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ABSTRACT
This evaluation determines program effectiveness

based on the rogram's stated objectives in order to make

. 4

recommendations to strengthen ESEA Title I programs,#and to provide a
data bate that could be useful in decision-making and management.
Data' collected include both field data and previous evaluation data.
Major findings and recommendations in the areas of test results,
public elementary schools, public secondary schools, zonpublic
schools, cost. effectiveness of the Competitive Partnership Programs
and the Special Education Learning Center, staff development,
parental involvement, and special projects are given in detail. ESEA
'Title I programs of-the public and nonpublic schools of D.C. are.
stated tomeet or exceed their obje6tives in raising achievement
levels of students. The concept of staff development designated as
the total team approach is considered to be excellent but not
practiced widely. The parental involvement component of the program
is found to be moving in the direction of increased involvement of
both'parents and other commmnity,people. Appendixes include
questionnaires and interview sphedules used in the evaluation..,
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.EXECUTIYE. SUM ARYL

The general purpose orthe Titee,1,Evaluation of the public schools

of the District of Columbia, was to determine,the effectiveness of the pro-
.

gram based on its stated objectives. Corollary .purposes weri two

(1) to M4ke recommendations for strengthening the Title ITrogram.for fis-
,

cal year 1975-76c and (2) to provide a ddit Vase that would be useful in

decision-making, ald management.

The,speciVc objectives were-:
z

"5'711,

1. To identify program elements, terminal objectives and target

'population of the following FY 74 ESEA Title I program components: elemen,-
0

tary reading, and mathematics (grades K-3) and t the,Secondary Reinforcement

Learning Center (grade 7).

2. To assess the performance of children participating in the coin-

....

ponenes cited above relative to the stated terminal program objec gives.

3. To evaluate the cost, effectiveness of the'three competitive

reading and mathematics programs in operation duri4 FY 1974.
0

4. To describe and analyze the roles of the various program com-

ponents involved relative to determination of poliLes and procedures uti-

I

lized. in the selection of the target population.

in four

5. To analyze the impact of the FY 1974 ESEA Title I program with-
.

categories:

(a) Analysis of the performance, including the use of the

results from standardized tests, of Title I students.

14
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4. 4

(b) Description and analysis of ESEA Title I supportive

services.

(c) As sment of the impact of various roles played by

the iTtsru tional and supportive_ personnel, and result-

,ing learning environments relative to the promotion of

positive and successful student performance.

6. To analyze and report findings and recommendationS on the To-

tal Learning Center component of FY 74 Title I program in public and non-

kyblic schods.

7: To describe and evaluate the operation and effectiveness of

staff development component, of the FY 74 title I program.

. To analyze the overall effectiveness of the FY 74 programs

tions for the FY 75 Title I program.

J. To recommend specific revisions and supplemental components

as may be needed for incorporation into the FY 1975 Title I program for

the PSDC.

The cup model evaluation deSign developed by the National Study

Commission on Ev\luation of the Evaluation Center of the Ohio State Uni-

versity
.

,.

has been uresi for the study. The design has enough flexibility to

make proper assessment at the Context, Input, Process and Product levels

of the Title I program. '

15
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Data collection was done through questionnaires, interviews, obser-

vat ions, and the standardized test results provided by the Division of Re-

search and Evaluation of PSDC. In addition to these field data, the evalu-

ation team made use of the secondary data that was available through pre-

vious Title I Evaluation Reports and other documents.

The field data were colleted from principals, classroom teachers,

i
reading and mat matics resource teachers, Title I administrators, non-

i «
4

teaching prof ssionals, para-professionals, -parents, and other advisory
. ^

Council mem ers.i The Division of Research and Evaluation of P.S.D.C. ar-

ranged forylata collection froth7 schools.

The study has concentrated on all the program areas of Title I and

the report describes the findings and recommendations inaetail. Some of

the major findings an4 recommendations are in the following areas: test

results, public elementary SchOols, public secondary schools, non-public

schools, cost effectiveness of the Competitive Partnership programs,

Special Education Learding Center, staff development, parental involyemenV,

special projects, and other general recommendations. Major findings and

recommendations arc given in this section.

Standardized Test ResultS

The effectiveness of the Title I program is measured, in part, in

terms gain sc. res in achievement in the two primary target areas of:

reading and mathematic Grade'equivalent scores'are useful iii showing the

gainktin achievement res lting from the Title I program, and the extent to.

wh$Lb Title I 'students

end of the school year

e achieving at grade

rom pretes

level at the beginning and

and posttests). The results below 4'

16
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show the grade equivalent gain scores for reading and mathematics by grade,

for an eight month period:

GAIN SCORE GRADE EQUIVALENTS

Grade
",, Public Schools
Reading Mathematics

Non-Public Schools-
Reading Mathematics

2 1.0 - 0,9 f 1.1 0.1
.3 '0.8

,. .

1.1 t 0.8 0.
4 0.-

/
1.3 1.2

5 0.8 0.9
6 \ .- 0.6 0.8
,7 0.7 0.8. 1.1 1,2
'8 ,, - . 0.5 0.9

,Gains in readingiand matheMatics for public school students meet

the Titlel °electives one:yeax gain for a comparable school perod

in' every case except fcT eading in, grade 7. (An eight month grade equi-'

valent gain or higher is the expected' in for the eight month period be-
,

twbon the pretest and pcisttests.) Gain scores for non--public school stu

dents vary a great deal/by grade, with results meeting Title I objectives

in reading'in grades 2,3,4,5, and 7 (6 of 8) and with results meeting Title

I objectives in mathematics in grade's 4 through 8 (6 of 8). 7\

Clearly, in most'grades, a Title' I program has succeeded in meet-

ing or exceeding its oble'ctives in raising the achievement levels of Title

I students. Particular attention, however, should be given by the public

and non-public schools alike to those grades in which the objectives were

not met, and to hrroving the tCaching of those students who were below

average. in their gain scores.

Th extent to which Title I students are brought up to grade 16vel

is shown by the difference in average pretest and posttest grade equivalent

scores and the grade, level,of the students., The results below show that

deficits at the beginning,of the year (prbtest) tend to increase'by grade.

17
iV.
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The reasons for .this increasing deficit are 'not entirely Clear and

do not necessarily reflect n ively upon the effectiveness of the Title

I program efforts. .Howe,vet, it is a matter that requires further attention.

First, Title I selects only those students each year who are din

gible schools and who have the greatest educational need measured in terms

of test scoresIbelow the 50th percentile. As a result, the same group of

students would not necessarily be represented from year to year because

//
those who ,"catch-up" to grade level will not be eligible in the succeeding

A
year. Second, the students may also be different'from year to year because

ti

of the high rate of mobility and school transfers in same segments.of.the

economically disadvantaged student population served.by Title I. Third,

even if many of the same students are represented; deficits at the begin

ning of the school year may be due to the forgetting that typically takes,.

place during the summer vacation. Although Title I operates a su

gram, information was not made available fdr analysis (nor was it

ment of this contract) to analyze 'results for the summer program.

er pro-

a require-

Therefore,qt is recommended that:' (1) The Title r office consider

raising the objectives fOr reading'and mathematics to a level that would

bring Title I students closer to grade level. This means that goals in

reading and mathematics should be higher the higher thb school'grade, More

intensive work with students in higher grades will be required to achieve

this goal.

(2) A strategy should be devised for students from highly mobile

families -- those.who transfer schoolS frequently. A more intensive study.
.

is needed of their learning problems as well as of the'problems schools and

teachers encounter in helping these.studerts.

19
vi.
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(3) A longitudinal and comparative study shouldbe made over a

three to four year period to determine the effect summer school participa-

tion has on "catching up" to grade level; and the impact of transfer stu-

dents on the school, teaching approaches, and on the achievextent of the

students.

(4) Results obtained for grade one in the public schools show that

only about 50 percent of the students were' selectv1 as Title I students

while more than 80 percent of students in grades 2 and 3 were selected.

Considering the posttest deficits at the end of grade 1 and the need to

continue to focus upon the ptevention of learning problems, it is recommend-
/

ed that the score on the Metropolitan Readiness Test'use):1 to select stu-

hents for, Title I be changed from the 50th percentile to the 'lath percentile.

Detailed results and recommendations are presented in Chapter II

(Public Schools) and in Chapter V (Non-Public Schools).

Cost ffee iveness of the Competitive Partnership Programs in Reading and

Mathem'at

7/ The k)st effectiveness analysis was carried out for grades 1 - 3

for//the prog ams in reading and mathematics for four publishers as follows.:

00.

Publisher ,

C. .Heath

Random House
McGraw-Hill
Addison-Wesley

Reading Mathematics

X

X

ThiS cost effectiveness analysis is the second' year of a three year

testing program that started in 1972-73 and will be completed in 1974-75.

The data in this report (Chapter VI) includes costs, standardizo4 test re-

sults and other variables analyzed within the framework of the C1PP (Context,

S
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Input, Process, and Product) model. 1n addition, standardized test results

for 1972-73, obtained frik the Offidt of Evaluation are also presented.

Although some clear-cut trends are beginning to emerge, the third

year of cost effectiveness analysis'is clearly needed in order to reach

decisions that will enable the Title I office to make decisions that will

maximize the usefullness of these programs to Title I. teachers and students.

The third year of cost effectiveness analysis is needed, in part,

because not all programs have had. an equal period in the competition. In

reading, the Random House programs appear to be operating at a distinct

disadvanAge. Random House reading started late in the Competitive Part-

nernipiprogramland; as a consequence, many teachers were starting to use

their materials well into the 1973-74 school'year.l'In addition, Random

House staff development started Jater,than D. C. Heath and. McGraw Hill.

AlthoUgh D. C. Heath is the least expensive reading program ($5.34

annualized per student cost) and Random youse is the most expensive ($11.94

annualized per,student.6oft), McGraw-Hill reading runs a close to
5

D. C. Heath with $6.94 annualized per student cost.

In contrast, the standardized tests used'as the measures of.effect-

iveness, do not show clear and consistent trends. In 1973-74,-McGraw-Hill

reading in Grade 2 had a gain score that was two months (in grade equiva-

lent) higher than the other two Competitive Partnership programs; Random
4

Hoase in Grade 1 surpassed the other two by two months.(grade equivalent);.

and in grade 3 there was no difference among the three Competitiv' Partner-
.

ship reading programs in tested gain grade. equivalent scores. As shown in
0

Chapter VI, the results were differentin 1972-73. These results shatv the
C!)

dontinuing promise of all three Competitive Partnership reading programs,

21
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1

AA,

oxen though'the Random House pr6gr'ams need,to demonstrate some clear ad-

vantages in view of their relatively high costs.

In mathematics,"Addistn:Wesley was in its first year, in the Com- .

0

petitive PartnershipandIRandom'House compared With D.,C. Heath:- again

A

had a lqle start.. ,Random House tathdiaticsalso had fewer staff members
f,

trained in the ise oyhis program on a per student basis. A third year

of the cost effectivenes analysis will give all three publisher. programs

an equitable testing period:

the) results for'Competitive'Partnership mathematics programs show

that D.'C. Heath is th'e lease expensiye with $3:06 annualized per student

costs: Cohts for Random House ($5.64 per student) and,Addison Wesley
1

($5.89 per student) ai4 about 90 'peAent higher than D. C% Beath, but are

qgite close to one ano her.

Results of therstandarTed, tests used to measure effectiveness
,.

r \ #

also show an'advantage of one month in grade equivalent scores in Grades

2 and 3 for D. C. Heath compared with its competit rs. Howeyer, Addison

Wesley acfiieVed the highest results ifi Grade 1 - two months higher than
r

D. C. Heath and one _month higher than Random House in-grade equivalent

D

scores. Given an lqual Competitive opportunity, the outcome in 1974-75

might cfiange4 However, considering their higher costs, Random .House and

AddisonsWesley mathematics pr ams, will need to show some clew x ut advan-

tages.

In Carrying out the Competitive Partnership program\-fox 1974-75,

. . .. .

it is recommended that the Title I office give imm e attention to a

1.

change in procedures that involves the redistribution of programs to enab

20 to 30 classrooms to use combinations of two programs in reading anal in

mathematics. 1n carrying out the Competitive Partnership, apparently in

22
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all but-a few cases one program was distributed to each teacher. However:

questionnaires and interviews indicate that a nubber ofoteachers

(unknown, perhaps, to the Title I office) wei* using several programs _and

were capitalizing on the
\

strengths.in one to Compensate for weaknessesinstrengths; in

another. T use of two programs, when one is better able to serve the
/

specific teaching requirements of the teachers and the individual learning
;

4 needs and learning styles of the student, is consistent with the philoso-

phy of the Tot. Learning Center approach

Title I.office can, duringthe

to individualited instruction..

1974-7S; set up "combined"'-

p ==ram users, the cos effectiveness analysis should evaluate the outcomes

'for "calbinatio and "single" program users in terms of advantages for

individu zing instruction and test-results. This analys.is, properly cqn-'
. .

d; tvili\also show'how to capitalize on the investment in materials of

Competitive Patnership publishers who Are not finally selected.

St

ibetai Of these recommendations,are presented inChapter VI.
k.

ment
"i

(I) The present concept of staff deVelopMelt for. the Title I ;aff
.

,

is pn excellent one. It was designated as the "total team approaCh", and

'referred to the invol ent of teachers, prin4pals, aides, and other staff

.Members. The c uation team in theiriurvey was able to find only IS per-.

4 cant of

resource

ssroom teachers, 17 percent,of elementary reading and mathematics

teachers, and five percent of secondary resource teachers familiar
1

With the "total team approach ". They haye acknowledged that the concept

has notbeen practiced as widely as they would'like to see it practiced.

Itis, therefore, recommended that special effort should be made
f '0
to practice the "total team approach" by emphasizing its importance to all

23
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A ,
1

principals, teachers; and-staff at the initial' Title I meeting at,the be-

annilrof the school year

!

(2) Almos\t all the principals haye pointed out that the announce-
.

ment for staff devJopmel4 activities often reach d them .after the scheduled

activities were over. In spite of theif derSire\to'send their teachers and

aides to the staff development activities, it was tlpo late for them tcoxio

SO.

yt is,-therefore, recommended that the Staff Development office

should plan liyearly schedule for its activities for the Coming year. the
.

schedule should be placed iii the prinCipal's hands before the5,11

\

gin it September. In addition,to the' yearly schedule,sit w be helpful

to have a quarterly or monthly lendar of eVents

of the naeure,of the staff developme .lanned.

b'rief desctiptiOns

(3) Although Title- I has proviSion give special oniiheLjob

training, it has no provision to pay, for substitu e teachers. Consequerit-
,

ly, many good programs arranged by the Staff Develop,ent,offide Were poorly

attended. Many teachers had to cover t or three cla es at times in or-
,.

der to release the teachers o those classesfor suchlrograms. ptac--

tice, we feel, is unfair to the tea rs '4itell:asstathe pupil 'inVolve

rt is, therefore, recommended tha jspecial provision

to hire temporary help when the teachers and *des hav

development programs so that those tending wil derive th

fit from the programs.

uld be made

staff .

maximum bene- '

(4) There is a tremendousnecd for a variety of staff develOpment
.

sessions. There should be more reading and mathematics tkshopsfor elt+

mentary classroom eachers; in addition to the ones conducted for the resource

I A

N .,



www.manaraa.com

,

eachers. T y should be held In sequence, and scheduled carefully so that

the same people n grow 'with the program by attqn,ding regularly at a time

that is convenientt them. --Efforts-sliould be made to introduce training

programs for teachers in the construction; usea

nostic and prescriptiveclassroom tests:

Parental Involvement

erpretation of diag-

f5Cfhe Parental Involvement Component of the Title I program should

continue to give attention tb'the strengthening of local Parent Advisory

CokincilS thiptigh Oforts in neighborhood to broaden the base of parentsA

4 ' ft

inv vedin:-the schools. Even though the level .of parental involvement
. . ,*..

was already a very strong point.in some\schools, there should be increased,,,

involvement of parents and ether community people in the Title I program
.

.

'in many other schools. The Parental Involvement program is moving in this

direction and support for this effort should be maintained.
. .

.

Two strategies now being employend'in Title I should be'given,fiirther

; 1
support. Persbnal contacts by school represdntatiyes (principals, program

% \

assisWst, personnel workers, teachers and other staff) and by PAC
I\ .-

members

\

will help in getting and keeping more parents involved in. school

activities. Letters and brochures do not seem to be as effective as per\-

sonal contacts.

The Parent Volu teer'program should be expanded. Additional sti-

pends for those parents who are 'deeply involved in Title I activities will

be a'great incentive for them tb continue, with their efforts, and will 'at-

tract others into similar roles.

,

d.
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Purpose of Eval ation

. 0

CHAPTErlie

INTRODUCTION
4 1.1

The genial purpose of the.evaluative study of the fiscal year 1974

....:.

ESEA itle I pr gram in the Public- drools of the District of Columbia, (PSDC)
.

iha been to determine t eieffective ss of this program based on its'stated,

caves. Coiiollary p rposes of t is stu were: (1) to make recommenda-
4 tt

4
)1

'for ,strengthening the Title I program far fiscal years 1975 and 197W

2) to provide a data se that would be useful
\
in program decision-. .

.

akin and mana ement. De ve. rom these objectives and the Request for

1
Proposal: Statement of Work, ni ob'ectives were developed for and used

. .

in, the evaluative study for fiscal year 74. These obiectives were:-.44..- 6
'

1. To identify program elements, terminal objectives and target population)
... , ,,-

,

of .0e'follwingii\24 ESEA Title I prograw-cemponents: elemen&ry 1

.

..
1

rea ng, anc mathematics (grades K-1)altethe Secondary Reinforcement
. ,

A

O

Lea

To a

cited

ing Cen rade 7).
4%,:"0

ess the peiform 'ce of children participating 'in the components
t

above relative' to th stated.terMinal program objectives.-.
,

O

To.evaluate the cost effective s of ,the three` competitive readIng

, .

1

. -PI ;)

.

:
4. 'To deS-aribgand,aWalyze the Soles of the various'program comRopenti.

,

involved relative to determination of poliClgs and procedure utilized
kX

in the seletionof the target population.
\

.

i\.
5. TO analy;e:the

\
Impact of the FY 1974 ESEA 'Title I program within four\ ,

.

s in operation during F 197

. caiebries:

14,
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I 4

a
\

- 2

(a) Analysis of the perf mance,,including the use-of the results from

---§tandardizeptests, of Title I and eligible non-Title I students

1- Within each' Title I school and on a city-wide basis.

(b) Descripti7Oilarid--analksis. of ESEA Title I supportive services.

(c) Assessmedt of the imliacf of various roles

tional and supportive personnel (regular

y the ipstruc-

ssroo1n teachers, Title
;

I teachers, principals, central administrators, program assistants,
e .

4.pupil personnel aides, instructional aides, clinical services,

health aides, social workers, school psychologists:speech thpra
.,

pigts and other non-teaching staff) and resulting learning environ-

,

ments reiativeto he promotion of positive and successful student

performanCe.

(d) Comparison of attendance rates of low income childfen in the Title

4 schools with those of similar children in the non-Title I schools.
AN:

,.
, I

,
6. TIC analyze,:and report findi s and recommendations on the Total Learn-

;

ing Center component of FY 74 Title I program in public and non-public h;

schools.

:7. -To desc'ribe and evaluate the operation and effectiveness of the staff
_ .

development,Component of. ye PY 74'Title I program.,

V . .

. 4 , .

,
84 analyze the overall effectiveness of i.he''FY 74 programs with recde

Mendations fel' the FY.7S Title'I program.

, )

To recom end specifio revisions and suppieMental components as may be
e ,

n eded f incorporation into the FY 1975 Title I program for the poc.-
,

In presc ting the final repot of thQ evaluation conducted during the

last eight mo ths, it should be emphasi;ed that the findings, interpreta-

tions, and rec\Smmendations contained within it are intended to provide

V

2'7



www.manaraa.com

i

- 3

c9rigtruct vebass'for,th continuing improvement of the,ESEA Title pro-
.

gram in PSDC. In thi connection, the evaluation team has be,en fully

aware through t the dura ion of the study of the kin s of problems that

occur when ther are too many children and young p Pie to be served and
aT 4

tbo limited ftind with which to serve them: That is, the task of :planning

and operationaliz gwa Title I program its a largeourban school system his

always been more th6 a matter of sound educational decision-making -- al-
,

AtoUgh this aspect of'the task is difficultAnough in and of itself: This

task has also required the practical recognition of the aspect of communitkr

and paitical realities as well. And the two aspects have not always been

complementary, In preparing this report, the evaluation team has kept both

aspects in mind.
. -

The remainder of this chapter presents brief descriptimis of the

evaluation design, sampling, instrumentation, and data, collection and data .

analysis. Other chapters in the order of their presentation are focusea,

le.on:

a

Pbblic School Standardized

Programs in the Public Eleme tary Schools

Secondary Schools

Programs in the Non-Public Schools

Cost Effectiveness AnalyS1 of the Competitive Partnership Programs

4 4

Programs in the Special Education Learning Centers

'Staff'Development

Parental...Involvement Prograq,--

5pecial'Projects Ind Cultural enrichment Program

Ni
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,Evaluation Design

1

/
4

1

L

After a ihorvgh examination of seve a evaluation models, the evalua-

tion team was convinced that the CIPP mode volving the evaluation at the

COntext, Input, Process and Product levels was the best for evaluating.the

Title I Program of the D.C. Public Schools. The model was developed by the

National Study Commission,ohfEvaluation headed by Dr. Daniel L. Stufflebeam,

Ohio State University, and recommended to be used for any_in-depth evaluation

of programs where decision-making is of top priority.. (See Figure I-l)r,

Using the model; the Title I programs were examined at allipour levels
-

of their operation. The operations/ Context needs identification and assessment,o

1
and the contextual problems were carefully examined through various data sources.

1

Brdescribing individually and in relevant perspectives the major sub-systems of
,

......

the context were studied. Proper efforts were made to compare actual and in-
.

tended inputs and outputs of the Ti e I program activities and analyze possible

causes of discrepancies between actualitie d intentions.

The desigp has set the stage to identify d assess systems capabilities and

avai able input strategies andedesigns for impleme ting the, strategies. This was

done by describihg andanalNing the resources puma and naterial),solution

strategies, prOceduraIdesign fOr rele mod, feasibilit ancl economy in the

course of action to be taken. Data from secondary sources as well as certain

data from the primary sources were used for the input evaluation.,

Concentrated of were made to analyze the proces*Used fOr the imple-
s

inentation of the program and the allocated resources. In doing so, the evalua-

tion design has revealed those areas wheAqii;1;r+dural efects are prevailing,

and enatled to suggegiWays and means of maintaining a record procedural

events and activities. Potential procedural barriers have been identified and

.cautioned against them.

29
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The CIPP odel helped to related product information to tle I objec-

tives and to ofitext, input, and prbeess information. Each iteria associated

with objectives was identified and compared with predetermined standards on Com
/

liarative bases and by interpreting thipiutcothe in terms of recorded"input and

process information.

The design has provided adequate fitxibility to the evaluation'team to

make the necessary recommendations at all four levels (Context, Input, Process,

and Product). The model has been used to organize the various Title I programs

such as Special Projects, reading and math programs, and staff development for

meaningful data analysis. It has provided adequate information relative to the

overall operation of the Title I program in D.C. schools and its effectiveness

.
,

insofar as the achievement of the children is concerned:
,

. i \
The evaluation design outlined above identifies basic decisions that

were made about the total Title I program. ,These decision are concerned with
--....,

the goals df the program and the means for achieving these ends. Therg_are As-

cisimis to be made at the beginning, middle, and end.of the program according to

the projected program efforts. They'are classified as planning'decisions, struc-

turing decisions, implementing decisions,,, and recycling decisions.

N.N.N

. Figure I - 2?

, ,,, \ LEVELS OF DECISION MAKING ACC(RDING TO CIPP MODEL

Planning Decisions
(Context)---

Implementing Decisions
/ (Process)

Structuring Decisions
(In

Redycling Decisions
(Product)

31
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4MPling // ,
'

.1 A \' .

In electing'.the necessary sampl,, ,'theevaluation team has exer-

'cised = xtreme care so that the selected samples will be representative

he population they were drawn from. Stratified random

techniques were used for selecting the sample. In order to make the

. selection unbiased, first of all, t e elementary schools were classifie

./. into thr1 major categories accord

I/n

to the percentage of Title I stu-

dents each school. They wer :

a) High Concentration 5% - 100%)p

b) Medium Concentrati (50% - 4%)

c) LowConcentration (Bel 56)

Schools with high concentration of Tit1p I children were given the top

priority both for interview and observation..4 The random selection from

each of the three groups Made it_possible to'have larpr samples from

high concentration schools and proportionately smaller samples from the

medium and low concentration schoqls. No concentration figure was used

for secondary and non-public schools.

The major population groups from which the samples-were selected

are given below: (See fable I - 1)

1. PrfncipaLs - These are the chiefdministrators of the Title

I schools that pre Teoeiving Title I supplementary'seriiices

f r the selected students. Because of the- strat@gic role

t they play in Title I Schools, all eight of them 100%)

have bees i selec personal interview and questionnaire..

All bUt four of the inte ws have been conducted as

scheduled during the monthsOf May and June, 1974. The four

missed were due to scheduling problems tM-710/vIsion-oi_Re!-____

search and Evaluation Offices was faced with.

32 - 4
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2. ClAsproom and Resource Teachers - One classrobm teacher.

A from every elementary school was selected by their respec-

tive-principals to* interviewed. Ill addon'to that, every

classroom teacher who has Title I children in their class

was given a questionnaire to respond (sereAppendix).

tThus, 65 (13.5%)''Of.the.elementary_erassroom t chess, 65
,..

(100%) reading resource teachers, and 65 (100%)iiath resource

teachers from elementary schools were interviewed. All the

reading and math resource teachers from secondary and non-'.

public schools who co ld have ieen scheduled.were interviewed

and their insttu2t oval centers Wers-obSetved.' Their number

came to 26.
// ,

3. Administr ors -About 25 Title I officials who direct and

coord ate the overall activities of the Tttle-T-pregram-

.in D.C. Schools were schedulea.to be interview during
/

.

the summer months. Out of the 25-only 15 (60%. were actuafly

interviewed as sae of the previously scheduled interviews
...

had to be cancelled ve to personal ptoblems of varying

I,nature.

4) Non-Teaching Professionals - Questionnaires were sent out

to non-teaching pkofessionals to find out the nature of

services'they hauls rendered to the Title I children. These

rofessionals are psychologists, pupil personnel workers,

speech therapists, aduiologists_And clinical service person-

nel. .A small sample of 20 people (10%) were interviewed

34

/
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IP.

/

from this group..
I

5) Pgra-professionals - Support staff such as. Educational

Aides, Health Aides, and Program Assistants were selected

for questionnaire,isurvey. Altogether 100 were surveyed

by questionnaire and 60,(60%) responded. TWenty (20%)

paraprofessionals we4also interviewed during the study.

6) Parelii Advisory Council -. 116 Parent Advisory Council
0

.,(PAC) members were selected to administer a spetially

developed questionnaire and another 20 (66.6%) for an

on-tk-spot interview. They were successfully completed at-

scheduled., In addition to1PAC, a limited number (50) of

Community Wor rs were also surveyed by the same questionnaire

and the ta collected from them are also included. in

fina analysis.

se samples were selected on a stratified random basis and

all the necessary precautions were taken to avoid

error. All sad

y possible sampling

were selected c-,;irooperati n with the Division

of Research and Evolution ce of the D.C. Public S oois in order

to assure that the actual population was'treated in a random unbiased

manner.,

Instrumentation

!mrr-s

The CIPP model evaluation,desigo.iused for the s'. gave suffi-

cient fle-ibility in the selection antte4e of instruments fo this

610:41.,

_evaluation.' (A complete listing of inApruments are given as
.,, I

Appendices). The 'model has allowed[ use of,

some type_of instrument for different poplations and differrt. instru-
:
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ments on the same population. For example, questionniarei were used

for collecting data from all samples but 'one, and most of the samples

selected were..smbjeCted to both questionnaires and interview and, in

many instances, arW informal-Observation was also conducted as,part of
--r--'----

data collection: enever-more than one instrument was used, the

luators were reiassuring the consistency of the data through cross-
. ,

validation techniques. Thecombination.technique did produce more

valid'data for the evaluators' use. Thus', all the field data for this

study were collected through the instruments listed below:

Questionnaires

L

1. Principals QueStionnai

2. Classroai.and Reso e Teacher's Questionfiaire

3, Parept C Questionnaire .

4. Non-teaching Professional's'Questionnaire

S: Para - professional's Questionlaire.

6. Title I Parent's Questionnaire'
Intervie

1. Principal's terview
Ir

2. Class mand Resource Teacher's Interview

3. inistrator's Interview

1,t 4. InterrieW for Special Education Staff

// Observatibn

1. Observation check -list - Special Education Learn* Cente

2. Observation check-list,- Elementary, Secondary, and Non-public

Schools

14
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In addition t¢ these basic instruments, the evaluation to n has

\

om previous alua-

orts of Tit e I

Fade extensive use f doc

tion reports, minutes of -

ntary data collected

ous Title I meetings

Foordinators, and the legis n pertaining to, t T

Detailed analysis of such se data his reve led

aftri consistency of the field thus making 1 St

Over and Oche these tw

has used the standardized test

the cost - effectiveness of the CoPs
I .

I

test resul .ere al ho used to c

from the field data

,

/

Data Inter retation and Anal

ources of.dat

tie I program.

the authenticity

dy bath valid and

aluation team

to provided b DC f

etitive Partnership

-tabulate thekespo

There were three kinds of

indicated,

I

r determining

The

ses received

he instrument section has

for the evaluation team toassemble:'

1. Field Data This included all the_information collectdd

through qUestionnaires, intervi w schedules, and observa-

tions as was designed bytle eval ators.

Documenta

I

4*

Data - Often referred as "secondary data,"

collected from previous reports, legislation and

their amendments, and minutes of different meetings of

Title I staff.

3. Test Dat: These are the results of the andar ized

tests as rovided by the Division o Reiearbh an Evalution

Offite of the D.C. Public Schools.

37

4
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All three of theie,data were collected, organized and processed

with extreme care and a high degree.4of c

were collected in the months of May and

schedule,due to the lateness in getting

nfidentiality. Field data

une, 1974; under very tight

the evaluation project under

way,. However, all data were collected as planned and carefully organized

for compUtler analysis ash they,Arrived.

The instruments were mostly pre-cSded and that helped to reduce

the length of time normally needeckto code the data once collected.

Nevertheless, the volume of data to be analyzed was so huge that the

tipe available to process them:1Or reporting was still quite small. The

delay in getting the test results further added to the'complexity of

mpleted on the target date. In spite of that,

the results of preliminary an sis were reported through monthly re-

ports, and two comprehensive Inte;41-RepOrtssub5ted to the Division

Research ,nd Evaluation Office of PS'/ s previously agreed. It

might have helped the school system to plan ko next year's Title I.

getting the analy

program. \.,

An ensive 's s of all the data was co leted in October

and the. Findings section of thls report deajs with, the isively.

The data ere analyzed at,the tontmst, Input, Process, and Product

levels as projected e and results with appropriate recommen-

dations are provided in section.

The analysis in moot cases was limited to frequenct, percentage,

mean, and
I

standarddeviation, However, correlation co-efficient, " ' and "T"

tests were also administered wherever a significance of differeneee was

in qu4/stion. The re is of, the actual statistical analysis are given
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in

suc

:h9 Fin

as Non

assure greater

taking th most

1

Section. ntervie s and questionnaires
IN

lic school p incipals and'staff, were h

P,

curacy. S mila ly, secondary rata wer

rtinent i formation from the availabi

of small gr ups

d tabulated to

analyzed byi hand,

documents

39
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PUBLIC,SCHOOL STANDARDIZED TEST RESULTS

HIGHLIGHTS 'OF RESULTS

Standardized pretesis\and posttests' administered by the PSDC are

Grade Pretest -P-e.attest

1 Metroiolitan Californi
Readi ess, Achievement
Test, rm Al Tests, Form B

Califo is California

'Achieveent: Tests of .

3fit 7 California-

.
'-Fest , Form A asic Skills, Form R

TeSts of
\galifornia

I fieSts of

Basic Skills, ` 'Ba'sic Skills, Form R

I Form Q

4ting waS carried out during the weeks of September 24, 1973 for
1

f

the pretstv and May 1974 for the .posttest. i

.,

,, I

Grade equivalent norms r large ancity schools for pretest and postteSt\

T
are as folldws:.

'Grade
--r-

1

Pretest

2 2.0

.3 3.0

7 7.0 ,

Posttest

40

1.8

2.8

3.8

78 a
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Gi

Table.II-1 shows the results of the analysis of the reading tests, and
1 .'

Table iI-2 shows the results of th'e mathematics tests in grade.equivalent scores

for the TitleI students. 'Both total scores and subtest scores are presented'

in these tables. Key points of the results for reading in Table II-1 are as

follows:

1.' Gains (total'sco grade equivalents) in reading by

grade are more satis ctory,and also meet tle objectives

established by the Title program, for gracl'2 than for

grades 3 and 7. Results are.
.4

Grade readin

Gai Score grade
equi :lent in

2

3

7

1.0

0.8

0.7

\

'-4

, .,

1/4,,'

. 0

2. Improvement 'in reading wa slightly higher' about ()Tie month117/ htl,\,,,

.,..grade equivalent - in vocabulary-as compared to comprehen:.
! 1

sion. Results are:

Gain Score grade equiva-

. lent in Vocabulary & '.',.

. .v
;

Comprehension

oLl
,,

Voca- Compre- Gain Dif-

v

4 l'

Grade. . bulary' hension ference\ ,A

2 1.0
''' /.

3 , 0.9

7, 0.7

0.8 0.2

0.8' .0.1

0.6 0.1

41
LI.

I
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At the end of the school year, when the posttests-were ad-
,

ministererlhe percentages (estimated'frOm the means and .

standard deviations) of Title I students who reached'er

exceeded grade level in reading were as follows:

Grade

Percentage of Title I
Students Reaching or
Exceeding Grade, Level

1 39
",

2 '36

ir 3 28,

\ ' , 7 3

4 4

et

These percentaps give some idea of the students who may no longer
.' ,,

. ,

require Title I servicesNin the following year.
e

. ,

7
Tabi -,2 shoals the re sUltS" for mathematics. Key points are as follows:

., 0

ins (total score grade equivalents) are more satisfactory,

and also meet the objectives established by the Title I pro-

gram, &I-grade 3 than for grades 2 and 7. Results are:

Gaip1Scere Grade Equivalent
for Mathematics .

Grade
, Gain

2 .9

3 4 1.1.

7 .8

42.
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1

.

J

2. 'At the end of the school .);ear, when the posttests ltere

ministered, the percentages of students wh

'ceeded grade level in mathematics were as

Grade

1

reached or ex-

llows:

Percenta e of Title I
8tudehts Reaching or
Exceed Grade Level

\\36

38

Initial deficits'in rea, ng and mathematics aie shown i the pre-
,

test results. As one would expe4, grade Title I students showed

the greatest deficits.

For grhde 1, it is not possible to obtain gain scores because the

tests used do not,iend themselves to this purpose. However, several obser-

Vations can be made with regard to the results for vadeil.

1. By the end ofthe first grade, titef students are 3

months behind grade level in both, reading and mathematics.

2. The problem areas at the beginning of the year for grade I ti

students, as measured by the Metropolitan Readiness Test,

'ire presented in Table 11-3. These results are presented in

,terms of "letter ratings of readiness status."

as presented in the MRT manual (page 11) arc:

P

43

fp

The ratings
,:

JP

4

4
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"Letter Readiness
Rating Status

Superior

Significance

Apparently very well prepared for
4rst-grade work. Should be given
opportunity for enriched work in,line
with abilities indicated.

. High Good prospects for success in. first-

.No grade work.provided other_ indications,
such as health, emotional factors, etc.,
are Consistent.t"

Lfkely,to succeedin first-gpade work.
Careful' study shoup be made of the
speCific\strengths\ d weaknesses of
pupils in this grotto d theiriristruc-
tion planned accordin ly.

Likely to'have difficu ty in first-
grade work. Should be signed to
slow section and givenirejndividu-

,

, \. .

