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.EXECUTIYE SUMMARY

1 v
' . - o . >
The gencral purposc of the Title I [Evaluation of the public schools
of the District of Columbia was to,déizrmina_the effectiveness of the pro-
, . ' _— . ‘ AN
. gram based on its stated objectives. Coroldary purposcs werk two-fold:
- N | ’ h ! .

kl) to make recommendations for strengthening the Title I program for fis-

)

. cal ycar 1975—76C7and (2) to }rovide a dma base that would be useful in /
- . " . - \

-_\ggsésion-making/éqd management.
. ~ * 4 *

The specific objectives werer /
[ R 2 :

1. To identify program elcments, tcf@inal objectives and target
"population of the following FY 74 ESEA Title I program components: elemen-
. ‘ ? @

. tary‘reading, and mathematics (grades K-3) and‘the,Segghdary Reinforcement

g i,earn'ing Center (grade 7). ’ ) N '

' ' 2. To assess the performance of children part1C1pat1ng in the com-

>
)

| /

poncntb cited above relative to thc stated termlnal program obJeceéjes
s - . . 3. To evaluate the cost.effectiveness of the“three competfitive. *

‘ '/I reading and mathematics programs in operation duriﬁg FY 1974.
‘ - . . .
v . .
£ 4. To describe and analyze the roles of the various program com- .
ponents involved relative to determination of poliEiesaand procedures uti-

: . . o
lized. in the selection of the éarget population. |

»
-

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

in’four categories:

)

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

- results, from standardized tests, of Title I students.




I Tl A

(b) Description and analysis of ESEA Title I supportive

services.

(c) Assessment of the impact of various roles played by
' ~ thzf:;;;ggptional and supportive personnel, and result-
) -ing learning environments relative to the promotion of

. . R ¢
\\ . 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-

1

belic schoéﬁs. E ‘ 0 b

L]
7. To describe and evaluate the operation and effe¢tiveness of

staff development component, 6f the FY 74 Title I program.

/

. To analyze the overall effectiveness of the FY 74 programs
; L o~

tions for the FY 75 Title I program.

9. To recgﬁmend specific revisions and supplemental components

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

the PSDC.

. ¢ . * ' by
. The CIPP model evaluation design developed by the National Study
Commission on EJ&Guation of the Evaluation éenter of the Ohig State Uni-
versity has been J}e¢ for the study. The design has.enough flexibifity to

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

of the Title I program. '
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Data collection was done through questionnaires, interviews, obser-
vations, and the standardized test results provided by the Division of Re-

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

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

vious Title I Evaluation Reports and other documents.

The field data were coileéted from principals, classroom teachérs,

. reading and mat‘ﬁﬁftics resource teachers, Title I administrators, non- '
-

3 . . 4 3
tecaching proféssionals, para-professionals, parents, and other advisory
. L)
Council members.| The Division of Research and Lvaluation of P.S.D.C. ar-

panged for\data collection from’ the schools. ‘ 1&L

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

the report describes the findings and recommendations insdetail. Some of

.

¢ .
the major findings and recommendations are in the following areas: test
results, public elementary ﬁchdols, public secondary schools, non-public
]
/
schools, cost effectiveness of the Competitive Partnership programs,

Special Education Learning Center, staff development, parental involvemenw,

special projects, and other general recommendations. Major findings and

L 2

P
recommendations are given in this section. . //

/

/ . \

Standardized Test Results ‘ '

t

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

\

terms, o e gain stsres in achievement in the two primary target arcas of . *
reading and mathematics Grade"equivalent scores are useful in shéwing the ° '

ga}pg%in achievement reshlting from the Title I program, and the extent to,
»

whideh Title I ‘students Ane achieving at grade level at the béginning and

>
4

end of the school year (fjrom protci}é and posttests). The results beliow ¢'
. » I .

]

16 - /

iii.
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show the grade equivalént gain scores for reading and mathematics by grade,

- 3

for an eight month peribd;

+ ' \

‘-

GAIN SCORE GRADE EQUIVALENTS

- 3 - .“

+ Public Schools Non-Public Schools-
Grade Reading Mathematics Reading Mathematics
2 1.0 - ¢ 0.9 . ‘1.1 0.1
'3 ‘. 0.8 1.1 0.8 0.3 ~
4 A .- /f 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 reading 'and mathematics for public school students meet

. A vt { ‘

the Titlg'l ofjectives -+ one 'year gain for a comparable school pcn&od --
S e

o \ e

J

in gvery case except for reading in gradé 7. (An eigﬁf month grade cqui-:
valent galn or hlgher is

