing relationships between groups of pupils on certain relevant
variables. The form employed was graphic presentations of the re-
latiouships. The objective of this section was to illustrate directional
differences on variables when plotted for the Title [ involvement. In
this section, the criterion group again was the nonTitle ] high school

pupils.
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IOWA PUPIL. INVENTORY COMPARISONS

During the 1965-66 academic year, the Jowa Educational Infor -
mation Center administered a Pupil Inventory to all public school pupils
at the sccondary level in the state (a copy of the Pupil Inventory is included
as Appendix C): As was previously stated in Part III of the report, it was
possible to go back to the tape file created for pupil responses to the |
inventory and identify the Title I participants who took the inventory. The
cc;mparisons shown in this section arc shown to further clarify the response
contrast between Title I pupils and the norm group when matched with
other significant bits of pupil informatiop.

In all, 22, 609 Title I pupil responseé were matched. This figure
represents 82. 4 percent of the possible response total. The 17. 6 percent
loss figure was felt to be accounted for by absenteeism on the day of admini -
stration and/or a failure to respond to either a particular item or series of
items. An examination of the data led to the conclusion that the figures
shown in the series of tables are representative of the Title I population
at the particular grade levels included in the comparisons.

The comparison group represents the state-wide distribution for
each response and was arrived at through the processing of all pupil res-
ponses from school districts within the state. This comparison group then

provides a base linc for the response patterns shown in the tables. Res-

ponses are shown for the two groups.
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The mean mark-point average for the two groups along with the
standard deviation is also shown to assist the rcader in drawing infer-
ences.  We then had a table showing the response pattern by number
and percent to cach possible response on a selected item of information
for the two groups along with the associated mark -point averages of the
groups.

The tables show responses to the %ollowing items by grade level
for Title I pupils and the statewide population:

Pupil Inventory

1. On the average, during the school year (not counting
summer vacation) how many hours per week do you
work for which you are paid? (Allowance, food and
clothing provided by parents are not considered pay.)

2, On the average, how many hours each week do you
spend doing homewoik outside of school?

3. How many unplcasant experiences have you had with
other pupils in the school?

4, How do your teachers view you?

While it may be superfluous to point out that all percentage differ -
ences in response for the two groups shown in the tables are significant
in cases where such large numbers of pupils are involved, it should be
pointed out that the chi-square statistic for differences in response pat-
tern has been computed for each item. Ii every case, the differences

reflected in the percentage distributions represent statistically cignificant

differences. In fact, every table included reflects distribution differences
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onc would not expect to find once in a thousand cases,

Whea large numbers of cases arce involved, in addition to

differences being statistically significant, they must also be meaning-
ful in the sense of being interpretable.  The reader is cautioned before
examining the éablcs that while differences of onc percentage point may
be statistically significant when comparing large groups of pupils, it is
oftzn very difficult to interpret the meaning of such differences.

| The most generalizable inferences that can be drawn 1rom the
data presented were made from the more obvious percentage differences
between the two groups that were consistent in direction across grade
levels. Also, the shifts that occurred in percentage distributions across
grade level presented significant bits of information suggesting the changes
that occur in the attitude of pupils at different grade levels. But, any such
inferences are subject to the limitations of cross-sectional data. In the

final report, the validation of thesec findings will be possible.

How many hours a week do you work for which you are paid?

Table I shows the relationship between responses of the two groups

to the item "On the average, during the school year, how many hours a
week do you work for which you arc paid?" Down the left hand column of
the table the possible responses by grade level are shown. Directly to the

right, the number of respondents by response category and the percentage

this number represents of the total respondents to the item for Title I and
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the statewide sample are shown. To the right of the actual response
patterns, the mean mark-point average for Title I pupils and the state-
wide sample are presented along with the standard deviations of mark-
point average for the two groups.

Looking first at the seventh grade response, it is casily scen
that Title I participants averaged many morc hours of work for which
they were paid than did the statewide sample. One significant feature
of the distribution at the scventh grade level shows that 128 or 4. 7%
of the Title I pupils worked 21 or more hours per week. The relevance
of this figure is even more apparent when compared with the zero
response 1or pupils from the statewide sample to the category 21 or
more hours,

Moving to the right and comparing the mean mark-point average
of the two groups, it becomes fairly obvious that the Title I pupils begin
with a lower mark-point average than the statewide sample and as they
work they do not profit il.l terms of mark-point average from the intrusion
of work on their time. While this is also true for the statewide sample,
the fact remains that "regular" pupils begin at a much higher level of
mark-point average and the detrimental effects of working still leave them
much better off than the Title I group.

Again at grade eight, the difference in the percentage of Title I

pupils who work a significant number of hours per week can be noticed.




223 |

Of the two groups, 10. 8% of the Title I recipients worked cleven or more
howrs per week, while in contrast only 9. 39 of the stacwide sample
showed this degree of involvement in work {oir .2y outside of school
hours. Again, the tendency was for Title I pupils to start with a lower
mark-point average and show a similar decrecase in mark-point av -rage
as they become more involved with outside work. The standard deviations
of the two groups are comparable across responsc categories. In all of
the tables, the possible responses to the item are none, one to five hours,
six to ten hours, and twenty-onc or more hours, thus allowing for six
possible response categories.

At grade nine, the same trend as for grades seven and eight occurred.
While 20. 3%, of the Title I pupils work eleven or more hours per week, only
10. 7%, oi the statewide sample were thus involved.

At grade ten, the trend held. While the percentage of the total
responding at the grade level increases in terms of time spent working,
the percentage for Title I pupils far exceeds that for the statewide sample.
For example, when we look at eleven or more hours of work for pay,

27.3% of the Title I recipients at the tenth grade level fall in this category

comparcd with only 15. 6%, of the state total. Again we see the tendency

for Title I pupils to have lower mark-point averages than those of the

comparison group.
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The trend continues through grades cleven and twelve and

becomes even more pronounced. \;\'llilc 36.4% of the Title I partici-
pants wc;rkcd cleven or more hours per week, only 21.5%, of the com-
parison group responded in this manner at the eleventh grade level.
Of the twelfth grade Title I pupils, 39.5% as contrasted to only 24, 3%
of the state safnplc worked cleven or more hours per wecek.

The general tendency across grade levels was for Title I pupils
to both begin the comparisons with a lower mark point average and ( :
be more involved in excessive outside work for pay which further
handicapped them in academic competition. This trend was apparent
at cvery grade level and represented a significant relationship between
the response to this item and mark point average for the two groups.

How do your teachers view you?

When the responses of the two groups to the question, "How do
your tcachers view you?" were analyzed, another striking difference
between the groups appeared. Table II contrasts the results by grade
level for the responses of the two groups. On this particular question,

a pupil had five response possibilities. He could mark himself a top

pupil, a good pupil, an average pupil, below average, or a very poor
pupil. Again, on the right hand side of the table the mean mark point
average for Title I pupils and the state sample are presented along

with the standard deviation of mark point average for the two groups.

The responses at the seventh grade level showed that 26. 29
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of the Title I respondents saw themselves as below average or very
poor pupils while 10. 4% of the statewide distribution responded in this
manncer.  When the responses of the pupils are compared to the mark
point average of pupils at the same response level, i; can be scen that
they arc relatively realistic estimations of performance in terms of
mark poinf average at the respective levels. The striking feature of
the table was thatTitle [ pupils did, in fact, far outnumber the state
group in degree of representation at the lower end of the continuum.
For the most part, their perceptions were realistic.

At the eighth grade level the response pattern likewise showed
the decided shift of Title I pupil responses toward the less satisfactory
or less positive evaluation of their performance in school. Twenty-
three percent of the Title I pupils saw their teachers viewing them as
below average or very poor. This was in' contrast to only 9.4% of the
state group who viewed themselves in this manner:.