Chances of'Vifficulty high\under ordi-
nary instructional conditins. Fur-

ther readiness. work. assignitlent to slow
. sections, or individualized work is es-

sential.,"

The results show a D rating in, the Total score, Word Mean-

ing, Listening, and Numbers, and C ratings in Matching,

Alphabet,. and Copying. Based on these results, one would

judge that reasonable progress was made'by the first grade

students as a result of the Title'I program.

3, The test (Metropolitan Readiness Test - 50th percentile),

used for grade 1 as the basis on, Aich students are desig-

nated asltle I itudents admits a much smaller percentage'

111.1.-

'44
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I

of stunt to Title I than do to is used at other grades.

.
.-

The numbei and percentage of a students in each grade

who were Title I identified b d on the pretest data is

as follows!

\

These

NuMbq Nuiber Percent

Grade Not. Title I Title I

1 3062 2620 , 54

2 . 4534 1027\ 82.

3 4907 770 86

7 5432 99 98

results suggest that a criterion score for grade 1

should'be set at "a muCh,higher level, perhaps the" 75th per4

centile, in order to, include a larger percentage df students

and prevent future learning deficits.

1

I

45 .
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TROPOLITAN READIN SS TEST'RE4 TS
FIRST GRADE PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS TESTED SEPTEMBER 1973

TOTAL CORE

Word. Mean

1

Listening

Matchin

Alphabet

Mean 7Ra\i Score .Letter Rating.

7.4
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TECHNICAL: NOTE

Title. I etude s were identified' on fthe ,test records as- those stu-

dents sexing at or bel

cases whe e only grade eq

,

the 50th percentile on the pre est; or in those

valent scores were aVailable, s those students

,

scoring ate below grade el. The test record hadima.o er indication as
.

to who. was STitle I student. In order to calCUlate gain'sc res for the

.

.

students, it was also necessa to match pretest and posttest' records for

e students, using the student' "dentifpation number. The results of the'

matching process and of Title I vs.nod -Title,Iatudents for reading and

mathematics are shown in Tables II-4 an II -5, in ierms.of the number ind Pe

tage,of studens in each category. Examinition of therabies indicates thit
.4 .

'about half of the grade 1 students, an4 aboUt',60% of grade 2 and 3 students

1 .1 A
. , : . -

had Matching stude i identificition nuabirs, while only about 40% of the 7th

grade st17,nti had tching records for the pretest and the posttest.. The

tables,also show that the percentage of

,

pretests,eXteeded-80%-fOrv. des:2,.3_and 7....

- . "

tle I identified. by the

Although the resulting samples o Title I students were quite large

nts, and should adequately,represent

of pretest results of Title I stu-

relative to the total population of stud

the population test results, a compariso

dents of the matched and unmatched grCUO
.1.

.en-

was undertaken. 'Table.II-6 shows the

results of this analysis. This table sbowi that for reading in grades 3 and

7,,students,for whom it was not possible to,mitCh records had lower average
. , .

. . . . .

.grade equivalent scores compared to those for whom mdtched records.were avail-
. 4.

. .
.

. .

.
...,

able. In mathematics, there was a difference only for grade rstudents. The,
.

differences range from one to three months in grade equivalents;
, .

4

,M.

49

r
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-

'Mesa difference' may be attributable to

.

seve 1 facto rs: 1. Less

capable students maybe absent from school more frequently during testing

1
periods -than- the" ioreTible-StUdentS.

2'. Less capable-students may tend to transfer schools more oft
. .

or\ in'the case of 7th graders, to drop out of school by the time

°f

the

'' \,
posttest.

3. Less

cation numbed

Actually took b

than-adequate use by school personfiel of student iden fi-\

resulting in unmat ed records, when in, fact 'the studen

th the prftest andNt e posttest.

..

N

SO

a

I
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USEFULNESS OF THE STANDARDIZED TES' FOR THE 1 . I

TITLE I PROGRAM AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TEST G AND EVA UATION

The standardized tests used for the Title_Lp n addition to

those listed earlier in this section, also include the aldwell Pre-S/lax1

T s\\
Inven ory for kindergarten students and the Wide Ra e chievement Test for

Special Education. This discuss 9n is, however, confi @d to the Metropoli-

tan Readiness Test, the Califo ia Achievement Tests,.and t I California

Tests of Basic Skills, as data 7as analyzed and examined only for these tests.

As standardized tests these iistruments meet or exced. the basic re-
.

quirements of reliability and validity that would be expected of any stan-

dardized test. In addition, the California Test Bureau, Oblishers of the

California
.
Achievement Testi and the California Tests of Basic Skills, pro-

,

vide norms for large city school systems as well as ntitionallnorms. The

large city norms, used i the analyses in this report, are Suitable for the

Title I population and for the minority populWtions characteristic of urban
. %

1

American populations. Comparisons made with the

count ,of population differences, which are in pa

soci1 o economic status.

The tes s themselves (CAT and TBS) have been selected to focus upon

the major goals of the Title I progr - e.g., reading and mathematics. ,While

ge city norms take ac-

function of minority and

additional measures might be',desir ble, the demands upon the students which

additional testing would requir and the incursion of testing time upon tea-

ching time, would not appea to warrant expanding the scope of the tests. Es-
,

pecially with pretests, d posttests given in grades 1-5 and 7 for Title I,

additional testing does not appear to,be justified.
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,

The pretests areus in the Tille,I program as the basis for iden-

tifying Title I designated stud nts. Those students in target schools who

score at the 50th ercentile or below Ore the designated Title I students.

As indicated earlie in this chapter, 4his Method seems to identify a large

I' i

,percentage o studen\s, in grades and 3 in Title I schools as elligibl for

Title I sery ces, but a comparative small percentage of grade 1 stud nts \

1

OCT). For this 'reason it is recommends that ttle score on the MRT us to

,
I

identilY Title I students for grade 1 be adjusted upward to include a lager

, i fpercentage of studints, in the Title I eligible schools. Thu lack of compara-'
1

i

i

'bility in the MRT preirtand.the CAT positestffbr grade 1 ha iprobably,pre-
f

.

sented some techniCal Oficulties._ However, ilausion of a arger percen-
.-

tage of grade 1 students,seems warranted on the basis of att mpting tolpre-,

, / 1vent learning deficiencies.''
.

, \ i

The results of the pretests are also provid d to th schools and tea-
!

chers to show which students are.T.itte-Tlesignated and also as a diagnostic
1

f,

aid in teaching. However, a variety of other tests are used by the poachers

I

141

for diagnostic teching purposes. Tables II -`7 an tI - 8 slow the tests used
, 1

by the teachers. Teacher-Made tests top the list,

1

$41.wed by the MR , CAT and

i*

BS. Also f equently mentioned sere CP diagnostic tests. The need r r timely
't

o4 test results and tor
.

more detailed diagnostic information vas men -

by
!

by a number of/the teachers interviewed as among the reasons for using

o tests. More rapid feedback of test results to schools and teachers is needed.

IAlthough useful, the standardi ed tests should only be considered a par-

tlalmeasure of the effectiveness oE,th Title I program., A measure of School

readiness at the end of kindergarten, pe haps the Metropolitan Readi-

55
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ness Test now used at the beginning of grade 1, would be Suitable.

The tests used yield only a limited number of scores - vocabulary,

.

comprehension, and total Score for reading and computation, concepts and to-

tal score for mathematics. While pportant and useful, this' information

should be supplemented by other measures of student progress and achievement.
a

School gra4ps, grade retention, and a student progress checklist would be

useful. Affective measures are also needed.and would not require` additional

testing time. Deviations of school grades and of test results might be in-

formative n assessing the extent to which classroom and test perf9rmance are

\effected differently by the various Title I program components. Progress

checklists would be useful in measuring specific learning needs that mai es

impacted differently by the various Title I programs. For comparabiliiy.

among the Title I prOgramt, a single instrument shoUld he devised.

f

7

41

0
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Table II - 7

'TUE TESTS UTILIZED BY' ELEMENTARY SCHOOL'TITA I

CLASSROOM TEACHERS DUgING FY 1974

Frequency Percentage 'Tests

33

26

62.3

49.0

Informal. Teacher-made tests

Publishers tests (D.C. Heath, McGraw-
Hill, Random House & Addison-Wesley)

24 45.2 California Achievement Teit,
4

23 43.4. Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test

25 47.2 D.C. Criterion Referent& Test (Math)

26 49. D.C. Criterion Reference Test (Reading)

12 22.6 f, California Test of'Basic Skills.

A
7 13.2 Caldwell Pre-School Inventory

4 7.5 Informal Reading Inventory
..,.

"I''

t- 5.7 PhonetthsTest
)

2 3.8 Gates Reading Test

4

4

4

57

.
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Table II - 8

rill

THE FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF THE TESTS UTILIZED BY
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL MATHEMATICSRESOURCE TEACHERS.

Frequency Percentage

25 61.0

23 ' 56.1

, 21 51.2

19 46.3

19 46.3

17 .41.5

15 36.6

5 12.2

Tests

Ihformal Teacher -made tests

s \N.
,

California Achievement Test

Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test

California Test of Basic Skills

Publishers test (mainly Random House)

D.C. Criterioll Reference Test (Math)

Caldwell Pte-School Iliventory

D.C. Criterion Reference Test (Math)
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CHAPTER III

PROGRAMS IN THE PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

INTRODUCTION

This chapter starts by summarizing the reactions of Public Elementary

School Personnel to' the Title I Program followed by detailed results of teach-

ing practices in the elementary schools relevant to the Total lokrning Center

concept. Related information for the pUblic elementary schools is also pre-

,

sented in the chapters on Staff Development, Parental Involvement Program,

Public School Test Results and Cost Effectiveness of the COmpetitive Partner-

ship programs.

the instruments used in the analysis for the Public Elementary schools

were as follows: Principals' Questionnaire, Principals' Interview, Teachers

Questionnaire, Teachers Interview, Non-Teaching Professionals Questionnaire,

Para-professionals Questionnaire.

OUTSTANDING FEATURES, PROBLEMS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The following summarizes the findings of the outstanding features,

problems and recommendat4ns concerning the Title I program in elementary
, 1

schools. The information was collected from interviews with reading resource

teachers, mathematics resource teachers, classroom teachers, and principals,

and from Teacher Questionnaires and Principals Questionnaires. The data is

summarized in Tables III-1 to'iII-4 and organized according to responses re-

ceived through the various survey instruments'. Detailed statistical data is

given in Tables 111-5 to 111-13.
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Outstanding Features

The availability and variety of materials and supplies was clearly

the most outstanding feature of the Title I program, and the workshops re-

% .

lated to the materials were also considered helpful byall participants.

(Table III-1)

The staff was the second outstanding area receiwing comment. 'The

services of the resource teachers were-Considered outstanding by classroom

teachers and principals; and the assigtance of the ed tional aides was

considered a contributing factor to program success by all categories.of

respofidents. The reading resource teachers and principals cited the pupil

personnel services as an outstanding feature, as well as parental involvement.

The classroom teachers and principals stressed the value and impor-

tance of 'such supportive services as the clothing and medical programs and.

of cultural enrichment activities. The resodrce teachers and principals

cited the increased ability to Provide individualized'instruction as an
4

outstanding feature of the,program. RIA

.Probaems and Recommendations.'
- ,

There is a close correlation between the problemsidentified.by

the respondents and'the recommendations for program improvement. Recommen-
'

dationsoutside of thee correlations were made by only single groups of

respondents with one major exception. The resource teachers, and .the prin-

cipals both recommended that only one Competitive partnership program be

used at a school and the resource teachers further recommended that they

be allowed tp select that program.

There 'WAS widesproad expression of concern with respect to the
%.

late'arrival of'materials and, supplies, and indeed, the effects of this

GO



www.manaraa.com

- 36 -

TABLE III-1

OUTSTANDING FEATURES OF THE TITLE
PcOGRAM REPORTED BY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PERSONNEL

1

-'
ii.

.

.

0 1--,
011' (T

flul

H 00

om
u! 0..I71 )

I-I*
..

0 Ola

mar
01 1 1 p 'r1 :

)..i O
w

5
0
'0
r..)

.

.1".

.

1.

, .
,

Supplies and Equipment
.

Wdikshops
.

,

Assistance of edUcational aides

Services of resource teachers

Supportive services (clothing program,
. medical program, etc.)

Cultural enrichment program .

Parental Involvement
.

Ability for individualized instruction

Staff support from pupil personnel workers

X

. X

X

X,

X

X
X

X

.

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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.problem are visible in the academic results of the students. In response to

the need for timely delivery, the'principals recommended the provision of

a delivery system.. -In many instances the materials were inadequate or never

arrived and the clastrpom teachers noted a lack of manipulative materials

or devices. The mathematics resource'teachers recommended that more D. C.

Heath manipulatives be provided and commented that the Addison Wesley prog-

ram was most useful with regard.to such devices.

.

Staffing was another area of concern and was inadequate in several

aspects. The most widespread need was for additional educational aides and
;

it was recommended, that the aides be specified for either reading or math. )

Both clasgroomhand resource teachers recommended hiring more, resource teach-

ers and:the resource teachers indicated a need for cOnsuftants.' The princi-

pals indicated a need for full-time rather than part-time prog'ram assistants,

to aid ign adminiitering the program and a number of principals noted inade-

'quate services of hehlth aides, psychologists and other support staff.

There was a general consensus that too much paperwork and record-
.

lieeping was required and it was thought that implementing a uniform system

of recordkeeping might reduce. this ,burden to some extent.

There was also a general expression pf concern over the lack of com-

munication between the staff, school and central office. The teachers, in

particular, thought the gOidelines were unclear and improvement in that re-

gard as well as in overall Title I program coordination was recommended.

General lack of funds was apparently not a widespread problem, al-

though it May have been in some schools; in particular, however, there is

a lack of funds for cultural enrichment which classroom teachers would like

to see remedied. Resource teachers also experienced a delay in releasing

62
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funds and the principals'. suggestion to have, local school planning and bud-

get.control. might eliminate that problem.

There appears to be a distinct need for improvement.in the staff

development area. Over 85 percerlt of the resource and classroom teachers

had no understanding of the total team.approach and the principals, in many

instances, had little knowledge of staff development activities in general.
A

Presumably increased familiarity with the total team approach would enhance

communication between Title I staff which was discussed above as an area of

concern. Onemeans of facilitating this familiarity is through*pre-planning

workshops, which wa's recommended by several resource teachers. In addition,

'classroom teachers observed that the workshops are poorly. scheduled and, in

some instances, poorly planned and usntable: In the improvement of workshop
4

scheduling attention should be given to the need for providing classroom

coverage or for providing staff development sessions after instructional.

hours.

Finally, there was some concern on the part of the resource teachers
. . .

and principals over lack'of parent involvement, although this was not found

among all the schools. The resource teachers suggested that parents be fa-

,

miliarized with the program so that they might reinforce their childreWs
, .

experiences,at home.

63
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.TABLE 111-2

'.PROBLEMS ENCOUNTEkED WfTH THE TITLE I PROGRAM
REPORTED BY PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PERSONNEL.

. . ' .
.

AD 7a
C CO0 o
o

+.. 30 r)
0 0-0 II
-.

O "IV= '1
O w.0ZMO)-100
il C.
O '00 30 r.

3 X
ei (1)
o

bi
,-4 00 0
&

-.3 nn .
r.... w

1--4 `,4
Z O
cs 0

a

..-4 -z
rt g.
Z

Z 2.1.
f",' 0
.1.. ,--.

.

Late Arrival of Materials and Supplies X X X X X
Inadequate materials or materials .

never received . . + + + +
Not enough manipulative Materials or.

devices ,

. . S.'

. .+

Inadequate Staffing
.

* . X ,s.X X
Lack' of oducational aides _ + + + +
Inadequate services of Wealth aides,

.psychologist, and other staff'
.

Part -time Program assistant.
.

+

+
.

+

-+

Too Much Reeordkeeping or Paperwork
X

. Too much administrative bureadcracy"
in'overall Title I Administration

.

+

.

Lack of Cominunication X X X
Between secondary staff 4 reading tchr
Between, school. and -centala.yff-iee----,--, :::.': ..71....- '- ...,+
Guidelines unclear

. . 't - + . + 1 .

Problem of identifying Title I students
'.. (late arrival of list) +

.

. I

4 -Funds - X X X X
Lack of funds .

+ +
Lack of funds for cultural enrichment

+
Delay in releasing funds +

Workshops X X X X
Lack of classroom cdverage +

. No understanding of total team approach + + +
Unstable and poorly scheduled or

planned
+ + +

Frequency of workshops
' +

Lack of parental involvement X X X

-- general area of concern by group of respondents
+ --: specific item of concern within the general area
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TABLE IfI-3

RECOMMENDATIONS OR THE TITLE I PROd4
MADE BY PUBLIC. ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PERSONNEL
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More well defined guidelines

Better coordination of TitleI program
HaVe program coordinator

More planning`-between teachers and Title
,

I office
,

.
,

.
.

Limit CP programs to one per school
Let teachers choose own CP program

.Improve or expand workshops

Have pre-planning workshops
. Have additionai'workshops

ImprOve scheduling of workshops

Have staff development after instruct-
ional hours

.

Hire more staff
Hire more educational aides

.

Designate area of speciality for aides
- (math or reading)

Hire more resource teachers
Provide for consultants
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111-4

CORRELATION. OF' PROBLEMS AN' ECOMMENDATIONS
REPORTED BY PUBLIC ELEMENTARY HOOL PERSONNEL

,,

'
.

.

.
.

-i .
M M
0 0
2- 8
m Pi
Pi n.on

-3-C1
M )
P P
n- "if;
5 Pi
Pi ooo

5

-0
Pi
1-

;-1

I..

0.a

P
1
0

P

P

P

P

,

P

,Late arrival of materials and supplies +

. 1-

mrt

mrt
mrt
mrt

X

mrt
+

+

mrt
mrt!

rrt

+

+

*

+

X

+

+

+,

,

+

+

+

+

X

1

+

'
+

+

+

-I-

y

R have materials and supplies arrive on time
R provide delivery system

Inadequate materials or materials never received

R Provide more materials . -t

Not enough manipulative materials or devices .

R Provide more,materials . - . r

$

R Provide More D.C. Heath manipulatives .

R Use Addison sley for manipulatiy6 and Random House

N, for to ing
,

... . .

,
.Inadequate taf in , I

R. ,dire more r,source teachers
R Provide fortcOnsultants

1 . .

Lack of educatial aides

R Hire more edit cational aides
R designate ar a of specialty for aides

Inadequate servic s of health aides, psychologist, and
other support staff

/

Provide more funds for special services
.

t-time program assistant. - ,

.

R rovide full,tithe program assistant

67 .

)



www.manaraa.com

t

r

- 43 -

Table 111-4 (Continued)

oo o
o 0 oo
n o n0
=4 C = 0
o o

n 17,1 o
tilo 0o

P noo much recordkeeping or paperwork
.

V Reduce amount of paperwork
R Provide uniform system of recordkeeping

P Too much administrative buEeaucrady in overall Title-I
'Administration

R Have local school planning and budget control

P Lack of communication

P 'Between secondary Staff and reading teacher

.

R Have better system of communication between staff,
school and central office

R Have program coordinator
R More planning between teachers and TitlerI staff

P 'Between school and central office

R Haye better system of communication between staff,
school and central office

P Guidelines unclear ,vs

R More well defined guidelines

P Problem of identifying Title-7,students (late arrival
of list)

Better coordination of Title-I program

P 'Funds

P Lack of funds
P ,Lack of funds f8r cultural enrichment

R Provide more cultural-enrichment

P Delay. in releasing funds

R Have local school planning and budget, control

mrt

.4+

+,

-,\
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s Table Iri,4 (continued)

.
%

'.
,

..'

.

.

.

*

(

0 to
n 0
=.' 0OHOH
0000

0 sun m
o-' to

Ho
k

01,rz
nr
'CS

0.
0,

.
.

P,/,Workshops .

.

.

_

.

.

©

+

+

+

4

, +

1
+

+'

+

+

.

+

+

+

+

+

+

+,

+

+

.

P Lack of classroom coverage
.

R ,.Have staff development afterjinstructionay hours
.R Improve scheduling of workshops

.
.

.P No understanding of total team approach

R Have pre-planning workshops
.

.

P Unstable and poorly scheduled or planned
,

R Improve scheduling of workshops

P Frequency of

R Have additional workshops -'0

'

P Lack of parental involvemen
,

.

R Ihcr(ease parental involv ment
R Provide more information to parents so they can

assist at home. ,
41 4c,

,

or parents
1

R Provide better training t

P -- Problem
R Recommendation

ti

I
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TABLE III-5

MAJOR STRENGTHS OF THE FY 1974 TITLE PPROGRAM
AS REPORTED BY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL AND'SECOND5Y SCHOOL PRINCIPALS*

4

#

.
Major Strengths Percent Frequency

t

SuPplies and equipment'

Ser ices-provdded by reading and mathematics
1-esource teachers 31.1%

27

'23

AssiseancetWehe teachers' aides 25.7% 19'

Supportive services, including Clothing Program,
Medical ProgrAm, etc. 24.3% 18

Parental involvement 23.0% 17

Cultural Enrichment Program 20.3% 15

Students' progress in re4ading1and mathematics 14.9% 11

Pupil personne'l services 12.2% 9

'Competitive Partnership-Program and its materials 12.2% 9

Service of program assistants 9.5% 7

CPP consultant services 9.5%

Objectives of the'Titlip I prograp. 8.1% 6

Better communications and cooperation 8.A% 6

Individualized instructions 8.1% .

yImproved.workshops fqp parents, teacheik aides. 6.8%
Aura.

Reading Program 6.§% 5.

Other,Responses 64.9% 48 .

Pnincipals Interview(
4 o

0
0 *
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TABLE 111-6

I

PROBLEMS OF THE 'FY 1974 TITLE I PROGRAM AS
REPORTED BY ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS*

Percent Frequency

Late arrival and/or unavailability of materials 4

and supplies 60.8% 45

Tlie frequency and the scheduling'of workshops
44

24.3% 18 ,

Not enough teacher aides 24.3% 18

Inadequate sepiices of health aides, psychologist
and/or othersupportive staff

1 17.6% 13

ProgramAssistant works part-time 14.9% 11

Lack of delivery and transportation services 12.2% 9
.

.

Lacking in parental involvement & cooperation 10.8% 8

Too much paperwork -9.5% 7

"No No math resource teacher 9.5% 7

Lack of. communication between Title:1 officeaind.
schools

, .
. 9.5% 7

.
.

Inadequate funding ' 8.1% . 6
.

.

The reading program

Lack

6.8% 5

of experienced and cooperative' personnel 6.8% 5
.

.

Other responses
.

109.5% 81`

.

.* Principals Interview

r
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TABLE 111-7

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE FY 1975 TITLE I PROGRAM
AS SUGGESTED BY ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARYSCHOOL PRINCIPALS*

.

Percent Frequency I

i.

Have a full-time Program Assistant in each school

There needs to be a highly qualified Program Co-
ordinator in each school building

No changes necessary
,

Provide some system of delivery for materials and
Supplies

Haveilocal school planning and control of budget

Broadenthe scope of the program

Have materials and personnel at the school on time
or befo-re the school opens

Better coordination and cooperation of the program

Select only, one Reading and only one Mathematics'

12.2%

6.8%

6.8%

6.8%

6.8%

6.8%

5.4%

5.4%

2.7%
.

2.77s

2.7%

.

2.7%

.

9

5

5

5

5

,5

4

4

2

.

2

2
,

-

.

2

i

i

i

,

program

Staff Development activities,after instructional
hours

Provide more educational aides

Title I people should have job security after tip
years of employment

S * Principals Interview

*
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TABLE 111-9

DIFFICULT EXPERIENCES REPORTED BY PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS
WITH THE TITLE I PROGRAM*

.

Percent Frequency

Late arrival and shortage of materials and.supplics 76% 38

Need for full time program assistant 10% 5

Too much paper work 14% , 7

Excessive number of meetings 14% 7

Insufficient educational hardWare 2%

Inadequate instruction time in parochial school 0% 0

Classroom coverage during staff development sessions 24% 12

TOTAL ,
70

(

* PrinciPals Questionnaire

75
I
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TABLE III-10

ADMINISTRATIVE PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED BY PUBLIC
SCHOOL PRINCIPALS* WITH THE TITLE I PROGRAM

Delay in releasing funds

Too much paperwork

Inadequate staffing

Tbo'much added administrative work due to Title I
program

Lack of parental involvement

Too. many part-time professional staff

Too much administrative bureaucracy in the overall
Title I Administration

Inadequate facilities

Poorly planned staff -development programs

Inadequate library

.Mathematics p

Low staff morale

Discipline in the school

Low salary to attract quality people as teachers

Reading prOgram

OvqcroWded classrooms

Frequency Percent

31 62.0%

31 62.0%

26 52.0%

24 48.0%

19 38.0%

17 34.0%

12 24.0%

10 20.0%

18.0%

7 14.0%

6 12.0%

3 6.0%

2 4.0%

2 4.0%

2 4.0%

1 2.0%

* Pxincipals Questionnaire
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TABLE III-12

ADVANTAGES OF TITLE I PROGRAM AS, REPORTED BY PUBLIC SCHOd TEACIIERS

Frequency Percent

ORGANIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION

Availability of materials for teachers and
children

.

181

129

244.2%

19.4%
Organization of the staff development program 45 6.8%,
Having a choice of teaching materials 28, 4.2%
Availability of teaching equipment 1 25 3.8% '

Availability of multi-level teaching materials 24 3.6%
Advantages of larger budget

. 18 2.7% -

Cooperation of Title I Staff ' 13 2.0%
Cluster meetings for resource teacheri 6 .9%
Easy access to the 'distribution center. 4 .6%

AFFECTIVE (AMAIN
, .81 12.2%

F,njoyaUle materials meeting the needs and interest
levels of the students 61 9.2%

cultural enrichment opportunities
.1 49 ,7e4%,

Motivation of children ' .

:

t 17 2.6%
MotAation of teachers , 12 1.8% .-
Redeiving of physical comforti through pupil

', personnel .

11 1.79!
Pleasure of working with Title I students and

pleasure from working with other Title I teachers 2 3%

COGNITIVE DOMAIN 60 . 9.0%
Increased rate of individual pupil progress 20 - 3.0%
Emphasis on the reinforcement teaching 16 2.49
Small group instruction ,

s' Diagnostic-prescriptive teaching
13.

8

2.0%

1'.2%
Advantages of Math Center 7 1.1%
.Advantages of having aCenter for reading materials 6 .9%
Individualized instruction 1 .2%

SUPPORT SERVICES . 74 11.1%
Assistance of the resource teachers 74 11.1%,
Assistance of the consultants 20 3.0%1
Assistance of the parent volunteers 13 2.0%
Assistance of the pupillpersonnel workers

.111 1.7%
Cooperation of the classroom teacher§

. 6 .9%
Assistance of the aides

1 :2%

78



www.manaraa.com

-54-

TABLE 111713

DISADVANTAGES OF TITLE I PROGRAM AS REPORTED' BY PUBLIC. SCHOOL ThAa1E13S

Frequency Percent
- ,

ORGANIIATION AND ADMINISTRATION 198 29.7%
Mafer,ials ordered not, received ,On time and ,!

materials ordered not received at all '286 r 43.6%
Too much paperwork and too muchneedless paperwork '66_ 10.1%
Inadequate 'and confusing program guidelines 46 6.9%
Inadequate communication,between Title I office

and school personnel 30
SCheduling problems with resource teachers 25
Inadequate documentation and record keeping 24

: Lack of time to do.,paper work 17

Scheduling problems for resource teachers 15
Lack of special staff, development programs for

teacheis new to Title I. office & school I.ibrsonnel 13

Not having staff development progralli prior to
opening of school 12

Temporary job status of all Title I personnel 9

Being kept out of Competitive Partnership program 9
Too many workshops

, 5

Lack of classroom space for resource teachers 1

' ,
.

,

Lack of relevant Materials for elementary students 11

Moving a school into Title I and then out of Title I 3
' Lack of funds for cultural enrichment; lack'of rele-

vant materials for secondary,students; expected
to reach toomany children 3

COGNITIVE DOMAIN 55

Conflict between CP and Basal Reading and Math.
.

Programs 14

Not enough additional workshops for teachers 9
' Not having any materials other than Title I materials 8

Nbt being able to participate in. CP of choice 3

Failure of classroom teachers to use the CP materials
in mathematics - 2

Teacli'ers not being adequately trained to use
materials' 2

Aides covering the classrooms 2

Failure of classroom teachers to use the CP
materials in reading, 2

4.5%
7-1.3%

3.6%

-2.6%

2.3%

2.0%'

1.8%

1:4%

1.4%
.8 %,

.2%

1.7%

.4%

.4%

8.3%

.

2.1%..

1.4%'

1.2%

.4%

.

,3%
.

:3%

.3%

.

.3%

SUPPORT SERVICES 56 8.4%
Inconsistency of services of reading resource teachers 2" .3%,

Inconsistency of services of math resource teachers 2 .3%
Not having the full time service of an aide; not-

bt

having the service of a% aide
% 3 .S%

'Aides not adequately trained 2 ,e3 %

No service from reading resource teachers; no service
from math resource teacher; lack of parental in-
volveMent .

'79 3 .4%
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TABLE III-1A

BACKGROUND INFORMIW`ION ON TEACHERS

POSITION Percent

Classroom Teacheis

Redding ResoureeTeachers

Mathematics Resoutce Teachers

7%
43

'5%

TOTAL 100%,

N 650

SEX

Males 2%

FeMales 98%

TOTAL

N

100%

650

,AGE

20 -29

40-49'

SO and up

80

31%

34%

23%

. 12% .

100%

,650
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TOTAL LEARNING CENTERS

,

The Total Learning Center concept is the P.S.D.C.'s approach to the

/Aindividualization4of instruction. Consistent with this approach, the Title.

I program'has targetted its resources in such a way as to better enable

staff members to give attention to the individual needs of the child.

These resources include the following important elements:

. ,
Staff: Reading Resrouce Teacher, Mathematics Resource Teacher,

" Program Assistants, Educational Aides, Hea'lth Aiaes,.Pupil Personnel'Workers

and'aides, Other Non-Teaching Professional staff.

. Parents: Parent Involvement Program, Parent Volunteers.

Curriculum, equipment and materials --,especially Competitive Part-

nership programs for individualized instruction.
r,

Through these resources, schools and teachers should be better able

to provide for the individual learning needs of the child. There are, how-

,ever, many approaches to the individualization of instruction and many in-

terpretation$ of what it means to "individualize". The Total Learning Cen-'

ter concept is sufficiently broad to encourage many of the approaches found

'in the literature.

The, framework set forth for the Total Learning Center seems to em

' 'body three major approaches:

..(1) Provide the teaching staff, support staff and non-teaching

professional staff required, along with the material teaching resources

necessary to provide services in a small group or individualized basis.

(2) Provide (an\d test the cost effectiveness of) packaged indi-

vidualized instructional materials in the two target areas of reading and

mathematics (the Competitive Partnership programs).

81
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(3) Train the teaching staff In concepts and methods of individu-

alized instruction.

Continuation'and strengthening of these basic approaches toward

serving the individual needs of the student is clearly supported. The

sections that follOw provide information relevant to the instructional

program and to thi services of nonteaChing professionals,

PUBLIC ELEMENTAV SCHOOL INiTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

Results for the instructional program werelobtained from the Teach-

ers Questionnaire.

'Title I teachers completing the questidnnaire were, for the most

part, classroonl teachers (88%), female (98%), ipetween the ages of 20 and 50,

(Table 111-14) and hold BA: degtees (74%) (Table

A majority of the teachers, 69%, were permanent and 79% were not

seeking another type of certification. Of theme who were, only 27 percent

were see ng permanent certification. (Table JI1-16)

'Reading' Program
A,/

1

. ,

IsGraw Hill was the reading Competitive PArtneilahik used most this

year (30 percent), although 23 percent used D. Heat. and 18 perceneused

Random House. Fourteen percent of the teachers did not use a Competitive

'- partnership this year4as compared to 27 percent last year. McGraw Hill and

. Random House increased in use this year.with Random House showing the largest

gain. The percentage of users of combination programs -also increased from

eight percent to 15 percenit 1 the percentage of D. C. Heath users de-

__ " .

creased. See iliple 111-17.

S
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TABLE III-15.

PROFESSIONAL DATA

Highest Degree Percent

Less than B.A.

B.A./B.S. a
li 74%

M.A.+ or Ph.D.

TOTAL

15%.

10%

100%

11

.,

83

CA

1'

14.
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TABLE,III:%16

CERTIFICATION

7

I.,

le

,,

4

Type of Certification 4
4

,
Currently Holding .Seeking .

-. Percent, Frequency

REGUL4V4

1

Provisional

,.... Probationary

Probationary Standard

Temporary

i'ermanent

N.

.

4i.

1

S

.

SPECIAL ,

Reading teachers

. Reading Specialists

Math Resource teachers

. Math Teachers
... ,

English Teachers
a

Others 9%

, ., --

,
)

t .

e

...is .

t I S'

4% 2 , .

9% 6

10% 7

8% 9
#4

69% ' 9

100% 33

217 79% not seeking

15% seeking, not specified
6% seeking, specified

7*

32% 4%

. 17% 194

31% 4%
-

,

10% 2%

2%

5,

r t '

4

84 i\
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TABLE 111-17

READING COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIP USED,

Competitive Partnership

D. C. Heath

McGraw nil

Random House

Combination

None

TOTAL

N

I

.

This Year

23%

30%.

18%

15%

14%

100%.

.540

27%

7%

11%

8%

27%

100%*

419

Last Year

41,

-"`"...

85
IN
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Most of the reading Competitive Partnerships were started in September

or October (61%) and over 75 percent had started by December. Only 30 per-

cent of the materials had arrived, however, in September or October,and

only 57 percent by December. By way of compensation for late arrival of

<7:

materials, 70 percent of the teachers had access to -last year's Competitive

Partnership materials and 26 percent had some other material to use in Sept-

ember. (Table 111-18)

The Competitive Partnership materials were not used to the exclusion

of other materials. Two-thirds of the teachers used at least one other

reading series, although less than five percent used another reading material.

Almost all teachers (98%) used at least one basal series in addition to,

and that was different from, their reading Competitive Partnership. Over

15 percentof the teachers used two basal series in addition to their Com-

petitive Partnership. (Table 111-19) The most popular basal series were

the Bank Street Readers (used by 14%) and the Sheldon Reading Series (used

by-11%).

Overall, the Competitive Partnership programs were rated by the teach-

,

ers as excellent with respect to size and style of print, specific lesson

objectives, and' decodingactivities. Deficiencies were apparent, however,
.

in the areas ofdevelopment of an appreciation and understanding o.f the

pluralistic nature. of American society, the development of an appreciation

and understanding of good literature and enrichment activities. (Table III-20)

The most widely used and most emphasized teaching activities'con6erned

"listening and understanding. Lessused and little emphasized activities

concerned spelling'and study skills. Writing skills re-

ceived little, emphasis by many teachers. (Table 111-21)

86

ti
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TABLE 111-18

ARRIVAL' AND STARTING DATES OF READING COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIPS

.Sept/Oct Nov/Dec Jan & after

Month CP Started
of"

61% 15% 24%

Month material's Arrived 30% 27% 43%

,41
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TABLE 111-19

MATERIALS USED IN ADDITION TO READING 0

Classroom Teachers

Other Series Used

One

Two

Three

es

67%

20%

8%

Other materials used \ 5%

Basal Series Used

One 84%

Two 7%

Basal Series Different from CP 98%
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TABLE 111-20
Jr

TEAOHER RATINGS OF READING CP PROGRAMS

Area
Excellent
& Good

Fair 4

Poor
No

Observation

The development of a sound
value system 65%

The development of an apprecia:
tion and understanding of
good literature 48%

14%

35%

21%

17%

The development of an apprecia-
tion and understanding of
pluralistic nature of Amer-
ican society , 50% 33% 37%

Presentation of vocabulary 73% 11% 6%

Style of art or graphic lay oit 11% 12%

Size and style of print 87% 4% 9%

Speoific lesson objectives 87% 6% 7%

Decoding activities 86% '6% 8%

Encyding activities 79% 10% 11%

Related language activities,,i.e.,

creative writing discussions 69% 18% 13%

Enrichment activities, i.e., outside
reading, research projects 51% 28% 21%

Adjustment to individual needs 78% 14% I

Audio-visual materials such as
tapes, films, etc. 710 13% r 16%

Achievement and placement tests 64% 16% 9%

L

89
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TABLE 111-21

TEACHING ACTIVITIES IN READING,
4

Activity Used 3 Most Used Not Used

Listening Skills 97% 51% .3%

Comprehension Skills 94% 58% 6%

Decoding or Word Attack Skills 90% 65% 10%

Oral Lang e Development 27% I 12%

eOral Readin kills 87%), . 28% 1 13%

Silent Read ng Skills 83% 22% 17%

Handwriting 83% 9% 17%

Spelling 71% 11% 29%

Study Skills 69% 10% 31%

Dictation 60% 12% 40%

Written Composition 54% 4% 46%

a
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Oven two-thirds (72%) of the teachers kept individual pupil profile

books on all Title I students; 16% kept books on some Title I students; and

only 12 percent of the teachers did not keep profiles on any students.