. ¢
the expectbd %Lln for the elght month period be-
tween the pretest and pqsttests ) balh scoresl;or non- pub11c school stuw L
dents vary a great deallby grade, yith results meeting Title I objectives

in reading' in grades 2,3,4;§, and 7v(6 of 8) and wifh results mecting %itlc

I objectives in mathemgtiéﬁ in‘grﬁdeS 4 through 8 (6 of 8). i\ -

} . (Cicarly,‘in most’ grades, €he Title I program has succeeded in meet-
iﬁg or eiceeding its objcctives in'raising the achievement fcveis of Title
I students. Particular attention, however, should be.given by the publ;c
and non-publié\ichools alike to these grades in which the objectives were
pot met, and to fﬂyroving fhc‘téaéhing of those students who were below
average in their gain scorcs.(

¢ :
The extent to which Title I students are brought up to grade lével

Y !

is shown by Lhe diffcfpnce 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 ycar (pretest) tend to increase by grade.

1
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The reasons for this increasing deficit are not entirely clear and

’ ¢ . '

do not necegsarily reflect n
i . .

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

ively upon the effectiveness of the Title

First, Titlé I selects oni} tﬂosg studen?s eich year who are An eli-
,‘gible schools and who have the greatest educatioﬂél need measured in terms
of tesg»scores/below the Sdth'percentilc. As a result, the s?mc group of
students would not néceésarily be represented %rém year to year beéﬁusc
tpose who ﬁcatéh-up" to grade level will not be eligiblc(in the succecdiqg

'. - . ‘ -
year. Second, the students may also be different from year to year becausé
[ ¢ [

-

-of the high rate of hobil@ty and school transfers in some segments of 'the

[ 1 .

econoﬁieally disadvantaged student Populatibn served .by Title I. Third,
even if many of the sgme students are represented; deficits at the begin- '

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

¥

. . l
. R L ) . . !

place during the summer vacation. Although Titlé I operates a suq&er pro-

gram, informdtion was not made ayailable for analysis (nor was it/a require

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

.

. - -

.

Therefore, *it is recommended that:* (1) The Title I office cénsider

t

raising the objéctives 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 th® schoo}'hrade, More

infensive work with students in higher grades will be required to achieve
this goal.’ o ' . - :
(2) A strategy should be devised for students from highly mobile

-

famjlies -- thosc.who transfer schools frequently. A morc intensive study.

- - , , ¢
is needed of their learning problems as well as of the problems schools and

"

teachers cncounter in helping these-studerits. .

L 19 K

vi.




(3) A longitudinal and comparative study should' be 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 schégl, teaching approaches, and on the achievqunt of the

-

students. ’

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

only about 50 percent of the students were selectgg 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 thc need to

-

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

ed that the score on the Metropolitan Readiness Test'used to select stu-
¢{ *
Eﬁents fov Title 1 be changed from the 50th percentile to the 75%h percentile.

Detailed results and recommendations are presented in Chapter II

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

, \ /

Cost Effechveness of thc Competitive Partnership Programs in Réading and

Mathemht'csj

. Ny .
,/ The Lost effectiveness analysis was carried out for grades 1 - 3

/,

the prograﬁs in reading and mathcmatics for four publishers as follows;

P

for

// Publisher . Reading . Mathematics
. C. Heath ' X .
Random House X ’
McGraw-Hill <
- Addison-Wesley X

, This cost effectiveness analysis is the second year of a thrce ycar
C L
testing program that started in 1972-73 and will ke completed in 1974-75.

.

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

sults and other variables analyzed within the framework of the CI1PP (Context,

s ‘ { ¢1|

»

<0 ~

|
\
\
l
|
|
|
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} Input, Process, and Prodyct) model. In addition, standardized test results

' for 1972-73, obtained from the Offic® of Evaluation are also presented.

a

. Although some clear-cut trends are beginnirig 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.

¢

Thglthird year of cost effectiveness analysis is needed, in part,
7. because not all programs Ha&e hadxan’equal period in the competikioﬁ."ln”
.. o reading, the Random House programs appear to be operat&né at a distinct
disadvangkge, Réndoﬁ House readingzstarted late in the Competitive Part-

s ' oy g .
nerShlpiProgramg‘and, as a consequence, many teachers were starting to use

%

\ " their materials well into the f973-74 school'year." Ih addition, Random
) House staff development started,latef_than.D.'C. Hecath and McGraw Hill.\

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

A *

v

+ 7 annualized per student cost) and Random ?ouse is the most expensive ($11.94 .

v B

. % - .
annualized per student tost), McGraw-iHill reading runs a §lo;3‘30cond to

0

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

v

In contrast, the standardized tests used as thc measures of.cffect-
)‘ - 1iveness, 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 g&adc equiva-

’

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

» -

) House in Grade 1 surpassed the other two by two months (grade equivalent); .
, and in grade 3 therc was no difference among the three Competitivé Partner-
ship reading programs'ip tested gain grade.equivaleént scores. As shown in

W
Chapter VI, the results wige different -in 1972-73. These results show thé

< -
' . continuing promise of all three Competitive Partnership reading programs,
N v

B ! ’

& ”

S < |

-
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even though‘the Randdn House prbgrams needVLo demonstrate some clear ad-

B
‘ventages in view of the1r re1at1ve1y h1gh costs.