When one moves to the right and compares the mark point
average of the two groups, it can readily be seen that there is a relafion’-
ship between their estimations of their teachers' views of their per-
formance in school and the groups' ma Ll\ point average. Again, the
diffcrence in the distribution of Title I recipients and the statewide
average is clearly evident.

At grade nine, the same tendency also holds as 19.49 of the
Title I pupils viewed themselves below average to the very poor, while

only 8. 5% of the state distribution saw themselves in this light.
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Across all of the mark point average distributions for the
three grades, it can be seen that as pupils progress in school the
Title I group tends to do better. This tendency may in part be
offset by the fact that the state distribution also tends to get better
as they progress in school. Perhaps selective attrition is operating
on both groups. This becomes more clearly evident at the tenth,
eleventh and twelfth grade levels. Here again the tdp pupils from
tl}e state distribution have significantly higher mark point averages
than do the Title I pupils who see themselves as good pupils as
contrasted to top pupils.

Looking again ét those pupils from both groups who see them-
selves as below average to very poor pupils, at the tenth grade level
25.5% of the Title I pupils, as contrasted to 10. 5% of the statewide
sample, rate themselves in this category. The tendency is repeated
at the eleventh grade level where 23.7% of the Title I pupils see them-
selves as below average to very poor in the eyes of their teachers,
while only 9.4% of the statewide distribution respond in this manner.
However, the difference in mark point average for the Title I group
and the statewide distribution becomes less obvious. While these last
figures are probably indirect realistic estimates of how these pupils
view themselves, the difference in mark point average is not as

apparent. At the twelfth grade level, 18.99 of the Title I recipients

saw themselves as below average or very poor in school while only
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7.3% of the state distribution saw themsclves in this light.

Once of the most salient generalizations from examining
the tables showing the responsc to the question "ITow do your teachers
view you?" comes from finding that a significant number of Title I
pupils (rcepresenting over 19 of the total distribution) at each grade
level saw themselves as top pupils. This finding is most meaningful
when examined in relationship to the mark point average of these
particular Title I pupils. Those who saw themselves as good pupils
had mark point averages that were higher than the Title I recipients
who saw themsclves as top pupils across every grade level except
the twelfth grade.

While it is hard to render a direct interpretation of the meaning
of this finding, one can surmise that the small percentage, representing
a significant number of pupils, saw themselves quite unrealistically
when not only compared with the state average but when compared to
other Title I recipients. The discrepancy appecars to be absent at the
twelfth grade level where for the first time Title I pupils who see them-
sclves as top pupils have a higher mark point average than those seeing
themselves as good pupils. But, in every case it should be pointed out

that Title T pupils are in fact lower in mark point average and distribute

themsclves quite differently than do the pupils in the state sample.
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Average hours spent doing homework

The responsces to the item "On the average how many hours each

week do you spend doing work outside of school?" were analyzed and the

results shown as Table III. The responses arc shown by grade level on

the left, with the possible response categories being none, 1-4, 5-9,

10-14, and 15 or more. To the right of the responses of the two groups j
appear thc mean mark-point average and standard deviation for the Title I
recipients and the statewide sample,

The grade seven response pattern was typical of the responsc

paticrn for the other grade levels. At the seventh grade level, Title I

pupils spent less time doing work outside of school than the statewide
total. In fact, 11.9% of Title I pupils as contrasted to 8. 19, of the state
as a whole spent no time doing homework outside of school. At the
other end of the scale, ten or more hours of homework, we find 9%
of the Title I pupils spending this amount of time while 9% of the state
group also spent over ten hours or more doing homework outside of
the school.

When one moves over to the right and examines the mean mark-
point averages for the two groups, it becomes readily apparent that
the more time spent doing homework, the better the mark-point average,
It should be pointed out that the mean mark-point average for Title I
students in no case exceeded the mean mark-point average for the state

distribution as a whole.
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Beginning with grade cight, .and carried through grades ning,
ten, cleven and twelve, was the tendency for Title I pupils to spend
less time doing homework outside of school than their counterpart
pupils in the statewide sample. For cxample, at grade 8, while 8%
of the Title I 1'951)011({(311ts spent ‘ten or more hours ou.tsidc of school

doing homcwork, 10. 7% of the statewide distribution spent this amount

of time. Moving to grade nine, the difference becomes one of 8. 1%
for the Title I group as contrasted to 11. 9% for the state sample.
At grade ten, while 8. 3% of the Title I respondents spent ten or more

hours working atv homework, 13. 63 of the state group responded in

the category. At grade eleven the difference becomes greater. While

8. 8% of the Title I respondents spent ten or more hours doing homework,

16. 2% of the state sample spent a comparable amount of time. At grade

twelve, 9. 8% of the Title I pupils were involved for more than ten hours

in homework while 16. 2% of the state sample were involved to this extent.
In gencral, the figures shown in the table comparing the two -

groups on the question of the amount of time spent on homework outsie

of school showed at lcast three significant trends. First, Title I pupils
were répresented across all grade levels to a larger extent than the com -
parison group by the percentage responding under the catcgory of not being
involved at all in homework activity. Sccond, the number of Title I pupils

1epresented by the two response categories - 10 -14 hours and 15 or
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morc hours spent doing homework - remained relatively constant
and showed a slight rise as the grade level in school increased,
On the other hand, for the state as a whole, with each successive
grade level a corresponding increase in the percent of pupils who
were involved in honiework forr ten or more hours per week appeared.
Title I pupils tended to spend less time involved in homework activity
than did their counterparts from the state group.

Third, whether or not one has the Title I pupil in mind as a
referent, the rclationship of the time spent doing homework outside
of school to the mark-point average was positive. In other words,
whether or not onc was involved in Title I the following relationships
held: (1) the amount of time spent doing homework was directly re-
lated to thc marks received in school; (2) there was a disparity or
discrepancy between mark-point average and involvement in homework
activity which appeared to get larger as one progressed through the
grade levels, When these findings are compared to the amount of time
spent outside of school working for pay, the implicat.ions become still
more meaningful,

Unpleasant experiences with other pupils

Pupil responses to the question "How many unpleasant experiences
have you had with other students in the school?" for the two groups at

grades 7, 8,9, 10, 11 and 12 were also compared. Title I participants
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who responded to the question were tallied separately. A sample of
statewide pupils who were not involved in Title I programs was again
uscd for a comparison group. Table IV shows the responses of the two
groups on the following five alierna.tives to the itcm: a great many, quite
a few, not very many, very few, and none. Also included to the right
of the responsc categories are the mean mark-point average for the Title
I group and the state sample. The standard deviation for the two groups
shown by responsc category is also indicated.

| When examining the responses for grade seven, it becomes
readily apparent that Title I pupils have many more unpleasant ex-
periences with their fellow pupils than do those represented in the
state sample. Under the category "a great many, " 6. 5% of the Title I
pupils responded while only 3.5 9 of the state sample gave this reply.
The two categories "quite a few" and "a great many" clearly show
that the difference between the experiences of Title I pupils and the
state comparison group becomes even more apparent. While 17. 6%
of the Title I participants in the seventh grade have had many ex-
pericnces that were unpleasant, only 12. 29 of the state group responded
in this category.

Moving to the mm rk-point average, the relationship between the

unpleasantness of school experiences and the mark-point average can

be scen very readily. The less enjoyable school is, the more likely the
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mark-point average will suffer. At grades 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12,
the same general tendencies as were shown in grade seven held.
In cach case, Title I involved children had many morc unpleasant
expericnces in school than did their counterparts. The significant
shift that occurs across grade level between Title 1 bupils and those
from the compéwison groups occurs in the "very few" and "none"
response categorics.