The most popular means or organizing Title I students for reading in-

struction was in small groups (47%), individualized f6%), or both (31%).

Only 13 percent of the teachers'used large groups plone.or in combination

with others,

A yariety of in'form'ation was gathered relating to library facilities

and activities. Most of the teachers (83%) had classroom libraries which

were funded through the regular school budget (26%), the teachers' personal

resources (26%), or the Title I budget (11%). These'classroom libraries

were used in providing students with a daily 'silent reading period by 77

percent of the teachers, and in providing students with an opportunity to

take the books home by 48 percent of the teachers.. Many teachers, 71 per-

cent, also allowed students to take their textbooks hoMe.

For the most art, the school libraries were well equipped; 88 percent'

of the teachers were in schools with adequate libraries and 92 percent had

full-time librarians. Class visits to the library were usually. scheduled

eiU ther, weekly (48 %) or biweekly (33%), but 65 percent of the teachers ac-

tually had library visits'weekly. (Table 111-22) In addition, 58 percent

of-the teachers Allowed their students to visit the library at other times

than scheduled.

Teachers also used a variety of related reading act vities; 65 percent

participated in the Read More in '74 Campaign and 42p entparticipated

in Book Fair. A smaller number (24%) used the Bookmobile, and only seven

percent participated in "Reading Is Fundamental."

91
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TABLE III -22

LIBRARY VISITS*

Frequen6y Scheduled Actual ,

None
9% 6%

Once a week
48 %' 65%

Every other week 53% 19%

No regular schedule 4%

*58% teachers allowedvstudonts to visit library at other than scheduled times

4./

92
I

, 1.

-00
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Mathematics Program

Last year, of

-68-

those teachers participating in the Competitive Partner

ship Program, 83 percent used D. C. Heath. Because of new entries in, the CP

percentage, this was reduced drastically.this year with only 38 percent using

D. C. Heath, with a 23 percent increase in Addison-Wesley users and a 17 percent

increase in Random House users (Table 111:23). There was als6 an overall ten

percent increase in the number of Competitive.Partnership participants.

A majority of the Competitive Partnership programs were started in

September and October (53 %). However, a significant number of programs

(28%) were not begun until after January. Only 30 percent of the materials,

however, were available at the start of the school year and, by December,

only 57 percent of the materials had arrived. (Table 111-24) By means of

compentation, 58 percent of the teachers had access to last year's Competi-

tive Partnership mathematics materials although this was p'robably helpful,

Only to D. C. Heath Users:.

Presumably, the teachers were not bereft of materials' to use while

waiting for the Competitive Partnership materials to arrive since 87 percent

'had at least one other mathematics series, and 84 percent had at least one
.

other mathematics item. (Table III -25)

The terchers used a basal series different from, and in addition to,

the Competitive Partnership series in 83 percent of the cases. -The most

popular basal series were Understanding Mathematics by Laidlaw and Liemen-

tary School Mathematics by'Harcourt, Brace and Javanovich.

The mathematics Competitive Partnership programs were generallj, rated

high in all'areas with the exception of audio.,vitual materials. Slightly

lower ratings were also given in the areas of achievemen and placement tests,

93
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TABLE 111-23

USE OF MATHEMATICS COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIPS

4:11

Competitive Partnership Used This Year Used Last Year

Addison-Wesley 30% 6%

D. C. Heath 38% 71%

Ranlom House 23% 6%

Combination 5% 3%

None
. 4% 14%

TOTAL 100% 100%

'1.

I

C

4

fr ~ A

94
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TABLE 111-24

4

ARRIVAL AND STARTING DATES OP MATHEMATICS COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIPS'

Sept /Oct Nov/Dec Jan. & after

1 Month CP Started

.

.-

Month materials Arrived

53% 19% 28 %'

30% 27% 43%

,

4

4
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TABLE

OTHER MATHEMATICS MATERIALS AVAILABLE

One Two :Three or more

Other mathematics series to use
until CP materiels arrived, 87% 9% 4%

Number mathematics items supplied
with until CP materials arrived

ti
84% 11% .4%

Mathematics series supplied with 96%. 2% 2%

Basal series used ' 96% 2% 2%
83% used basal series

different, from CP series--- 7----

I

iJ

9s
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manipulatilie media, and supplementary materials. *(Tabp 111-26) In rela-

tion to this, comments are made elsewhere that more D. C. Heath manipula-

tives are needed and that Addison Wesley should be used for manipulative,

and Random House for testing.

A larger variety of groupings was used for mathematics instruction
oPo!

than for reading. Small groups, alone or in combination with indiyidualied

instruction, were, again, most popular, used by 49 percent of the teachers;

but large groups, alone or in combination with individualized instruction,

were used by 37 percent of the teachers.

Almost two-thirds of the teachers kept iividual pupil profile bodks

on all students and only 15 percent kept books on none.

Student exposure to mathematics experiences other than classroom in-

struction was provided for. Almost all teachers, 4)4.percent, indicated

that students had free access to use manipulative media devices; and 78 -per-

cent of the teachers had well equipped classrooms for teaching mathematics.

'Outside of the classroom, however, student opportunities for mathematic

experiences were apparently much more limited. Only 19 percent of the teach-.

'ers had taken their students on acultural enrichment field trip related to.

the mathematics program; and only 6Q ercent of the teachers allowed their

students to take textbooks home.

The most common teaching activity was clearly sets, used by 93 percent

of the teachers, and mathematics vocabulary was secondoised by 88 percent.

Other common teachink-activities used by approximately 80 percent'of the

teachers were number sentences,.computation skills, numeration, and number

presentation. These were not, however, necessarily the most emphasized ac7\

iivities. The three most used activities were computation skills, operations
e

and 'sets. (Table 111-27)
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TABLE 111-26 k

-..

TEACHER RATINGS OF MATHEMATICS CP PROGRAMS

Area

.

Excellent
& Good

Fair 4 Poor
& Unsatisfactory

Behavioral objectives

Student involvement

Presentation of vocabulary

Style of art or graphic 1,ay

Size and style of print

Specific lesson objectives

Presentation of numbers.

Manipulative media

Problem solving techniques

. Chapter reviews. and tests

Supplementary materials

Enrichment activities

cr

Adjustment to individual needs

Audio-visual materials, etc.

Achievement and placement tests.

Teacher's manual

94% 6%

93% 7%

88% 12%

81% 19%

88% 12%

.94% : 6%

96% 4%

e
78% 22%

83% 17%

82%
.

18%

78%
.

22%

90% 10%

1.1 80% 20%

54% 46%

75% 25%

92% 8%

98

.. ,

4

0

4

-A,
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TABLE III-27

TEACHING ACTIVITIES IN MATHEMATICS

Activity Used

Set's . 93%

Math Vocabulary 88%

Number Sentences 82%

Computation Skills 81%

Numeration .80%
4

Number Presentation 79%

Operations 71%

\
Problem Solving :71%

Measurement 64%

Geometry 54%

Application 43%

Structure 40%

Number Theory
.

26%
.

Probabilities and Statistics 8%-

Most Used

26%

22%

V
22%

44%

19%

14%

28%

"19%

2%'

2%

Not Used

7%

12%

12%

19%

20%

21%

29%

29%

rl

36% 1

4

46%

4
67%

60%

73%

92%

99
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SUPPORT SERVICES PROGRAM

This section discuses the services proVidea by the non-teaching

professionals and the para-professionals and how they devoted their time. in
, . .

providing these support services.. The non -teaching professional serviZes

were provided by social workers, clinical psychologists, pupil personnel

workers, speech therapists, and counselors. The para-professional services

were provided by educational aides., health
,

aides and

pupilpert'onnel aides.

More than three out of four of the non-teaching professionals and

para-professionals spent 80% or more of their time working directly with

students. Table 111-28 shows how the non-teaphing progassionals devoted

their time to Title I in 1972-73 and 1973

Tab 111-28

TIME SPENT BY NON-TE HING PROFESSIONALS WORKING WITH TITLE-fa

Perce tare of Time 1972-73 1973-74

21-40. 3.8% 5.4%

41-60 1.9% 3.6%

"gr

61-80 1.9% 5.4%

.81-100 77.4% 83.9%

N 45 55

100 44,
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Table 111129 shows the percentage of the non-teaching professional'

time spent working with school personnpl, students, and parents. .

F

Table 111-29

.110W NON-TEACHING PROFESSIONALS SPEND TftEIR TIME

Percentage of Time

School

Personnel
o

Students
%

.

#

Parents

200 or less 42.6. 3.6 44
.

4

21-40% 44.4 18.2 33.3

#

41-60% 9.3 . 36.4 14.8

61-80% 3:7 41.8 7.4

N 54 35 . 54'

Seventy-five percPnt of the para-prqfessionals spent between four

and six hours per day working.directly with students and botween one and

threq. hours working on administrative and clerical duties. Table 111-30.
I . ('

'shows hoW the tiara-professionals astuallly pent their time.
, 9

4

I.

p

101
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Table III-30

HOW PARA-PROFESSIONALS SPENT THEIR TIME

Working on
Administrative

NuMber of/Hour's Working with and Clerical ,

Per Day Students Duties

f* %

7 2.6

2 12 4.4

/ 3 !
. 12 4:4

/ .

/ 4 29 10.6
.

5 , 66 24.0

6' 110- 46.0

7 ' -, 20 7.3

8 19 6.9

.31 ,

7

. ,

14.2
,

44.5

4 20.6

12 5.5

.
s

4 1.8

..i 3

1.4

1

.

6 2.8

20 9.2

t

I

*(Frequency

.

^

102
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Table m-31 shows how the non-teaching professionals spent their

time and how they'feel they should spend if. Particular emphasis is given

by the non-teaching professionals to spending more time than they now. spend

in planning and consultation with school, personnel regarding programs for

many children and for individual children.

Table 111-31

HOW NON-TEACHING ,ROFESSIONALS SPEND THEIR TIME
AND HOW THEY SHOULD SPEND THEIR TIME

Program Activities'

Planning and 'consUltation

with school personnel for
problems and programs
geared to many students

Referrals for assessment,_
testing or diagnosis of
individual students.

4

Percentage of
Tersons Who
Spent Their Time
Most Often On
An' Activity.

Post-assessment consultation
with school personnel to dis-
cuss problems/diagnosis of
individual pupils

44.7

50.0

53.2

Planning with and assisting
school personnel and other
professionals to develop treat-
ment, therapy, or intervention
programs for individual children 37.0

Consultations with parents re-
garding their children's problems71.4

Home/community liaison; and
follow -up. 74.5-

Percentage of
Persons Who
Felt They Should
Spend Most of
Their Time On

An Activity.

p

Difference

65.1 20.4

51.3 1.3

72.5 19.3

71.4 34.4

85.0 13.6

85.0 10.5-

103
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According to, both the no n-teaching professionals and.the para-profes-

sionals, disciplineappears- to lie the most common student problem. Table.

111-33 shows the more common prdblems' among Title I students as seen by the

iion- teaching prOfessionals apd thp para-profess'i'on als..

f

Table 111-32

STUI)EN1 PROBLEMS AS SHOWN BY NON-TEACHING PROFESSIONALS AND FARA-P9FESSIONALS

,

41.

Problems

Percentage of Non-.

Teaching Professionals
Seeing it as a Problem

Disruptive Family Conditions,. 90

Discipline 87

80Clothing

Lack o5/Adult,Interest 80

The Need for FyeglasAes 80

Lack of Dental Care E Physical Health 80

Lack of Motivation

Poor Nutrition

Discipline

Lack of Ad t Interest

Lack of Motivation

75'

66

Percentage of Para-
ProfesAiohals Seeing
it as a Problem

80

5

47

Lack of Better Self-Image 42

Disruptive Family Conditions 33

104

.
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Table I/1-33 shows the degree to which non=teaching professionals

Were able to provide services to Title-I students needing their services.

.

-.ft,, Table 111-33

PERCENTAGE AND'NUMEBER OF NON-TEACHING.PROFESqIgNALS
. PROVIDING SERVICES,TO TITLE I STUDENTS.

Number & Percentage

Degree of Service Providing Service
N . % /

46
Almost all students in need of "°1'

servicesare served 20 , 38 ,

About half of the students who
need services, are served - 19 37

Only a small number If students )

in need are served 13 25

Table 111-34 shows how the non-teaching professionals Viewed the

adequacy of follow-through with Title I students in providing the treatment,

therapy, or intervention necessary to the,amelioration of'the original con-

dition.
444

Table,IIIn34

10 .

ADEQUACY OF FOLLOW-THROUGH PROVIDED TO STUDENTS

Percentage of Non-
.

How Adequate Teaching Professionals

7

Usually adequate

Often adequate

Sometimes adequate

Rarely adequate

105

14

44

32

10
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Table III-35,shows how the non-teaching professionals and the para-
r ,fl.#.

, pro essionals'rated'the copperation they.received from other staff members:

Table 111-35

-RATI8 OF STAFF COOPERATION AS MEN BY .

NON - TEACHING PROFESSIONALS AND PARA-PROFESSIONALS

Staff Members

-RATINGS BY NON-TEACHING PROFESSIONALS

Not
Excellent Good Poor Applicable

-

Title I Coordinatort
40% g)% 21%

`441
Principals 54% 41% 4%

Resource :teachers 38% 50% 8% 4%

Classroom Teachers
, 33% 67%

Parents 20% 70% 10%
A

Program Assistants 80 %. % 13%

---RATINGS BY PARA-PROFESSIONALS

Principals 42% 1%

Teachers 49% 51%

Parents 11,

2;$ 64% 4% 11%,
..'

Nurses , 33% 50% 2%. 15%

Psychologists'
1 13%-- 43% '1% 43%.

Social Workers 14% - 41% 1$ 4.3%

Speech Therapists 19% 46% 2% 34%,

I

106
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According to the non-teaching professiOnals, the major advantages en-

.

counteredin king with the Title I Program Were better job atmosphere,

more help to parents, teachers and students, and the excellent upportive

,services in reading and mathematics.

'The recommendations for improng the Title I Programmade by para-,

professionals were increased parental interest,, provide more time to work

with students, provide better behavior controlS., and improve administrative

procedures. The most frequently suggested recOmmendasmade'by non -

teaching professionals included providing better administrationof.the pros

gram, provide more.professidnals working fUll-tiie more coordinated team!

work, better communications, and better facilities.

,0

107
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CHAPTER IV-

SECONDARY SCHOOLS'
,

There were 16 secondary sch4 where Title I programs were in

operation during the 1973-74 academic year- serving some 4094 seventh

graders withen average of 256-students pdr school during the year. The,

\ major focus ofthe program was on increasing the reading and mathematics

levels of identified students, Both the reading and mathematics resource

,

teachers have
d
worked quite cooperatively with the clissroOm teaahers'in (heir

effort.to achieve this objective. In fact, ;he enthusiasm and cooperation

among all Title I staff has contributed, in many instances, to whatever

sudcess the program has achieved.

Personnel

Each of the 16 secondary schools has a principapho is assisted
*
by

a Program Assistarit or Assistant Peincipal for coordinating the Title r ac-
1%

tivitibs. The cooperation of these coordinators Was rated average to ex-
.4

oeflent by 13 of the principals surveyed. .In some schools the Pro-
,

.0

sr___/gram,Assigtants were part-time; -creating real hardships on the principal in

,:.

.administeringAt a program. In other schools they lacked a Program Assistant
e.,.. ., ,

. ,

entirely,
. N

,,.

\_,, , , '1-, , -e
, .

. The Titre I.econdary 0o11 principals had over two years'' experience
\,.

(mean 2.5 years) working with the Tigs,kprogram and an average of 17.7

years experience in education, making then quite familiar wi +h all the in-

tricacies'of a program of this magnitode. The; had anywhere from 5 - 17

sections.of the seventh grade classes, each with identified Title I students

ft*
0

*6617 less 819, ms, 1287 + 3.x average of remainder
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to service. The resource teachers, who'had'an.airerage'of two years exper-.

fence in the program had student loads ranging from 53 to 250. However,

only two (10 percent) of the schools studied had full-time mathematics resource

teachers, even though 90 percent of the schools had full-time reading resource teachers,

the number'of Title I staff appears generally inadecidate. In almost

all schools additional
mathematics resource teachers are needed and there is'wide;-.

spread concern over the seeming inability to hire and retain competent

mathematics resource teachers. In about one-half of the schools, addition-

al reading resource leachers are needed as well; and, in some instances,

support staff, including pupil personnel workers, social workers, psycholo-

gists, and aides are needed.,

NAne of tilt schools had at least one part-time pupil

personnel worker and one part-tiMe pUpil personnel aide; 14 of the 16

.

schools had a part-time clinicabpsychologistand nine had one part-

time speech therapist. About 12 of the schools reported that they
4

had three full-time educational aides to assist .the,classoom-and resource

teachers:

TABLE IV -1

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF SECONDARY SCHOOL
RESOURCE TEACHERS BY AVERAGE LENGTH OF EXPERIENCE

Title

Math resource teachers
Reading resource teachers
Pupil personnel workers
Pu iPpersonnel aides
Clinical psychologist
Hearing TherapiSt -

Speech therApist
it, Social Wm:1(er

Sight Conskrvationist
EducatiOnal Aides .

i Community Aides

*averages only

ti

NPersons'

Schools Fulltime

#Persons

Parttime

II Years
Experience Total
Title'I

tut'

9
.4 10

17

2.1*

2.1*

10

17

2' 10 5.6* 12

5 6 3.0* 11

9 2.3,' 9
2 2.1* 2

6 3,0* 6

2 4.2*

1 . 6.0'; 1

24 4 3.0* 28

2 - 4.0* 2

109
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All five non-teaching professionalscpmFiletiiJg questionnaires were

pupil personnel workers with..B.A. or p.s: degrees. 4bout nine of them

them had eight years of experidhce working with Titl I students, and the

others, had loss than eight years. aout thigteen o the non-teaching pro-

fessionals are flan time to the school system.
4 ) .

The pupil personnel workers experienced dif culty'in providing

services to the tudents in several ways,'Ilhalthough t e services they did

rovide were ra "average" to "good"

4

by twelve of t e prancipals.

Thirty-four perceAt (1394) of the Tit,le:1 students were considered.to fall to

the most critical pupil personnel case categoiy while only,18 percent (538) ell

into the least critical pupil personnel case category. -Yet, a majority

of the pupil personnel workers felt they were Uhable.to provide services

to more than 50% of the total identified students. In several schools,

both principals and resource teacher i cated the pupil perspnnel services

were a major contributing factor to progr success. More,of their servi,-

ceS will be needed for increased effectiveness of the,secondary school,pro-
,

gram, A further reflection of inadequacies in th. area is the fact that

only about 50% of the staff felt their profession skills were used well

in serving the students while the other 50% did no .

Causes for.those problems were identified and were a lack of under-
.

standing on the part Of other Tit)e I personnel regarding their role, dif-

ficulty in explaining the restriction of the program to 7th graders to

paapil6k, a lack of space to work in, and limited access to telephones which
.

are necessary to maintaining contact with parents and community organizations.
\ 44*

Most of the pupil personnel worker's time is spent on home/commun-

ity liaison and follow-up,'and on consultations with parents, regarding

children'schildren's problems. Less'time is_spent on such tasks as post-

110
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assessment consultation with school personnel to discuss problems/diagnosis

.

of individual pupils; planning with and assisting school personnel and Other
. . . , .

, It.
. .

.

.
, .

professionals, to develop treatment, therapy or intervention piograms for

individual childr rals for assessment, testing or diagnosis of in-
L

dividual students; and lanning anFiconsultation,with school personnel for

problems and programs geared to many stddents. A need to increase the amount

of time'spent on this.lask task, planning with school personnel for wide:

spread problems and programs,was reflected in the responses' of the pupil

personnel workers.

Where student problems were identified, and follow-through in the

form of treatment, therapy or intervention was necessary for amelioration

' of the original condition, one out of the five workers found it usually ade-

quate and two found it sometimes adequate..,

The Para- professionals, which include pupil personnel aides and

educational aides, tended to be women and Oyer one-half were over the age

\of 40. Their experience ranged'from less than one yeas to nine years, with

O

a majority having two to three years experience. Most ofthe pupil person-

nel worker's time was spent working directly with the students, although an
ti

average of two hours a day was devoted to administrative and clerical dut-

ies.ies. Over 75% of thPpupil personnel. aides feat their talents-were well
1-)

used. The assistance of the aidestwas helpful to the teachers and,.in some

instances, quite important, and their level of performance was rated good

by a majority of the principals.

Slightly mare than half of the educational aides were npt )working

with the Competitive Partnership Reading Program. Those who were working

with the program were using McGraw-Hill or both D. C.
4
Heath and McGraw Hill.

111
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One-half of the' educational aide did not work with the Comfietitive Partnar-

1

, f

ship Mathematics programs. Thos aides who did work with the program uti-

lized the D. C. Heath and pandom House programs.

Over 50 percdnt (16) Of the ai es sometimes actively p&rticipated in

the classroom planning wi h the eaches, and, thirty percent (10) always acti

1

participated in planning. Moreithan h rf of the aides were responsible for

preparing worksheets, maintain' g inst uctional materials, supplies gnd

.equipment, pre ring bulletin board d plays,.administering teacher-made

tests,'and wing up equipment for a heading, math, science or social stud-

-
lei class.

The performance of the resourc teachers was generally excellent ac-

cording to the principals land such performance wmsa major program strength

A

at several schools. In some instances,
.
however, high turnover rates or in-

experienqe hampered program effectiveness.

Parent volunteer workers performed adequately, according to the pridi

cipals. Principals, resource teachers, and nonteaching professionals all

noted that the Title I program itself has increased p.rental involvement in

the schools. Such increased i:nvolvemerit; combined with better parent school

communication, has been a positive result of Title I. In

some schools, howe er, the experience has not been.so positive, and'there

0

does exist a lack f parent support and effective and consistent dealings

between parents an&the schools. Concommitant with increased involvement

and better communication is,an increased articulation by parents of dissat-

isfaction with the program.

112
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Instructional Program
/

The secondary school program was centered around reading and'mathe-

.

matics. The resource teachers in both areas thus-became the main force in ,

carrying out the program. Chapter II gives the results of standardiied tests

in detail, pointing out the
.

gain scores and grade point average for secondary
c7

school children.

A number of- principals and resource teachers have empifasized im-

proved reading and math skill's as a major program advantage. ,Almost all

F

the principals and resource teachers felt that it is unfair to measure thb

student gains by the standdrdized tests alone. In fact, when asked to rate

the reliability of the tests and the validity df-the 'results; five of=the,

principals felt they were below average, one felt they were poor, five felt

1

they were average, and another five felt they were good. There were factors

such as student motivation, cooperation, socialization and services to the,com-
*

munity which could not be measured by the test results. Achievement ih those

Areas were really more significant insofar as the success in life was con-

cerned. No systematic method has been set up, ,to date, to measure the gain

in those.areas andit is crucial to have a system for assessing them.

3

/

413
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,About ten of the principals felt that the reading and math'

programs their school is involved in are "excellent". They credited it to

the mell trained reading and math resource, teachers, pupil personnel Work- j

. .

ers, aides, and the local school-consultants. Thee resource teachers have

reported to have noticed more "confidence" in the program and they were
.

satisfied with the "spacious" laboratories and the assistance of an aide

as incentives to do a good job.

The support staff expressed similar feelings of satisfaction. The

pupil personnel workers found iemitrewardi6" to work with .thC students on

individual and smallAgoup bases and found it to contribute to student pro-
.

,

gress, both academically and socially. The resource teachers likewise em-

phasized the increased ability to identify student need and thVadvantwe

of small iPoup"Ind'individualized instruction' with its correlative iMprove-

ments in academic 'achievement, in attendance, and in student attitudes and

behavior.

Th( non-academic components of Title r have also beeif contributing

factors in progiam success. The extracurricular activities haVe generally

been advantageous 6 Title I students although some schools have provided

a greater number of activities than others. In some schools, activities

have been Curtailed because of a lack of funds orjnadequate transportation

facilities. The clothing program has, in some schoeas, been very important

and has generally worked well. This program was, apparently, an impr:tant

non - academic, component sihce three of the five pupil perso4nel workers in-

dicated clothing,to bey a major and common student'problem.

'114
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About 60 percent (15) of the resource teachers and over 80 percent (13) of
1 .

.

the principals felt that they do not have adequate funds to complete the

projected tasks in their respective programs, although 12 of the principals

.felt that the budget was properly utilized.

The level of overal program organization and coordination at the
.

Various levels was generally thought to be effective. In some schools, the .

development of cohesive staff and support from pupil personnel services

and aides were major program strengths, as was the ability of the coordina-

tor in other schools. Eighty percent (13) of the principals rated coordination

efforts between -classrOom and resourc4 teachers as very_good. An evenogreat-,

er number of principals, as well as nonteachigg professionals; gave a pos.ix

tive appraisal of cooperation from LEA, the SEA Witlt I office and the SU-

perintendent of Instruction. On a lower levelf between aides and resource

or clasiroom teachers, there appears to be an Absence of regular active par-

ticipation on the part of aides in classroom planning, althoUgh,4nly 1/2 of

the aides were utilized in the Title I prograrl. In some schools, the re-
, /

source teachers have difficulty in keeping the aides buss.

The California Test of Basic Skills was the most popular diagnostic

procedure, used by 63 percent (16) of4the resource teachers. The D.C. Criterion

Reference Test was used by 32 percent (8) of the resource teacher, and three of

the 14 reading resource teachers interviewed did nclt use any standardized

test. Almost 90 percent (25) of the resource teachers supplemehted the diagnos-

. tic tests, Fifty-three percent (12) used teacher made tests. The othir most

commonly used tesui, employed by.the reading resource teachers were the Botel

Phonics test (12), the Kottmeyer test (8),' and the Morrison-McCall test
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TABLE IV-2

.

NUMBER OF TEACHERS USING DIFFERENT
DIAGNOSTIC TESTS IN'TITLE I SECONDARY SCHOOLS

.

v.

, .

Diagnostic Procedures Reading Mathematics , 'Total

California Achievement Test 1*, 1 2

California Tesf of Baiic Skills. 9' 3 12 .

.C. Criterion Reference Test S 1 6'

Publishers Test .-- 1:1: C. Heath 1 1

NO:tests used 3

*The number of times tests were used was calcIted frpm a total of 19

teachers (14 reading and 5 math) respondihg to this particular item df

the.suxvey.
,

At'
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TABLE 1*3

NUMBER OF TEACHERS USING SUPPLEMENTAL TESTS

Supplemental Tests Reading . Mathematics Total

Teacher made tests (and.other
informal methods)'

L
3 . 10

Botel Phonics 7 7

Kottmeykr 5 - 5

Morrison McCall 4 4

S

Gates McGinite 2 2

I.R.T. 2 .... 2

prescriptive Reading Test 1 - ' 1

Dolch 220 Word List
rr

. 1 . 1

Educational Development Lab' ,

s

1

No tests used 1 1 y 2

California Ari;tbmetic Test 1 1

S.R.A.
-"J

1 1

Prescriptive Math Test 1 / 4 1

4

117
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TABLE IV-4

ct STUDENT GROUPINGS.FOR DIFFERENT INSTRUCTIONAL
ACTIVITIES AS-REPORTED BY RESOURCE TEACHERS

Type of Grouping Reading Michematics Total

Skill level,or ability 4' 8 1 9
_1

Individualized or small groups' 4 4 .. 8

Test results , 3 . - 3

'Academic grade level '2
.

Interest grouping 2 2

Teacher observation 1 1

k

I

4-
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TABLE 1V:5

AREAS OF STUDENT LEARNING DIFFICULTIES
AS REPORTED BY RESOURCE TEACHERS

Learning Problem Reading Mathematics . Total

Comprehension 56

Spelling 2

'.Vocabulary

Word Recoghition

Phonics and Language skills

2

2

2

Listening. skills 2

Discipline 2

Attention span 1

Computation (particularly division)

3

3

1 . 2

1

*The number of:times tests were used was calculated from a total of 11 teachers

(9 reading and 2 math) responding to this particular item of the survey.

'10
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Only 63 urgent (IS) of'the resource teachers, felt the diagnostic pro-

cedures were adequate and 21 percent (S) thought that they were not effective.

In some instances, the resource teachers stated the CTBS was inadequate as

a diagnostic tool or'irrelevant tp the Students:

The resource teachers grouped their students in various ways.

1

of the math teachert respopding used individualized or small group instruc-
/

tion wane only 28 p reent (4) of the reading teachers used that method. The

majority of reading eachers (S6 perri or g) grouped their students ,according m skill

level ability. Other methods used, alone' or in combination. with others,

weregrouping by test results (21 percent
,
Qr 5)1 academic grade bevel (14 per-

4

cent or 3), or by student interests (14 percent or 3):

While the resource teachers identified academic learning difficul-
,

ties such as comprehension, spelling, and listening skills experienced by

4

students, it wduld appear from the collective responses Of para-profession-,

als, nontcaching professionals and-resource teachers that non-academic learn-

ing difficulties were greater inhibitors to achievembnt. One of these in-,

?.?

hibitors, identified by 27 percent (7) of the resource teachers, was discipline

In addition, all of the pupil personnel workers found discipline to be one

of the five most common problemS and the para-prOfessjonals als0 identified

disCipkine as a major area of concern.

Yet, while discipline was identified by all Title 1 personnel from

principal to para - professionals as a learning difficulty, the underlying

causes for both this and academic learning problems were also pinpointed

by the responses oflitle I personnel. Both para-professionals and non-

teaching professionalstointed to a lack Of motivation and disruptive family

conditions as major barr crs to learning. In addition the need for students
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TABLE IV-6

MAJOR STRENGTHS OF THE TITLE' I P1)GRAM IN,

SECONDARY SCHOOLS AS REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS AND SOURCE TEACHERS

' Resource

f Principals Teachers

1. Plentifur supply of instructional materials J4
, ,

2. Adequate equipment for the teachers & students,

21

N

to use 27
J 1

,

.

3. Resource teachers (math & reading) contributed

'much to the teaching & learning environment of
the school . 10 14

4. Cooperation among the staff was "excellent" 12 18 ,

.

5. Parent volunteers did an outstanding job 14 1 14

6. Community involvement (parent participation)
in Title I pro/ gram was "very good"

.,

14 . 21

7. Improved reading & math skills O. 10 25

8. .Spacious laboratories t 12 14

9. Small group individualized instruction 8 25

10. Other (cultural enrichment, clothing, breakfast,
field trips, etc.) , 13/ 9

I-
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TABLE IV-7

MAJOR PROBLEMS IN TITLE I SCHOOLS AS REPORTED By PRINCWALS.
RESOURCE TEACHERS, PROFESSIONALS, AND PARAIPROFESSIONALS

Poor nutrition .0

\

Nee4'.hetter self-image 5 -

,

\ 1 1 1.

. Need 4n adult interestedAin them ,4 ,

3 7

5 13

.4 10 11

10

8

. /

Lack\of basic skills 1 , N/A 9/ 8
1,

Visioh ; N/A 4 7 Z

Denta' Care t ,N/A 4 44

Physical Health /Other problems N/A 4 S 2

i .
t I

Speech N/A 5 8 ...0 7

die.
Reading retardation N/A 3 . 12 9

$

Emotional problems N/A 4 10 '3

r

Social adjustment N/A- 4 25

"----

13 '

No substitute teachers N/A N/A 18 14

Too much paperwork N/A '5 4 12

Poor communication* with Title I

office 2 4 23 11

-/----
.

Eligibility list of students
,

arrived late N/A 2 10 15

---

13 '

No substitute teachers N/A N/A 18 14

Too much paperwork N/A '5 4 12

Poor communication* with Title I

office 2 4 23 11

-/----
.

Eligibility list of students
,

arrived late N/A 2 10 15

Limited interest in seconak
- schools by the Title I offike 1 122 3

1 122 3

15 815 8
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to have a better self image and the need to have_a

them are common to many Title I'students. Vision, dental, care, and other

physical health problems have also createdlea.rnfirriers-:.----

results of these learning-infilititors reflected in teache

ratings of students' academic difficulties. Compr hcnsion was the major,

area of concern; identified'by 55 percent of the reading resource teacl#rs.

.in the areas of speltling, Jocabulary: word/

.percent of the reading resource telchers.

resource teachers noted deficiencies in listen7

Less paramount concerns were

recognition, and phonics (22

Twenty-seven percent of all

ing skills. Several math resource teachers commented that the reading

level of the D. C. Beath Competitive Partnership Program was
%

for thtudents.

too difficult

Effective motivation of ,students would necessarily require consi-
.

deration of.both academic and-non-academic learning difficulties. The five

most common motivating techniques used by the resource teachers were: (1)

Always having a positive attitude and never belittling the students; MA.
111

.providing.tasks which were success - oriented, relevXt and interesting;

(3) relating materials to their experiences; (4) providing stimulating
416

equipment And materials; and,(S) providing pleasant physical surroundings.

Resource teachers have encountgefed difficulties with math labs and

Educational Development Learninbs. Eighty percent of the principafs.

indicated the classroom facilities were "good". The pupil personnel workers

saw a need for private work space. Overa I space was a problem at one

school, and increased library space was needed in another school. Late

rival of the math lab created distuftion_in.dna instance, and the ab

of math labs is to be found-in two other schools.

ever,.

A

facilities were qpite adequate.

Generally speaking, ow-
.
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Availability of necessary equipment was generally "excellent'S,

'throughout the schools although there a widespread concern that funds

equipment. Alirty-three percenthe provided for maintenance and repair

ef the principals found the equipment adequate; 13 percent found the reading

9quipment adequate and 13 percent expressed a need for additional equipmet

In at least one instance, basic equipment was not received in accordance

,
with the agreement and Title I mandates.

1

The variety of materials and supplies has been one of the most ad-

*.
.1

0
.

vantageous features of the Title I program. In a few instances, however,

principals and resource teachers encountered a lack or observed inequities

in the diiiribution of the materials and supplies Several Title I princi-.

pals anj teachers have exp essed dissatisfaction in .the prOcurement and

,,.. 'distribution system used or supplying Title I materials.

a
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Ma or Findin

---
facing the secondary sch

, ,

equate staffin: been seen as.one 6f the major

There see

shortage of ma ource teachers. There were

syste who managedel: w ole year without a math r= ounce teac er to service
4

sprea$,.

s chools i the

tneTWelstudents,.,13,WiprinCip7tland--rdinatorsar_pftremely con-

cerned,about the situation, but yeMunab e ,to do much to remedy the problem.

*

It is, therefore, recommended that an intensive search should be

made within the system and outside 'to find sufficient number.. of re1E1r
ers to work with Title I junior high school student efore the school

year starts. At the end of each school year a survey should be conducted

to determine the staff needs for the coming year, and summer months should

be set aside for the actual recruitment and selection of the needed stff.

A data bank on interested candidates should be' maintained by the coordina-
.,,,

ibrstafill in the vacancie s as'soon as they occur.

2. Teacher turn-over has been rated as one of the difficult prob-

lems many Title I schools,were faced with. Once a teacher resigns; it takes

several months before the position could be filled. Vacancies occur more

often in Title I schools than in non-Title I schools because of the tempor-

ary status the.Title I teachers are given. Another reason is relatively
4

low salary levels at which the teachers ar paid.