‘
‘

In mathematics,’ Addlson Wesley was in 1ts f1rst year.in the Com- .-
\ . ! )
petitive Partnership,.and\Random House compared with D. C. Heath, again

" had a 1éfe start. Random House mathefiatics ‘also had fewer staff members
. . ‘“

trained in the use of\thls program on a per stddent ba51s A third year

[y
s

of the cost effectlvenees analysis will g1ve all three publlsher programs

N -

)
an'fqu1table testlng period: . oo T

I

Thq results for Compet1t1ve‘Partnersh1p mathematlcs _progranms show

that D 'C. Heath is the lease expen51ve with $3 06 annuallzed per, student

' ]

costs, Costs for Random House ($5 64 per student) and, Addlson Wesley

a

($5.89 per student) are about 90 pef%ent h1gher than D. C. Heath, but are

. ] —
“

‘ quite c}ose to oné ano her. ‘ . . o

Results of the}Standard%fed tests used to measure effectlveness
LI ) = - LN ¢

" also show an advantage of one month in grade equivalent scores 1n Grades

“

2 and 3 for D C. Heath comgared W1th its competlt Ts. However, Addison

- [ v

D. G. Heath and one .month highetr than Random House in“grade equivalent

! # x

'scores. leen an equal compet1t1ve opportunlty, the outhme in 1974-75

might change.g HGWever, con51der1ng the:r h1gher costs, Random House and
e

Addison Wesley mathematics progxéﬂéizé;;QTeed to show some chq; ut advan-

‘

tages. A N - : . (\%

*+ 1In carrying out the Comﬁetitive Partnership program\fox 1974-75,

it is recommegded that the T1t1e I off1ce lee-Iﬁﬁeatetg\attentlon to a

change in procedures that 1nvolves the redlstrlbutlon of programs to enablt

20 to 30 classrooms to use comb1nat10ns of two programs in reading anp in

: 1

mathematics. In carrying out the Compet1t1ve Partnershlp/ apparently in

s
»

S
S

-
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" - \ * . L3
kY . » . »

\\\h11 but’ a few cases one program was distributed to each teacher. However:

-

questionnaires and interviews indicate that'a nulnber of. teachers
’ (unknown; perhaps, to the Title I office) wef@ using Sevetal programs and
p

were capitalizing on the strengths.ln one to compensatc for weaknesses- in
' .
. another. The use of two programs, when one is better able to serve the
. v ! - T
specific teaching requ1rements of the ‘teachers and the individual learning

" ‘

. - needs and learning styles of the student, is con51stent with the philoso-
« ,‘/ -

..

—
. //926///kxlﬂ\also show' how to cap1ta11ze on the 1nvestment in materlals of

/,//bompetltlve Pa tnershlp publishers who are not finally selected

.
’

of these recommendatlons,are~presented 1n'Chapter VI

betal ‘ o
v ‘ . R VR ~

. N . - Il ) ; hY N . 0
Development ' : )

4

- N . / v
(1) Thc present concept of staff developmcﬂt for. thc Title I gtaff

is an excellent onc. It was designated as the "total team approach", and
] ? e » .

P " referred to the involyefient of tcacners, pringipals, aides, and other staff

L Members. The ¢

uation team in thelrfﬁurvcy was able to find only 15 per-

v cént of classroom teachers, '17 percent,of elementary read1ng and mathematics

{
resource teachcrs, and five percent of secondary resource\teachers familiar

‘ 4
. with the "total team apprbach"  They have acknowledged that the concept

v

has not-been practiced as w1de1y as they would like to see it practlced
' Il

It.is, therefore, recommcnded that speclal effort should be made

to practice the "total team approachﬂrby emphasizing its importance to all

zing 1nstruct10n and test results. This analysjs, properly con-°

» - - . . >

*e




-

pr1nc1pals, teachers, and. staff at the 1n1t1a1 T1t1e I meet1ng at’ the be-

w

. tq have atquarterly or monthly

of the na(ure of the staff developme

. B ¢

ginnlng\of the school yearn K v . . // |
A o
(2) Almost all the pr1nc1pals have poanted out that the anpounce- o

ment for staff developmen act1V1t1es often reach d them after the scheduled
P

- -\, ]

‘activities were‘over. In spite of theif'de51re\to send their teachers and

SO.