FFor Title I pupils at grade seven, 11. 6% report no unpleasant
e;cperience. The figure jumps to 12. 3% at grade eight, 14. 9% at
grade nine, 16. 6% at grade ten, 17. 6% at grade eleven, 17. 1% at
grade twelve. In contrast, for the statewide sample the figures show
an increase from grades seven, cight and nine but at grade ten, eleven
and twelve the figure appears to be more constant and repres -~ - a
little over 20%, for grades ten and eleven, and slightly under 27
(19. 8%) at grade twelve. Perhaps the best explanation of this finding
also falls under selective retention.

From Table IV it should also be pointed out that across all
grade levels there is a marked relationship between the mark-point
average one achieves in school and the pleasantness of the experiences
with other pupils. In general, the more pleasant the experiences with

other students, the higher the mark-point average will be. This rela-

tionship holds for both Title I involved pupils and for the state sample.

S R
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Again on the positive side, -it is interesting to note that over three-

fourths of the pupils from both groups at all grade levels have not had
very many unpleasant experiences with other pupils in their schools.
In general, for both Title I pupils and for the state as a whole, school
is a pleasant place. But, when unpleasant experiences do occur, the

chances are that they will occur in significantly greater numbers to

Title I pupils than to other pupils in the school.
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Multiple Regression

. A multiple regression analysis was performed on twenty-three

variables for grades 8 and 9. The criterion variable in this analysis

was the Mark-Point Average of the student. The idea of a multiple

regression problem is to predict the criterion (Mark-Point Average)

- from the best linear combination of the contributions of the other avail -

able itemns of information. This particular program only retains infor -

mation which assits in predicting the criterion. The following items of

informa tion were included:

e
NHO\D.OO\IO\UIAODNH

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21,
22,
23.

Sex

ITBS - vocabulary score

ITBS - reading comprehension score
ITBS - language skills total score
ITBS - work-study skills total score
ITBS - arithmetic skills total score
Father's occupation

Mother's occupation |

Hours per week mother works
Father's education

Mother's education

Hours per week work for pay

Hours per week work for no pay
Hours per week on homework outside of school
Unpleasant experiences

Attitude toward studying

How teachers view you

Expected grades for next year
Educational aspirations

Educational expectations

Own a car

How often drive car

Mark-Point Average
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The program employed in, this analysis consisted of a multiple
regression with elimination,  ‘The program provides as output the cor -
rcelations among the independent and criterion variables; the inverse of
the correlation matrix for the independent variables; the beta weights
for lincar rcgression on the criterion variable; mc;ans and standard

deviations of the independent and dependent variables; the capital B co-

cfficients for a lincar prediction equation; the multiple correlation co-
cfficient; the multiple correlation squared coefficient; IF test of departure
of the multiple correlation from 0; and the t test for the significance of
beta cocfflicients.

The program functions by sequentiaily sclecting and eliminating

the variables with the lowest beta values and recomputing the resulting
corielation matrix and inverse until only significant beta values remain.

Grade 7

In the serics of tables that follow, a summary of the significant
features of the multiple regression with elimination program are pre-
sented. Table V, the swnmary for non-Title I pupils at the seventh
grade level, shows the inter-correlations of six independent variables
and Mark-Point Average, the sceventh variable. The independent variables
were sex, I'IBS-reading, ITBS-language total, ITBS-arithmetic total,

CardPac Item 24, "How do tcacher view you, " and CardPac Item 25,

"Next year if you are in school (or a college) you will probably. "




TABLE V
NON-TITLE I -- GRADE 7 212
' Intercorrclations Among Retained Variables for
Predicting Mark-Point Averages
1 2 3 4 S 6 7 M S. D,
1. SEX -03 .22 -.04 -03 .03 .12 1.53  0.50
2. TTBS-R | .67 .67 -.30 .43 .52 79.79 15.99
3. TI'IBS-LT .08 -.32 .42 .56 79.45 10. 85
4. TTBS-AT -.35 .44 .55 80.15 13.53
5. Cp -:24 - 15 -.32 12.63 1.00
6. CP-25 . 40 13.58 0.94
7. M.P.A. 2.61 1.00

Beta Values

Z7 = .0821 + . 14722 + . ].8823 -+ .228Z4 - . 114Z5 +. 144Z¢
B - Values

Xq = 161X; + .009X5 + .011X3 + . 017X, - . 114X + . 153X - 1. 329
R = 0. 64175 R-SQ = 0. 41185

Standard error of estimate = 0.7692

F-test value for hypothesis of R-SQ equal to 0

F = 218. 824

t-test value for Betas

1 2 3 4 S 6
4,19 5.51 6.56 8.31 -5.98 7.11

t Degrees of freedom = 1875.
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To the right of the variable matrix, the mean and standard deviation
for cach variable arc shown. Below the correlation matrix two computa -
tions of beta weights are presented.  The first presents the contribution
of cach variable to the criterion of Mark-Point Average when the variables
arc expressed as standard scores. Sceond, B valucs are shown for cach of
the variables in their raw score form. The last figure shown in the sccond
computation is the constant necessary to palance the equation or the correc-
tion term.

Below the B values, the multiple correlation and the multiple corre-
lation squared are presented along with the standard error of estimate for
the multiple correlation. The IF-test for the hypothesis that r square is
cqual to 0 and the t tests for significance of the weights are also presented
in the table.

For non-Title I pupils the best combination of the twenty-two varia -
bles were the six listed above. Upon examining Table V, the multiple corre-
lation for the six variables was R = . 642. The unusual bits of information
from this analysis were the two CardPac Items representing a pupil's under -
standing of how he was vicwed by his teachers and his prediction of his
success in school next year.,

Grade 8
Table VI summarizes the significant variables in the multiple

regression analysis for Title I pupils at the eighth grade level. Of the




TABLE VI
TITLYE 1 -= GRADI; 8

Intercorrelations Among Retained Variables for

Predicting Mark-Point Averages

1 2 3 4
1. TIBS-V -21 .20 .29
2. CP-24 -.44 - 20
3. CP-25 .30
4. M.P.A.

Beta Values

Z,=.211Z, -. 136Z2 + . 176Z3

4 1
B - Valucs

X4 = .013X1 - .212X2 + .238X3 + .767
R = 0.38479 R-SQ = 0. 14806
Standard error of estimate = 0. 9370

IF-test value for hypothesis of R-SQ equal to 0

F = 31,167

t-test value for Betas

1 2 3
5.04 -3.05 3.89

Degrees of frececdom = 538.

M

S. D,

68.62 15.85

13. 04
12. 88
1. 96

0. 65
0.75
1.02

244
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twenty-two possible variables, three were significant in terms of their
coatribution to the prediction of Mark-Point Average at the eighth grade
level for Title T pupils.

‘The I'I'BS-verbal, CardPac Item 24, "How do tcachers view you, "
and Cardlac Item 25, "Next year if you are in school '(or a college) you
will probably, " proved valuable in predicting Mark-Point Average. The
multiple corrclation for the group was R = .385. For Title I pupils, there
were only three independent variables contributing to the best lincar pre-
dictions of Mark-Point Average at the eighth grade level.

Table VII clearly shows the marked contrast between Title I and
non-Title I pupils in terms of the ability of the regression model to pre-
dict Mark-Point Average from the best linear combination of variables.

At the cighth grade level only three variables contributed significantly to
the prediction of Mark-Point Average for Title I pupils while ten variables
did so for the non-Title I group.

For non-Title I pupils the variables which contributed to th: pre- -
diction of mark-point averages were:

sex, I'ITBS-reading, I'TBS-language total, ITBS-arithmetic total,

CardPac Item 3 - "FFather's cccupation, " CardPac Item 5 -

"Mother's work at present, "' CardPac Item 22 - "Unpleasant

expericences with other students, " CardPac Item 24 - "How do

teachers view you, " CardPac Item 25 - "If in school next year

will probably, " and CardPac Item 26 - Educational aspirations.