It is, therefore, recommended tha provision should be made to give

"proba nary" and "permanent" status to itle I teachers, just like the

lar teachers; and.theircSalaries should be comparable or better because

of their involvement.in a unique program of great impor

-aries are7made attractice and job stabil' is assured, the teacher tu40 rnover

4.
,7v

..

t
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will decline'and more and more competent teachers will come forward to work

with the Title'I students.

,3. The actual number of aides to assist in the daily activities of

the resource teachers were comparatively better than that of elementary

and non-public schools (see Table IV-l). However, many of them were untrained and

ill-prepared.to takeup the assignAllo when they were given. Consequently, their

overall effectiveness was less than the general expectation.

)
It is, therefore, recommended that a special training program be

set up for teacher aides, each time prior to making changes in the program

activities. This may be done at the local or central, level, but aside from

the regular staff development activities in which they should always be a.

part.

4. No provision is available at present for arranging substitute .,

teachers when resource tIchers are taken ill or have to attend a staff de-
:. .

velopment ses4 sion.(see Table IV -7). Some teachers take off without making suffi-

4

cient arrangements to cover their classes, thus aepriving students ofthe supplementary

services they should be getting.

It is, therefore, recommended that funds should be made available

in the annual budget to hire substitute teachers when the need arises. It',

will enable the resource teachers to attend the periodic staff development

sessions, and to attract some competent teachers to the Title I program in

the future. /

!../-

...
5. Marty Schools have a Program Assistant to p-th-6principal in

r

coordinating the Title I activities +er, some schools have no Program

,------ '. ,

Asgistant-or onty art-time rson to fill the position. It places too

muc 'urden on the pri ipals, making it virtually impossible for them to
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4

,give sufficient attention'to the admipistrgfive and program needs of the
. ,

school.

It is, therefore, recommended that a full-time Program Assistant

be appointed at each Thiel' junior high schgol to work closely with the

principal on administrative'matters, and Title I program activities.

6. There consensbs, among principals and teache s studied asto
.

.

the deficiencies in program Management and organization. Some of the major .

ones identified were (see Tableq IV-7):

(1) the list of eligible 'Title I students wisnot received on

time;

(2) guidelines frOm the Title office are unclear and communi:7

cation-with the Title I offices,in the case of several

schools', poor.

(3) ithe central office appeared more interested in the elemen-

tary school program than in the secondary school prOgram.

(4) Too much paperwork and added administrative work, as well

as excess bureaucracy in the overall Title I administration.

In addition to ttose, xhere was general concern focused on expansion

of the program -- either to cover all seventh gradets or identified 8th and

9th graders: In a substantial number of schools (25%) there are. apparently

many identified students who are not in the program. This was caused, in

some instances, by a lack of cuss space.

It is e ore, recommended that the -secondary coordinator re-ex-

inb- the priorities on the bails of the' problems identified and the

tion criteria used for each,year. Every effort should be made to provide

the list of selected students within the first two weeks of clas in each

128
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school year, Ad-to seek out for needs of local Sehdols so that they

canle better served through Title I Supplementary Services.

It is further recommended that the Title I Office,examine the re-

' source allocations for secondary schools to find possible avenues to extend

the services to all'eligible students currently attending seventh grade in

P.S.D.C.

7. Several pupil personnel, workers (50 %) and principals (30%) have

cited the disection of the program (1-3'and 7) as reducing the value of the

program. If students' were in a continuous program or if the program was

confined to the lower grades, greater reinforcement of reaming and increas-

ed skill levels might be achieved. About 60% of classroom and resource

teachers exprAsed distatisfaction in the break between third and seventh

grades.

, It is, therefore, recommended diat plans should be made to expand

the Title I program kindergarten through seventh grade eli inating the break

between third and seventh grades. A pilot program should e implemented in

one or two schools, the results of which should support an increased budget

request for the next fiseilyear;

'8. facilities and eqUipment in most secondary schools were quite

,adequate. In some schools they have more equipment than they actually can

use. In some others there are equipment inoperative from the daj, the school

ed it. Forty percent of the principals surveyed pointed out that

they have no money to repair the equipment broken dow,

It is, therefore, recommends only a minimum amount of money

be used in buying'ne pment for schools which were in Title I for an
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extended period,of time: The money thus saved should be set aside for

"petty cash" for principals to, locally repair any equipment that needs re-

pair services. Every school should be provided with a "safety locker" to
4

keep their costly equipment to protect them from vandalism.

.1
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CHAPTER V

PROGRAMS IN THE NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS

EVALUATION AREAS AND DATA SOURCES
V

The Title I Program in the non-public schools was analyzed in terms of'
. .

resource allocations; eligibility criteria for students; the actual perfor-

ranee of the students on standardized.tests; and the coordinative mechanisms

with public school program. Tlie finding.; and recommendations presented'

in this section address these areas.
'

TablqA, - 1 summarizes the data sources.that were used to secure the

firidings.

Wable V 1

DATA SOURCES FOR NON-PUBLIC SWOOL ANALYSIS

. .

Source

1. Standardized tests

2. Questionnaire results

Resource.tqachers

Educational Aides

Non-teaching professionals

Parents

3. Interview results

Principal

ReSource teachere

Other admin. rS

4. Reports ad othordoeumonts provided by the PSDC Title I

Office (Secondary Data) 21

A.
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The number of questionnaires completed by the educationag aides, non-

teaching professionals, and parents was too small to be included in.the analysis.

DESCRIPTION bF THE NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL PROGRAM

The Non-Public schoolprogram operated in nine schools for FY 1974.

Grades 1 through 8 were eligible for Title I services. The program was ad-

ministered through the PSDC"Firle I Office by a Reading Program CoorOinator

and a MatheMatics trogram. Coordinator. The major emphasis given to reading

and mathematic's in the Public Sthools was also reflected in the program in

tAe non-public schools. For academic year 1973-74, approximately 1.000 non-

. .

public school students were identified ias being eligible,for Title,1-ser-

vices. The budget'for the year was $349 26. The projected-per pupil ex-

penditure (PPE) was $350; the ne projected 11111-as for.the public schools.

Within the s ools,identified students were released from .regular

classes in order to receive special instruction from the reading, and mathc-
,

tics resource teachers. While some of the reading and. mathematics resource

teachers had access to'the same_TatzriaIs Used in the CoMpetitive Partner-
.--

, ship (CP) program in the FSDC, the CP program was neither contracte

Irr operating in the nonpublic school Title I P ram, according to the

available information. Tests o measure student performance were the,

California Achievement Tests (CAT), the California Test of Basic Skills

(CTBS), and the Metropolitan Achievement Tests (MAT), mathematics sections.

\ 132. ,
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SELECTION RITERIA D STUDENTS SERVED'

.

S11e tion criteria fo students ,attending Non-Public schools paralelled
. f

thoSe used\b the PSDC. In the
\
PSDC, stu nts were first defined as liv;i.nein

. .

an "eligibi i area," designate as a P.11 is School Title / area. Next, as

with the p schools, those stu ents s4 ing At the 50th'ercentile or be,-
... ,

I

low on

.

4

the s
\ ',:

rdized pretests we*e selec ed"as Title I eligible students.
,i... -

.

Althoff& 4appro tely 1,000 student were identified in Non-Public schools

alcor.dingItth\ 74 Plan of Operation), the NOn-Public schooll,00 dinators
----

indtgatel ha'onl! about 50-60 percent of these studentswere actually served,

As &result actu 1 per pupil expenditures w re more in the range of $580 to

---------7:
$700'rather han tie TaojeCteA- $350 enditure per pupil. Furthermore,,

\
No'n-

Publi1 school pers nel we of aware of the selecion criteria for schools,

even ough thi public information.

The non - public school personnel reported a number of problems in
0,

servi
ft

11 eligible \students. These problems included the following:
,

16- Two schools reported inadequate facilities for con-,'

\
.

4

ducting special classes ip,reading and/or mathematics.

2. One school was actually merged ifito another durinp.the

/
school year, reducing the number of operating Title I

schools from 9 to. 8.

. , .

3. 'Resource teachers usual)y'had "to divide their time be-

tween two school, making it difficult to serve all

eligible students.

The'Title I office and ,public school progr m should give often--
I

tion to overcoming these problems in order to saive.th full number of

Title I eligible ktudents. 133
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RESOURCE ALLOCATION

Table V - 2 shOws the Non- Public Schools bud e obtained frOi the--

ESEA Comprehensive Program for 1Y 1974. 'Although a report of actual expend

tures was not available for all line items in the Plan of Operation, i

our understanding that the personnel funds were not

the NonPublic School Coordinator and five Resource

ly expended inasmuch asla,

Teachers were not hired.

The budget for teaching materials appears to be modest core

with principals' and teach rsi reports that addinglional teaching mat
a

sating

rials-and

supplies are needed. Coordinators and res4trce teachers reported th t they

- e
wor clotely in identrfying and yur hasing_needed instructional materials.

Apajor problem for'the,non-p lic schools was the limited number of

resource teachers actually hiredf Ten resource teachers were employed f r the

eight schools in the program rater thalh the 15 budgeted.. However, becau e

1

both-reading and mathematics specializations are required, some of the tea-
.

chers divided their time between two sqhobls. Furthermore, although. there

proyision in the budget fyr-t-Weirdinator, for the entire program, this posi-

tion was not filled.

134
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Peranftel .

(1) TSA7Co, dinator'
(?) TSA,16 istant _ oord .eading)

IA TSA-10 potdi or (Mathematics)

(49 TSA -15 achers (Reading) '

($) TSA-1S,,,1 achers (Maihtmatics)
(6) GS-6 Sec etry
(7) S-4 Edu:n1 tional Aides --

. -
'-.--------.

Cultu al Enricl ent
_11)- S oo based perfo

(2), Adiniss ons

c. Other Cost Items
(1) Travel a 4 transportation of students

(2) , Educatio al.Supplies and'Iliaterials-

(3) Claisroom Otpment
(4) Books (tex and paperbacks)

(5) 'Miscellane services, repair & installation

Table V - 2

BUDGET FOR NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS*

POSITION n

nces
. P

' SUB-TOTAL

UMBER COST OF .

ALLOTED EACH WIAL

-- 1 $ 118 $ 19;118

17,671 777,671
1 17,671 17,47f

1 13, 266 106',128

7 13,266 92,862

,1 10,830

7 8,193 57,351

Source: ESEA Comprehensive Program FY 1974.

4 \
1; s

so

135
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2,000
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. TEST ANALYSIS,

The standLdized tests used by the Non - Public schools were thesame.as

those used by the PSDC;

1. Reading , Grade 2 - California Achievement Test; Graders '3 -8

Abrnia Test of Basic Skills.

2. Mathematics -

The results of the

AP'

Metrdpolitan Achieve vent Tests Or all grades.

reading .tests -by grade are presented in Table

The following obsexyations can be made,

The

1. The average gain was .94, more than one month higher than the

1

eight months between 'pretest and posttest.

2. The average gain achieved failed to make.up for the average grade

Cali-

V 3.

_level 'deficiency of 1.26., The difference is equal to more than

3 months.

3. Grade equivalent deficiencies tend toincrease with school grade.

Grades 4 through 8 Were'..bahialf;,Adrone to two years.

4. Although the Title I students made teasonahle progress, more in-
,

tensive work will be required with these students to bring them

up-to grade level: ,Prevention of reading uoblems should be em-
..

phasized in. grades 2-4, while correction of deficiencies (including

poor reading, habits and poor motivation) should be emphasized

grades 54.

The results of the mat ematics tests by grad

obsertrations for mathemati are similar
1
to'i6s

,

1. The average gain f all grades was 0\91, again more than one

11

are in Table V - 4.

made fI reading.

, 136
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'Table V - 3

NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL READING TEST.R2SULT7'
GRADE EQUIVALENTS*

Grade

Number
of

Schools Pretest Posttest Gain

2

M** 1.51 2.59k 1.07

SD*** .46 ' .63 .69

)-

N**** 35. j 35. 35.

.

3 6
/

M 2.13 2.93 /.80

SD .67 .80 .89

N 45. 45. 45.

4

4 6

4.24 1.27

SD 1.01 .90 1.12

c'N 50. 50.- 50.

5 6

/ M 3.57 4.38
-

.82

SD .85 _ 1.05 1,15

N 59. 59. 59.

\fi 6

m 4.58 5.15 .57

SD .80. .87 .74

N 29. 29. 29.

4

.28 5.42 '1.13

SD .99 1.75 1.52

11
I N 25 25. 25.

1

M 6.07 6.59 0.52
SD .10 .32 .74

N S. S. S.

Statistical 'Results reported here are for all grades.
** Mean
*** Standard Deviation

**** Number
\-
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Table V - 4

,

NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL MATHEMATICS TEST RESULTS
,GRADE EQUIVALENTS*

Numbers

of
Grade 1 Schools Pi4te.

. .

Posttett. Gain

2 1

3

44** 1.55 1.60 .06 /

.23 .23 :37

7. 7. 7.

4

M
SD
N

2.52

.38

20..

2.:23

20:

.34

20.

M
SD
N

2.92

.67

78.

4.12
1.06

78.

J.I9
.75

.

#

.7

M 3.71. 4.63 .92

SD .68 .81 :70

N 82. 82., 82.

,..,.'! -.

M . 4.59 5.44 .85

SD .60 ,79 .52

N '78. 78. 78.

8 '6

M 5.31 .6.46 1.15

SD , .98 1.59 1.01

N 48. 48. 48.

M 6.10 7.03 .93

SD 1.01 1.35

-N 57. 57. 57.

Statistical Results reported here are for all grades

Mean
Standard Deviation
Number. .

1319
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month higher than the eight month period between pretest and'post-

\ test.t.

The gain Of .94 clompares with a deficiency of 1.36, a diff rence

of more than 4 months

Deficiencies tend to in rease with grade.

More intensive\work will\be required to bring the Title I st dents

up to grade level. .t

A technical problem worth noting in the analysis of the standardi ed

test data was that scoring of the tests is incomplete. All schools recorded

pretest and posttest grade equivalent4 and percentiles for total reading and

mathematics scored. HoWever, there was too little information provided on

subscores fOr a detailed analysis.

REACTIONS OF PRINCIPALS AND RES CE TEACHERS TO THE TITLE I PROGRAM

1

The following information was taken from both the questionnaires and

interviews of the non-public school principals and resource teachers regarding

the Title I Program. The statements reported here were made most frequently,

by the respondents in the partiCular category. They have been presented here

to give an indication of how.the Title I Program was perceived by the profes-
k

sional staff involved.

SIGNIFIC1NTFEATURES OF THE TITLE I PROGRAM

The principals mentioned that the assistance that was gained from

Mathematics and Reading Resource teachers is a major asset to the progriM.--,

This'assistance acilitated another significant feature, the progrpss of the?

children'in the areas of reading, and mathematics. Principals also perceived
f

st,

139
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4.

the cultural enrichment pi-6gram As a major strength of the Title I Program.

Other strengths of the Title I Program included the availability of Materials,

the excellent rapport between '4tle I staff and regular staff, the postive

chlge in attitude of tile Title children mid the assistance of the pup 1

personnel worker,-

More than 1/3 of the,princip ls cited the increased parent interlt in

the total school program. They also cited more cooperation'from the Title I

,.
parents. Such increased interest and cooperation has made parents more aware

.

- -.... ,

'

of the Title I program. Some of the principals suggested that non=Title I

parents be given a chance to support the PAC. The principals would like the

PAC, to provide a greater outreach and to see the parents become more active in

the program. However, it is not certain whether the Office of Education Guide-

lines wdald permit the involvement of non-Title I parents in the Title I Program.

00
Positive features of the FY 1974 Program reported by Resource Teachers

included the following:

1. Small group instruction in reading and mathematics.

2. Availability of many and varied materials.

3. Improved attitudes of the children and teachers.

_4. Cooperation and flexibility in the program

S. Good in-service training.
4

6. Guidelines for identifying children.

7. Progress in area of reading.

PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED IN THE PROGRAM

There were some problems encountered during the year. Materials

arrived at the schools late or they were not received at all. There was

140 ry
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ti

lack of facilities or the Program in some schools. One' roblem that con-
.

ceined some of the p incipals was that the resource teache s worked only

,1
4

part-time. They felt hat his vas not sufficient for remed'ation. Seven

out of eight pincipals,
\

said

to carry out the Title I opera ions. They wanted full-time aides in all

//
classrooms, full-time resource teachers for each school and a speech thera-

hat they did not have adequate Title I staff

pist. Some principals suggested pupil personnel workers, school psychologist,

and medidal staff in order for the Title I Program to operate effectively.

The majority of the principals felt that their staff cooperated very-well or

excellently to make the Title I ProgYam a success. Following is a summary

or problems reported by principals:

1. Late arrival of materials.

2. Inadequate local facilities and lack.of Title I funds to

rectify it. tle

3. Part-time resource teachers.

4. No input from principals in budget preparation and use.

5. Lack of direct line of communication between coordinators,

principal's; and staff.

6. No full-time non-public school coordinator:

The following problems were reported by Resource Teachers:

1. Lack of time.

2. Delay in receiving materials.

3: Lack of communications between Title I office and non-

public schools.

141
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4. Lack of familiarity w th th PSDC1plan of operationg.

5.4 Need for software and ore h rdware.

6. Fragmentation of servi es.

7. Non-cooperative aides.

SUGGESTED CHANGES

Some of the principals were concerned over budget. nput and ava4a-.

bility as well as the lack of communication between the school and the Title

I coordinator'.

The principalg felt that many of these problems could he lessened

or eliminated by establishing direct lines off' communications between caor-

difiafors, principals, and Title I staff. The principals thought that a

full-time coordinator and full-time Title. I staff could lessen Some of the
4

problems. A few principals felt that a solution was allowing non-publid schoels to

identify children by their school criteria. The principals alSo felt that

having an input into the Title Program would eliminate or lessen severalsof

the problems.

Resource teachers from Non-Public Schools siggestW the fdllowing Fhanges:
4

1. Children should qualify for the entire program rather than

for a specific part of it, such as reading instruction.

2. Improved space.

3: Cultural expe,

performance in

Students.

lences, social factors, economic

school be used as bases for the

142. .

factors and

selection of
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4.

F

Reso ce'teahers should consist of one

rathe han part-time in two or more

for each building

buildings.
1

6. Prompt delivery of equipment (September).

7. Additional aides.

8. Additional software for each spool.

9. Meetings with principals as a group and discussion of the,

roles and responsibilities.

10. Non-public and public programs should not be treated dif-

ferently..

11. Improved coor nation'in the program.
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iECOMENDATINS

The following recommendTtions are based the fin ingi presented and

are intended to aid the PSDC Title I office and'eh Non-Pu lic'School compo-
\ r

nent personnel,plan its activities for the coning dr.

A

1. Contingent upon the number of childre identified as eligi-

Ible for Title I services and the fundi g level Of the total

program, additional staff is needed fo the Non-Public

School program. A full-tibe coordinate should be employed

for the Non-Public School component. would be desirable

'to employ one full-time reading resourc4 teacher and One

full-time mathematics resource teacher

in each school, assuming that the Title I ProgrOt continues

to emphasize reading amd mathematics skills.

2. Strengthen the coordination between the Title I office and

'the Non-Public Schools. Employment of a full-time coordi-

ndtor for this component would aid in this area.

3.111e.Title I office and Non-Public School staff should give

attention to serving a larger proportion of the eligible

students. Although limitations in staff, budget, and space

have placed constraints on Non-Public School operations,

solutions to these problems need to be found in order to

improve upon the deliveiy of seiviCes to all eligible stu-"
's,

dents.
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4.S plies and materia for the school year sh? ld be deli-
1

vered at th respeFti schools prior to the act al sta i g

i

of classes. It It is qui frustrating for, thevste to go

without th necessary rials for part of the\sch of year,

especially at the beginni when most of.the planning is

done for the entire year. rhaps certain arrangements .

could be made to,order the erials in sufficient quantity,
I

) partiCular( the non-instruct nal supplies, so that there

, 0

will bi? pletiy of "left-over" o meet the crisis period.

4

fa.
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COST EFFECTIVENESSANALYS

CHAPTER V

OF THE COMPETIT

ODUCTION

VE PARTNERSkIIP PROGRAMS

The Competitive Partnership (CP) program is a joint school'/industry

effort to test the effectiveness of arious publishers' programs with Title'

I students. Publishers of reading and mathematics programs were asked to

submit proposals to the schools. The schools reviewed the publishers' pro-

grams and proposals and selected the programs of four publishers in reading

and mathematics, as follows:

\_

Addison-Wesley X

blisher Reading Mathemati s.

D. C. Heath X X

dom House X X

M raw-Hill X

The CP program was started in school year 1972-73. The programs are

being tested over a three-year period, ending in school year 1974-75. At

that time, based on the cost effectiveness analysis, a decision will be made

Bey PSDC regarding the selertion ofthe publishefsl prOgram(s).to be adopted.

S parate selections will be made for reading and mathematics.

The CP program analysis isbeing conducted for.public elementary

.schools, grades 1-3. Public secondary schools may participate in the CP pro-

gram at a later time. Non-public schools are not participating in the CP..
program.
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The programs emmphasize i

'workbooks, teaching a i ds g'

'students or small groups. Eadh tudent can work at his o

I

gui ce and supervision of the t

- 122 -

dividualized instruction. Pamphlets,.

etc. are included for us wit4,indvidual

pace under the

acher. Some programs pro de their own

tests and student progresS record.

Contracts with the pub ish

e

rs include aStaff Development cdmponent

as wel as the purChaselof mat ials. Staff Development was included so

that te chera and other 'staff members could learn how to use the materials

6

and lirogr s ;effectivel

4
This chapter pres nts a summary of the Cost Effectiveness Analysis

of the Competitive Partnership Programs for reading and mathematics, in-

cluding recommendations for each area. Detailed recommendations are pre-

sented for thdeoperation and testing of Competitive Partnership Programs.,

Details of the analyies for costs and standardized test data are presented

next.

COST EFFECTIVENESS' ANALYSIS MODEL

The,Context, Input, Process, Product (CIPP) model was used as the

analytic model for cost effectiveness analysis. This model, in contrast with

simpler conceptions,of cost effectiveness, formulates effectiveness measures

as part of a process of overall program development. Cqntext variables con-
,.

sider the background of objectives, goals, and constiaints within which

ious decisions are made. Input variables consider'the relative costs, program

characteristics, staff development efforts, staff qualifications and rela\ted

Title I programs, materials and services. Process variables include program

1.47-
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and service utilization, elivery and continuity, and teachi g prrtic/s.

11 J

Product variables are eastlred in the form of standardized est data:

The CIPP modellmakes.allowaiices for the fact that ost effe tive-

t

ness analyses are ofte carried out under practical fiel, condition) and

that it is not always possible to "control" or "hold constant" the many var-
.-

iables that may effect the final results. To the practical decision maker

it is often lust as important to know the differences in context, input, and

process as it is to measure the final product. Such an analysis provides ,

clues as to the possible reasons that, one program may seem more,cost ef-

fective than another. The resulting analysis produces an effectivenesi 2127

file rather than a single measure of effectiveness.

Primary emphasis is given to the analysis of input, process 'and

product relationships to,gain a better underst nding of how the CP costs

and progrAM input interact with other" Title I component elements and non-

Title I elements. (Note:. Additional discussilms of the application of the

CIPP model to the Cost Effectiveness Analysis of Colpetitive Partnership

prograMs is presented in the Second Interim Report, dated September 20, 1974.)

In the analysis that follows, CP costs were annualized and are ex-

pressed. on the basistof annualized per student costs, a concept parallel to

per pupil expenditures. The standardized test results are presented in

the summary sections.for two years, 192 -73 and 1973-74. (See Chapter II

for the list of tests.) The\l972-73 standardized test data was obtained from

the Title 1 evaluation report for that year*

1. Evalbation Report, ESEA Title I Program for 1972-1973 Public Schools of
the District of Columbia, Vol. 1. Federal City College, Whshington, D.C.,
Contract No. 73223, April 30, 1974.
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The remain ng data was obtains from "Bui

the Tile I office or, from the Teache Questi

ministered by ACRA

SUMMARY

lding Profiles" provided

onnaire developed and ad-

.'50MMA Y.AND RECOMMENDATIONS: COST EFFECTIVENESS
OF COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIP READING PROGRAMS

The cost profile for reading programs is shown in Table VI - 1.

The D.C. Heath reading program is the least expensive in terms of annualized

costs per student ($5.34); however, the McGraw-Hill reading programs are

reasonably lose in cost wi h $6.94 per student per year. The Random House .

reading pro ams are the mo t expensive -- more than twice as costly ($11.94)

as the D.C. Heath reading p grams and about 68% more than the McGraw-Hill

reading pro rams.

Table VII-

ANNUALIZED PER STU E COSTS FOR
COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHI AIDING PROGRAMS

I.
D.C. Heath

McGraw-Hill

Random House

$ 5.34

6.94

11.94

The standardized test results for the two year period (Table VI - 2)

do not, at'this point, show a clear pattern favoring one reading program over

the other. In 1973-74, the McGraw-Hill reading PrOgrams achieved better re-
)

.suits than the other two in grade 2 - 1.1 vs. 0.9 Reading Total Gain Score,

149 ,
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Grade Equi

7 126 -

f1 nt; Random House reading programs achieved better resul

grade 1 than the other two reading_pragrans - 1.6 vs. 1.4 Reading Posttest

Tbtal Score, Grade Equivalent; but thert was no difference among the prof
1

grams in reading tests in grade 3. In 1972-73 the D.C. Heath reading pro-

grams compared with the others achieved the highest results in grade 3 (.6

Grade Equivalent Gain vs. .4 and .3) and the lowest results in grade 1 (1.5

Grade Equivalent Posttest vs, 1.9 for the others). The analyses of the sub-

tests (Reading Comprehension and Vocabulary) show substantially the same pat-
.

tern of results among the CP programs as does the analysis of the Total

Re, ding Scbre.

Table VI -3 shows the summary profile of input and process variables

fo the CP reading programs. These data were obtained largely from the

Te chers Questionnaire. Differences among the variables are examined in

teems of circumstances that may qualify the results of the cost and stait-

dardized iest analysis. Differences among the programs were tested, using

standard statistical techniques (Chi Square), and were also examined for

trends favoring one program,eNeliher.

Notice first that the CP reading groups are about equal in terms of

the qualifications and teaching experience of the teachers using them. Ad-

ditionally, the CP reading groUps are about equal in all but one area re-

lated to the library, its use, and reading activities. Finally, the groups

are about the same in terms of whether or not the teachers were involved in

making the decision about the selection of the CP reading program.

In almost all of the remaining areas, the Random House reading pro-

grams appear to have operated at a distinct disadvantage. The Random House

151
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table VI - 3

,44

SUMMARY PROFILE OF,COMPETITIVE?ARTNERSgIP'READING4FROGRAMS

Area and Item

4Studentiteacher Ratio

Students/Staff Member
Trained in CP

Percentage Increaseof
over 1972-73

4

Arrival /Starting Dates, of

CP Programs

Difference * -

None
D.C. - 21; M.H. -
RH. 11**-

Users '92% increase in number of
teachers using R.H. over
last year. e .4

D.C. - 80% Arrived by Dec. All teachers had other
(only 45% of others ar- curriculim materials

rived by Dec.) in Sept.

R.H. = arrived late and
started late,

Time Spent on Reading

I

Teaching Activities

Teacher Aides

;/..,/ Time Basis

'

COrnments

R.H. - teachers spent 30%
less time than M.H.;

R.H. - teachers spent 40%
less time thin D.C.

9.

M.R.ma emphasized listening

& d5Mprehension skills
)

less but used written com-

f & dictation more.

4 D.C. & M.H. teachers bad 90% had aides assigned.
4aides more than R.H. tea-

chers.

Relhted Reading Activities

3

None

R.F. teachers .used Book

Fair much less (27% as
compared to almost 1/2
of others)

152

58% of teachers had aides
less thin 1/2 time

37% of teachers had aides
half of the time

0

Read More In '74 used by
almost 2/3 of all; RIF
used by only about 10% _J*

of Ill; 'Bookmobile used

by Only'about 25% of all.

A
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Area and Item

4

Library and Reading Period
',Classroom Library
Well Equipped Schubl Lib.
Silent Reading Period
Take Home Books:

Take Textbooks "Home
Librarian
Other Library Visits

Pupil progress Profile
Records

Individualization of In-
struction

Selection of CP Program

r

Teacher Qualifications and
Experience
Level of Education
Certification
Pursuit of OtherTer-

6 tification

Yrs. Title I Teaching
'Experience

Yrs. teaching Primary .

-128-

able VI - 3 (continued)

.

Difference*

None
None,

None
None

R.H. - less than 1/2al-
lowed Other visits as

:compared to 2/3 of others

R.H. - kept loss. (19% did
not as.pompared to 7 -11%

of others who did not)

.4

Comments

83of all had them.
88% well equipped.
77% provided one.
Could not in 1/3 of

instances.
69% of all did not allow.
93% hid full-time.

0

D.C. - more small groups., 82% of all used small groups,
less lafge, le$s indivi, .individualized, or both.
duafized.

None'

None'

None

None

'None

. None

153'

Primarily done through col-
laboration of central."

school administrators &
'reading resource teachers;
classroom teacher least fre-
quently participates-in
decision making in'seltc-
tion of Title Itmaterials.

Average B.A.for 75.3% of all.
65% permanent.

Only 20% seeking another type
'of certification.
Where more permanent, less

seeking another.
?8% have 0-3 yrs. experience.
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Area and Item

- 129

Table VI - 3 (conclusiori)

Difference* Comments

Teacher Ratings of/CP R.H. - M.H. T conSistently,

Programs higher.

D.C. - consistently lower.

Particularly in language
activities, enrichment
activities, & adjusted
to indiVidual needs.

Sample of teachers was
small.

* Differences among C' programs tested for statistical significance using the

Chi Square test. Differences significant at the 5% level of confidence are
reported.

** Abbreviation's: D.C: ='D.C. Heath
M.M. = McGraw-Hill
R.H. = Random House
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reading program was started late in the school year.in 1972-73. In 1973-74

many, teachers were just starting with the Random House CP program (92% in-

crease over 1972 -73) and, in fact, more than half reported that they did not

receive the books and materials until January 1974 or later.. Furthermore,

teachers using the Random House reading programs reported spending 30% less

time on readine(minutes per week) than those teachers whq used the McGraw-

Hill programs and 40% less time on reading than those using.4e D.C. Heath

programs. Teachers using the Random House Programs also'had teacher aides

assigned to them less frequently. Finally, when teachers ratings of the

reading programs are considered; both McGraw-Hill and Random

House are rated.higher than D.C. Heath. Given a full year, of work with the

Random House materials; gain scores might prove to be higher than those ob-

tained ior.1972-l3 and 1973-74.

Differences between the D.C. Reath and the McGraw-Hill reading pro-

grams, in terms of the input, process, and product (test scores) used are

negligible. The McGraw-Hill programs were rated higher than the D.C. 'Heath

programs. However, the sample of,teachers who rated .each program was too

small to make these results conclusive. The ratio of the number of students

per staff member trained,Sin use of CP materials) in 1973 -74 seems to give

McGraht-Hill the advantage (McGraw-Hill, 10 students/staff member; D.C. Heath,

21 students per staff member); however, it is possible that D.C. Heath trained

more staff members ,in the previous year.

. 155
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RECOMMENDATIONS READING COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIP PROGRAMS

Although the D.C. Heath reading programs are the least costly in

terms of annualized per student cost, the information 'on effectiveness is

not stifficiently clear-cut to favor one publisher's programs over the other.

An improved distributiop and analytic model (detailed Iatei in this
a

report) should be` implemented f r the third year of the cost effectiveness ,

analysis. In this model, samp,es of teachers and students are given a com-.

bination of two Competitive Partnership programs to for the year, and

the cost effectiveness of using the combinations of programs is analyzed.

Comparisons of costs, teacher ratings, test results and other variables

should be. made. There are a number of reasons for this recommendation:

ls Use of several programs should enable teachers to select various

Competitive Partnership reading materials, according .to the learn-

ing needs and styles of individual children. Teachers should be

able to capitalize on the strengths of various Competitive Part-

nership. programs. This approach is more consistent with the con-

cept of the Total Learning Center.

2. In 1973-74 about 15% of the teachers responding indicated that they

were using more than one Competitive Partnership reading progam.

Apparently, use of several programs was not planned by the Title I

office, as the Competitive Partnership program user data listed

only two teachers who were using several Competitive Partnership

programs. It was not possible to analyze the test results for
1

teachers using several Competitive Partnership programs; however,
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theirfatings' of Competitive Partnership programs were quite

favorable.

3. When a decision is reached regarding the most cost effective

program(s), the materials from,the other publishe t (i.e., those

on hand and paid for) will have to be distributed among the

schools and teachers who will have the greatest use'for them.

The analysis of teachers,and students using more than one pro-
.

gram will provide data relevant to `the redistribution of these'

materials.

157
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SUMMARY 'AND RECOMMENDATIONS: COST EFFECTIVENESS
,OF THE COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIP MATHEMATICS PROGRAMS

The cost profile for mathematics is shown in Table VI - 4. D.C.

Heath mathematics is clearly the least expensive of the three mathematics

CP programs. In terms of 'annualized per student costs, D.C. Heath'S cost

compared to its nearest competitor (Random House) is slightly more than

r

half ($3.06 vs. $5.64). Additionally,,the test resultsfor.grades 2 and 3,

for both 1972-73' and 1973-74 show that D.C. Heath was the most effective in

terms of student Total Gain Score Grade Equivalents. The test esults.are

summarized in Table VI -.5 for the two years.

It would be premature, however, to reject in their entirety the Ran-

)

dom House mathematics and Addison-Wesley mathematics programs, Although

Random House and Addison-Wesley are more costly, both prograMs resulted in

quite -acceptable gain scores in grades 2 and 3 and were actually superior to

,the D.C. Heath mathematics program in grade 1 in 1973-74 (grade 1 mathematics

data was not reported in the 1972-73 study conducted by Federal City College). .

c

Other factors'also need to be considered. Table VI - 6 shows the sum-

mary profile' of input and process variables for the CP mathematics programs.

As with the CP reading analysis, differences in CP mathematics ,programsare

examined in terms of circumstances that may qualify the cost or test data

obtained.

The Addison-Wesley program was in its first year of operation in the

CP and, as a consequence, teachers started late and Materials arrived

late. Although there were also late deliveries Tor D.C. Heath, there was
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Table VI - 4

-.ANNUALIZED PER STUDENT COSTSTOR

COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIP MATHEMATICS-PROGRAMS

Addison-Wesley $5.89

D.C. Heath 3.06

A

Random House

4
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Table VI -6

SUMMARY PROFILE OF COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIP MATHEMATICS PROGRAMS

Area and Item
I ,

Student/Teacher Ratio

Difference* Comments

R.H. - 22.2; A.W. - 20.8; R.H. - larger classes than

D.C. - 19.8. , others.

Students/Staff Trained, in CP R.H. - 17; 12; D.C1-11.R.H. - Mare staff develop-
ment indicated.

Percentage Increase of Users A.W. -,new,to CP..
over 1972-73 R.H. - twice ai maAy.

D.C. - not much change. Y

Starting Dates

Arrival Dates

Teaching Activities'

Teach4 Aides

Library and Equipment
Classroom Equipment

AccesS to Manipulative
Devices

Taking Textbooks Home

Cultural Enrichment
Field Trip

Pupil Progress Profile
Records

Individualization of In-
strtction

A.W. started late, others
on time.

A.W. & D.C. arrived late.
R.H. & C 'arrived by Dec.

, .

C use numeration more em-

phasize operations more.
R.H. uses operations lesS.

98% R.H. have aides; 87-89%
D.C. & A.W.; only 54% C`

have aides.

A.W. & C well equipped in
92-93% cases compared to
7148% of D.C..&.R.H.

None

None

gone

All C teachers have kept
books on some or all of
Title I students compared
to 80-87%' of others.

94% of all hut 'access.

59% of all allowed students
to do so.

20% of all have done so;

25% of D.C. -

C teachers use small groups Tepchers using single CPs

more used small & large group-
.

\ ings in equal proportion.
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Table VI - 6 (conclusion) ,

1 'Difference*

'Selection'of CP Program None

Staff Qualifications &
Experience

Level of Education

Certification

Seeking Other Certifica-
tion

Yrs. Teaching Title I

Yrs. Teaching Primary

Time'Teaching Mathematics

Teaching Ratings

None

80% R.H. permanent compared
to 63-68% of others.

None Only 20%

More R.H. & C teachers have
2 -3 yrs. experience

C teachers have less exper-
ience.

1

Comments

Collaboration of central
& school administrators and
math resource teachers.'

4

78% of all had B.A.

14% C had M.A. or Ph.D.
compared to 7% of others.

None

D.C. lower than R.H. or A.W.
C highest ratings - 100% in
'all but two categories.

D.C. lower than R.H. & A.W.
in graphic layout, mani-
pulative media; supple-

- mentary materials; enrich-
ment activities.

Smal sample of teachers" -
results tentative.

* Differences among CP programs tested.forstatistical significance using the
Chi Square test.

** AbbreviatiOns: A.W. = Addison-Wesley
D.C. = DoC. Heath
R.H. = Random House
C = Combined - users of more than one program
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probably enough material available from the previous year to compensate for

the late deliveries. There was als substantial increase from 1972-73in

the number of teachers using the Random Ho e mathematics programs - about

twice the number as in the previous year. Although materials arrived 9n time,

start-up problems could have been encountered. Staff training needs for the
. -

Random house mathematics program users are suggesterSy the fact that the
4

ratio of students to staff members grained was 17, compared with 11 and 1.1

for the other programs.

if
Other differences among the three CP mathematics programs seemed,

by and large, to give no particular advantage to any of the three. These

dififerences are summarized as follows:

1. Random House teachers have more experience than D.C. Heath or

McGraw-Hill, have permanent certification more than all others,

and have more experience in primary grddes-than all others.

2. Random House teachers use operations and measurement as teaching

activities less than others.

3. RandomHouse teachers have more aides than others.

4. Random House rated slightly better than Addison-Wesley overall,

and much better in its testing materials.

S. Addison-Wesley teachers have bette'r equipped classrooms than

D.C. Heath and Random House.

6. Addison-Wesley was rated better than Random House.
%.

It is unfortunate that the records provided by the Tiitle I office did

not indicate ,fie teachers who were using combinations of several programs. It

would have been useful to compare the results with those using only one program.
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Data from the Teachers Questionnaire shows that 28 teachers or 5.8% of those

responding who were in the Competitive PartneTship program were using several

programs, with 17.of the 28 using both DC. Heath and Addison-Wesley; 6 using

D.C. Heath and Random House; 4 using Addison-Wesley and Random House; and 1

ding all three ,mathematics programs.

,

Although the sample is small, the results in Table VI'- 6 show the fol-
...

lowing:

1. Combinationteachers are more experienced in the Title I progrAt.

2. Combinaiion teachers'use small groups more than others.

3. Combination teachers keep pupil profile ords on some or all Ti-

tle I students, more than others.

4. ,Combination teachers have better equipped classrooms than D. C.

$ Heath and Random House, but not better equipped than Addison-Wesley.

S. Combination teachers have fewer aides but have them for longer.

periods of time.

6. Combination teachers'use numeration and number theory as teaching

activities more than others.

7. Combination program teachirs started in fall, materials arrived by

December, and they had access to lasf year's materials.
.

8. A combination of programs rated higher than single programs, 100%

in all categories except testing and problem solving.
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RECOMMENDATIONS MATHEMATICS CP PROGRAMS

As with the CompetitiVe Partnership reading programs, an improved dis-

tribution and analytic model should be implemented. In this model, samples of

about 20-30 teachers /classrooms should be given combinations of two programs to

use in order to test whether or not the strengths of qpe program compensate for

weaknesses in another in terms of the learning needs and style's of the students.

I

.
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ADDITIoNAL. MMENDATIONS FbR IMPROVING THE RECORDOCEEPING
.AND COST EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS OF THE 'COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIP PROGRAMS

0

The fpllowing recommeAtions Are applicare to both the reading and

mathematics Compete Partnership programs, and are recommendxd for implemen-

tation in 1974-7S operatinis and analysis.

L. C64. .Cost records should be analyzable by the grade -level for
. ,

r

which the materials were purchased as well as byconsummgble and

non-consummable materials. A grade-level breakdown would enable

tft costs to be properly allocated by grade, a part of the anVysis,

,that was not possible with the 1973-74 data. It seems Unlikely that

the percentage of costs among grades is distributed equally for each

publisher. In all likelihood, some publishers supplied materials

for kindergarten,while others did riot. However, there is not an

associated standardized test of 'effectiveness for kindergarten with

which to Assess the outcome of these materials.

In the 1974-75 analysis,. cost data for all three years will

be needed. Furthermore, since there is considerable carryover .of

instructional materials from earlier years, it will be necessary'

to cumulate costs for "lie three years to represent the value of

instructional materials on hand, as well as to annualize the costs

' of the various programs,

2. Cbmpetitive Partnership program utilization records and student

test records. The Competitive Partnership program(s) used should

be entered on each student's record. The use of several programs

should be recorded where appropriate. Data should be obtained

, .
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from Moth Classroom and resource teachers, partitularly sihce re-

snurce'teathers may use prograni(s) different froM thOse used by

the classroom teacher A measure of "degree-of utilization" is

needed for each student as well as for the clasp. For purposes of

the evaluation, it is importanV to be able to match utilization

records obtained from teachers with students' test data. For this

purpose, teachers should be.asked to'give their name on the Teachers

Questionnaire' with the assurance that-the data will be held in

striEt confidence and only for the purpose of the Competitive Part-
,.

.

nership analysis.

3. Develop a. more compehensive Competitive Partnership criterion rating

form for use by teachers. Obtain data for single and multi* pro-,

gram users in order to obtOn more sensitive comparisons of the

strengths and weaknesses of various programs.

4. Contracts 'with the publishers should be signed as soon as possible
,

and delivery of contracted'prograM' materials made as early as pos-
.

sibae in the schOol year. BecLlse of tilt lag time between contrac-

tual commitments, deliveiy'of programs and their actual use and im-

pact, appropriate records should be maintained for each contractor

as to the date of the contract and the period of the school year

in which delivery wasmade and services provided.

5. Limit further contracts with the publishers (now represented in the

Competitive Partnership) for instructional materials to the replace-

ment of consUmmable4ffiaterials'required for the continuation of ser-

vices and'of the cost effectiveness analysis-
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There should be an adequite supply of instructional mate-
,

rials on hand to serve 10,000 - 12,000 students. Continuation of

Staff Development contracts are warranted where more staff need to

be trained and to equalize the ratio of students to numbers of

staff trained.

6. As indicated earlier, provide for meaningful opportunities ibr

teachers to use several programs together in order to determine

whether better results are obtained when more than one program is

used with the students. In all probability, the strengths of one

publisher's program will compensate for the weaknesses of another

publisher's program. Samples of 20-30 teachers or classrooms should

be large enough to test the efficacy of combined program usage.

COST ANALYSIS

CONTRACT COSTS

A cost effectiveness analysis is carried out in order to reach de-

cisions among a number of alternative, in this case the Competitive Partner-,

ship programs in readipg and mathematics. AlthoUgh a number of alternatives

are being tried out, it is assumed that it will be possible to reach a deci-

sion among them which would eliminate the most c9Itly and/or the least ef-

fective in the long run, In other words, the costs actually incurred must

be projected into the future as repeatableCosts, because it is these costs,

°`not those already incurred, over which decision makers have control. To pro-

ject future costs, actual expenditures for Compftitive Partnership programs

are annualized and converted to costs per student served, so that a fair
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r
comparison can be made among the various programs.

For the Competitive Partnership programs, the cots of the instruc

tfonal materials and the costs of Staff Development must be taken into ac-

count.
0

Table VI - 7 shows the costs of the instructional materials in reading

for each publisher for school year 1973-74, and the costs of staff develop-

ment 1972-73, and 1973-74. Table VI - 8 shows similawtosts for mathematics.

These, data were provided byathe Title Isoffice about April 1974 and were

updated in August 1974.totake into account modifications in the contracts

with the publithers. The instructional materials costs have been separated

into categories of consummable and non-consummable costs, defined as follows;

1. costs of Consumables - Costs of workbooks, tests and other

materials that are used by the students themselves and have to

be rebrdered frequently. In some cases, such as tests, answer

sheets, workbooks, pamphlets, handOuts, these materials may

have to be reordered annually in order to maintain an adequate

supply, Some schools like to

phlets and other items to keep

do not have books of their own

give'students,workbooks, pam-
,

as many Title.I students often

at home. In other cases, some

consummable materials may be used for. two or three years by the

schools. Workbooks and test booklets,

used by the schools by having students

separate papers .Because some of these

replaced each year, and some materials

for example, can be re-

write their answers on

materials have to be

can be reused for two

or three years, the costs of consummable,matIrtall are di-
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vided by two years to iepresent the annualized costs. These

are the costs required to replace used up materials each year.

2. Costs of Non-consummables - Costs of teachers' books and manuals,

maps, charts, hardbound books and the like which are likely to

be reused for an extended number of.years. These are materials

that do not wear out easily and /or are not distributed to students.

However, sooner or later, these materials will require replacement because'

the content or presentation may become out -of -date. ox th4y are

no longer useable for effective teaching. Although some mate-

rials can be used for longer periods than other materials,

costs of non-consummable materials are divided by.seven years

to represent the annualized costs.

The cost information in Table 'VI -,7 shows that in 1973-74 the largest

contract for reading materials was with the McGraw-Hill Publishing Company

($113,318), while the smallest contract for reading materials was with D.C.

Heath. D.C. Heath also had the largest percentage of non-consummable mate-

rials, with 58.4% compUted with 39.2% and 33.0% for the other two publishers.
,

In mathematics in 1973-74 (Table VI-8) the largest contract for instruc-

tional materials was with Addison-Wesley and the smallest contract was with

D.C. Heath. In this case, Addison-Wesley, had the largest percentage of

non-contummable materials, with 70.0% compared with 30.0% for each of thee

other two publishers.

The instructional materials costs presented In Tables VI,- 1 And

VI - 2 do not reflect the total amount spent under the Competitive Partner-
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ship programs with each publisher, as only 1973-74 costs are included. Costs

for 1972-73 must be added to reflelthe total amount spent for instructional

Platerialswith eachFuldisherundirthecomPetitivePartnershipprogra.ftms.)

is our understanding that the three-year cost effectiveness analysis to be

conducted in 1974-75 will include the 1972-73 cost data for instructional ma-
.

terials.

The staff development costs, as mentioned earlier, include 1972-73

and 1973-74 contracts with the publishers. Actually, staff development con-

tracts for 1972-73 were signed quite late in that school year (starting in

April 1973). Therefore, for all practical purposes, the impact of the 1972-

7Sstaff development contracts would be felt in 1973-74. In reading (Table

VI - 1), the largest contracts for staff develOpment were with D.C. Heath

and the smallest with Random House. In mathematics (Table VI-2), the lar-

gest contracts for staff development were with D.C. Heath and the smallest

with Addison-Wesley.

In the staff development costs for reading, it should be noted that

McGraw-Hill contributed services valued

Furthermore, Title I personnel reported

contributed time at no- Charge tom, PSDe.;

contribution Was not known.

at $9,000 at no charge' to PSDC,

that Random House consultants also

however; the dollar:value of that

In a]1, $565,000 was.spent for Competitive Partnership instructional

material's for 1973-74 and staff development for 1972-73 and 1973-74.

ANNUALIZED COSTS AND PER STUDENT COSTS

'

Tables VI - 9 and VI - 10 show the annualized costs and the per student costg
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of instructional materials and of staff development for reading and mathema-

tics.

As indicated earlier, annualized costs for consummables assume that

consummables can be used for two yeari, and annualized costs for non-consum-

,

mables assume that these materials,cali be used for an average of seven years.

Finally, staff development,costs are also annualized. The cost of

training that an individual staff member receives is not a. repeatable cost.

Such training is useful to 'Title I as long as that staff member continues to
AI

work with Title I children. After the first three years, the number of new

staff requiring training should be sharply reduced. Ideally, a staff train-

ing build-up schedule would provide the detailed data needed, including the

cumulative number of staff Members trained.; the number requiring training to

serve thd target population of students; average expected years of continuing

seiviFewith Title I (based on turnovet Tate); and provision for training of

staff replaceientsl Since this detailed. data is not available, It is assumed

that the stafftraininurovided for the first two years will se re for an

of S years. Thus, Staff Development costs are annualized by dividing

by five.

I-

4'
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The number of students served was obtained from the Building Profiles

provided by'the Title I office in April 1974 and updated about August1 74 to

reflect modifications in the contracts with the various publishers. Th per

student costs in column 9 in Tables VI - 9 and VI .4.10 differ from thole in
o

column 6 in that those in column 9 include staff development costs.

The results show that the D.C. Heath reading program is the least
.

costly, followed by McGraw-Hill and Random House. The Random House reading

program is more than twice as expensive as the D.C. Heath program on a per stu-

dent cost basis. The difference betWeen the McGraw-Hill Reading prqgram and the

D.C. Heath reading program is much less ($6.94 vs. $5.34) Oen measured on a

per studept cost basis, a difference of41.60 per year, or about 30% more for'

McGraw-Hill than for D.C. Heath.

Table VI-10 shows the results of the per student costs for mathematics pro-

grams. D.C. Heath is the least etpensivp of the mathematics programs,.while

D.C. Heath and Addison-Wesley have quite similar per student costs. However,

Random House and Addison-Wesley mathematics programs are about 90% more ex-
.

pensive than the D.C.-Heath mathematics program.

LIMITATIONS IN THE COST ANALYSIS DATA

As indicated earlier, the costs presented here for instructional mate-

rials are only for 1973-74. If one or more of the programs had a significant

amount of materials carried over.from purchases made in 1972-73, these costs

would not be included in this anaysis and might make it appear that one pro-

gram is less expensive when in'faCt the costs were simply incurred in apre-

vious accounting period. Allowances for .such an event will have to be made
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.

in the three year CP cost effectiveness analysis planned for the 1974-75

evaluation.

r
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ANALYSIS OF STANDARDIZED TEST RESULTS BY COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The standardized:tests administered by the school system were analyzed,

according to the type of competitive partnership. program used by the teachers

and students in reading and mathematics. The results of these analyses are

summarized in Tables VI - 11 and VI - 12. These results show that in reading.

the best results for grade 1.were achieved by those teacs and students using

the Random House programs.. There was no significant difference in reading gain

scores among the CP program users in grade 3. 'Generally, in grades 1 and 2, the

results achieved by teachers and students using the D.C. Heath reading programs

were slightly lower than the results for all Title I students.

In mathematics (Table VI - 12) the best results were achieved by tea-
,

chers and students in grades 2 and ,3 using the D.C. Heath mathematics programs,

and in grade the Addison -Wesley programs.

Tffbles VIc14 through VI-19 present the detailed data for the standardized tests.

DETAILS.OF ANALYSIS, PROCEDURES, AND RESULTS

Procedures

The comparative analysis of.standardited test data by Competitive Part-

,
nershipprograms was carried out using the samples of public school Title I

identified students in grades 1, 2 and 3 for whom there were matched pretest_

'and posttest records. As indiclated elsewhere in this report (Chapter II,

the computer tape of standardized test results. For purposes of the test

score analysis, Title I students were designated as those students scoring at

the SOth percentile or below (or its equivalent) on the pretest. Pretests and

Ppblic Schodl Standardized Test Results), thireasno line I indicator on

179.
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posttests were matched by student identification number in order to calculate

gain scores and distinguish between the results of Title and non-Title I

students. A matching of pretest and posttest records was achieved for about

50% of the grade 1 students and about 60% of the grades 2 and 3 students.'

For the comparisons among the Competitive Partnership programs, it

was then necessary to match the CP program used by the teachers and students

with the test data. The source of data indicating the CP program used was

the "Building Profile" provided by the Title I office. These profiles were

provided about April 1974 and subsequently updated to take account of changes

in the assignment of CP programs to specific schools and teachers. This list

was considered to'be the most complete and authoritative source available:

Matching CP program with student test data was carried out as follows:

1. Schools in which only one CP program was used and non-CP schools.

In those cases in which the school was not participating in the

CP program and when all teachers of Title I students in the

school were using the same CP program in reading or in mathe-

matics, the appropriate CP code number was assigned to all Title

, I students in the school.

2. SchoOls in which different teacherg and students were using dif-

ferent CP programs. To match the CP'program used with student

test data required printing out a list of teachers' names.with

their corresponding "group code number." This code group number

identified the students for each teacher. Next, the teachers'

namog and CP program used (based on the "Building Profile" data

supplied by the Title I office) were matched with the teachers'

182
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names on the computer printout. Matching of teachers' names from'

the two records was used only as a means of identifying the CP

program used with the students' test records. Only classroomI.
teachers we± used in the matching process. Data for Resource

Teachers waAnOt available.

Table VI-13 shows th results of the matching process for reading and

mathematics An terms of the numbel:' of teachers using each CP program, those

for-whom there was no record, and multiple program users. Only 8 of the read-

ing CP and 3 of the mathematics CP teacher records were not matched. Only one

multiple3CP reading program user was recorded and only 5 multiple CP mathema-

,tics program users were recorded.

4 .

4 '1.83
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The sample of students for each CP program is more than adequate in

size to obtain reliable result,. However, improvements in sample size could

be achieved by recording on the computer tape of test data the type of CP pro-

gram used and a Title I student indicator.

In analyzing the results of the test scores, the data for students

who were not in the Competitive Partnership program were treated as a sepa-

rate group. Additionally, those students for whom it was not popible to

identify an appropriate CP program,(because Of an-inability to match the

teacher's name on the computer printout witha name dh the Building Profile)

were treated as a separate group. The results of these two groups are in-'

cluded.in the results for "all students" shown at,the bottom of Tables VI - 11

and VI - 12. These groups are not considered appropriate control groups against

9

whh to compare results for the Competitive Partnership prOgrams. The non-

Competitive Partnership schools include schools in which the staff considered
. _

their programs of instruction to be adequate. Additionally, many non-CP

schools were "new" to,Title I. "New" schools often represent those with the

lowest need in terms of the school eligibility criteria. Therefore, it seems

4
appropriate to assume that these programs are often at least as adequate as

those iarticipating in the CP programs.

185
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Analysis and Results

Tables VI - 14 through VI - 19 show the details of the analysis of

the standardized tests by the Competitive Partnetship programs in Reading

and Mathematics. These tables contain the basic daq from which,Tables VI -

11 and VI - 12 were derived. Each table contains means, standard deviations,

and N by grade, CP programs, and pretest, posttest and gain scores (except

for grade 1).

Means and standard deviVions are presented with tWID decimal posi-

tions. The results are also presented separately for all students (All

Groups) in the grade,' students who were not in the CP program (Non-Cohpeti-

tive) and students for whom it was not possible to identify the, appropriate

CP program (Unmatched).

Th results of the Analysis of Variance (F test) are also shown.

(Differences gnificant at the .05 level confidence or higher are indi-\

cated. A separate Analysis of Variance was carried out for each and every

comparison separately for reading and mathematics tests and also for; each

grade, separately for pretest, posttest and gain sco

(The Anova tests, however, included only the CP program Subgroups,and
e ."

*-
the Comparison Groups. Ft did not include the "All Groups" data,- Which is the

sum of the others.)

Comparisons among pairs of means were carried out,using the forimila

.

given by Walker and Lev for testing the significance of differences of means

for a finite population when the sample size is large compared with the popu-
..,

'lation itself. This formula is also useful considering the fact that'the sam-

ples for each program are quite large. In that respect, it is more appropriate

186
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- 162 -

than Other formulae for Students' "t" test, Or other z tests. The formula is:

Z = 12.

sI 1 -

M

Where:

)11 i s the larger of.the two means;

72 i s the smaller of the two means;

s is the sample standard deviation of the two grOups combined;

N/is the proportion of cases in the sample.

Using this formula, a check was made for significance of'differences
.)

of Means .b>r'solving for d =51- X2, at the iOS leVel of confidence or higher.

The tables show partial .resultg bfthis analysis. Not all com-

parisons were carried out as they did not necessarily seem meaningful. In-
.

spection,of the data suggested that xbunding errors and small differences in

sample sizes (e.g., among the pretests, posttests and gain scores for the

same set of data) may in some cases fiaVe 1e4 to obtaining statistically sigl
A

nificant but substantively uniMpoilant differences. 'Therefore, in pieparing

the Summary Tables. (Tables VI- 11 and VI - 12) the following factors were
f

cOnsidered:

1. Was there a significant difference in the 'F test?
. "

,..

2. Was there a significant difference in the z test?
..

187'
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3, Was there a diffeience.between means of CP groups of at least

'one-half month in terms of grade equivalents, after allowing

for rounding errors and differences in sample size?

4. Was there a difference in the mean of a CP group with one of the

comparison groups, of atleast one-half month grade equivglent,

after allowing for rounding errors and differences in sample

size?

5. When gains are rounded to one decimal place, was there a dif-

ference of one or more months in grade equivalents among the CP

prdgrams?

The overall trends, based on the actual data and the factors listed
.*

above contributed to the presentation 9f findings in the summary tables-(VI-2,

VI-4, VI-11, and VI-12). The results are described-earlier in this section,

'

The detailed tables presented here are for those readers interested in the de-

tailed statistical tables.

C V
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CHAPTER VI I ,

PROGRAMS IN TM SPECIAL EDUCATI01$ LEARNING CENTERS

The Special Education Learning Centers (SELC's) represent an appli-

cation of t14 Total Learning Center concept to handicapped children who need

special -- and intensive -- educational services in order to realize their
%

learning potential. In addition, the SELC's were also a translation of the

Intent expressed in Mills v. The Board of Education to provide needed ser-

vices to handicapped children without isolating.them from their age-peer

groups. As stated in the program materials provided
Nr

to the evaluation team

the SELC's were designed to accomplish four major objectives: (1) to enable

participating children to escape the stigma associated with traditional spe-

cial education labels; .(2) to provide individualized educational services,

to each child,accdrding to his needs on a half-day basis; (3) to return each

child to the regular classroom setting as soon as the child can manage it

on a full-time basis; and (4) to provide assistance as neede4.t4..the child

and his regular classroom teacher, while, he is in the SELC and after he re-

turns to the regular classroom. The Special Education'Learoing Center, asi

defined for thepurposes of this evaluation, enables handicapped children
/'

to escapc'ob,olete special education program& which label them but do not

either specifyLtlieir deficiencies nor lead them to fulfilling their academic

yap" arTies. The special education component as it operates

within the Leaining Center insures educational opportunity on an e ual basis

regardless of physical, psychological, sociological or intellectual impedi-

merits. The main objective of the program, as stated earlier, was the return
\

,

Of the child to the mainstream of education on a full-time basis within

as\rimitcd a time as possible.

195
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At present there are five Special Education Learning Centers spon-

sored by the Title I program. Table VI1-1 shows them with the feeder schools

which send children to each one of them.

TABLE VII-1

SPECIAL EDUCATION LEARNING CENTERS AND FEEDER SCHOOLS

.p
Centers Feeder Schools
Seaton 'Simmons, Hanson, Garrison
Aiton Richardson
Lewis Mott
Watkins Tyler
McGogney Draper'

40,

.Program Description

The fall 1973 Title I Special Education Learning Center's Program
a

incorporated a team approach to help children learn more effectively by

involving Learning, Center consultants and those direCtly responsible for

the child -the parents, the teachersand the child himself. The effect of

the overall approach was to provide exceptional children with a program

geared'to their individual needs while'allowing-them to attend neighborhood

schools and remain in regular classrooms, Apreby eliminating the stigma of

separation:

Each school housed a center composed of three learning settings.

The three setting' each served a speCific function. One setting concentra-

ted on mathematics, another on language and a third on perception.
to.

Students had access to the services of all special teachers serving

'the building as well as such itinerant personnel as vision, hearing and

speech specialists.

The ultimate aim of the Centers was to return students to a regular

classroom setting as soon as possible. In the ,interim, arrangements were

4
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acle for participation of students in regular school activities for a part

f each day. //

As the classroom teacher was responsible for the education of any

/
child enrolled in the--Center, she was yeAit aware of the diagnosis and the

prescribed course of action, thereby enabling her to apply the techniques

which were within.her ability. To create and maintain this awareness of

the classroom teacher, the Center teacher did the following things':

1. Provided the classroom teacher with relevant, information about

the c1 ild.

2. Provided the classroom teacher with specialized techniques and

materials for use in the classroom.

3. Provided-opportunities for the classroom teacher to visit and

observe the techniques and.materials in use and to confer with the Center

teacher. relative to educational program.

4

Initial enrollment of children in the Special Education Program was

through the regular spetlal educational referral procedure. However, the

I

acceptance of children in the program involved a "non-categorical" assess-

mpnt of lbarnindisabilities. This.permitted the regular classroom teach-

er and the special resource teachers to collaborate on specific aims for

working with each child.' As progress was noted in,the child, they were

t

able to re-engage in regular classroom work with a minimum of disruption to

established relationships.
ci

'Children were heterogeneously grouped regardless of type of handier`

cap classification but homogeneously grouped according to social and acar

demic ability.

LTotal enrollthent varied throughout the year. New chrldTdn entered

4
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the program as vacancies occurred due to children moving, receiving other

placement or'returning to the regular classroom.

Staffing Pattern :"

Each Learning Center within a cluster'was served by three ,teachers

and three teacher aides. The Centers received additional services from an

instructional, coordinator assigned to the iiroject, the project psychologist

and the project director.

All teachers were certified by the Board of Education and recruited
1,,..1

.

through the Personnel Department of the D. C. 'Public Schools. The majority
N

of the teachers had previous experiences in a Special'Education Program,

and were selected on the basis of their ability to contribute to the pro-

gram's success. /
1

, .
. .. , . 1 ..`

i
' s

The breakdown of staff and their responsibilities s'given below:

(1) 1ogram Director: Responsible for overall Coordination-and

4 '...

supervision.
%' 43 ,

*(2) Resource Teacher: Regpongible for Ordering and gathering of

materials. Collection and recording of data for central files. In-service

training on the use of materials and assisting with the development of an

individualized curriculum for each Child.

(3) Psychologist: Responsible for the selection and,deelopment.

of materials tolissisto teachers with on-going assessment of children. As-

sisting teachers with development of behavioral objectives and placement
.

of.children in appropriate settings. Evaluation of test data.

J.

(4) Teachers: Language and Mathematics (5 each)'. Responsible
-,.

1

for diagnosing and planning an individualized program for each child in

his subject, utilizing a variety of learning centers, in which the child

198
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is placed according to his specific needs. Perception (5). Responsible

for diagnosing and planning a program for each child to increase skills

in motor, visual and auditory perception.

(5) Edutatianal Assistants (IS): Responsible for providing sup-

portive services for the teacher, such as duplicating and preparing mater-

ials, helping keep records and conducting assigned teaching activities with

individual students.'

The three teaCherstin each Center were competent and knowledgeable

in the following areas: (1) Educational diagnosis ;selecting, devising,

administering and interpreting diagnostic. instruments, training others in

.

their 'use. (2) Prestriptive programming-relating diagnostic findingsto
. .

educational techniques; selecting, devising, recommending, and testing edu-

cational Aaterials for individual children and specific groups of children.

(3) Implementing instruction-larranging schedules, groupings, and changing

these when needed; training leacliers and aides to utiliie specialized and

innovative methods. (4) Educational evaluation--recording students' re-
. c

sponses and progress; sele4ing and devising techniques to rate and measure

the effectiveness of instruction, attitudinal changes, and behavioral chan-

ges; recommending additional efforts in 'any Area when indicated.

The teachers scheduled individual conferences with parents. The

purpose of such scheduling was to exchanie information and observations

about the child's academic needs, to discuss the teacher's recommendations

for the child's school program and to have parents communicate any parti-

cular concerns they had about their child to tthe teacher.

Curricplum Materials and Methods of Instruction

Teaching materials which differ from those used in the. regular

199
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a

classroom wert5, used in the centers. In cases where Classroom materials

4
were, utilized, different methods aria techhiques were employed.. Specific

academic programs which have built-in placement and evaluation materials

were, used.

As the curriculum of the Center was designed to reflect an aware-

ness of a, heterogeneous group of children, a large variety of materials

were available, enabling the teachers to match the cognitive style of the

learner with the cognitive demands'of the task; I

An interdisciplinary approach, the Collaborative Service Program,

has involv5d,school psychologists, social workers, pupil personnel workers,

nurses, special education teachers, physicians, teachers and parents. The

Collaborative Service Program was 'a basis for in- service training which was

provided to five Special Education Learning Centers' teachers in a Child,

Development Consultation role, during May, 1973, and these lus16Leariing-,

Centers or other s ecial education staff in a Teacher Consultation role

duiing a 1973 summer workshop.

The underlying principles of the Collaborative Services Program .

were as follows:

(1) Emphasis early in a childs school career on those thingA

which lead to successful learning rather than merely labelling deviancy;

(2) , Active involvement and participation of teachers and parents

in the diagnostic process;

(3) Collaboration between professionals from the fiefcg of health

and education;

ow

(4) Awareness of constraintslin the time and'personnel available

for needed services to the large number of children at risk;

. (5) Continual evaluation and adaptation of the program to meet

local needs and resourcts.

200
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4

As a follow -up of the Spring and Summer works,how,, collaborative

services were provided to 24 primary grade classrooms in:Title I schools

during the 1973-1974 school year as a-cooperative effort between Special

Education Learning Center teachers and Pupil PersonneLlirorkers, with parti-

cipation wherever possible of school-based special, education teachers.

Back-up services were provided by Pupil Personnel Aides, psychologists and

social workers:

I

Major Findings and Recommendations

Classroom teachers, principals, parents and Learning Center staff

0on the whole regard the Special Education Learning.Center program very

favorably. Though we haVe not gained access to the test data, it is re-

ported the pre- and posttest achievements were it reased -for the children

exposed to the rogiam

The basic program, aesign contains features designed to diminish

the isolation and stigmatization of exceptional children. The program

maintains these children in tfieir peer group regular classes while p vid-
.

ing special services to meet their special needs. It is.aPparent that is

is a workable design that affords the best of specialized technical assist-

4
'ante while retaining the social environment of heterogeneous grouping.

Ameng the most outstanding outcomes of.the programmasthe general

satisfaction of those connected with it that they were doing a worthwhile

job in helping children. Repeatedly,teachers remarked about the tremendous
?

gains in student effort, learning and'self appreciation. The reason for

this changed attitude on the part of students and teachers related

closely.to the opportunity to work closely with small groups of children,

on their'own terms, with the materials necessary to do the job.

11

261
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When viewed in problem- solving terms, the program seems to have

clearly ¢tated achievable objectives, trained.and dedicated people with the,

necessary time, materials and space to do the job. The work of the Spe-

cial Education teachers was supported by continuous training and understand-

ing assistance from supervisors. The overall structure, goals and resource

allocatrons of the, program seem firmly committed to the succcess of the

program.

There were some limitations on the amount and quality of teacher

collaboration for planning and progress assessment. However there was a

major training effort diiccted at festering this collaboration.

Parents were involved as aides and wereencouraged to offer some

sights to the program:. There is some indication that many parents ere not

sufficiently informed to meanitagfqlly assess the value of the program.

' This typo of parental involvement cannot be expected within the

context and resource limitations of the program as structured.

To some extent the regular teachers did not share the enthusia4m

with student progress reflected in the Special Education teacher responses.

This may be due in large part to differences in the level and specificity

of expectations for the two;groups of teachers.
1

The evaluation team redommends that:

(1) The Specialducation Learning Centers (SELC's) should not

only be continued, but they should also be further expande6to include:

(a) At least some children having more severe learning disabilities than

the children presently involved' (b) Additional psychological services,

so that one psychologist is not attempting,to provide assistance to all

five cent . Ideally, a psychologist should be assigned to each center
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towork with other staff members and children in finding the best learning

approaches for individuals, in assisting staff members ana the child-

ren themselves to gain insights into behavior problems,, and the 1ike.44.

(c) Consultative,medi*cal services. Such services might be arranged for

by using a training hospitql located in the neighborhood or by contracting

with local physicians who are speCialists in pediatrics. The services pro-

vided should include explaining and interpreting special medical informa-

tion to staff members and parents regarding particular children as it re;

lates to the learning process, providing examinations where no other re-.

sources are available in reasonable periods` .of time assessment o? the gen-.

eral physical and nutritional status of individual children, and the like.

t

(2) increased parental participation in the SE C's should be plan-

ned for and implemented. The following suggestions ard,I mide with regard

to increasing parent participation. (a) Parent training workshops focused,
C

on such areas as understanding and encouraging the learning Pragram,.and

medical and nutritional information, Ocluding c6ductrit workshops at hours

convenient to parents and paying them each an honorariumto attend. ,(b) Es-

tablishMent and publicizing of a "drop-in-any-time" policy for parenti, so

as to see their children learning in the center. (c). Establishment of a

. 4 ,

parent advisory council ger each Center with an active input intp the pro -

Q`
gram planning and imprdmentation process.

11,

(3) 'A more formalized relationship between the teache s of thel

regular classroom program from which the children come and t ,Ae taff of

theCenter serving those children should be established. T is relationship

could take such forms as: (a) ClassrooM teachers observingthe Learning

Centex program and vice vtisa to see and share techniques for working with

4
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a child. (b) Regularly scheduled classroom t

ferences {approximately once a month) to shar progress.reports, problems

cher-center teacher con-

encountered, insights regarding individual children. (c) Regularly,

scheduled workshops for both Center and classroom teachers Conducted by a
i A . t 1

2 I,

psychologist, pediatrician, psychiatrist, etc., to increase insights 1 to

particular children's learning disabilities, as well Lis'into improv ways

of dealing with such disabilities as, they.are manifested by various children.

(4) The procedures for identifying, assessing, and admitting a
. -

'child into-the SELC's program should be streamlined. One way to effect this

streamlining vould beto.use a."total team approach" once the initial iden-

tification has-been made.

(S), The Learning Center staff should be encouraged to develop akd

test their on instrumentation for assessing and recording e progreis that4

an individual child,4 making not only in the academic areas, but also in the

non-cognitive areas as well, e.g., improved self-esteem On the part of the

participatini ohildrep.

1 .,._s

204.
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CHAPTER VIII

. STAFF DEVELOPMENT

I

The purpose of this section is to describe and evaluate the operation'

and the effectiveness of the Staff Development component of the FY 1974 Title

I Program. \The objective of the Staff Development concept, as stated in

A Manual of Operations for ESEA Title I, was to develop an all inclusive pro-

'gram of}Staff Development involving professionals; para-professionals, and

parents. Tit e I principals:teachers, educational aides, support personnel,

and parents were to be involved in developmental programs designed to provide

each with the knowledge, attitudes, and skills necessary to meet. the pbjectilies

of the Title ;.program:

.

The scope of the program was` o include the following activities:.

1) Orientation seminars

2) Title'I Educational Institute
. ,

3) In-Service Courses (D.C. Teachers College)

4) In-Service workshops

53 Conferenie-s and conventions .

6) Training sessions'

7) On-going assistance

0

The methods of carrying out the Staff Development prograwfor FY 74

was to take place,an three phases. Phase," was Orientation, one half-day

session, with citywide attendance required. phase I was the Title I Educa-

tional Institute, a week long:intensive instructional period for'all field

personnel, on 'a staggered basis. Phase III was the Follow-up Seminars and

. workshops focusing On instructional--issuEs; problems and Practices.

205
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The sources of information utilized forithe evaluati n of the, aff

Developm component were the, Comprehensive t$ogram of FY 74 ap an of
.

Operations ES Title I FY 74. In addition, informatio was 'draq from per- /

sonal in erviews w h principalsd teachers from q estionnaires distri-

buted o key school'pe som nel, such,as principals, progr: coordinators, and ;

teachers. 4

7

vi

-NATURE OF

o
the nature of Staff Develo menaccording,to th Manual of,Operations

AFF DEVELOPMET ACTIVIT

sN,

,

J

for.ESEA, Title I, requi s that teachers and other_ f members ive spe-

cial training to carry ut their par#cUlar assignments, erefore, teachers

and educational aides re encouraged to enr611 in Title I in-service courses;

. earning college crediisough D.C. Teachers Colleie. The urses provide

,,

teachers with techniques for upgrading pupilstskills in reading and mathema- .

tics. Title I classroom teachers are also given the opportunity tg attend
.