The multiple correlation for non-Title I pupils shown on Table VII

was . 009. On Table VI the multiple correlation for Title I pupils at the
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TABLIL VII (continued) 247

Intercorrelations Among Retained Variables--Grade 8§ Non-Title I (cont.,
< .

Beta Values

Z11 = 0852y + .091Zy + . 1877, + . 141Z, - .056Z - . 05374 + . 05177 -
. 1277’8 + . 1417_'-9 + . 076210

B - Values

X1 = 174X + . 005Xy + .01Xg + .009X,4 - .007X5 - 013X -+ . 059X -
- 155Xg + . ].67X9 + 017X - . 992

R = 0.‘60913 R-SQ = 0. 37104

Standard crror of estimate = 0. 8126

F-test value for hypothesis of R-SQO equal to 0

F = 128. 250

t-test value for Betas

1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8
4.50 3.45 6.70 5.38 -3.13 -3.03 2.95 -6.33
9 10
6.77 3.74

Degrees of freedom = 2174.
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eighth grade level was . 385.  In terms of the overlap or commonality
of independent variables, CardPac items 24 and 25 were included under
both groups. In terms of "best fit" there were over three times the
number of variables contributing to non-Title I prediction as contributed
to prediction of Title I pupils' MPA at the eighth gradé level,

Significantly, the overlapping items from the two groups were

those in which the pupils themselves served as the source of information.
At least at the cighth grade level, this finding would tend to confirm the
oft-heard gencralization that the most valid source of pupil information
related to his success in schcol when success is expressed as a Mark-
Point Average is the pupil's own estimation of future success.

Grade 9 ITBS

The multiple correlations and predictive equations summarized
as Table VIII were for Title I pupils at the ninth grade level.

Here again the restricted range of significant contributing variablcs
to predicting Mark-Point Average was shown. The multiple correlation
for the group was . 772, But, at this grade level, there were very few
cascs, the numiber being in the 70's. The appearance of CardPac Item 25,
"If in school next ycar will probably, " as a significant item for the group
should be noted.

Jowa Tests of Educational Development

At the secondary level, the sub-tests of the Iowa Tests of Educational

Development replaced the 1TBS in the multiple regression analysis. While
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TABLL VII

TITIIE T -- GRADIZ 9

Intcrcorrelations Among Retained Variables for
Predicting N rk-Point Averages

1 2 3 M S. D.
1. ITBS-WT .04 .70 77.40  16. 14
2. CP-25 .57 13.03  0.68
3. M.P.A. 2.01  0.65

Beta Valucs

Z3 =, 56821 -, 344742
B - Valucs

X3 = .023X . 330X2 - 2.520
R = 0.77231 R-SQ = 0. 59646
Standard error of estimate = 0. 4148

F -test valuc for hypothesis of R -SQ equal to 0

FF = 51.732

t-test value for Betas

1 2
6.86 4.16

Degrees of freedom = 70.
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the Towa Tests of Basic Skills contributed five variables, the ITIED sub-

tests furnished nine and expanded the number of independent variables

in the sccondary analysis to twenty-six. The twenty-seventh variable
was again the criterion variable of Mark-Point Average. The following

list presents ihe items employed:

1. Sex
2. ITED-Understanding of basic social concepts
3. ITED-Background in the natural sciences 1‘
4, ITED-Correctness and appropriateness of expression
S. ITED-ADbility to do quantitative thinking :
6. ITED-Ability to interpret reading materials in the social
studics
7. ITED-Ability to interpret reading materials in the natural |
sciences i
8. ITED-Ability to interpret literary materials
9. ITED-General vocabulary
10. ITED-Usec of sources of information
11. Father's occupation
12, Mother's occupation
13. Hours per week mother works
4. Father's education |
15. Mother's education
16. Hours per week work for pay
17. Hours per week work for no pay
18. Hours per week on homework outside of school
19. Unpleasant experiences . .
20. Attitude toward studying '
21. How teachers view you
' 22, Expected grades for next year
23. Educational aspirations
24, Educational expectations
25. Own a car
26. How often drive car

27. Mark-Point Average
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Grade 9 ITEDR

The five variables which contributed significantly to the prediction
of Mark-Point Average of the twenty-six possible variables for non-Title |
pupils at the secondary level were ITED-general vocabulary, ITED-use of
sources of information, CardPac Item 24 - "How do te.achers view you, "
CardPac Item 25 - "If in school next year will probably, " and CardPac
Item 26 which deals with the educational aspirations. The multiple corre-
lat‘ion for the group was . 548. See Table IX.

Grade 10

Turning to grade 10, Table X shows the six items of information
or variables which contribute significar "ly to the prediction of Mark-Point
Average for Title I pupils at this particular grade level. In order they
were: ITED-correctness and appropriateness of expression, ITED-ability
to do quantitative thinking, ITED-general vocabllary, and the same three
items of CardPac informa tion that were listed for non-Title I pupils on
Table IX,

When these findings are compared to those for non-Title T pupils -
at the tenth grade level shown in Table XI, five of the eight variables
that contributed significantly differed. The non-overlapping items on the
second group were sex, ITED-background in natural sciences, ITED-ability
to interpret reading material in the natural sciences, and ITED-use of

sources of information. The same three CardPac items contributed to




- TABLE IX

NON-TITLE I -- GRADE 9

Intercorrelations Arnong Retained Variables for
Predicting Mark-Point Averages

1 2 3 4 S 6
1. ITED-8 S .93 -.17 11 . 20 .12
2. ITED-9 - 23 .15 .22 .17
3. CP-24 -.42 -.41 -.81
4. CP-25 .33 .34
5. CP-26 .35

6. M.P.A.

Beta Values

Zg= - 17272, + . 197 Zg - . 38723 + . 11824 + . 144Z4

1
B - Values -

X6 = -, 015X1 -+ .017X2 - . 550X3 + . 1X4 + .032X5 + 7.414
R = 0. 54839 R-SQ = 0. 30073
Standard error of estimate = 0. 8546

I'-test value for hypothesis of R-SQ equal to 0

F = 227.937

t-test value for Betas

1 2 3 4 S
-3.99 4.52 -20.28 6.47 7.88

Degrees of freedom = 2650,

M
17. 40
17.98
12. 56
13. 60
21. 24

2.59

252

S. D.
11. 45
11. 88

0.72

1.21

4. 56

1.02




1. TIED-3
IL1) -4
IT1ED-8
Cp-24
CP-25
CP-26

N s oo »oN

M.P. A,

Beta Values

TABLE X

TTTLE T -- GRADE 10

Intercorrelations Among Retained Variables for
Predicting Mark-Point Averages

..42 .91 =18 .18 .30 .27
.40 -.20 .14 .29 .25

-. 18 15 .32 . 26

.38 -.08 -.19

. 30 .17

.23

Zp = 1027y + .089Z) + .082Z3 - . 197Z4 +.175Z5 + . 077%g

B-Values

X7 = 026X +.02X5 +.02Xg - . 192Xy + . 137Xs +. 017X + 1. 427
R = 0.39193

R-5Q = 0. 15361

Standard crror of cstimate = 0. 9845

I'-test value for hypothesis of R-SQ equal to 0

I = 65. 850

t-test value for Betas

2 3 4 S 6

4.19 3.84 3.41 -8.62 7.48 3.47

Degrees of freedom = 2177,

12.03
11.71
11.78
13. 14
12.93
16. 89

1. 89

(O}

w




TABL Y XI 254
( NON-TITLE T -~ GRADIE 10

Intercorrclations Among Retained Variables for
Predicting Mark-Point Averages

1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8§ 9 M S. D,
1. SIX -.18 -.10 .08 .15 -.07 .08 -.03 .16 1.52  0.50
2. TTED-2 .63 .69 .63 -.45 .39 .45 .37 19.54 4.81
3. ITED-4 .65 .64 -.48 .42 .44 .39 17.42  5.52
4. ITIED-6 71 -.50 .43 .46 .42 18.23 6.03
S. ITED-9 -.47 .42 .45 .37 18.80  5.58
6. CP-24 - 47 -.43 -.44 12.60 0.76
7. CP-25 -.41 .39 13.56 0.95
8. CP-26 . 34 21.10 4.55
9. M.P. A, 2.57 1.18