,4 / 7'

,.

yerkshops, conferences, and seminars in:other dies, /
.

/

that
."

rhe'Title E Staff Development Program is a training progrmn;that pro-
........----

vides for effeictive use. of human resoces..'heWOTaMr.is desigRed,to help

-=.

teachers and educations' aides acquire knowledg and'skilli that wilienabn
/

them to ilelp.pupils/daster -the basic skills in re ding and mathematics as well
4,

, .4
,-

s other areas.

The major staff develOPMent aciavitiesconduced in FY 74 were Work-

shops, Orientation Seminars, Cons Visitations, and Demonstrations.

There. were also a Conference, a seminar, and several in-service courses in

cooperation with the D4C. Teachers College (see. Ta0es VIII-1 and ViII-2).
4 4

Brief descriPtionS of the Staff Development activities are given below.

206.

9



www.manaraa.com

- 182 -

Workshops were practical activities which were carefully planned to

help teachers, instruct anal ales, and parents become familiar with the

use 9f the different reading and mathematics materials programs. For teachers,

the workshops were geared toward the developmdht of expertise in the teaching

of reading and math, development of leadership skills, and management skills.

For-aides and parents, the workshops provided training in how to give maximum

support to teachers and 4i1

theirfeading and math.tkills.

Orientation Seminars involve Tit
-\

-

pub?titutes, stiff memberi, and support pers

auNainting all involved personnel with objec

and to learn ways to help children improve

1\\I teachers,, administrators, aides,

nel. These seminars focus on

directions, organization

h orientation sessionsand 'resources of the Title I program components.

involving 52 paTtiipants were held during the academ c year -74.
1

Consultant Visitations were provided by the publishing compan s in

lending assistance in the utilization and understanding of their program equip-

N* merit and materials.

Demonstrations were often provided by the publishing companies. Tea-

chers, aides and other staff members were introduced to the Competitive Part-
.

.

1 r") /
tnership proe4ms. These companies provided the necessary training fothe

maintenance of those instructional designs within'the classroom environ ent.

-' Conferences involved the Title I parent's teachers, administrato s and

sta/f . The 6onference relate54to the school curriculum and to the needS of

Title I students.

4
In-Service Courses concentrate on affording Title I staff members an

i

opportunity to increase'their compe ency'in the techniques of diagnostic-ti\

267
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prescriptive teaching and differentiated instruction. Course work was pro-
.

vided with the support of D.C. Teachers College in four Total Learning Center

locations. These courses were as follows:

1) Thei Dynamics of Reading Instruction in Urban School's.

This course was designed to provide participantswith a variety

of methods, techniques, and experiences that will offer directions

'toward the solution f e myriad of prob in the teaching learning process.

This course, con ed October 30, 073 *rough January 15, 1974, was a two'

credit gFaduate

course for pa a-profes

course for professionals and was a two credit undergraduate

2) Mathematics in,ibur World Today.
/.

7,
This co Se dealt with the 1 rning center approach to teaching

atibn of other specia3,tub-

ject matter areas. gith mathematics and the gradual transition from

_

measpremant tb the metric system. This waS alto twocredit_graduate course

for professionals and two .undergraduate paraprofessionals. The

course ran from November 1, 1973 to January 17, 1974.

and

Teachin thematics.

This two credi graduate course for profess]. nals was designed

to provide the teacher-viitli-mrthod and content which will enab3 her to be-

come more sensitive and responsive to the affective as well as the cognitive

--needs of the student. Th course also dealt with making the transition from

standard measurement to themetric. The course was heldFebruary 21, 1974

through May 2, 1974.

r
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4) Enhancing Reading Instruction through Affective Domain.

This course was designed to present the ways tOt correlate af=
/

fective education with current cognitive educational instruction. This in-

'

volves the "total child" in a balanced learning process that provides for the

personal and,the academic needs bf students. This course was worthc-twq_moider-

graduate credits for para-professionals and it was conducted February 26', 1974

through May 7, 1974,

In addition to these regular academic year training programs, there

was also one in-service training session during the summer months. This

course was "An InterdciPlinary Apprbach to Teaching,"conducted July 4, 1973

through August.10, 1973. /

The "Total Team Approach" to

ing Title I personnel and parents

Staff Development/is the concept of train-
/

tri unified body. !The objective of the

/

concept is to dete1 fragmented training sessions for all staff members and

parents involved in Staff Development.

, .

The principals, classtoom teachers and the resource teachers w e aske

they thought were the most beneficial types of Staff,Development activi-

ties for 74. All groups mentioned workshops involving te hers, parents

and aides. Sume of the respondents specifically named the Metric Syst44ems

Workshop, the Random House Reading Workshop, D.C. Heath Mat shdp and

in-building workshops. Demonstrations of new materials and new equipment

were also mentioned as beneficial types of activities.
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.Table VIII - 2

PERCENTAGE OF TITLE I TEACHERS FAMILIAR WITH THE "TOTAL TEAM APPROACH"!

4

Type of
6
Teachers

Number.and
Percentage
Studied

Number and
Percentage
Familiar

Number and
Percentage
Unfamiliar

Elementary 53 8 45
Classroom Teachers 60% 15% '8Si

'Elementary Math . 41 7 34
Resourcd Teachers '46%

/
17% 83%.

/

Elementary Reading 44 9 35.

Resource Teachers 49% W 20% 80%

Secondary 19 1 18
Resource Teachers 95% 5% 95%

GRAND TOTAL 157
100%

2S

16%

132

84%

..

.
...--

-\ * Data based On Interview ResponSes only.

i .

\

211

Total Number
and

Percentages

'53

100%

41

100%

!

44

100%

19
100%

157

100%

MI
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The school personnel were also asked for their suggestions for im-

proving the Development program.

Their suggestions are listed below:*

8) More academil'contact in the sessions.

9): Pay more attention to policy, budget, and planning
conferences,

1) Provide more staff development, sessions.

2) Provide better scheduling of workshops.

.33 Provide substitutes to cover classes when aides
and teachers attend staff development activities.

0 4) Make worcshops school-wide. 10%

5) Provide m re teacher in-put.

6) Allow teac ers and aides to attend sessions together.

7): DevelOp mor professional/pars-professional'\

1interperson relationships.,

Activities to be scheduled before school starts or
during non-schoolhours.

, 11) Cut down bn the number of meetings.

*a

45%*

60%

70%

15%

40%

25%

5%

/1596

159

206

though percentiges are b1sed on the total number surveyed, because each

p rson could make more than one suggestion, percentage will not total

to+ 100%.

I
4

212
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MAJOR FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

. .
,

. ,

1. The presentcon,cept of Staff Development for the Title I staff s an

excellent one. It was designated as the "total team approach," and refe red
''. '...

to thel involvement of teachers, prin ipals, aides, and other staff members.

The evaluation team in their survey w s able to find only 15% of classroom-

iteachers,7% of eleMentary reading and mathematics resource teachers, and

5% of secondry resource teachers familiar with the "total team approach."
.

.

They haye acklle4ed that tfie concept has not been practiced aS-widely as
i

1

they wou d like to see it practiced. -X

V

It11

is, therefore, recommended that special effort- should be made to

popularize the "total team approach" by emphasizingits importance to all

4
principals, teachers, andAtaff at the initial Title meeting at begin-.

ning of the school year. It can be further promoted by involving all the

instructional and administrative staff members of a given school or -region

in each Staff Development session of importance.

2. Almost all the, principals have pointed out that the announcement for

4,

Staff Development activities soften*ached them after the scheduled activities

were over. In spite of their desire to send 'their teachers and aides to the

Staff Development activities, it. vas too late for them to do so. In some in-

lances, the announcements arrived on the day of the Staff Developmentvacti-

vity, making it impossible for them to arrange for substitute teachers to re-
..

lieve tbc regular teachers!

It is, therefore, recommended that the Start Development office shopld

plan a yearly sellcdule for its activities for the coming year. The schedulc
v/

//

4 .213
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'should be plac d in.the pri cipal's hands before the classes begin in Sep.

tember. In add tion to the `early vphOule, it will be helpful to ve a

quarterly or monthly calendar of events, with brief descriptions of the na-

ture of the StafUevelopment planned. Such peplanned sessions, we believe,
c.

would bring about better results insofar as the overall participation of the'

staff is concerned.

p
3. Arranging for substitute teachers to handle classes when the regular

a

teachers attend the Staff development sessions has been extremely difficult.

It was pointed out as one of the main reasons for poor attendance in Stiff elopment

-activities. Although Title I has 4 provision to give special on-th

training, it has very little provision to pay for substitutlieachers. ConsequeiTly,

'many good programs arranged by the Staff Development office' were poorly at-

tended. Many teachers had to coyer two or three., classes at times order

to release the teachers of those classes for such programs,

is unfair to the teachers as well as to the pupils involved.

It is, therefore, recommended that special provision should be made

to lite temporary help when the teachers and aides heNeto attend Staff

velopment programs so thit those attending will derive the'maximum benefit

from t e programs.

4. There is a tremendous*need for a variety of Staff Development ess ons.
/

There should be more reading and mathematics workshops for eqementary c.T

\\
room teachers, in addition to the "oiled conducted for the/resourceteache

./
They should be held in 'c ntinuum and scheduled careful y so that the

. yeople can grow with the rogram regularly by atte ding at a tim

/ convenient to them.

214
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CHAPTER IX

'PARENTAL INVQLVEMENT PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

Information on the Parental Involvement Program of Title I in the PSDC

was obtained'from the Title I Cooidinator and from questionnaires and inter-
,

views completed by school principals and by parent members of the Parents Ad-

visory Council. The reactions of only public school principals and parents/,

are presented. Results for the non-public schools are presented elsewhere in

this, report.

-

The emplysis of this evaluation was to obtain information from parent

members'of the.Parent Advisory Councils and public school principals of,,the

ctioni g in seleFted.areas of the Parent Advisory Councils in relation to
, . .

schools. The em wa pdaced upqn the functionin of PACs at the lo-
a

-'

, ,

7 phasis
* r

g

*cal level; however, rfain information-is equally applicable to
\
the function-

log of the Regional and.

uestionnaire.

6

itywide PAC's,as indicated by the members' responses
47.

should be n ted that there are many other areas of pare al and com-

minify inv lveReni th; t are not dealt wit

review of doc ents provided by the Titl

.

.orgaqization and planning was taking place at the level of Citywide Council.

Addition)lly, 6mphasis was being placed on the further development of the Re-

gional .nd Local PAC's.

in this evaluation., Based upon.the

I office, it*appeared that sound

PLANNING

The Parental Involvement Program shows evidence of sound planning to in-

vdiye.parents in th 'Title I Program. The Title I Coordinator provided inf*-
f 0

. 215
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oration on schedules and activities of this component. The Cltywide Advis

Council is actively.involved in many areas of the program: Regional Advi

Councils were in the process of being organized in 1973-74 and notable pr

gress has been made. The Title I Coordinator has continued to focus upon ef-

ry

ry

forts at individual schools to develop strong local PAC's, School represen-

tatives have been appointed, officers have been elec4d, and many orientation

and training programs have been held fpr the parents'.

%

Thig component is operating wit in the spiiit a4nd the letter of the

DHEW guidelines. Continued effort in the directions already established

I

should continue to improve the overall effectiv of the program,

REACTIONS OF PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS TO THE PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL

Reactions of the public school principals to PAC were obtained from

#.
,

.

respondents to the Principals' Questionnaire and the Principals' Interview.

It should be noted that principals were asked to respond itimarily to the

PAGE in their own school rather than to the regional! and citywide PAC.

A.
, ,

Table IX - 1 shows the positive regUlts of PAC's in their schools, reporttd

by the public school principals. Of the 74 principals interviewed, only 7

/
(9.4%) reported little or no positive results, while more.thalLthree out of

four reported that, in general, parents'were involved and coot,erdtive. Table

4

IX - 2'shows how principals, reported that PAC_aeffibers re involved 'in decision-

makin"orethanone-lialfofthePrismiTalOntervi,,I4Osai.(1,64 the local;
,1 ,

, 5.

PAC was involved in revAwing the budget and in tablishing! priorities.
Y / >' 4

These Tesultt s are consiste t with those tied by the par+ts. Again, only
1

216
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'Fable IX - 1

POSITIVE RESULTS OF THE LOCAL PAC, AS REPORTED BY PUBLIC

f 96

Parental Involvement And Cooperation 57 \ 77.0

Positive Attitude Change on the Part of
Parent's and the Community 17' 23.0

Increased Participation in School Activities 11 14.8

Learning Experience for the Parents 84\ 10.8
i

Little or N Positive Results 7 9.4
I

iteleiX 20:1,

s .

NT OF THE LOCAL PAC IN DEISION MAKING,AS REPORTED BY THE PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS*

Involved in Re,iewing.the Budget and 41

Setting Rri rites

Review and Advisor; Capacity, , 11

Extensive Involvement 6

Participated in Meetings and Workshops 4

involved but Not as Much as Desired 9

Not Involved 8

217
e Principals' Interview

55.4

14.8

E.1

5.4

12.2

10.8
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4

I

a small ;tentage of th' princi

liere1ot.involved.
I 0

193

Tattle IX - 3 show

,vitatibns, letter hand no

V

erviewed (10.

howl pa

ices se

reported that parejlts

re rebrU ea for PAC by the itho . In-

ioaed with 3 and personal

ith 35.1%.

Table I

rincipals' Questio aire) to t

hows the

,

OMe ere the most, frequent men -

sG of staff member were next

,.

eD by blic school principals (in thePr

ce of parent volunteer workers and

e pitc. The pe fo

ood" by 48.4% f th

ted "excellenef,

or "poor" by 31.0 %'.

cited of paren

the Titled Program"

pals%

Mlle IX -

of 'p ent vol eer w ers is ra ted "excellent" or

pri7 pal , and ' 'low a e age" by only 5.0%. PAC is

/--
by 34.5.% .of t e pri c pals, and "below average'),/ .

finally, 38.3% of t e pub is school principals (23/60)

1 involvement" as a "majo probleOilladministering

*11 their school.

g

hows the changes sugested for PACypublic school

Heading the lust are more parey1 and

"more training for parents" (13.5%), and "mere

rinci-

community inv lvement" (21.6%),

stipends for parents" '(10.8%) .

/

'''J
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Tab1e<!:_3

Y.

METHODS FOR RECRUITING PARENTS FOR PAC AS REPORTED BY PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS*,

Open /invitation,, Letters and Notices

YeS

Personal Contact by School Staff Member(s) '26 35.1

k ,

Pupil Personnel Wor er
(7

13 17.6

)

Program Assistant

yeAchtt,

9.4

4 5.4

Counselor, Pupil Personnel Aide,
Others I2 6.8

Volunte;red

t

parents Meetings

4- 2

* From the Principals' Interview

219

12 16.2

10 13.5
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Table IX - 4

PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS' RATINGS OF PAC
FROM THE PRINCIPALS' 4bESTIONNAIRE

Performance of Parent Volunteer Workers

Excellent

Good w

Average

r,
Below Average

Poor

ff

4

25

28

3

0

6.7

41.7

46.6

5.0

0

I

41.

60 100.0

' Parent Advisory Council (Lock)

EXcellent .3,4 5.2

Good 17 29.3

Average 20 34.5

Below Average 15 25.8

Poor 3 5.2

58 100.0

Checked as a'Major Problem in
Administering the Title I Program

23 38.3Lack 6f Parental Involvement
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a

.4b

Table IX =-S---

\
\-

STIONS FOR CHANGE FOR PAC REPORTED BY PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS*

f
No Suggestions 21 28.4.,

More'iParental and Community Involvement 16 421.6

More Training for Parents 10 , 13.5

More Stipends for Parents 8 10.8

Need a Program Assistant or Pupil Personnel
WOrker to Take Charge 4 5.4

Change Arrangements for Meetings for
Convenience of Parents 3 4.0

More Communication to Parents from Title I
Office 4 5.4

Principal or Teachers Should be in Charge. of PAC 2 2.7

Provide Transportation to PAC Members 2.7

Other Suggestions 8.1

* From the PrinciPalsL Interview

221
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REACTIONS OF PARENT MEMBERS OF THE PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL (PAC)

A questionnaire was forwarded through the public schools for parent

members of the PAC. The parents *ere asked questions about their involve-

ment and participation in PAC, their opinions of the Title I Program, and

suggestions for the PAC and Title I Program. One hundred thirty-one ques-

tionnaires were complted by the parents in publit schools, including both

elementary and secondary public schools, a return rate of about one third of

the PAC questionnaires distributed.

Demographic Characteristics

The'parents responding.to the questionnaires were almosttall women,

With 98% female and 2% male. All age groups were represented, with the per-

centage distribution shown in Table IX - 6.

Theseducational level of the parents (Table IX - 7) ranged from completion
,

of the 6th or 7th grade (7.0%) to some college r other training after high

school (17.8%). The number of 'children enro 1 iu school was as high as 9

mifor one family, with About one fourth of the f *1 rePorting only one

child in school; one third of the families reporting two children in school
;

and the remainder teporting three or more chIldren in school. According to

the parents, fully 90% of the childrda 'were Title I identi7ea.

'Participation in Various PAC Groups

Table IX - 8 shows various PAC groups in which the parents are participating,

Table IX,- 9 shows the offices held by the parents who completed questionnaires,

and Table IX - 10 shows the time period in which the parents fii1st became members

of PAC. These results show thAt questionnaire returns include representation

of various PAC groups aneconstitueniies. Included among the parents respbnd-

/

ing are members of the Citywide alidRegional PAC's; p7ent volunteers, educa-

222
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Table IX - 6

AGE 41,53.14IBUTION OF PARENT MEMBERS

OF 71' HE PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL

4
Age Percent

140.

21-30 35.4

31-40 44.1

41-50 17.3

Over 50 3.2

100.0

`Table IX -

HIGHEST GRADE COMPLETED - REPORTED BY PARENT MEMBERS OF PC

Grade Completed .

6th or 7th, grade

8th or )(90' grade

10th or 11th gradat

12th grade

Frequency Percentage

() ( %)

9

20

39

7.0

115.5

30.2

-29.5

Some college or other

\\,training after high school 23 L .17.8

Total 129 100.0

223
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Table IX - 8.

PAC MEMBERSHI.P

Yes

1. Citywide, Regional
or Local Membership

Citywide. only 6. 4.7-

Regional only 13 '10.2

.,
Both City-wide and ,

%

Regiohal 27 21.1

Sub-Total 46 36.0
...

Local only AM; 61.1

's

Total 128' 100.1

./(
2., Parent7Partnere

Volunteer Corps 89 '67.6

3. Title I Educational

Aide* 23 17,5

4. TOPPS Chorus* 11 8.4

1'

* Do not total to 100%.

224

,
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PAC Officer

1973-1974

r972-1973

Table IX - 9

PAC OFFICE HOLDERS

'4
Yes

.f /

43 33.9

(15 2 4

Type of office Held This Year

. '

rson

Vice Ch erson

Recording Secretary or

Assistant Recording decretkiry

_

f
--

--1;;- 66.1

106 87.6

Yes
/

\

15

Committee Chairperson or Chaplain 3

Lcvel of Office

City-Wide

Regional

Local

am.
Total

f "go

2 5.1

6 15.4

31 79.5

39 100.00

I ;

/
225
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Tablp IX - 10

N*,

TIME OF 'PAC MEMBERSHIP

Ti

June 1972 or Earlier

Between Sept. 1972 June 1973

If

Became Deliiite
Became Member -of Regional/
of Local-PAC Cit -

/

f

15 1V4 11.9

27 22.3

Bet een Sept. arYd Dec. 197 -_64-'52.9__-----

111 anuary 1 74 / / 15 12.4

Tdtal r 121 100.0

/

/
ffr

226

,

15 22.4

36 53.7

8 1L.9 /I

67 99.9

'e /

7
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tional aides, and participants in the TOPPS Chorus; parents holding variou
/

- 202 -'

off)ces In

,PAC mgmbers

-school year

ipk.

e local, regional qt citywide PAC; and paents who have beeno/t

N

for several, years.as.well as those who becaille PAC members in

1973-74:\
0:4

r.' , s

11.4 Table IX - 11 shows the number of meetings of the local school PAC
4

the regional and citywide PACs that the parents reported attending. More

than one-half oithe parents reported attend ng at least five meetings of

-their local 'school TAC, about one -half of the meetings held during the school

and of

year by the i13 the questionnaire

pf the pare

s administered. Overall, t one-third

Oreported regular attendance at local school PAC meetingsk(7 or

more meetings), while about another one -third of the parents didittot attend

very regularly (four meetings or less). Aegional ane citywide meetings are

attend 0 by both delegates and non-delegates.

half altt d seven or more meetingi.

Ampnt the delegates almost

1

Table IX - 12 shows how the parents became PAC members kin the local'PAC o

in the regional or Citywide PAC. At the local level, about 38% indicate

that they were ele7cted in a parents' 6eting, and about two-thirds indicate

/..,

that they were asked o serve by the principal or some other school official.

Election by parents or contacts by other parents or PAC members overall are

about equally often mentioned
.
as requests to serve by school personnel (OS

---'"
vs. 79 responses). (In thesequestions, parents could mark more than/One

.
. ,

.

answer.) At the citywide and regional levels.,re than 60% were elected by
4

the schools'-PAC as the representative.

2L7
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Table IX-- 12

METHOD OF SELECTION AS.A PAC MEMBER
ti

/

Elected by ScHool's PAC as the Representative**

Asked to Serve by Another.PAC Member

Asked to Serve by Some Parentslin'Your***
/Neighborhoos "12 1

Elected in a ParentAs'Neeting'at,Your
ild/Children'g Schodl**2

ASked to Serve by School

Lo al
Yes

. Citywide and
- Regional '

% *

' 'Yes

f

21 18.4

. /

/8.4

43 .38.7

incipal 41/ 36.0'

/ //
Asked to Serve by So er SchoolOth Schl Offi "al 38 3.3

B /
Some Unspeci ed/ thud , 4.0 /\

412/

A
* Based on

** Not

*** Ba

27 62.8

3 7.0

7 16.3 `

11.6

1 A

responses to this question./ //

d of 1oCal members only.
ked of citywide or-regional ,PAC d egates

on 43 3-Bitywide orivelTbnal membe

A (

229
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PAC dperations

i

Important in the operation o at all pilvels is'the ion,of-
,

;

, 'information to PA membtrs about the Titl I prograi, the 94n rati and

(

/
,

leadership of sch ol personnel, eepin PAC members forme and 'n inviting

/

theirs advice) and luggditions. Doc atiOn and repor s prom ded b the

Title I office indicate that major e rts were made to prov de PA members

wXth necessary information, prpvide tr ning and workshops

and scho 1 personnel, andeveiop positive involvemen Eamon parfies

involve

parents

e reactions of the parents to these effOrts are refl eid.in the

results that follow. In almost all areas, PSDC Title I Parent Involvement

Progr receives "good marks" from the parentm7'refleated by positive res-

Table X - 13 shows the informatiOn\receiv d.by the parent.. Only parent('
. .

the pr gram's efforts of 60'10
\ 80% of the parents.

(4:4%) reported that/they had not rece ved _info tion on any of e ite

listed. This result is snot surpriai considering the fact t t 15 parent

-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

a r e n t s rep red attekd'

ly one or two 'meetings in 1973 -74. While hot a parents recogni

,.
., ..,

i i ng al) 'information, between 56% and 69% recallreceive sg such-i

as ideal program guidelines and Title I budget inf tion. P haps t
,

--- s

--- is oom for improve ent in this record' however, it is impor ant to recognize
/

/

I

the some r not full/ recall all of th'e information m.prvided to the

I

Th continuing fforts of the Tit e4 Off ce's Parental Involvement progr to

i
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Ta ct1 X 13
4

le

o.
INFORMATION RECEIVED BY P NTS FROM TITLE I

Information

udget nfotmation on how much.Title I mon
bein' spent for various services, 'such

read ng, medical assistance .

Federal program guidelineslfor Title I

;chool system plan of open,
for 1973-74,

tion for Ti

414

Number of,tchools and children in these schbols

/ whckibuld be,.or'iret receiving Title I services
\

. I

None

64

Si
0

'

/

231
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dissem4nate information afd proirid

cement an already effective
/

'Parents' =ions

-207-

raining and workihops can- only serve to

/ .0. Vi
1

/
, ,.

able.IX 7 14 shows the Xevel of cooperation of various school/personnel, as
t

pe ived by the parents. In each cilse more than fo

ated at

PAC memb

7rents

sente

"most f the t

n,me ting t

viewd the c

in the tables

I.

p'._ school personnel "..

,

e itle I

oolle

, 90% oIt

chil ren's nee

no,n-coopera

e parents reported

re$areerd\to Ti

/ P
out of five parents

Work coope atively

I representative t9 h the

. N

The parents repor

importance.i en ask d:

y 2% to

In ailetition,

incip
/
al

ies and

setm o
i

,fe el,quite clear on t rd

.

embers feed that yo
......e

/know wha\
/

meet the /deeds fhe Title I

.
'%

. ,

"Do you and' the other Ad

yOur job is hylelpirgt

children in your school

75.8% said "Yes, most oi tlJe tim

.

2 ,0.0% ;said "Yes, some Of

and only ,4.2% skid 6No.'

.11

\in/P

Fully D6.7% feel th. they "

g as aPAC member.'

doing sompthi important b

Table IX -

m
1/

g 4e isions The table shows

//

shows the areas in which paren0 report p

that about twgZthir

e

ticiatpg /in

responded 11 5" t

232
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the following statements:

"Determining the Needs of Children

"Use of Title I Funds in Your School

"Kinds of Services Actually Provided to Children

Alb

-

More than.one-half (54%) ofthe parents answered "Yes" to these state-
.

ments:

"Setting Priorities Based on the
Needs of Children

,

!Tvaluition o Title I Services in

YourScho

It should be noted that the number of parents answering these ques-

tions was not very large,*ranging from 77 to 02 out of the 131 question-
.

nairqp,(aboui 59% to 78%) completed by the parents. Possibly some of the

parents did not interpret the question as dealing with providing advice and

suggestions because the 64=stion is worded in terms of "participation in de-

cision making."

Table IX - 16 news the participation of Citywide and.Regional PAC members

in decision making.. Brand large, the percentage pf "Yes" responses is at

least as high as for the general PAemembership.

Table IX - i7 shows the Citywide and Regional PAC members' views of the co-

operation of Title I and other school Officials in various activities. Again,

from about half to about four out of five responded in the affirmative.

PAC Regional Officers were asked to rate the PAC Leadership*Training

Institute "... in terms of its usefulness to your work as a PAC member." Res-

235
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ponses Wore as follow:
./1

N: .4

213.:1

"f

0

Very useful '30 61.2

-somewhat useful .'6 12.2

Not useful' 0

Did not'attend 13 ' 26.5

49 99,9

Table'IX - 18 shoWi how the parents feel about the Title I program as a
a

4C member. Topping the list with more than four out Of.fiv'e parehts:arev,-

better-teaching of reading and-maiheMatics'and
more special services ]ike hot

$

lunches, clothing and medical assistance. .Almost three out of four-saw Title

I as providing more decision making .. over tour child's eduilkidn,"
.,.

,
and two out othree parents felt Title I also proyided "more jobs for,parents."A

.
, -

if,

Table IX r 19 confirint the emphasis on reading and mathematics given-by the

"%rifle I program. More than'n'ine out of ten parents feel that 'their school is,
,

doing a good job in these area's.
4,-

es .

TableIX - 20 shows thatbetween 7 an4'9 outof 10.Parents feel that the

school'is doing a good job in providing Abda; cloth' g, medical attention,
o.P

field' trips, and special testiag0. The fact; that.onl three But of ten parents

feeI that the school/is doing a good ibbn job preparation is not surprising

inasmuch as,not all of the.schools have actually implemented a career educa-

tion concept at the elementary level. Furthermore, many. parents of elementary

school children may not'be aware of career awareness-efforts actually used by

the schools. _Those parents aniWeringlAn the affirmatiVe probably represent

parents of secondary school pupils in career'eaucation programs.

238 rL
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4

Table IX - 18

WHAT TITLE I MEANS TO PAC MEMBERS

f %

Better Teaching of Reading 110 85.9

More Special Services for Children,'i.e., 109 85.2
' Hot Lunches, Clothing, Medical

Better Teaching of Mathematics 107 83.6

More Decision-Making for Parents
Over their Children's Education 93 72.7

More Jobs for Pardnts 86 67.2

More Field Trips for Children 71 55.5
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/

Table IX/-19.

PARENTS' VIEWS OF WHETHER THEIR S

Subjects

Mathematics

Science

SocialStudies

Other Subjects

L IS DOING A GOOD JOB' N TEACHING

Yes No Not Sure
f % f % %

113 90.4 1.6 10 8.0

113 91.1/ 3.2 7 5.7

80 74.1 3 2.8 25 23.2

.
82 75.2. 1' 0.9 26 23.9

10 76.9 1 7.7 2 15'.4

Table IX - 20

PARENTS' VIEWS OF WHETHER THEIR SCHOOL IS DOING A GOOD JOB IN PROVIDING VARIOUS SERVICES

r
Services

Yes No' Not Sure '

f % f % f %

Food . 98 : 87.5 7

..-

6.3 . 7 6.3

Special Testing, like
Vision or Hearing

i

96 85.0 3 2.7 14 12.4

Field Trips .
,

Special Tutoring in

35 83.3 2 4.8 5 11.9

Reading or Mathematics 90 83.3 6 5.6 12 11.1.

Medical' Attention 83 76.9 8 7.4 17 15.8

%

Clithing 81 '70.9 8 7.7 15. 14.4

Job Preparation' 26 30.14 18 25.7 26 37.1
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/

/
ommunication with Parents Outside of PAC

The interest, concern, and perception of parents of Title I students

who are not members of PAC is an indicator of the concern for ducation in

the community in which the school is located. As community bars and parents,

parent members of PAC are probably most closely attuned to tie viewpoints,

interests and concerns of others in their community. Table IX - 21 shows their

responses to questions intended to gauge the community interest and concern.,

The responses to these questions suggest a two-way division in school-community

relations among the communities in which Title I students are located:

1. Educationally active, participatory, and interested communities.

These communities maybe characterized in terms of the PAC par-
.

ents' responses as.those in which "... most parents are in-
.

terested .. in what Vie school is doing for their children ..."

(44.8%); "... most parents think the school is doing a good job

... in teaching their children ..." '(37.0 %); and those in which
.

parents inform PAC members when they don't like somethiig that

happens to their children in school (frequently 36.1%; once

in a while, 36.9%).

2. Educationally passive and disinterested communities. These

communities may be characterized in terms of the PAC parents'

responses as those in which, "... most parents are ndt in-

terested ... in what the school is doing for their childien

..." (36.0%); "... most parents don't know ... how good a job

... the school is doing in teaching their childien ..." (32.3%);

241
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Table IX - 21

--PAC MEMBERS PERCEPTIONS P COMMUNITY INTEREST D ON/THREE QUESTIONS

I

"How interested are the parents in your .n ghbothood

in wh t / the school is doing for their children?"

Most parents are interested r

Most irents are, not interested

No Opinion

f

56 44.8

45 361.0

24 19.2

Total 125 100.0

"How good a job do the parents in your neighborhood

think the school is doing in teachings.their children?"

Doing's good job 47 37.0

Not doing a good job 9 7.1

Most parents do not know 41 32.3

No Opinion 30 23.6

Total 127 10.D.0

Parents frequently tell PAC members when they do not

like something that happens to their children in school. 44 36.1

Once in a while parents tell PAC members when they do , '45 36.9

not like something that happens to their children in school.

Parents ao not tell PAC members when they do not like

something that happens to their children in school.

242 Tdial
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./'.

and those in whic parents do not to PAC members when

they don't like mething that happ s to their Children in

school ..." (27. %).

ItF

Mese _results suggest that greater parental and Community involvement
4»or

and interest in the school need to be developed in about one in three of the

neighborhoods served by Title I schools.

These observations are consistent with those of the public school

)principals (see, especially table IX - 5)

- .

The high"leveleof interett.in education of those PAC parents complet-

ing the questionnaires is indicated by their respionses in Table IX.- 22.

the percentage who talk with their children a great deal about doing well in

school (89.8%) and thoS1 who give their children a great deal of help with

their school work (69.5%).

Suggestions for Changes in Title I Services

table IX - 23 shows the.parents' st gestions for improving Title I services.

Topping the list are two general categories, each with subcategories. The two

major recemmefidations are:

"Parents working in the schools

"Improving the administration of the

1848%

program" 13.3%

The wide range of recommendations should be given consideration by the

Title I Office.
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PARENT -CHILD.INTERACTION REGARDING EDUCATION

f

Help children a great deal with

/

school work (reading, mathematics,

spelling, etc.)

Help children some with school work .

(reading, mathematics, spelling, etc.)

Total

Talk a great deal with children about

doing well in school.

Talk some with children about doing

well in school.

89

39 /

69.5

3O.5
OP141101i

/128 100.0

114 $9.8 "

/ft
, .

12 9.5

.Do not talk very much with children'

about doing well .1h school.

\Total 127 , 100,0
.

244



www.manaraa.com

I

- 220 -

Table IX r 23

AC MEMBERS' RECOMMENDATIO FOR CHANGES IN TITLE I SERVICES

L Li

garents orking in sch is

_. Zz

24

1) Parents should work more hours 11

2) More parents hired full-time 5

,3) Pa is should work the whole year
/ 334) Mor jobs for parents

/

18.8

8.6.

400

-2.3

,Improving,the administration of.the progran 17 13.3
1) Extend program for children to other

groups 9 7.0

2) More money4or thelitle I Program 3 .2.3

3) More special programs and tlachers foi
emotional children . 3 2.3

4) More vocational courses fOrIchil n 1 .8

5) School should remain in T-I pro am
At least three years 1 .8

More parental interest in children and more i

parent input in the program 16 12.5

More training, meetings, and useful activities,
in workshops or parents 7 5.5

More educational aides and have parents work
as educational aides 7 5.5

. N
Better, communisations and clearer guidelines 4 3.1

More acceptance of parents by teachers. 4 3.1

More field trips for students 4

Miscellaneous

245
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ONCLUSIONS AND !RECOMMEN

In general, ere is i tle Testion, base the res

\chool principals d parent ers of PAC, that t p PAC's a

'-`favorably.

I.

CI

es otfi public

viewed very

;However, in'terms of imProvetents i4 the Parental I volvement P

rincipals and parens alike indica ed th t even mor inv

of parents would be desirable, ev j thou h the level f parenta involvement

vement on tHerpart

was already a string point. For exampljC, 77% of the,putil* scho

indicated that " rental involvement aid cooperation'was a posit

the local PAC "( able(IX - 1).

1' principals

ve result of
/

/

Howevel, about 38% of the principals cited /"lack of p rental involve-

ment" as a 'ffl jor problem in administering the Ti le I Progr in 1973-74.

MAI ionally, when asked for suggestions for change for PAC Oblic school,

1 . . /.
prio ipals responded. moSt frequently with "more p ental d community involve-

/

ment," "more training for parents," and "more stipends fq parents'! (Table IX, -`S).

,

Generally; the parents seem:to agree (Table IX -

It may be important thit'on1)1S% of'the pxincipa indicated that their-
,

efforts to recruit parents for PAC involved a personal conta a school,

staff mcmber. It Seems likely that personal contacts would be more productive

thn printed literature in encouraging the participation, of parents (Table IX - 3).

The PAC Members' perceptions' of community interest in.the schools in their

neighborhoods (see Table
suggests that there is relatively little interest

in perhaps one-fourth to one-third of the neighborhoods served by Title I schools.

theie obhrvations suggest renewed attention on the part of the individual

school to personal contacts in the neighborhoods, by school staff'members

246
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,1

d/P 6 members like, t ge the interest,ef p7rents'ih the community
/

,

,f

;

The.fact t t e Title I pi am has develop d /Octal schoo' budgeting y proVide

for more xtensive employm of Parent Velun era. It is /not- rthy hat al

/
____----.

. !

.

i i

most half kf the public sr ol principals ra d the perfo nce of Parent

N

Volunteer Workers as "good" or "excellent" and only 5 of the principals

/ /

/ t

-"`

rated them as below aVerage.

,,.