Beta Values

Zg = .182Z) + . 1347 + . 11873 + .096Z - .079Z3 - . 203Z¢ + . 14Z + . 08Zg

B - Values

X9 =, 431X1 +.033X9 +. 025X3 +.019X, -.017X5 -.314X¢g +. 173X7 +.021Xg - 1. 601
R = 0.355727 R-SQ = 0.31055
Standard error of estimate = 0. 9795

I -test value for hypothesis of R-SQ equal to 0

IF = 131. 245

t-test value for Betas

1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8
9.44 4.88 4.55 3.34 -2.82 -9.34 6.73 3.84

Degrees of freedom = 2331.
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the prediction for both Title T and non-"Title I pupils at the tenth grade
level,

In terms of contrast, the multiple correlation for the Title I group
was . 391 for the six variables while the non-Title I group had a multiplc
corrclation of . 557 for their cight variables.

‘This finding was consistent with other comparisons of multiple
corrclations for the Title I and non-Title I pupils. The usefulness of the
lincar model for predicting future Mark-Point Average appears to be greater
for lepilS not involved in Title I programs at the levels thus far investigated.
Grade 11

Table XII presents the scven variables of information retained by
the climination process from the original twent:y-six variables in the pre-
diction of Mark-Point Average at the eleventh grade level.

For Title I pupils sex, ITED-understanding of basic social concepts,
ITED-ability to do quantitative thinking, ITED-ability to interpret reading
materials in the natural sciences, and CardPac ltems 24, 25 and 26, already

.described for grades 9 and 10, were the significant contributors. The mul-
tiple correlation -for the Title I group at the eleventh grade level was. . 403.

When compared to the non-Title I pupils at grade 11 (Table XIID), it
became apparent that again fewer variables are related to the criterion

measure for Title I pupils than for non-Title I pupils.
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TUEL T == GRADIS 11

Intcrcorrelations Amony Retained Variables for
Predicting Mark-Point Averages

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 M S.D
1. SEX - 12 -.16 .00 -.08 .04 -.01 .12 1.47  0.50
2. TTED-1 48 .53 -.20 .18 .38 .20 12.41  4.066
3. TILD-4 48 -.20 .16 .31 .24 12.62  4.96
4. TTED-6 -22 .19 .33 .27 12.62  5.18
5. CP-24 .15 -.15 -.21 13.12 0. 88 ‘
6. CP-25 .36 .17 12.95 1.25 ‘
7. CP-26 .25 17.31  4.79
8. M.P.A. .98 1.20

.25 {

Beta Values

( Z8 =, ].SZ]. -+ .09522 4 . 09223 + .09424 -, ].46Z5 + . 10626 + .09827
B - Valucs

X8 = .311)(1 + .025X2 - .022}{3 +.022X4 - . 199X5 -+ . 102X ¢ + 025X + . 819
R = 0. 40297 R-SQ = 0. 16238
standard error of estimate = 1, 0987

I’ -test value for hypothesis of R-SQ equal to 0

F = 58, 658

t-test value for Betas

1 2 3 4 S 6 7
6.29 3.74 3.77 3.74-6.79 4.77 4.24

Degrees of freedom = 2118,

o
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TABLIL XIII (continucd) 258

Intercorrelations Among Retained Variables -- Grade 11 Non-Title I (cont.)

Beta Values

Zy0 = + 2127 + . 08673 + . 10573 - . J06Z + . 22875 - .077%g - . 18877 +
. 14228 "‘ '. 06329

B - Valucs

X10 = . 411X -+ .016Xq + .021X5 + . 022X 4 -+ 030X - .014Xg - 173X +
. 121X‘8 + . 014Xg -+ 2. 554

R - 0. 63256 R-SQ =0. 40013

Standard error of estimate = 0. 7498

I -test value for hypothesis of R-SQ equal to 0

I = 167.199

t-test value for Betas

1 2 3 4 S 6 7
10.23 2,93 3.91 3.88 8.91 -2.70 -10.17
8 9
7.80 3.10

Degrees of frecdom = 2256.
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For the non-"ritle 1 group the non-overlapping variables were IT1D-
background in natural scicnces, ITED-the correctness and appropriatcness
of expression, and ITEED-use of sources of information. While seven
variables contributed to the Title 1 group, the contribution of ninc variables
was significant for the non-Title I group,

Again, the significance of the CardPac information related to pupil
perceptions of how teachers view them, their prediction of success, and
their educational aspirations were relevant for both groups in terms of
predicting Mark-Point Average. The multiple correlation for the non-

Title I group with ninc variables was . 633. This correlation was signifi-

cantly higher than the multiple correlation for Title I pupils at the eleventh

grade level.

Grade 12

At the twelfth grade level, six of the variables were retained in
the prediction of Mark-Point Average for Title I invblved pupils,

The ITED-understanding of basic social concepts, ITED-background
in natural sciences, ITED-correctness and appropriateness of cxpression,
ITIiD-use of sources of information, CardPac Item "Unpleasant experiences
with other students; " and the CardPac Item "How do teachers view you, "
contributed to the predicted equation. At the twelfih grade level the mul-
tiple correlation for the six significant variables was . 386. Secec Table

XIV.
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TITLIE T -- GRADLE 12

Intercorvelations Among Retained Variables for
Predicting Mavk-Point Averages

1 2 3 4 S 6 7 M S.D

1. I'TED-1 .66 . 48 . 66 05 -.23 .27 14.54 4.96
2, ITED-2 . 39 . 56 05 -.14 . 16 15.76 5.16
3. ITED-3 . 64 07 -.27 . 30 14.62 4.71
4. ITED-9 .00 -.27 .29 15.46 5. 82
S. CP-22 . 44 .05 13.79 1.68
6. CP-24 -. 23 13.04 0.85
7.

M. P, A, ' .22 1,38

Beta Values

Z7 = . 1477 - .081'42 + . 12475 + . 10874 + . 1257 - . 204Z¢

B-Valucs

X7 = .041X; - .021X9 -+ .036X3 + .025X4 + . 102X5 - . 331X¢g + 3.911
R = 0.38581 R-SQ = 0. 14885
Standard error of estimate = 1. 2706

F-test value for hypothesis of R-SQ equal to 0

F = 50.598

t-test value for Betas

1 2 3 4 S 6
4.37 -2.65 4.19 3,12 4.92 -7.69

Dcgrees of ficedom = 1736.
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Table XV shows the summary of relevant infoimation when non-
Title T wwellth grade pupil data were subjected to the linear regression
model. The multiple correlation for non-Title I pupils at the twelfth
grade level was . 552,

In terms of the unique contributors to the non-Title I group equa-
tion or non-overlapping contributors on the non-Title I group, sex, ITED-
ability to do quantitative thinking, ITED-ability to interpret reading mater -

ials in the natural sciences, CardPac Item 11, the "hours per week spent

.doing homecwork outside of school, " and CardPac Item 23, "general attitude
pt g

toward studying, " .occurred.

At the twelfth grade level the only common item of information that
served as a contributing variable for both the Title I and non-Title I groups
was ITED-correctness and appropriatencss of expression.

Summary

When the comparisons of Title I and non-Title I pupils using the
lincar model of multiple regression were made, the most salient generali-
zation was that no single set of items contributed across grade levels.. The
relationship between Mark-Point Averages and related variables is a multi-
farious onc and does not lend itsclf to oversimplification.

The onc outstanding contribution from these analyses was the con-
sistent contribution of pupil self-descriptive information in the prediction

problem. CardPac proved to be a significant source of information across
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NON-TITI.E I -- GRADI 12

Intercorrelations Among Retained Variables for
Predicting Mark-Point Averages

1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 M  S.D i

1. SEX “34 -15 .07 .21 -.14 .23 1.50  0.50 '
2. ITED-3 63 .71 .24 -.26 .49 19.74  4.98 1
3. ITED-4 72 .13 -.17 .40 120.33  6.55 |
4. ITED-6 18 -.23 .45 21.33  6.52 4
5. CP-11 .27 .23 12.66  1.10 |
6. CP-23 -. 5 12.83  0.87 '

7. M.P.A, ' 2.68 0.99

Beta Values

Zg = .16Z) + .161Z + . 182Z3 + . 158Zy + .082Z5 - .098Z¢

B - Valuecs

X7 =.316X) +.032X, + .027X3 + .024X4 + .074X5 - . 111Xg + 1.001
R = (. 55158 R-5Q = 0. 30424

Standard error of estimate = 0. 8224

IF-test value for hypothesis of R -SQ equal to 0

F = 158. 510

t-test value for Betas

1 2 3 4 S 6
7.26 5.24 6.18 5.34 4.29 -5.14

<

Degrees of freedom = 2175.
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all grade levels, A pupil's perceptions of himself and how his teachers
view him along with his attitudes toward studying and his aspirations for
further education were closely tied with any prediction of success in an

academic sctting when the linear regression model was employed.
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Table XVI shows the discriminant function means and standard
deviations on the 18 selected variables for thc three groups at the 10th
grade level. Down the left hand column of the table the 18 variables
are listed. Across the table the means «nd standard deviations for the
three groups---non-Title I and Title I identified and Title I included- --
are presented.

The similarity between the means for the three groups on many of
the variables becomes readily apparent upon examining the table. The
most notable mean differences occurréd on variable 3, the composite
Iowa Testing Program mean score, variable 4, CardPac inventory item 3
"Father's Cccupation", CardPac Item 26 "Educational Aspirations" and
CardPac Item 27 "Educational expectations”. While other variables were
significanlty different in terms of mean score those sited here were the
most obvious differences noted.

Table XVII shows the discriminant vectors for the three group
assignment categories at the 10th grade level. Across the bottom of |
the table the constant necessary for the balancing of the discriminant
function equation is shown. In contrast to the more obvious difference
in means noted on Table XVI, Variables 16 and 17 in terms of their
discriminant vector function showed little difference across the three
groups. This was especially noticeable for variable 17--the educational
expectatiohs of the pupil--with the vector code being . 53 for the non-

Title I pupils, .53 for the Title I identified and . 55 for the Title I included

pupils.
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TABLIL XVI

DISCRIMINANT IFUNCTION MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
I'OR 3 GROUFPS -- GRADI 10

Non-Title I Title I Identified - Title I Included

Variablc M SD M SD M SD
1 1. 50 0. 50 1.47 0. 50 1.43 0. 50
2 2.39 0.73 1.72 0. 61 1. 68 0. 63
3 17.72 5. 50 11. 73 3. 81 10. 93 3. 92
4 6.12 3.73 4. 97 3.43 4. 68 3. 51
S 4.00 2. 61 3. 60 2.18 3.56 2.19
6 2. 69 2.19 2. 87 2.28 2. 97 2,38
7 5. 60 2.56 5. 07 2. 64 5. 05 2. 65
8 5. 85 2. 31 5. 32 2,35 5. 30 2, 34
9 2.35 1. 51 2. 60 1. 65 2.71 1.73
10 2.77 1.59 2.78 1. 63 2. 94 1.72
11 2.55 0. 92 2. 40 0. 87 2. 34 0. 85
12 3. 87 0. 84 3. 67 0. 94 3. 65 0. 95
13 2. 90 0.77 3.03 0.75 3.05 0.78
14 2. 66 0.73 3.16 0. 68 3.20 0. 67
15 3.46 0. 82 2. 86 0. 80 2. 80 0.78
16 7.05 2. 65 5.006 2. 50 4,79 2. 47
17 6. 46 2.72 4, 77 2. 55 4, 61 2.43
18 2. 86 1. 83 2.70 1. 87 2. 85 1. 83
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TABLE XVII

DISCRIMINANT VECTORS IFOR 3 GROUP ASSIGNMENT CATIEGORIIES
GRADI 10

Variable Non-Title 1 Title I Identificd - Title I Included

1 5. 82 5. 90 5. 83

2 5.76 S5, 22 5. 37

3 0.30 0. 30 0. 25

4 0.16 0. 14 0.13

5) 0.07 0.07 0.07

6 0. 52 0. 350 0.52

7 0. 38 0. 38 0. 39

8 0. 62 0. 60 0. 60

9 1. 46 1. 46 1. 49

10 1.25 1. 26 1.32
11 2.48 2. 60 2,56
12 4. 85 4.79 4, 81
13 6. 37 6. 31 6.31
14 16.09 16. 09 16.06
15 8. 14 8.08 8.06
16 -0. 07 -0. 10 -0. 13
17 0. 53 0.53 0. 55
18 0. 74 0.73 0.77
Constant -83. 12 -78. 34 . -78.16
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When the pupils at the tenth grade level were reclassified using the
discriminant function cquatione rhe correct and incorrect classifications
are shown in the cross break titled Table XVIIL.

Of the 8,930 pupils classified at the tenth grade level therc were a
total of 5, 506 correct classifications. Upon examining the table, it
bccomes readily apparent that tﬁe program made the most errors in
classification within groups 2 and 3, the Title I identified and Title I
included groups. This type of error of classification would be expected
after examining the information presented in Part 3 of this report. The
similarity between the two groups was great.

Stated another way, the table showed that of the 4, 761 pupils in the
non-litle I group, 3,433 were correctly classified. Of the 11, 053 Titlo I
identified pupils, 478 were correctly classified. Of the 3,016 Title !
included pupils, 1,595 were correctly classified. A much better prediction
ratic would occur if groups 2 and 3 were collapsed into a single group.
Nevertheless, the discriminant function equatiohs did in fact, correctly
classify pupils beyond chance expectation (significance level: greater than .01).