Based on these observations, it is mended that the Parent 1 In-
\ .

volverment'Conponent of Title

ing o local AC's through of ()its i" eighborhoods (where appropriate) to

broaden the bfrse of parents involved in, the schoo)s. 'Togo so.may require

greater effort at the local level of PAC school rep6sen atives,.other staff

inue to give attehtion to the str(ength9n-

(

ers a PAC members in makihg personal fontacts with parents, It is also

commenced that the Parent Vol ieer program be expanded whenever possible.

247
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CHAPTER X

L

SPECIAL PROJECTS AWCULTURAL ENRICHMENT PROGRAM

The purpose of this section is to report on the effectiveness of

the Special Projects in the Title I Schools. According to the ESEA Title I

\Comprehensdve Program, FY 1974, the Title I Special Projects were to include

Career DeveloAnt, Cot:Amity Schools,FollowThrough Centers and the. Pre-

School Expansion Program..

CAREER DEVELOPMENT

The Career Development Project has three specific components:

'(1) Pilot Career Folandations, (2) Widening Horizons, and (3) Industrial

Arts Career. 1

1. The Pilot Career Foundation program introduces Title I students

to basil economic concepts, such as jot and salarles; vocational opportu-

tc. In elementary schOols, the project is designed to,emphasize

the study of technology aid the secondary. school project encompasses a sur- .

vey of a full range of career opportunities. The target population is se-
,

lected from seven elementary school§ and one junior high school. The wo-

. gram is intended to service, approximately 1,000 students:

2. The Widening Horizons Career Orientation Program provides career

education'for Title I seventh graders who, are potential dropouts. The pro-

ject.includes an exploration..of specific career clusters:guidance services

to aid in self-assessment of abilities, aptitudes and interests. The pro-

gramrserves approximately 960 identified Title I students. The criteria
-

.

for recruiting these students will include: absenteeism, poor or failing
,

, .
. ir

,4 248
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grades, frequent school transfers, over-age for regular grade placement,

financial difficulties or family problems. 6
3. The Indtafrial:Arts Career Pioject.is an inter-disciplinary'ex-

,

ploration of careers in the constructio industry utilizing an applied tech-

nological approach. The project Invo s five Title I juniar high schools.

The Title I students will acqUire a broad understanding of the construction

industry, the occupational opportUnities that 'exist and are likely to occur

in the future and the skills directly associated with success in employment.

SUfficient,information on the *?rations and the participation in

the Career Development Projects was not available for an objective evalua-

tion of the projects and their components., However, the interest and en-

thusiasm expretsed by the staff and students in each of these. programs were

extremely high. dB

A

Career education is becoming more important as the unemployment level

among white collar workers steadily inc;ases in the United States. Many of

the Career 6evelopment Centers visited have reported that the students parti-

cipating in their programs are more punctual and seldoniabsent when compared

to their attendance in regular school programs. It inaicates that students

who are often disinterested in the regular academic program Mend to be ex-

. tremely interested in career development programs of the school. 'Despite

'4 this fact, there are only limited facilities for involving all interested

. and needy students,

It is, therefore, recommended that every effort be made to introduce
.4

career related training programs, particularly the Industrial Aits Propam,

in each of the 16 junior high schools' currently participating in the Title I

isprogram. It further recommended that an effort be made to introduce "the

249
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Pilot Career FoundatiOns Program" in all the elementary and non-public

schools because it lays the proper foundation in young heaAs for career
S

education, which can result in better workers for totorrow.

COMMUNITY SCHOOLS

The basic premises of the 'program operations are that the dommunity

school program is an extension of the formal academic program through idfor-.

mal education programs; that development of an effective program is a shared-

responsibility

,

of administrations staff, parents, community an4 students;

and that the community school provides opportunities for parents to parti-
..

cipate in school and community ptograms. The Carnet- Patterson Community

School program is designed to assist identified Title I seventh grade stu-

dents in improving their reading and mathematics skills through small group

instruction and after school tutoring, and in preparing homework assignments.

The Garnet-Patterson Community School also offered an "out-reach

program" to students at Grimke Elementary School. The focus of this out-

reach program was to attune the students to the community program at

Garnet-Patterson. 'These students who would attend GarAet-Paiterson this

fall participated in the slimnaitics and photography classes as well as in
.

the tutorial program. There were also students from Cardozo High School

participating in the creative expression class.

One of the outstanding features of the Garnet-Patterson Community,

School was that the program fostered increasing adult community involvemept.

Another significant feature Of'this program was that former students re-
.

tuined to the karate and photography classes to share their skills with .the

younger students.
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Table X-2

SPECIFIC PROJECT'OFFERINGS AND NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS
IN THE PROGRAM AT GARNET-PATTERSON COMMUNITY SCHOOL

1

Classes
Number of
Participant

Gymnastics

Creative 'Design

New MAUI

20

19.

30

Englfsh Drama 15

Creative Expression Music) 25

Karate 150 4 A'

Photography 8

Slimnastics 20,

Tutorial Program 39

Income Tax Program 15

c Enviionmental Science 12

Total 218

A

2S2
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As related by the Program Cooidinator, there weie no significant

problems in the operations of Garnet 'Patterson Community Project. The only

problem encountered was an incorrect statement of project expenditures.

parently, other projects' expenditures had been charged against Garnet-

fZtterson.

Additional, asies will be offered at the school during the 1974-75

schobl year.. These classes are:

English Journalism .

Barber Science

Instrumental Music

Graphic Communications, and

Woodwork Technology

Two classes, Mother and Baby Care, and Mother's Aide4 will be of-

fered through the kssittance of the American Red Course.

It appears that the Garnet-Patterson Community School Projeft is
Ati

operating efficiently. The participants appear to be quite pleased with the

program offerings. However, the project needs increased community involve-

ment, particularly from parents.of the children who participate in the pro-

gram. The objeCtive fol. the FY-l975 project is to increase parental involve-

ment in the project:

The Harrison Community School is designed toprovide elementary age

studenti instruction in science, library usage, music, art, and physical

education.- Pre - school age students are offered exercises designed to fos-
.-

ter reidiness,-tpordination, language skills, and self-awrness. Students

.'are provided homework centers, remedial assistance, and developmental classes
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to raise mathematics and reading levels. .Like the Garnet-Patterson Commu-.

nity S ool, this school also needs full support from the local community

rder to make its program a success. The community school concept is, an

excellent one, and, it needs continued support through the Title I program.

The evaluation team was quite pleased with.the contributions of the

Community School Programs towards better and increased involvement of the

,local community in'Public school programs, and it strongly recommends that

a major emphasis should be placed in popularizing the concept within PSDC

in general, and Title I-schools in particular. One of the ways,of'doing it

is by setting up at'least two additional community school centers with in-
.,

creased budget to expand, the program activities.

254
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LUDLOW PRESCHOOL PROGRAM

The major objectives of the Ludlow Preschool Program were to provide

an acceleration of the normal development of intellectual skills, reinforce-
.

ment, for learning, and to help children acquire the basic skills for learning.

The program encompassed "material oriented," "teacher oriented," and

"child oriented'" teaching methods. The program stresses language development

as it relates to stimulating and shaping the child's ability to form concepts,'

to perceive his environment clearly and to respond effectively. .The program

also fosters self-motivation for the child.

The program was held at 12 schools. There were 20 prekindergarten

groups and 10' kindergarten groups in each of the 12 schools. The program also

included 50 prekindergarten and kindergarten children at the Spanish. Develop-

ment Cehter.

This program appeared to have a lot of merit in accelerating the learn-

ing ability of youngsters. The involvement of children, with bilingual back-
.

ground,,in the program was quite timely, and it added a new dimension ico' the

Title I services. It will be helpful to have a follow-up study conducted to

find out the level of growth each child might attain in the first grade, upon

completion of the kindergarten and .pre-schools,programs.

It is recommended that the program be continued at the same level for

another year, and at the end of next year a follow-up study be conducted to

see how far the students excelled in the first,grade due to their'involVement

in the special pre-school program. It is further recommended that every ef-

fort should be made to increase the services to children with bilingual back-

ground so that they will have.an equal chance with the non-bilingual children

to improve their learning abilities.

255
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CULTURAL ENRICHMENT PROGRAM

The purpose of the Cultural Enrichm nt Program Was to reinforce,

Mathematics and'Reading skills by extending and nrichinga child's cultural

background through Fine Arts, Mimic, and field trip riences.

The program was divided into two: (1) the field trips where trans-

portation was proyided to each activityand (2) the field (school) based per-

formances.

The ld tri s fell into two categories - the teacher initiated

trips and the coordinator initiated trips'.

e coordinator initiated field trips were to the Black Repertoire

Dance Co any with 5,000 Title I students attending and.to 4.ano performance
*

'by Leon B its with 5,000 students attending.

' The Field Based Performances were required to be geared,to improving

Mathematics and Reading skills, The types ofierformances included plays,

creative drama, musical productions, dance groups and, specifically, a Magic

Show. These field based performances involved all Title I students at that

school.

There were three Common Bqd Activities held for all thitd grade

Title I students. These activities provided the students with a commqnly

shared e4erience.

1) The Capitol Tour - field trip,involving about 4,000 students?

2) Concerts in School Festival at the Kennedy Center - 4,000 students

attended.
N4

3) The Library Theatre - about 4,000-students
Ai

attended.

The program provided for involvement

ces in their community and for enriching the

of children in cultural experien-

child's background. The program
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involved children in field trip experiences, Music and Fine Arts, to extend

and enrich their background experiences, thus providing reinforcement in Read-

ing and Mathematics skills.

One problem cited by 90% of the principals, 85% of the parents, and

70% of the teachers was the inability to provide Common Based experiences

for all grade levels/Of Title I. This'was due to limited funds available to

provide such experiences. All programs held were well received by parents and
V

children alike, and school officials expressed great satisfaction in. the way

they were conducted.

Most teachers felt thahthere should be more field trips for'the chil'

dren to paiks, arboretums, fairs, etc. Buses should-be more readily available,
.**

to".school officials to plan the field trips more quickly.

It is, therefore, recommended that provision should be made for'a mini-

mum of four field trips for 4ch school durflg the school year. If any school
A

wishes to have more than that, special arrangements should be. made*by-order of

priority. Library Theatre, and Special Concerts for children should be continued

for the simple reason that for a majority of them it might be the first exposure
.

. to any meaningful cultufal experience.

257
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V

PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA \

ESEANITLE I EVALUATION,
1973-74 (

\
'QUESTIONNAIRE' FOR PRINCIPALS

Diteotions: Please answer all questions with regard to the Title I
1

Program in gout school this year.
,

I,:BABIC'DATA,

Name of the principal (optional)

(3,4) Nameand address of'the school

(5,6) How many years have you been a principal in a Title I school?

(years)

4(7,8). How many years altogether have you been a pringipil (years)
A..:

'(g,?) Bev many years have you been in the field of education (yeais)

(10-29) ( For each grade, please list the number of classes or sections of
4

Title I students in your school.

Grade 'Number OfClasses/Seetions

(10,11). 'Kindergarten

(12,13)

(14,15) 2

-(16,17) 3

, (18,19) 4

(20,21) 5

ir
(22,23) 6

(24,25) 7

(26,27) 8

.428,29) TOTAL

260
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2

3

.(3.0-33) = List the number of 6Personnel)working full or part-time at

.your school for the Title I Programs. (Do not incrude regular
.

(30,31)

(32,33)

(34,35)

classroom' teachers)

Reading Resource Teacher

Full-time

,14.athematits Resource leather

Pupil. Personnel' Worker

,(36,37) Pupil Personnel Aide'

(3.8'439 Educational Aide .

(40,41) Program. Aisistant

(42,43) - Clinical Psychologist
.r 4

(44,45) Social Worker

(46,47) .Speech Therapist

(4809) Health Aide

(50,51) Other (Please specify)

(52,'53)

t

261

Part-time
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a

c
Office-Use Only:
Card 2, 1 -4

(54-74) -For each grade, please list for this yearg' Title I program, the

number of students enrolled, tr4e number of stuOnts wha transferred

in or out of yourAtool, and the number-of students who dropped

e out of school. In the la..;t column, please list the total days

absent.'

Grade

.T54-63) ergartc

(0-73):

(5-14):

(15-24)

(25-.34)

(35-44)

(45-54)

557-64)

' (65=74)

a.

Student IYansfers
Enrollment Out In Dropouts sences

1

'2

3

4

5

6

7

8
1

p

4'

62

.
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II. PROGRAMATIC DATA

Office.Use Only:
Card 3, 1-4

Please rate the Title DprogrAms,,personnel, facilities, and other
factors about Your school on the scale given belowby cikling:the

,.appropriate number. Please omit those items not pertinent to your
school. 5 is excellent, 4 is good, 3 Is average, 2 is below average,
and 1 is poor.

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

Ex G Av B Av Poor
Classroom Teachers 5 4 43 .2 1

Performance of Custodial staff 5 4' 3 2 1

Performance of Teacher Aides 5 4 3 2 .1

Performance of Parent Volunteer workers 5 4 3 2 1

Pupil personn/el. services 15 4 3 2 1

Cultural Enrichment programs 5 4 3 2 1

Title I C614ective program 5 4 3 2 1

Math Remediation program .

Parent Advisory Council

5

5

4

4

3

:3

2

2

.1

(14) Competitive Partnership Programs
(if available.in your school)

(15) Performance of the Clerical staff

(16) Clothing program

(17) Special Education Learning Center
(If avairable at your school)

(18) Speech Correction Program

(19) "Cooperation from the Title I Coordinators

(20) Availability of ,Necessary supplies and
materials for the Title I Instructional
program

(21) Classroom facilities as they effect the
implementation and operation of a Title I
Program

tl

263 b

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2

5 4 3 2

5. 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1
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(22)

(23)

(24)

(25)

(26)

(27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

(31)

(32)

S

5

,.

Ex G Av B Av Poor
Performance of Reading Resdurce Teacher 5 4 3 2 1

Performance of Math Resource Teacher 5 4 3 2 1

Availability of necessary audio-visual
equipment 5 4 3 2 1

Cooperation from LEA and/or SEA Title
Office of D.C. Public Schools 3 2 1

CoOperation from the office of the
Superintendent of Instruction, D.C.
Public Schools 5 4 3 2 1

Staff Development program S 4, 3 2 1

Coordipation effoAs between classroom
teachers 6 the Reading/Math Resource
Teachers 5 4 3 2

Utilization of Title I funds 5 4 3 2 1

Reliability of the Tests (Metropolitan
Reading Readiness Test, California Achievement

A
Test and CTBS) administered for the Title I
Program by the D.C.P.S.in view of the
overall performance of your students 5 4 3 2 1

Validity of the test results in view of
the overall performance of your students 5 4 3 2 1

Effectiveness of the MEDIAX program in
developing children's perceptual skills 5 4 3 2

.264
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III. GENERAL DATA

(33-38) What are some of the most significant and positive experiences

that you have encountered in this year's Title I program?

(Please number by priority order) ,

R

0.0

(39-41) Were there some difficult experiences in this year's Title I

Program?

(Please number by priority order)

265
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1-
7

is

.(42 -62) Whit were Some_ af the maior Problems you have encountered in adminis-

,

teritg this year' Title I program? (Mark all that apply.)

(42)

(43)

(44)

Inadequate staffing

Delay in releasing funds .

Too much administrative bureaucracy in the overall Title I

admitistration-
-

(45) ,Lack of parental involvement

(46) Too much paper work

(47) Discipline in the school

(48) Low staff'iorale

(49)
Overcrowded classrocims,

(50)

11/.(

Inadequate'ficilities

(51) Too much added administrative work due to the Trine I

Program

(521 Poorly planned Staff Development programs

(53) Low salary to attract quality people_askeachers

(54) Too many part-time professional staff

(55) Inadequate library

(56) Reading Program
.

(57) Mathematics Program

(58) None of the above

(59) Other (Please specify)

(60) .

(61)

(62)
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O

ti

(63-80)'

-.

pt

Please state any, additional' comments that you May have on the

Title I Programs in general and the programs.at your school in

particular:

a

268
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r

4

APPENDIX A -.2. CLASSROOM:6 RESOURCE TEACHERS' QUESTIONNAIRE

r
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CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION

(1) QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CLASSROOM TEACHERS
-AND RESOURCE .TEACHERS

(2) Geteral: This questionnaire contains a number, of,sections appropriate to
various personnel. Pliase read the directions for each section,
and answer only those questions that apply to you.

(3,4) I. IDENTIFICATION

(8)

(10)

Name

Name and address of school

Type of school

1. Publfc Elementary

2. Public Secondary

ces

Your position

1. Classroom- teacher

2.- Reading resource. teacher

3. Mathematics. resource teacher

Your sex

1. Male

2 Female

Age

1. Below 20 years

2. 20 - 29.

3. 30 - 39 11

270

3. Non-public

4. 40 - 49 years

SO or over
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II. PROFESSIONAL DATA

(11) Highest Degree Earned

1. Lest than 'a B.A./B.S.

#

4

B.A./B.S.
<1, r .

3. M.A./M.S./M.Ed.

4 Master's plus or
Advanced Professional
Certificate

S. Doctorate

6. Other (Specify)

Please indicate the kind of certification you currently hold in

your area!

-1:Provisionak Certificate

2. Probationary Provisional

, 3. Probationary Standard

4. Reading Teacher

5. Reading Specialist

6 Mathemtics Resource Teacher

7. Mathematics Teacher

8 Other. (Specify)

Mathematics Reading

Miml.

Are you presently pursuing another type of certification?

1. NO

2. YES - If YES, Type:

Number of courses completed by end of term

271
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(16,29) Years of teaching experience:

1. Total teaching experience years

2. Teaching of Title I students years

3, Pre-kindergarten or HeadStart years

4. Kindergarten years

5. Primary - Grades 1 - 3 years

6. Elementary - Grades 4 - 6 years

7. Grades 7 and 8 years
3

STAFF DEVELOPMENT

(30-58) For each type of staff Development program listedbelow, please

give the number of sessions you attended and your rating of each

for Title I and regular programs. Use the following rating scale:

S = Excellent

4
4 = Good

3 = Fair

1973 - 1974 School Year

2 = Poor

1 = Did not participate

ti

TYPE
A. Regular Staff,

Develo ent Program
B. Title I Staff .

, Development Program
Number of
Sessions

Over-all .

Rating
Number of
Sessions

Over-all.
Rating

Credit Courses
. :

.

Workshops
.

Otonferences

.

.
r

.

.

..

Seminars
.

. . .
.

.

' .

Pre-Training Wrkshps. 1

Language Skills Inst.
(March '74)

.

.

.

..

.

v.

Othey(Specify)

.../: --. , ...,. -

,

, - . . ..

272
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(59-66)

- A -

Please rate the following teaching methods used in staff develop-

ment programs in which you participated. Use the following rating

scale:

5 = Excellent, 2 = Poor

1 - Did not participate in

3 = Fair this type of activity

1973 - 1974 School Year

4 = Good

TYPE
A. Regular Staff

Development Program
B. Title I Staff

Development Program

Classroom Visitation -,

Group Dynamics '

Sessions

. I
.

Disdussion Groups

Demonstration .

QUESTIONS 3 & 4 ARE FOR PUBLIC SCHOOL PERSONNEL ONLY. NON-PUBLIC

SCHOOL PERSONNEL SKIP TO QUESTION 71.

(67) Was your training in the use of special classroom 'Materials for the

Competitive Partnership Program provided before or after the pro-

(68)

gram implementation?

1. Before 2. After 3, Both

4. Did not participate

Please rate the training you received for the Competitive Partner-

ship Program.

1 Excellent, 4. Poor

2. Good 5. Did not participate

3. Fair

273
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(69):

-5-

LiSt two specific ways in which you feel the Staff Development

N6 Program could be made more effective.

1.

2.

(70) Have you attended any of the following conventions or conferences

(71-76)

this year?

1. District-wide professional conference

2. An out-of -state professional Conference

YES NO

miwgewmano

IV. ENAOLLMENT

Please provide the following enrollment information for Y classes: .

e.

(77,78)

f79,8Q)

p
l Total students in all classes

2. Total Title I students in all51asses

. Number of Students

3. Number'bf different classese or sections

with'Title I-students classes/sections

How many Title I children have been transferred out of your

classrbom this school year?

How'many have been transferred in to your classroom this School

year?

274.
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-6-

V. READING - (Secondary Mathematics Teachers and Mathematics Resource
Teachers; SKIP to Section VI.)

QUESTIONS 8 - 17 IN THIS SECTION ARE FOR PUBLIC SCHOOL PERSONNEL ONLY.
NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL PERSONNEL SKIP TO QUESTION 6.

'(8-15) Please check the Title I Competitive Partnership reading progiam
used in your classroom this year and last

This year Last year

(16,17)

(l8,

1. D. C. Health

2. McGraw-Hill

3. Random House

4. None of the, above

Mk
Give the number of Title I students in your room this year who
are using the same CP program they used during the 1972 - 1973
school year.

Please check the month you started the Competitive Partnership

Program this year and indicate when the reading books arrived

for the students to use.

Month CP Started Month Reading Books

Sdptetiiber February September.

,Arrived.

" February
October March

November April

____'October

November .

December May December May
*-777apuary

January

275
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Oft

.
-7-

ga

I 14

4if you did not receive your CP.reading,materials in ,SeptemAr

with what materials were you supplied?
1 I

PUBLISHER

1. 4 t

2.

6.

,,

TITLE OF SERIES

ar

(26) Did you have access to the materials this year which you used in

the CP_prograM for 1972 -1973?

_ (27-37).

I

YES 2, NO

40,

* *4

Please list the reading series and materials (other than the

CP programs) that youlAsdi most often with your Title I

< students. Please check,te one series which is your basal
a.

or adapted series, -

:

- TITLE . mptisHER , 'Basal Series

1. 7°

2.

3.

4, *

4.
.,4

,

,

S.

.

276
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(38-51)

1

- -8-

p

Who made the decision to use the rpadIng materials listed below
classroom?in your claroom? (Please check (ilor or mark all others that apply.

1. Central Administration

2 . 'School .Administration

3 . Title I Staff

4 .:leading Resource Teacher

5 . Classroom Teacher alone

6.. Both Reading Resource and

the Classroom Teacher

7'. Other (Specify)

Title I Progran Regylar Program

(52-57) On the average; how many minutes per week do you devot to each program?

1. regular reading.program 2. Title I reading program Total

(58)

(59)

it

Are the Professional services provided your Title I students by
Reading Resource Teacher 'and the 'Regular District Reading Special'
of equal time? 1. Yes 2. No

. %

. .
"Th

Please check the one showing how you usually organize your Title I

students f ading instruction.

1 Sma 1 gro (10 or less)

2 Large groups (more than 10)

3 Individualized

'4 Other (Specify)

Itt 277
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(60-74)

-9-

For the following list of teaching ictivitiet please check those

that you use in teaching your Title I students. Place a second

check ( in 'the last column) for the three activities that you use

the most.

USED
THREE MOST

USED

1. Listening Skills

2," Study Skills

3. Decoding or Word Attack
Skills

4. Comprehension Skills

5. Oral Language Development

6. Oral Reading Skills

7.. Silent Reading Skills

S. Writteh Composition

Spelling,9.

10. Dictation

qr
fr`11. Handwriting

12. Others (Specify)
1/111.11.11.111

2`78

ti
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(25)

(76,66)

-10-

Do you keep an individual pupil profile book or form to indicate

the student's competency in each skillraiea?

1.

2.

3.

on all Title I students

on some Title I students

on none

How many times per week do you do the following (list the
)

number of times)

,l. Read to your students

2. 101 a story tq your students

(78) as your classroom equipped with a library?

YES NO

IeYES, what is the source of funding?

(8,9)

1. Regular budget 3 Other

2. Title I budget

ta

Do your students have a silent free reading period each day

Office Use Only
YES NO 'Cird 3 1 - 7

Are the children in the clawoom free to take the books home?

YES 4NO

If YES, please check

1. From the classroom library?

2. From the school library?

(10) Are the children in the classroom free to take their text books home

to.do home assignments?

St

1..

YES. NO

U

t.6

2179

1
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(11) Does the school have a well-equipped library? 1. YES 2. No

(12) Is the librarian 1. full time or 2. part time?

(13) How many times per week is your class scheduled to visit the school
library?

(14) How many times per week does your class visit the schoolslibrary?

Once Twice
, Three or more (give number),

(1S) Are the students iii your classroom free to visit the library at

times other than the regularly scheduled period or periods?

1. YES 2. NO
, 1K

(16-20) Has your school iarticipated in apy of the following reading related
ac

activities this year?

1. A Book Fair

2. Reading Is Fun-lental (RIF)

3.. The Bookmobile program

4. The "Read More in "74" Campaign

S. Any other (Please list.)

/.,

YES NO

280.
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(21-25)

(26,747)

(28,29)

(30-35)

-12-

41P

'1

VI. MATHEMATICS = (READING TEACHERS AND READING RESOURCE TEACHERS SKIP TOSECTION VII) 4I

QUESTIONS 21-27 ARE FOR PUBLIC SCHOOL PERSONNEL ONLY; NON-PUBLIC
PERSONNEL BEGIN ANSWERING THIS.SECTION WITH QUESTION 2.8.

-Please check the Title I Competitive Partnership mathematics'prograpused in your classroom this year and last yehr.

1. Addison-Wesley

2. D.C. Health

3. Random House

This year Last. year

Give the number of Title I students in your room this year whoare using the same Competitive
Partnership.program they used duringthe 1972 - 1973 school' year.

.

l.

,,

Please check the month you started the Competitive Partnership
)

Program this year and indicate when the reading books arrived

for the students to use.

,Month CP started Month Mathematics Books Arrived

September February September _February

October March October March

NovePber April .* November April

December May DeOember . May '

411January January

e
If you did not receive pour CompetitiVe Partnership Materials in
September, with what mathematics materials were you supplied?

1.

2.

3.

PUBLISHER

281

TITLE OF SERIES
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(36)

1.

(37-47)

-13-

Did you have access to the materiali this year which you used in
,

the .Competitive Partnership prpeam for 1972 -,19737

YES 2. NO

4.

Please list the mathematics
seriesAnd-materials-(other than the

CP programs) that you use most often with your Title I'st9dents.

Plea check the one series which is your basal,or gdopted series.

Tint 'PUBLISHER- -Basal Series

1. 7'

2. L

#

3.

,-

.

_

',

--..

4...

4 .

1

.

..
.

,...-
-.

S.

:-.../ .

\

2
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(48 -59)

(60-65)

(66)

- 14 -

Who made the decision to use these mathematics materials liited

above in your classroom? (Please check 04 all that apply.

Title I Program Regular Program

f. Central Administration

2. School Adainistiation

3. Title I Staff

MathematicsIosource Teacher

5. . Both Mathematics Roidurce

and the Classroom' Teacher

6. Other (Specify)

re

,
On the average,.how many*minutesper week do you devote to each

program?
.,,

1. Regular.Mathematici Program

2. Title I Mathematics Program

3. Total for Regular and Title I Programs 4.'

Please check thione showing how you usually orgahize your

Title I students for mithematit instrOction,

1. Small groups (10 di less)

2. Large: -,groups

3, 1Aridualized*

.411.1

4, Other _(peeily)-

J'

.

.
283.

.1
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(8-24)

-15 -.

41.

Office Use onl.
. _Card 4, 1-7

0

For the following list of teaching activities please check those

that you use in teaching your Title I students. Next place a

second check for the three activities that you use the most.

1. Mathematics Vocabdlary 8.

2. ,computation Skills 9,

3. Number Presentation.
10.

4. Numeration
11.

S. Sets
12.

,6. Number Sehtences

7. Structure
14.

0

Operations

-Geometry

Measurement

Problei Solving

Number Theory

Probability and
Statistics

Application

(25) Do you keep an individurpupil profile book or form to indicate

the studentJs.mompetenCy
in each skill, area?

1. on all Title Fstudents,

-2% on some Title I' students

3. on none

' 4

(26)7 Is your classta06
well-equipped for teaching mathematics?

0

, 1. 'YES 2. NO

r

0..

. Do your students have free access to use the manipUlative media,

deviaes, etc.?

1 . YES '2. - No ,

284
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(28) Are the children in your.classroom freetO take their text hooks

home for home aisigrimentit

YES NO

(29) Have you taken your class on-a cultural enrichment field trip

in'relation to their mathematIcs program?

4

YES NO

285
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-17:

VII. RUCATIONAltAIDES
,

,. w
.4,

(30,31)' Do,you have a teacher's'aide assigned to your classroom?
k

. I. YES ,

1
NO2.,

If YES, indicate on what iimelbasiS?

Y
Full-time H alf-time Less than half-time

,

. ..,_-_

4

(32-38)

(39,40)

1.

Indicate below in ranking order the tasks which assign to your
J, V

aide.

Preparation of instructional materials

2. Record maintenance

3. .....:.:.:_Supervising chirdrenie
the classroom.:

4.

S.

6.

7.

and from

IndividOalized work, with Children

Equipment maintenance

Small group work with children

Others

a

Is the aide sufficiently trained to carry out the tasks you

assign to her/him?

1. YES 2. NO

If no, in what particular area is improvement'neededr

2864
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(41,43) '

644-58)

(49-53)

I

=18-

Have you and you aide attended together any type of staff

deielopment progr designed to promote. better team work?

1. YES .2. NO

If YES, did you find it beneficial? YES NO

If NO, would you be interested in attending such a program?

1 YES. 2 NO, ,

Please list and describe the major advantages you have encountered
this year in working with the Title r Program

Please list and describe.the main problems you have encountered
this year in working with the Title I Program.

ti

287
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VIII. INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURCE SERVICE

- 19

SECTIONA'(page 20) is to be answered by the) Reading Resource

Teachers only.

SECTION B (page 21) is to be answered by the Secondary Mathematics

4 Teachers and Mathematics Resource Teachers-only.
%

I t



www.manaraa.com

P
l
e
a
s
e
 
r
a
t
e
 
t
h
e
 
C
P
 
r
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
s
e
r
i
e
s
 
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
l
y
 
u
s
e
d
 
i
n
.
y
o
u
r
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
-
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
a
b
o
v
e
 
a
r
e
a
s
.

C
h
e
c
k
 
t
h
e
 
l
a
s
t

(
5
4
-
6
7
)

c
o
l
u
m
n
 
i
f
 
y
o
u
 
h
a
v
e
 
N
o
 
O
b
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
 
(
N
.
0
.
)

1

A
R
E
A

-

.
.

E
x
c
e
l
l
e
n
t

G
o
O
d

F
a
i
r

P
o
o
r

N
.
O
.

1
.
.
 
.
T
h
e
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
w
.
-
n
t
 
o
f
 
a
 
s
o
u
n
d
 
v
a
l
u
e
 
s
y
s
t
e
m

2
.

T
h
e
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
a
n
 
a
p
p
r
e
c
i
a
t
i
o
n
 
a
n
d
 
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g

o
f
 
g
o
o
d
 
l
i
t
e
r
a
t
u
r
e

3
.

T
h
e
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
a
n
,
 
a
p
p
r
e
c
i
a
t
i
o
n
 
a
n
d
u
n
d
4
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g
 
.

o
f
 
t
h
e
 
p
l
u
r
a
l
i
s
t
i
c
 
n
a
t
u
r
e
 
o
f
 
A
m
e
r
i
c
a
n
 
s
o
c
i
e
t
y
.
.

,

4
.

P
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
v
o
c
a
b
u
l
a
r
y

.
I

,

-
c

5
.
 
-
.
S
t
y
l
e
 
o
f
 
a
r
t
 
o
r
 
g
r
a
p
h
i
c
 
l
a
y
-
o
u
t

.

6
.

S
i
z
e
.
 
a
i
d
 
s
t
y
l
e
 
o
f

r
i
n
t

I

.

/
.

S
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
-
l
e
s
s
o
n
 
o
b
 
e
c
t
i
V
e
s

.

. 8. Decoding activities r
,

.

9
-
.

E
n
c
o
d
i
n
g
_
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

.

,
i

i

I

,

1
0
.
 
R
e
l
a
t
e
d
 
l
a
n
g
u
a
g
e
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
;
 
i
.
e
.
,
 
c
r
e
a
t
i
'
v
e
w
r
i
t
i
n
g

d
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
o
n
s

F

.

.

1

.

Q
.

.

1
1
.
 
E
n
r
i
c
h
m
e
n
t
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
;
 
i
.
e
.
,
 
r
e
s
e
a
r
c
h
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
s
,

o
u
t
s
i
d
e
 
r
e
a
d
i
n
g

.
.

,

t

1
2
.
 
A
d
j
u
s
t
m
e
n
t
 
t
o
 
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
 
n
e
e
d
s

.
.
-

.

i
t

1
3
:
 
A
u
d
i
o
-
v
i
s
u
a
l
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
 
s
u
c
h
 
a
s
 
t
a
p
e
s
,
 
.
f
i
l
m
s
,
.
.
e
t
c
.

.
1
t
.

p

r
,

1
4
.
 
A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
a
n
d
 
P
l
A
c
e
m
e
n
t
 
T
e
s
t
s

.

S
E
C
T
I
O
N
 
A
:

R
E
A
D
I
N
G
 
R
E
S
O
U
R
C
E
 
T
E
A
C
H
E
R
S
 
O
N
L
Y



www.manaraa.com

(
8
-
2
3
)

P
l
e
a
s
e
 
r
a
t
e
 
t
h
e
 
C
P
 
m
a
t
h
e
m
a
t
i
c
s
 
s
e
r
i
e
s
 
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
l
y
b
e
i
n
g
 
u
s
e
d
 
i
n
 
y
o
u
r
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
i
n

h
e
 
f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g

.
.
.
.
a
r
e
a
s
.

I
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 
b
y
 
l
e
t
t
e
r
s
 
N
A
 
i
f
 
n
o
t

a
p
p
l
i
c
a
b
l
e

A
R
E
A

E
x
c
e
l
l
e
n
t

,
G
o
o
d

F
a
i
r

P
o
o
r

U
n
s
 
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
o
r
y

1
.

B
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
a
l
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

2
.

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
m
e
n
t

3
.

P
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
v
o
c
a
b
u
l
a
r
y

4
.

S
t
y
l
e
 
o
f
 
a
r
t
 
o
r
 
g
r
a
p
h
i
c
 
l
a
y
-
o
u
t

S
.

S
i
z
e
 
a
n
d
 
s
t
y
l
e
 
o
f
 
p
r
i
n
t

.

/
.

6
.

S
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
l
e
s
s
o
n
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

7
.

P
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
s

8
.

M
a
n
i
p
u
l
a
t
i
v
e
 
m
e
d
i
a

9
.

P
r
o
b
l
e
m
 
s
o
l
v
i
n
g
 
t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s

.

1
0
.
 
C
h
a
p
t
e
r
 
r
e
v
i
e
w
s
 
a
n
d
 
t
e
s
t
s

1
1
.
 
S
u
p
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

.
.

.

1
2
.
 
E
n
r
i
c

n
t
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

.

1
3
.
 
A
d
j
u
s
t
m
e
n
t
 
t
o
 
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
 
n
e
e
d
s

.
_

1
4
.
 
A
u
d
i
o
-
V
i
s
u
a
l
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
.
,
 
e
t
c
.

1
5
.
 
A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
a
n
d
 
P
l
a
c
e
m
e
n
t
 
T
e
s
t .

1
6
.
 
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
'
s
 
M
a
n
u
a
l

S
E
C
T
I
O
N
 
B
:

S
E
C
O
N
D
A
R
Y
 
M
A
T
H
E
M
A
T
I
C
S
 
T
E
A
C
H
E
R
S
 
A
N
D
 
M
A
T
H
E
M
A
T
I
C
S
 
R
E
S
O
U
R
C
E
 
T
E
A
C
H
E
R
S
O
N
L
Y

O
f
f
i
c
e
 
u
s
e

o
n
l
y

C
a
r
d
 
5
;
1
-
7



www.manaraa.com

APPENDIX A - 3. PAC QUESTIONNAIRE
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(1)

(2, 3,4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

Directions:

PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE DISTRTCT OF COLUMBIA)
ESEA.TITLE I EVALUATION

1973-74
r

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PARENT MEMBERS OF THE
PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL (PAC)
a

Please answer each question by putting an "X" in the space

given. Answer all questions as accurately'as you can.