The discriminant function means and standard deviations at the 11th
grade level are shown in Table 'XIX. Again, the variables of composite
Iowa Testing Program mean score, CardPac questionnaire item 3, "Father's
Occupation" and variables 16 and 17, CardPac items 26 and 27, "Educational
Aspirations, " and "Educational Expectations, " showed the largest mean

difference between the groups.
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f TABLE XVII

TABLIE OIF CORRECT AND INCORRECT
DISCRIMINANT CLASSIFICATIONS--GRADI 10

Classified in Group

True Group ' 1 2 3 Totals
1 3433 740 588 4761
2 203 478 472 1153
; S 0% 159 3016
Totals 4007 2268 2655 8930

2
%dfﬂl =3166 significant at . 01 level

‘tg =062.3 significant at . 01 level
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TABLE XIX
DISCRIMINANT IFUNCTION MEEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
FOR 3 GROUPS -- GRADE 11

Non-Title 1 Title 1 Identified - Title I Included
Variable M . SD M SD M SD
1 1. 50 0. 50 1.46 0.50 1.41 0. 49
2 2.43 0.73 1.78 0. 63 1.75 0. 63
3 19.70 6.02 13. 60 4.05 12, 60 4, 29
4 6. 34 3.70 5.01 3. 67 4, 83 3. 61
S 3.97 2. 56 3. 84 2,53 3. 62 2.28
6 2.74 2.22 2.75 2.26 2. 83 2.33
7 5. 48 2.54 4, 96 2.50 5.00 2. 67
8 5. 68 2. 26 5. 41 2. 40 5. 34 2. 40
9 2. 64 1.73 2. 94 1.83 2.98 1. 84
10 2.74 1. 61 2. 89 1. 65 2. 94 1.70
11 2.56 0. 93 2. 39 0. 88 2.32 0. 86
12 3.91 0. 81 3.76 0.91 3. 68 0. 95
13 2. 86 0. 81 3.07 0. 84 3.09 0.79
‘ 14 2. 64 0.77 3. 14 0. 68 3.17 0. 68
15 3. 49 0. 87 2. 88 0.78 2. 81 0. 80
16 7. 10 2.58 5. 29 2.50 5. 03 2.43
17 6. 44 2.70 4. 93 2.42 4. 65 2. 40
18 3.55 1. 90 3.22 1.91 3.11 1. 87
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Table XX which showed the discriminant vectors for the three
groups b); assignmoent category again showed the relative weights assigned
to cach of the variables when classified in a multi-dimensional test space.
‘The contribution of variable 4 "Father's Occupation' and variable 16
"Lducational Aspirations" was the smallest of the 18 variables included.

When the discriminant vectors were applied to the groups for correct
and incorrect discriminant function classifications, Table XXI rcsulted.
In all, 8,100 pupils were classified at the 11th grade level. The ability
of the discriminant function to predict class or group membership was
significant beyond the 01 level.

Again it should be noted that the most frequent errors occurred in
the classifications of group 1 and group 2. And this should be expected
as the differences between the Title [ identified and the Title 1 involved
group werce very slight and for practical purposes are not necessary.

The discriminant function means and standard deviation for the
three grou‘ps at the twelfth grade level are shown in Table XXII. Variables

‘ ~
3,4, 10 and 17 showed the largest discrepancy in mean score for the non-
Title I and Title 1 identificd pupils.

When the discriminant vectors for the three-group assi gnment
categorics were computed for the twellth grade level, the results are
shown as Table XXIII. Variables 16 and 17, while showing significant
mcan differences between the groups,again did not account for a large

discrepency in vector assignments. Variables 4 and 5 "Father's
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TABLE XX

DISCRIMI‘NANT VECTORS I'OR 3 GROUP ASSIGNMENT CATEGORIES
GRADE 11

Variable Non-Title ] Title I Identified - Title I Included

1 6. 28 6.36 6. 16

2 5. 78 S. 28 S. 54

3 0. 50 0.33 0. 28

4 0.04 0.01 0.01

S 0.13 0.17 0. 14

6 0. 38 0. 32 0. 35

7 0. 29 0.28 0.31

8 0.51 0. 54 0.53

9 1. 44 1. 46 1. 46

10 1. 55 1.59 1. 60
11 2, 64 2.74 2.70
12 5. 30 5. 25 5. 18
13 6. 14 6. 20 6. 21
14 14. 66 14, 69 14. 60
15 6.37 6.31 6. 25
16 0.07 0.05 0.06
17 0. 59 0. 61 0. 59
18 0. 47 0. 48 0. 46
Constant -79. 80 -76. 20 -74. 82




TABLYE XXI

TABLE OIF CORRECT AND INCORRECT
DISCRIMINANT CLASSIIFICATIONS - -GRADIE 11

Classified in Group

True Group | 1 2 3 Totals
1 3207 760 489 4456
2 183 22 381 926
3 397 939 1382 2718
Totals 3787 2001 2252 8100

’XJ 31“:4 = 206060 significant at .01 level

tg =34.6 significant at .01 level

272
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TABLE XXII
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION MEANS AND STANDARD DEV IATIONS
FOR 3 GROUPS -- GRADE 12

‘Non-Title I Title I Identified Title I Included
Variable M SD M SD M SD
1 1.49 0. 50 1. 44 0.50 1.43 0. 49
2 2.50 0.71 2.01 0. 65 1.97 0. 64
3 21. 50 6. 48 14, 93 4,48 14. 29 4. 54
4 6.42 3. 74 S. 28 3. 68 4,92 3. 62
S 4.01 2. 60 3.78 2. 45 3. 57 2.12
6 2.73 2.21 2. 87 2. 30 2,81 2. 28
7 5. 46 2. 55 4, 91 2. 40 4.77 2. 53
8 S5.78 2. 24 5. 36 2.18 5. 15 2.20
9 2. 90 1. 87 3.15 1. 89 3.10 1. 90
10 2. 69 1. 58 2. 85 1. 63 2.96 1.71
11 2. 56 0. 96 2. 40 0. 90 2. 34 0. 92
12 3.91 0.78 3.72 0.91 3.72 0. 87
13 2.78 0.78 2.96 0.78 3.02 0.75
14 2. 57 0. 74 3.05 0. 65 3.06 0. 63
15 3.23 0. 81 2. 81 0. 89 2.79 0.94
16 7. 50 2. 48 S5.71 2. 48 5. 40 2. 44
17 6. 65 2.74 S. 14 2.51 4. 84 2,37
18 3. 45 1. 95 3,07 1. 88 3,01 1. 88
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TABLE XXIII
DISCRIMINANT VECTORS IFOR 3 GROUP ASSIGNMENT CATEGORIES
GRADI 12
Variable - Non-Title 1 Title I Identified = Title I Included
1 6. 65 6. 51 6. 45
2 8.05 7. 82 7.79
3 0. 58 0. 40 0. 39
4 0.09 0.08 0.06
S 0.08 0.09 0.07
6 0. 44 0. 43 0.43
i 0. 42 0. 40 0.41
8 0.70 0.71 0. 69
9 1.72 1. 70 1. 67
10 1.79 1. 83 1. 86
11 3. 24 3. 36 3.33
12 6.00 5. 88 5. 90
13 7.38 7.38 - 7. 45
14 16, 22 16. 32 16. 20
15 4. 61 4. 63 4, 68
16 0. 49 0. 44 0.41
17 0. 48 0. 49 0. 49
18 0. 39 0. 41 0. 41
Constant -89.11 -85.17 -84. 40
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Occupation™ had the smallest weightings in the vector computations for

the twelfth grade group.

When the discriminant functions were computed and the correct
and incorrect classifications tabulated for the twelfth grade level, Table
XXI1V shows the result.  Again, the ability of this tcclﬁnique to classify pupils
into their proper group was significant beyond the 01 level. Where incorrect
classifications occurred, the trend was for them to occur between group 2
and group 3--the Title I identified and Title I involved groups.

| The last of the discriminant function analyses was performed on the
combincd grades 10 through 12. In all, 24, 135 pupils were handled in the
combined analysis. Tables XXV, XXVI and XXVII show the results of
these analyses. Table XXVII shows the discriminant function means and
standard deviations for the combined 10 through 12 groups. The same
trends that existed for the individual groups occurred; since they have
already been discussed earlier, they are not reiterated here.

Table XXVI shows the discriminant vectors that a three group assign-
ment categories on the combined grades 10 through 12. The similarity in
vector weights between Table XXVI, Table XXIV and Table XX should be noted.

When the overall scheme was used to reclassify the total group, the
classification distribution was again significantly different from chance
beyond the 01 level. Of the total 13, 482 non- Title I pupils, 9,631 were

correctly classified. The misclassifications that did occur occurred betwcen




TABLL XXIV

TABLI OIF CORRECT AND INCORRECT
DISCRIMINANT CLASSIFICATIONS--GRADIS 12

Classified in Group

Truc Group | 1
1 3151
2 174

.3 315

Totals 3640

2 =
oag=q4 =222

ty =35. 4

2 3
522 S92
305 363

607 1076
1434 2031

significant at . 01 level

significant at . 01 level
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Totals
42065
842
1998
7105




TABLE XXV

DISCRI‘MINANT FUNCTION MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
IFOR 3 GROUPS -- GRADIES 10-12 COMBINED

277 }
J

Non-Title 1 Title I Identificd Title T Included

Variable M SD M SD M SD
1 1. 50 0. 50 1. 46 0.50 1.43 0. 50
2 2. 46 0.73 1.79 0. 61 1.77 - 0.65
3 19. 68 6.18 13. 35 4,22 12. 49 4, 45
4 6.33 3. 67 5. 07 3. 64 4,79 3. 57
5 3.99 2,58 3.77 2.42 3. 57 2. 17
6 2.75 2,22 2, 81 2. 27 2. 87 2,33
7 5. 62 2. 60 5.00 2,53 4, 97 2. 63
8 5. 81 2. 30 5. 39 2,32 5. 30 2.36
9 2. 65 1. 74 2.90 1.79 2.91 1. 82
10 2. 66 1. 57 2. 83 1. 62 2,93 1.71
11 2.58 0. 94 2,42 0.9 2. 35 0. 87
12 3.91 0. 81 3.72 - 0.92 3. 09 0.93
13 2. 84 0.79 3.03 0.79 3.07 0.79
14 2. 62 0.75 3.13 0. 66 3.15 0. 67
15 3. 41 0. 84 2. 85 0. 85 2. 80 0. 82
16 7. 25 2. 57 5. 35 2.50 5.09 2. 49
17 6. 54 2.72 4, 96 2. 50 4.74 2,43
18 3.29 1. 93 3.00 1. 89 3.00 1. 87




TABLE XXVI

DISCRIMINANT VECTORS I'OR 3 GROUP ASSIGNMENT CATIEGORIES
GRADLS 10-12 COMBINED

Variable Non-Title I Title 1 Identificd Title I Included

1 5. 98 6. 05 5. 92

2 6. 41 S. 85 6. 04

3 0.51 0.35 0. 31

4 0.11 0.08 0.07

S 0.12 0.15 0.12

6 0. 45 0. 40 0.42

7 0.38 0.36 0.37

8 0. 60 0. 61 0. 59

9 1. 54 1.55 1. 54

10 1.48 1. 53 1. 57
11 2. 88 3.00 2.95
12 5. 38 5. 32 5. 30
13 6. 48 6. 47 6. 50
14 15. 51 15. 53 15. 45
15 6.36 6. 25 6. 24
16 0.17 0.14 0.13
17 0. 52 0. 53 0. 53
18 0. 56 0. 58 0. 59
Constant -83. 23 -79. 07 -78.32
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TABLE XXVII

TABLE OF CORRECT AND INCORRECT
DISCRIMINANT CLASSIFICATIONS - -GRADES 10-12 COMBINED

Classified in Group

True Group | 1 2 3 Totals ‘
1 | 9631 2111 17z;0"" 13482 :
2 561 1064 1296 2921 1
3 1180 2418 4134 7732
Totals 11372 5593 7170 24135
% §f=4 =12, 627 significant at . 01 level

ty =91.4 significant at . 01 level
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!

groups 2 and 3 for the most part and exrrcrs of this type should be taken
rather lightly as the real problem is that of predicting membership in
group 1 versus group 2 and 3 combined. Stated another way the program
would have , correctly classified 8,917 of the 10, 653 pupils v. =e

truc group membership was 2 or 3.
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PART V

SUMMARY

After reading the contents of this report, several of the more
meeningful generalizations may have become obscured. This summary
is presented in. the hopes that their recapitulation will be useful to the
reader.

In Part I, the distribution of Title I monies to the various SMSA
levels within the states was shown. There, the first indication of the
rural nature of the state became apparent. Still, in terms of involve-
ment, over 957 of the cligible districts participated in the Title I
programs. This was certainly a tribute to the State Department of
Public Instruction’s efforts in initiating the program.

The distribution of grant monies to LEA's and the ratio of ad-
ministrative personnel to teaching and other specialized professional
staff, to say the lcast, presented a favorable picture. The salaries
paid to Title I staff members at all levels were consistent with those
paid to tcachers in similar work throughout the state. The professional
workers employed in Title I activities were at a minimum comparable
in training and age to those found clsewhere in the state. It was possible
to implement a program of this scope without sacrificing quality of
staff or salary structurc within the state.

Perhaps the most significant shortcoming of the initial programs

was their lack of comparable involvement at the preschool and carly
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clementary levels. It is expected that a significant shift in the
composation of the pupil population toward more carlier involvement
will occur during the second year of operation.

In Part II of the report, the objectives that were stated by the
LEA's for theiy specific projects demonstrated the preponderance
of reading type objectives--or, if you will, reading remediation
projects during the initial year of Title I. The expectation for the
sccond year, and, in fact, the commitment for the State Department
of Public Instruction for the second year, is toward a better mix of
projccts.

The preponderance of reading type projects on the one hand may
reflect the rather short period of project preparation before project
involvement during this first year of operation. Then again, it may
also reflect the most pressing need in our communities. Indeed, it is
common knowledge that reading retardation accompanies a disadvantaged
position in our educational society. Still, knowing the composition of
educational objcctives and the distribution of educational objectives
across SMSA levels and within grade levels provides the first bench-
mark in determining the future needs within the state and the direction
of the state mission for future program planning.

In the third part of the report, the make-up of the Title I pupil
population in terms of aspirations, attitudes and achicvement, was
presented along with the background and training characteristics of the

teaching and administrative staffs of the Title I effort. For comparison
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purposcs, figures were presented which represented the 'non-
dizadvantaged' segment of our cduc;ational cominunity to bring into
striking relief the discrepancy, or academic lag that existed on all
measurcd facets for Title I children.

Title I pupil achievement was lower, their aspirations were
lower, their cx.pcctations were lower, their attendance was poorer,
and their achievement level was less. When this information presented is
taken as a whole, one could indeed say that during the first year of Title
I operation educators did identify and treat under remedial programs the
majority of those children who were identified as "educationally de-
prived.™ |

In the fourth section of the report the more significant items of
information were presented in juxtaposition with other information.
The idca there was to attempt to find those first clues, those first steps,
toward the interrelationships betwecen educational segments and the out-
come, i.e., the target population, the cducationally disadvantaged pupil.

The results of the multiple regression and discriminant function
analysis clearly demonstrated the prediction problems and the classifica-
tion problems that exist when the range of abililgy as an input variable
and the range of the criterion (Mark Point Average) is restricted for a
group. The complete analysis of this information in the final report,
it is expected, will indicate the changes in "what goes with what" as a

pupil progresses through our educational system.
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Finally, an intcrim rcport of this nature, becausec of the restrictions
of time, leaves out many of the inprocess or as yet, incomplete analyscs.
For example, a separate appendix (Appendix D) is prescnted with this
report which shows graphically the relationships across grade icvel
for two achicvement levels and the selected bac;kground characteristics
of occupational and educational level of the parents and the aspirational
level of the child.

The curriculum impact of Title I, when curriculum change was
stated as a project objective during the first year, was such that of 307
districts serving as a basc rate, 3.87 curriculum changes occurred
in the 1965-66 school year. For the Title I curriculum projects, the
60 projects stating curriculum change as an objective averaged 6. 006
changes. Truly, a significant differcnce in curriculum change.

It is hoped that this report has been viewed as an indication of

the scope and direction of the final report due in July of 1968.