PART I: TELL US ABOUT YOURSELF

Sex

1. Male

2. Female

Age

1, Under 20 years 4. 41 - SO years

2.

3.

21

31

- 30

- 40

It

S. Over 50 years

Highest grade completed

I

r

1. 5th grade or less S. 12th grade

2. 6th or 7th grade 6. some college or other training
after highschool

3. 8th or 9th grade 7. B. A./B. S.

4.. 10th or 11th grade 8. M. A./M. SL

29.2
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-,-
F

(8-35) Please complete this chart showing the grades your children

are in and whether or not they are "Identified" Title I

bit

GRADE
Number of

Children
TITLE I?

Yes : No, '._

Pre-Kindergarten
I

i 1

,
/

Kindergarten .

.

1

t

1

,

1st grade

.
1

1

1

2nd grade
.

1

1

1
,

3rd grade
1

1

1: 4
1.

. 4

4th grade ,

1 I

5th grade

i

1,
_

6th grade c,
.

1

1

1
.

7th grade

.

,

1

1

8th grade ..
,

.
1

.1
t

i.

%

9th-grade . .

.

1

1

1

10th grade

.
.

1

1

'

1

,

.

11th -grade .

1

1

1

12th .grade

1

1

1

1

293
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- 3 ,

PART II: PAC PARTICIPATION

(36-39) PAC Member. 1. Citywide P C

2. Regional PAC PAC Region

k

Number

6.

.3. Local School At: Name of.School
*..

(40) Wh4 did you first lbecome a member of youi' local school_PAC?

1. June 1972 or earlieri. .
2. Between Sept+er,1972 and June 1973÷
3: Between Sep. ber and December 1973

4. Since January 1974

(41) When did you first becomq %delegate of the Region al/Citywide*PAC?16-

/

I1. Not a delegate *,
.1.

2. June 1972 or earlier

a
t 3. Between September 1972 and June 1973"

(42-47)

S

4. Betaen September and December 1973

5. Since January 1974
.

Participation in other parent groups and services. (Mark all

that apply)

1. Parent-,Partners Volunteer Cbrps (formerly Parent Corps)

2. Job Counseling and Placement Service

V h 3. TOPPS Chorus

4. Title I Educational Aide

5. Other (Please describe)

-294

I .
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(48-54)

(48)

(49)

(50)

(SO

(52)

(53)

(54)

(SS)

,/

Are you now an officer of PAC at the local, regional or

city -wide level?

NO ,)

2. YES

If YES, check the office(s) you hold:

Chairperson

Vice Chairperson

Rebordivg Secretary

Assistant Regordini
Secretary

Committee

Chairperson

Chaplain

Othdr (Please
Describe)

.

Citywide 'Regional Local

41.IMIMMONIN

-Were you an bfficer ofPAC before this year, either focal

or citywide?

,.DYES

2. NO

(56)
1

How many regional or citywide PAC meetings have you attended'

this school year?

1, Not a delegate

2. Two dr'less

3. Three to four( le

Five to six

Seven to eight.

Nine to ten

7. Eleven to twelve

295
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- 5 -

°

(57) How many ibcal School PAC medtings have

school year?

.15.

A

4
you attended this

1. Not a member 5. Severrto eight

2. Two of less 6 Nine to ten

3. Three to four

4. Five-to six

7. Eleven to twelve

PAC REGIONAL OFFICERS ONLY. ALL OTHER OACNEMBERS, PLEASE

SKIP QUESTION 58.

(58) Please Iate,the PAC Leadership Training Institute interms of

its usefulness to your work as a PAC member.

Very useful .3. Not useful

2. Somewhat useful 4. Did not attend

(59-64) How did' ou become a member of your school's PAC? . (Mark an

//
"X" on all that apply)

Elected in a parents' meeting at your child /children's(59)

(60)

(61)

(62)

'(63)

(64)-4

0#

scho 1.

Ask to serve by

r

anothe

i

PAC member.
1

,

Asked to rve by your school's principal.

Asked to infe by .some other school official.
11,

Asked to serve by some of the parents in your neighborhood.

Opler.(Please describe)
r

S
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(65-69)

(65)

(66)

(67)

(68)

(69)

(70- 75)

(70)

(72)

"

.waNINI

.(73)

(74)

(75)

How 'did you become a member f the regional or citywide ,PAC?

Elected by your s ool's PAC as the representative.

'Asked to se by another citywide PAC member.

Aske serve by your school's principal

Asked to serve by some other, school official

Other (Please describe)

Whit information was given to you as a'member of PAC?

(Mark all that apAy)

Federal program guidlines for Title
.....

School system plan of operation'for Title I for 1973-74

Number of school's and children in these schools who

would be, or are, receiving Title I services

Budget information on how much Title I, money is being

spent for various services, such readir, medical

assistance.

Other (Please'describe)
.

None

297
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(

\tt

- 7

F

014161 UM: ONLY:

Card 2, 1 7 6

(7-14) Have you and other PAC members in your school participated

in making decisions about the following activities?

(Mirk all items.)

(7)

(8)

Selection of-Title
Staff

Kinds of services
actually provided
to children

(9) Determining the
needs of-children

(10), Setting priorities
based on the needs
of children

(11) Use of the Title I
funds in school

(12) Evaluation of the
Title I services in

it
t your school

(13) Making changes In
the Title I seleices

(14) Other (Please describe)

YES '' NO NOT .SURE

"'r

eill

.11111110am

st;

F

a

(i5) Does the principal and/or a representative from the Title I

1
office meet with you and other PAC members regarding Title

I policies and services?

1. Yes, .. regularly ,2 .Yes, once in a while 3.

298
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c

t 4,

6) ' Does the principal of your school work cooperatively with

.PAC merbers'in meeting the Title I child's needs,

.

or°

tl. Yes, most of the time

2. Yes, once in a while

3. No

(17) Do the. classroom teachers work cooperatively with PAC'members

:in meeting the.Title,I'children's needs?

1. Yes, most of the time

2sYes, once in awhile

3. NO

DO the Pupil Personnel Worker and Pupil Personnel Aide work
(18)

cooperatively with gg Mopbers in mee Title I childrea's"
*

needs?

1- Yes, most of the time

.1 2: Yes, same of the time'

3 No

(19) Do:you and the other PAC members feel that you know what your

1 job is in h elping to meet the needs of'the Title I children

in your school?

1. Yes, most of the time

2. Yes, some of the time

.4*

299
or
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(20)

9

Do parents yell you or other PAC members when

they dl't like something. that happens to their.

children in,school?

1. Yes, frequently

2 Yes,,once in a while

3 don't,tell me

(21 20y What does the Title I program mean to you as a PAC member?
o.

Mark all of the following items that fit. your opinion.)

A

(21) More jobs for parents,

More special

hot lunches,

services for your child/children, like

clothing, medickassistance.

(23) Better teaching of reading

(24) Better teaching of mathematics '

(25) More field trips for your child/children

I

1

IP

(261 More decision-making for you and. other patents ov T

your child's/children'seducatiqp
. .

(27) N ure

(28) No opgnion

(29) Other (PI se de cribe)

1-0

kw,

300
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- 10

(30) D9 you feel that you are doing something important for

your chila/children and.the other Title I children by

(31 - 38)

gf serving as a PAC member?

.8...+1...

1 Yes

2 No

3 Not sure

What changes in the Title I program services.l.tould you.'

like to seq happen? (Please describe) USQ the back of

this questionnaire you need more spade.

Rt

4

4

ti
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k

ti

11 -

PART inx YOUR VIEW AS A PARENT- ;

DirectiOns: -Please Inswer each question by putting an
; .

, 4 'X in the appropriate space.
.

(39 (43) Is your'school doing a good job in teaching your
child/childrenthe following subjects?

als

Reading r

Mathematics

SCienc6

Social Studies
, -

Other
(Please describe

Yes No Not sure

.11,11110 11

(44 - 51) ' Is your school doing, a good job in providing your
child/children with the following services?

(44) Special tutoring Yes No Not sure
,in read' or 4

'maihema

(45), Food

(46) Clothing
411=1.1,,MM

(47) Medical attention

(48) Field trips

(49) Special testing,
like vision'or
hearing

1.11611.

(50) Job preparation

(51) 'Other
4

(Please describe)

t

302
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-/12-

(S2) In your opinion; how interested are the parents in your

n hborhood in what the school is doing for their

children?

1. Most parents arei-interested_____

2. Mosl parents are not interested'

3. No opinion

(SS) How good a jobdo'the parents in your neighborhood think

the school is doing in teaching. their children?

14 .Most parents think the school is doing a good job.

2. Most parentthink the school is,not doing a good job.
4/5

3. Most parents dontt know.

4. No opinion

27,

(54) How much help do you give your child/children with school

work (reading, mathematics, spelling, etc,)?

1 A great deal

2 Soine

3 Not very much

(SS) To what extent `do. you talk with your child/children about

doing well in school?

Y A great deal
.

2 Some

3 Not very much

4

11

Thank you very much for taking the4time to answer these

questions.

effort.

10,

Your answers are very important to the evaluation

303
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- 13 -

'PART IV

THE NEXT QUESTIONS ARE FOR REGIONAL AND CITYWIDE PAC DELEGATES ONLY.

ALL OTHERS PLEASE SKIP THESE QUESTIONS

(56 - 63) Do you and the other regional or,citywide PAC members

participate in making decisions about the following'activities?

Vatic all items).

(56) Selection of Title I

(53') . Setting priorities for
services based on the
needs of children'

(58) Allocation of Title'I
funds for the priorities,
that have been set

(59) Eviluation of the re-'
sults of the Title I
program

(60) Recommending changes
in the Title I program
services based on re-
sults

(61) Making changes in the'
Title I program based
on the results

(62) Sharing information
with local shcool PAC'S

(63) Other (Please Describe)

r

f

YES NO NOT SURE

304
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4

(64 - 72)

14 -

Do the Title T staff and other school officials work

cooperatively with you and other regional /citywide PAC, members

in the

(64) Providing Title I pro-
gram guidelines

(6S) . Providing Title I bud-
get information

(66) Mutually arriving at
priorities for spend-
ing the Title I money

following activities? (Mark All items)
YES (-NO

(67) Providing evaluation_
reports

Providing information
on various programs
paid for by Title I
money, like reading
Or mathbmatics

,e

Planning the Title
I program for each
year

-

(70) Making changes in the

(68)

/ (69)

_3** (71)

(72)

Title' program ser-
vices basedion the .

results with children

Setting the guidelines
for determinog the needs
of the Title I children

Other (fllease describe)

WWININIMMNI

NOT'SURE

Thank you very much for taking the time to answer these questions. Your

answers are very important to the evaluation effort.

305
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APPENDIX A NONTEACHING PRPESSIONALSI QUESTIONNAIRE
a

4
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(1)

(2-5)

(6)

(7)

PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
ESEA TITLE I EVALUATION

1973-74

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR NON-TEACHING PROFESSIONALS

PUBLIC SCHOOLS ONLY

Directions: This questionnaire applies only to Title I ESEA programs.

Please complete the questionnaire only if you spend 20% or

more of your time with this pro&am.

Name (Optional)

,Position:

1, Social Worker

2. Clinical Psychologist

3. Pupil Personnel Worker.

'Highest degree helit

1. B.A. /B.S.

2. Masters degree

3. MAiters plus
1

\\

Years,of experience in your professional field: .9bars

4. Speech The pist

S. Osber (Specify)

.

4. Doctorate

S. Other (Specif )

Years of experience in working with Title I students: yearg

What percentage of your tune was devoted to working with the Title I

programs this year-and last year? ,

*

1 21 - 40%

2 41 -60%

3 61 7 80%

4 81% to full-time I

Not applicable last year

307
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(14-16)

(17)

(18-27)

.(28-39)

(28,29)

r

e",
2-

Of the time that you spent with the Title I program this year (as indicated in

the preceding question), about what percentage was spent with school per-

sonnel, studentS:or parents? (Columns 1+2 + should add to about 100%) .

School
,Percentage of Time Personnel Students Patents

,

!7\

1. 20% or under

2. 21 - 40 %.

3. 41 - 60%

4 . 61 - 80%

How many Title I schools do you work in or serve?

1. One. 2. Two

S. Five
,

or more

3. Three 4. Four

6. Do not work withspecific schools

Please list the Title I schools with which you work.

# 000

Using a scale ft= 1-4, rate the items below in the first lumn

according to the amount f time you spend on each task with 1.= "most

frequent" and 4 "least freq t." In the second column, rate the

items in terms of how you feel: you d spend your time.

Usually Should

Planning and consultation with school /
personnel for, problems and programs geared
to many students

3C8 4
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00,31)

(32,33)

(34,3S)

3

- .

Referrals for assessment, testing or
diagnosis of individual students

Post-assessment consultation with school
personnel to discuss problems/dia
of individual pupils

Planning with and assisting school
personnel and other professionals
to develop-treatment, therapy, or
intervention programs for individual
children

Consultations with parents regarding
their children's problems

(3$,39) iiiAe/c6mAunity liaison and follow-up

Usually . Should

you able to provide /(40) Considering your caseload, to what elitent are

servicesto Title I students who are in need of them?

(42,4a)

Almost all who need them are served

1

2 About half of those who need them are served

3 Only a small number of those in need are served

How adequate is the follow-through withTitle I students to provide
4

the treatment, therapy or intervention necessary to the ahleliorakion'

of the original condition?

1 Usually adequate
3 Sometimes adequate

2 Often adequate
4 Rarely adequate

Do you feel that your professional skills are well used in serving

Title I students? 1 YES 2 NO

If NO, state how your skills can be better used.

4

309 1
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PO

,

(44-49)

,(44)

(45)

(46)

(47)

(48)

(49)

.(50-55)

(SO,S1)

52,53)

(54, 55)

-4-

a

Please,rate the cooperation you received from the'following people in

the Title I program. Mark the appropriate column.

Title I Coordinators

Principals

Resource Teachers

Classroom Teachers

Parents

Other (Specify)

Excellent Good- Poor Not Applicable

`.1

,omo.=

What percentage of the title.T,sudents (and their-parents? that you
. .

worked with this..school year fall-into the followinepupil personnel

case categories.

I (most critical)

TI

III (Least critical)

.4

310
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(56 - 69).

5

$

Given below are some problems often 'foliod among students. Please check

all those that you have found among the Title I Students thatou have

worked with. Double check the'five that'are mast common..

(56) Discipline . (63)

($7) Lack of Motivation (64),

(58) Disruptive family conditions
,

(65)

(59) Clothing (66)

(60) Poor nutrition (67)

1 t
(61)

-

Teed better self-image (68)

(62) Need an adult interest (69)

Vision/needt, of eye glasses

Dental care needs

PhysiCal Health/Other Problems

_ Speech

Ileadingretardation

Emotional problems

Social adjustment

(70) How interested are the parents of Title I sttidentsin

problems?

1. Most parents are interested

2. About half areinterested

3. Most parents are.not interested

4. Not applicalcle

thei4;1 children's

(71,72) Please list and describe the major problems you have encountered in

w9'rking with the Title I program. (Use back of questionnaire if needed)

.4

A

z



www.manaraa.com

61

- 6

1

(73,74) . Please list and describe the major advantages you have encountered .in

working with the Title I Prokram.

(75,76) Pleise list and describe your recommendations for improvement of . 111

services to Title I students.

is*

C
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. ,

o

,s

i

. /

*

-------_

0 -"

.

k

a
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APPENDIX A - 5. 'NON-TEACHING PAh-PROFESSIONALS' QUESTIONNAIRE

.r

A.

k.

/

OMB
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(1)

PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
ESEA TITLE I EVALUATION

1973-74

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PARA-PROFESSIONALS

Direction Please answer all questions unless indicated for a specific
.job\\ title. Place a check (V) in the respective spaces.

: .

14 \

Name (optional) \\

_ .

\ .

(2,3) School Code '

(4;5) SChool Name
\

(6) Position: .

(7,8)

1. Educational Aide 3. HealthAide

2 Program Assista 4 . pupil ,Personnel lode'

S). Other (Please sileci.fy)

/ .

(9) Sex. \

1. Female 2. Male

10) Age .
\.

--t\

I

4: .
2. 21 to 30 yearn

I. 20 years or younger

Offer 40 years

3.. 31 to 40 years

(11) How long have you been working in this i3Oocil?

1, tess than 6 months

2. 6 - 12 months

'3. 13 = 18 months

01

arm,.

V/CIO- months

6,, 31 - 36 .months

7 . More than 36" months

4,. 19 - 24 months

.

.µ
. .

--.. _

(12,13) How many years have you been an aide in the D. CAchool System,
,

yearA
. ,

314 '4
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- 2

Please give,th*. pproxi to amount of time'per'day you spend on each of
the following (to ould tot be more than 8'hours):

(1,4,13). Working' directly with students hours'
. \ .

6,1'7) . Working on administrative and clerical duties (record keeping,

processing forms, arranging tri s c ) hours
$

[

Do you feel that your talents are used at your school?

YES 2. NO

'(1923) -ow would yeu rate the cooperation you received from the following
eople t your school? Please check the appropate column.)

,

Excellent Good
Not

Poor Applicable

(19) Principal
1

O

(20) Teachers

(21) Parents

(22) Nurses

(23) Psychologist

(24) Social Worker

(25) Speech Therapist

(26) . Did you complete a questionnaire on you indicated

whit training you needed and wanted?

1. YES', 2. N6

(27) In your cinio how adequate is the "Total Team. Approaci ". to staff
'Jy

/Any Adequate 2. Adequate 3.Not Adequate

(28)

:z:

.0

How would you rate the overall staff development training that you

ha e received this year?

1:Excellent

4 .I

A

2.Good

315

3.Fair 4.Poor
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V

(29-33) What reCommendationls) would you make for next year's. Staff Development
Training? (Check all thatopply.)

(29) Mote Sessions

(30) Sessions attended by teachers

(314 Professional/Paraprofessionl
Interphrsonal Relationships

.(32) More Academic Content

(33) Other (Please specify)

Please list any recommendations that you would like to see
instituted for nett year.

(34)

a**(35)

(36)

(37)

(38)

EDUCATIONAL AIDES ONLY: HEALTH AIDES AND PUPIL PIIRSONNEL°A*S SKIP.
TO QUESTION #6i.

e a'
How many teachers are you'asii'gned,to? ,.

.

.

1. One '2. Two _ . 3. Three 4r more ''

.

(40) Which of the following Competitive Partnership Reading Programs are
ydu working with?

1. D.C.,Heath

2. Random House

3. McGraw-Hill

4. None of the aboVe

316

1.

0

I* 0

4
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(41) Which of the following Competitive Partnership Mathematics programs

are you working with?

1.D.C. Heath

2 Random House

3. Adageh-viesley

4. None of the above

<4 (42) Do you actively participa n classroom planning with teachers?

r. Always, 2. Sometimes 3 Never

(43-52). Given below are problems often found among students. Please check the

three that are.common among the Title I students you have worked with.'

A (43)- Discipline

(44) Lack of Motivation

orlamlam,

(45) Disruptive' Family conditions

(46) Clothing

.: (47) OyercrowdedClassroom

(53 -63) ,

I

----- (48) Poor Nutrition

4
(49)Need Better Self-Image

(59)Need an Adult
Interested', ii Them

(51)0ther (Specify)

In working directly with students, please check those items that.

describe the help that you give.

students,,

two check beside those items
that you do the.most.) fk%

(53) Read, tell or dramatize a story

,(54),Write dictated'story

(55) Prepare Worksheets '

(56) Maintain instructional materials,
supplies and equipment

'(573 Order audio-visual materials

(58) Proctorexamiletioni4

'g- -

(59) Prepare bulletin board
.displays °

' - (60) Adminidter a teachv-made
test

(61) Set equipmedt/for a
'reading,mg, math. science, or,
social studies. activity

(62) Other (Please specify)

(63)

(64) Are you (or -were you in, the paW a parent of an identified Title

1. YES 2. NO

317
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4 i

-Sr"

r

HEALTH AIDES AND PUPIL PERSONNEL AIDES ONLY:

(6S) Approximately how many students did you assist in screening for vision,

hearing, speech, weight and other health probleas wring the year?

1. Less than 10 ; - 4. 31 - 40

2. 11 - 20 . 'S.:41.- SO

3.21 -30 160
4

r r

(66-72)

. 7. Over%00
.

;

How many'of the Title I students'needing services haU been referred to
you in the following problem areas. pis 1 = litany,, 2 = some, 3 = very few
and 4 =-don't know.)

1 .

(66) Visupl (69) Sotial/Psychoiogipl
. ., . t. .

(67) Hearing .

1,

- V.0,4utritional
. r v

(68) Speech ' (711.0ther (Specigy)
i

, ;

4

(72) . *
4 .

(73) What &roll do you play [In the maintenanceof student health records?

1. ,Responsible for maintenance

'2. Assist in maintenance

3. Other (Please specify)

a 4

7.1), Hai would you rate your work relationship with the p3ofessional Health
.

Team?

1. Good
1/

2, Fair 3. 4 Poor

,*

31.8\
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APPENDkX B I. CLASSROOM S RESOURCE TEACHERS' INTERVIEW

o

rq
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PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
E.S.E.A. TITLE I.EVALUATION

1973 - 1974 .

IntervAew questionnaire for classroom teachers, reading resourcf teachers
and mathematics source teachers for public and on-public and non-public
schools. :The int rviewer may modify items to sr lify Them to the inter-
viewee and ask additional questions if necessary. Please feel-free touse
the back of any sheet for additional comments.

Name (optional)

School . Elementary Secondary

Grade Total number of years teaching experience with the Title I Program

Public . Non-public t

Total number of identified Title I students in your classroom.

INTRODUCTION

We are interested in obtaining professional information on the E.S.E.A.
Title I Program for the 1973 - 1974 school year. We would like your.
opinion on the following:

4
I. General ,

1. Whit were and are some of the outstanding features of the
1973 =41974 Title I Program?' .

pql. List some of the things that you noticed this year that
you didn't notice last year.

320
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2:' What were some of the prdblems 'you encountered with the Title I.
----Progeam this year? S

I

Al. Where there any particular reasons for this?

k

pq2. Were they resolved? Yes No

pip. If yes, how were they resolve

11111.,

321
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II Staff Development

What is your understanding of the "total team approach" to Staff ,

Development? (If unable to answer, skip to Section III on Instruc-'

tidnal Programs.)
'A

pql. *Howdid you and your aide benefit' from this approach?

pq2. 'Would you'cite specific examples?

0

pq3. Were there a few particular types of Staff Development
7sessions you found more benefidial than others? (List the

three most important areas plgy.)

pq4. Were there a few special teaching methods in the Staff
Development program you found more beneficial than others?
(List the three most important areas only.)

322
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III., Instructional Program

1. What'diagnwtic procedures were used in your classroom to measure
the strengths and weaknesses of your students?

1. Caldwell Pre-school Inventoty

2. Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test

3. California Achievement Test

r 4. California Test of Basic Skills

S. Publishers Tests (Spell out)

6. D. C. Criterion Reference Test' (Mathematics),

7. D. C. Criterion Reference Test . (Reading)

8. Others (Specify)

pql. Did you s lement these tests with any other not required
by the Comp titive Partnership Program No Yes
If yes, spe 'fy.)

pq2. Why did you administer the supplemental tests?

2. How effective were the diagnostic procedures in determining each
child's learninx styles; (Interviewer explains; if necessary,
such learning channels as audio, visual, tactile, audio-visual,
etc.).

323 .1 S
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3.'` How did you group your studentsifor reading and mathematics
instructional activities?

0

'pql: .Were there any differences in tpe grouping you did for
the regular reading and mathematics classes in comparisot
with the Competitive Partnerlhip reading and mathematics
programs?

Yes

..pq2. If yes, what were they? .

(

Vi/

324

*.0
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4 What are'some-of the learning difficulties experienced by your

_ ______....studentS that you have noticed in this'year's Competitive Part-

, nership Program?

pql. Please state how you adapted the program to the individual

student4 s needs .

? ,

pq2. Would you like to see the' Competitive Partnership Program

continued? Yes No

pq3. What changes in the present'bompetitive Partnership Program

would you recommend?

(

325

-
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S. What techniques did you use in motivating

is

/

pq. How successfue vere theY?

our students?

by Regular District Public School Reading Lessons

2. by Regular District*Public School Mathematics Lessons

3. 1jY Competitive. Partnership Reading Lessons

4. by Competitive Partnership Matlienatics.Lessons

S. by,others,(Specify)

.

6. What was your role in ftoviding cultural enrich ent'Aexpe,riences to

your students?

,

O

4

326

a

..1111.11



www.manaraa.com

-8-

7. WhatsuggestionS do you have for changing the Title I Program of
your school?

r

Sign ture of the Intervie er

32'7

Date
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OP PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE VSTRICT OF COLUMBIA
ESEA TITLE,IVALUATION

197

PRINCIPALS' INTERVIEW

4

The interviewer may modify items to the interviewee and ask additional
k

questiont if neFessary: DO NOT SUGGEST ANSWERS.

Z.Princittalis Name (Optional)

School
-

Elementary Secondary

Non-Public

Total number of years adminis rative experience with the Title I Progrim
.4

,

For the Current Year
Number of students Number of support staff

Number ofteachers Number of-parent v)lunteers

1. Whdt are. the uuajor strengths of this years Title I Program of your school?

(List b priority)

2. Mat problems you have encountered in your school Title I Program this year?

329
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A. How could -these picibrelia-be eIimiffitWor lessened? \\',.

t

; f

4. Did you have any admin strative p blems in managing the ?itle I funds

- 114

and programs this year? tate by p iority)
,

.

.

''. .

'.. ,
...

r'., o
:IP

4

lir

ear?5. What positive'reSulis have you noted of h a PAC this y

4 4 /

\ ,

,

6. What changes would you suggest?

$ A

I

. .

k 330
'11C-

y44.-

I



www.manaraa.com

.4

7. What were some of the mos

ofthis,year? Why?

I

produ'aiire. Title.I Staff Development activities

\

',
\ N ' 4 4

40

\ '

\51.

.

What anges would you recommend for the overall Title I Staff Dexelopment

Progr ? lk

..,

\ 1

.

el)
, G

.>

#,.
' ,, .

\ ii'.
.

.

,

,

9. How good were the iactrties and equipment at your 4chool fore Title I,:
Prbgram perations?

. \: .

. N

4

. ,

10. What additional facilities and equipment would.you recommend to, carry out
the Title I Program at your school in a more effective manner?.

3 5 <

331
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adequate* Titre r staff
,

4

dc'efte Title job?

\

12. If not, pit addiona,1 staff do you think you shou'd have to do
a more effective JItle I.Job?

P
A .t

. ,

41,

4

...1
. #

13. ,How well arrthey (ydur staff cooperating to make the Title I. program

,
I

a success?

r.

-/"4

1

4.4
Z.40,

4
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115.: How were the PAC members' recruited for your school?,'

a

z

16. To what extent have the PAC members been invoived in mak ng policy decisions
concerning this year's Title.I'Program?

17. Do the Parents.of.your students +m pleased with the Title I Program
activities? (Explain)

18. If you could make changes fin administering the Title I Pogiam for next
year, what changes would you make?'4

333
AP*
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A

19.: Was the Title I budget properly utilized at your school? (How to get

better mileage out of. the funds allocated?)

20. Do you have any final comments on the Title I Program, personnel,

1

facilities, equipment or ether areas that you haven't discussed so far?

ti

Interviewer's Signature

e .

334

Date
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APPENDIX B - 3. SPECIAL EDOCATI1ON STAFF INTERVIEW

)
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ESEAIITLE I EVALUATION
INTERVIEW SC,EDUE FOR PROFESSIONAL STAFF

SPECIAL EDUCATION LEARNING CENTER

The interviewer may omit those items noi, pertinent to a given individual .

selected for interviewing. The interview and observation will be conducted by
the Senior Research Scientist of the project. All responses will be kept
strictly confidential.

I. GENERAL INFORMATION

Center.Name

1

Name (Optional) Title

Highest degree held Major field Minor field

Years of experience in: Special Educatidn ; Title

No: of idengi d ESEA Title I children in the center /classroom

Total no. of childrIu in the centeqc1rsroom

/' - ---,..\,

1
.

1 -Categories 1-5 are for all profelisideal staff interviews 4i Category 6 is for
project directors only;

CHILDREN HEIOSERVED --'CRARACTERISTICS

1. Age range

2. Number and/or per cent of children at each age level: 7

, 10

3. ber of boys

4. Kinds of learning problems manifested
perceptual, limited academiC4\ebility,

336

8

Number of girls

e.g., behavioral acting out, visue...,

auditory-linguistic, er.
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, r

i
.1.t

5. Magnitude, of such problems on the average, e.g. moderate, severe.
(Specify the actual problem before rating)

6. Any particular kinds of learning problems manifested more than others.
\

1

tit

7. Some backgrounds in general, e.g., vne-or two-parent fimilies, economic
status, similar problem(s) in siblings.

1

8. Number an /or per cent of children estimated to be able to return to the

regular classroom without continuing supportive services.

4

337
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U1. REFERRAL PROGRESS AND TERMINATION MECHANISMS

1. Critel for accepting a child ihto the center

2. Intake procedures
1. Initial identification and referral, i.e., who is-involved.

4

2. Diagudstic workru e.g., who is involved, what testing and
observational t hniques are used, what, role doesthe family
play, etc.

3. Dectaion-makiiig pr essas.to acceptance of the child into
the center, i.e., w o is involved and him is it handled.

338
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OP

;

4. Decision-making process as to the placement nf a child into
a particular classroom, i.e., who is involved and what are the
basis. .

4

3. yrogresa rdportingor feedback&ccedures, i.e., what are the, feedback
techniques used by the center andTft-thetregular schoolito keep informed

.regarding-a par5icular Child'sperfwmance, who is involved,, and how often
dogs feedback o6cur.

4,

. General criteria or returning a child,to the regular classroom setting
on a full-time b sis.

6

%

PQ* 1. Differentiai criteria for particular kinds of learning oblems.

v
(

2. Folloiir-up support of centeripang71 regular classroom

339
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3. Feedback on child's performance in the regnlarclastroom.

9

1/4

3. PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

1.. Major differences between the center program and that of the regular
classroom in such aspects as:

1. Class size

2. Materials and equipment

3. Instructional techniques and classroom management

4. Professional perionnel

i

5. Parent involvement

Timeallocations for reading, language, and math.

7. Other,. 1.

Description of the inst ctional process in mathe ics, language, and

perceptiOn.

1. Typical types of a iviti1es in each of the
including time distr ution per day.

2. Grouping basis.

340

'1
three_areas,

t
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,

...

3. Ind4vidualiza,ion:
,

\ .

,-.. ,..----'

f---.

tr

. 4. . Use of pai;a p fessionals and parents.

-j

5. Use ofothe prOfesaionals.

r

. Other ,

fi

/

3..Instructional material's -f eacription and evaluation

I. Mathematics

, 2. Language

,

3., Perception.

4. Other

341 -

A
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4. Role of non-teaching professionals4in the overall program,
the amount of time spent.

1. %pi; Personnel W-rke

14

3. Medical personnel

.1

wt
'C

4. Resource teache

,

5. Other

N

3412

0
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5. Outcomers of the program

1. Achievement records of children as measured by pre- and gost-
testing, e.g., average expectancy in regular classroom program
in relation to mean gains achieved in center program.

2. Progress asIreported by teachers, teacher aides, and parents

I
0

1.

(

3. ipoord ation of ormation-sharing r garding the rogram'offered

to th children b tween regular clas oom and cen r classroom.

0

I

343,
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s

\
4,

4. Effect of non ategoricaligrouping on children's erformance
\-c

4
Parental involvement in the educative process

N

40
1

4
:

6. Number oi.children returned to the regular'classroo itting with:

^N

1. Follow-up supportive seryices

2.

4

7. "Other

No follow -up -. supportive serviceft deemed necessary;

//

di

0

344.
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ELOPMENT

ds of activities engaged in:

rkshoosic9nferences for species education. staff and rfgular .

"sc ol atsff.

.

2 Case onfexencesregaxding.a.particul child or group of children.

,3. Pres. a on by non-teaching profession - }s (e.g., psychologi4,
. medical d or) regarding learning problem.'- of various types.

- -;

s

4. Demonstration of materials and equipment.

5. Othir

5. ASSESSMENT DE SELCP

1. Outstanding feature e.g., ,p

involvement, materi budget

s

Problems encountered,

4

4

4

,Staff, coordination, parental
ocatyon

e

. 1

1 .

. ,

3. Suggested changed for imprpving the program services to children.

4

345
": 4
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6. BUDGET (F F. Pr Ogram, Directnra/gordiaetbis)

1:' Sources of'funde Supporting 61111p, e.g., ES4A./ regular schpol budget

etc.,

sr.*
... 14 *"

%.4. t *-

A

2. Per cent of dollar contribution from,each3sourceon a per child basis
,

3. Average cglst per' child,

7 3 ..

4. Decision-making processIiith'regard 0 program needs and operations,
e.g., basic allocation of funds in various categories (personnel, materials)

.

4,

reprogramming, etc. *

345
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APPENDIX B - 4. ADMINISTRATORS'ANT VIEW
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ADMINISTRATORS' INTERVIEW
E.S.E.A. TITLE 'I EVALUATION.

473 - 1974

This Intericiew Schedule is for the Title I coordinators, directors/ assistant
direciOrs, superintendent of instruction, and other central office staff of the
oc. Ali:tic schools; who are directly cOnnetted with the,E.S.E.A. Title I programs
of.1973-74.

Ao
'1

y. EASIG. DATA
d e

Name (6ptional)

Sex Male Female"

'Position
(Exact Title)

,

Number Ofleara involved in the Title I'Program

c'sNumber of years at the present position

-Numbei of staff supervised: Full-time Staff Part=time Staff

Teacher

PAC Members

Non-Teaching Professional Staff Parents

1. what are the specific responsibilities you have in the DCPS Title I Prograp?

2. How did,you carry out those responsibilitie,s this year? (Narrate the events as
,best you can recall.)

348
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.. .-
-

3. How did you plan fotthis 'yeasItle I Program activities?'
, .

, .......

4. Do you feel that the planning process was effective? Yes No

If yes, why? If no, why nofl (Explain),

4 a

r

S. How did you set priorities for the Title I Progr'ani? Who assisted you in

settingsthe priorities? -

rr,

e. What were the priority areas?

7. Now that the school-year has ended, do you feel thdt those priorities were met?

Yes No . To what extent? (Explain)'

349
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8. liow,did you assess thi effectiveness of your program unit? (Please specify

tile techniques used - 'Interviewer explains if necessary)

9. In your opinion, what were the strengths, of your program?

4.4

16. In your opinion,.what were the weaknesses of your program?

.4

j.,

4
4

70

.1; What changes would you recommend based upon yoqr,own assessment?

4

40

12. Whar:dhage., if any, in these criteria fnrthe identification of Title I

students,would you recommend?

'4

NJ 1

4$

s

ry

I.

350
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13. How did you select the staff for Title I program? (Specify the
recruitment method(s). (Professionals, para,professJ.onal PAC members,
Secondary School Resource Teachers, etc.) .

Oa*

14. Considering the requIrements of th, U. S. Office of Education guidelines .

and the Recessity of the school system to adhere to them, are.you satisfied
with the present criteria for selecting Title I schools? Yes No
If No, what additional criteria would you recommend?

4
15. What was the extent of cooperation you received from your staff in

successfully carrying out _your program this year/

.

16. What was the extent of 'the cooperation you received liom other Title I
and administrative staff?

Cooperation from the superintendent's office?

17. What were some of the mbst significant staff Development Training Programs
You coordinated this year'? (Interviewer ask for any evaluation reports
of theiStaff Development Activities)

HoW did you enhance the "total team approach" in Staff Development

351
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18. Were the Title f funds expended according to the plans yoO proposed
for your area? Yes . No (If no, explain how they were

expended.)

. .

19 What changes if any, wouleyo'u recommend in the allocation of fiinds for

next year? (Ask for priority areas)-
.;

. .

What is your overall impression about the Title I'Project in view of its

set objectives?

0.

21. How pften have you visited the Title Ischdols/program activities/projects
centers/other special interest' areas, during 1973-74?

E

352
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c

V

-

-6

22. What general/specific recommendations do you have for the Title I

Project for next year? (Approach from your program area.)

4.

a'

,

Do you have any additional comments?'

.

.353
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