’

ft is, therefore recomme/ged/ghat the Staff Development office
shpuld plan é*yearly schedule for ltS act1v1t1es for the comlng year. The
schedule s ould be placed in the prinéipal's hands before theéglass ' Séﬁ“
gin fn.September. In addition‘to the‘yearly scheduie,‘it/gi{f be helpful

+ > »

lendar of e#ent\ yth br1ef descrlptxons

development programs so that those 5£;cnd1ng wily derive the maximum bene-

fit from the programs. . . : .~ o

-

(4) There is a tremendous nead for a var1ety of staff development \

Y

sessions. There should be more readlng ahd mathemat1cs w}rkshops for elc-

-



. \
:
’ . cachers. Th&{\::ould be held in sequence, and scheduled carefully so that .
w. AR . 4 ,
/4//// the same people'\ n _grow with the program by attending regularly at a time -

y

“that is convenient -t \Ehém.‘zﬁiforts\shguld be made to introduce training .
programs for teachers in ‘the construction, use\ané/;:ierpretation of diag-

" nostic and prescr1pt1ve classroom tests.

. .
D . ‘ * ) » ’
et . ?
> ] . -+ I . .

Parental Involvement
t N .

> - v ’. -
.

i?&'fhe Parental Involvement Component of the Title I progrum should " -

continue to give attent1on to'the strengthening of local Parcnt Advisory -

CO“CCIIS through gfforts in nelghborhoojs to broaden the base of parents

1nv$;ved'1n,tho schools. Even though the lével .of parental involvement

N . ce

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

involvement of parents anf/;ther community people in the Title I program

*in many'other schools. The Parental Involvement program is mov1ng in th1s

\ d1rectlon and support for this effort should be maintained.

N N

Two' strategies now being employéh“in Title I should be'given further

sébport. Persbnal contacts by ichool reprcséntat1ves (principals, program ’

“

-

\ a551s¥\ant:>., up11 personnel workers, tsachers and other staff) and by PAC

memhers will help in getting and keeplng more parents’ involved in school

.
’ . -
Y

act1Vht1es. Letters and brochures do not scem to be as effective as pch

? \ sonal contacts. ‘
‘ ’

\ The Parent Volu&teer program should be expanded. Add1tlona1 stl- .

) pends “for thosc parents who are ‘deeply 1nvolved in Title I activities w111

be a’ great 1ncent1vc for thcm to continue with their efforts, and will ‘at-

¢ ’

tract others into similar roles.

xii.
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CHAPTER ‘W - _ |

. INTRODUCTION -

. ’ K ' A 1o
Purpose of Evaluatlon \ ) [ .

ESEA itle I program in the Publlé”:hbols of the D1str1ct of Columbia (PSDC)

The general purpose of the'evaluative study of the f1sca1 year 19741

. l
ha bgeh to determ1ne tW; effectlve ss of thls program based on its stated<

obj ctives. Corollary purposes of this stu were " (1) to make recommenda-

) ~

in, the evaluative study for f1scéI year 74. TheSe‘pglegtives were:

l

1. To identify progrsh elements termlnal objectives and target populat1on

/

of the‘folllw1ng FY Zg ESEA T1t1e 1 programecomponents . elemenéhry

|

!

|

|

N " i
rea ;

|

g, an mathematlcs (grades K-3) and\the Secondary Re1nforcement

Learfying C:I
‘éi To aysess the performance of ch;ldren partlclpatlng in the components

= T

P
e1ted above relat1Ve to th Stated termlnal program obJect1Ves

o

3. To evaluatc thb cost eﬁfectlveg

h S N J
.| prograks in}operation during FY 197 : \,‘ T » ;) Jﬂl
| b

~

. 4. "To desérlbeiand a¥falyze the ﬁoles of the various® progran comgypeﬂts

involved re

)
~

ative to-determ1nat1on of polloies and procedurei %iillzed

in the seleitlon of the target populat1on. R AN

AN

5. To analyze the\mmpact of the FY 1974 ESEA T1t1e I program wx§h1n four

| .

. cateéorles. o T ., " -




B e L A i k) > > TR
. R L L T T - A e A R SN
TR T AR RT TR ART T T AT R e . . » ~ O EPEEEN

N .
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“«

(a) Analysis of the perfbgmanje:/including the use of the results from =~

i stahdardize?etests, of Title 1 and eligible non-Title I students

-

¥ within each Title I school and on a city-wide basis. :
‘

-

’

v .
Tk

., (b) Descr1ptfon”and‘analys1s of ESEA Title I support1ve services.

(c) Assessmen't of the 1mﬂact of various roles pl by the ipstruc- -

.

tional and supportive personnel (regular c SST00 teaéhers Title

I3

I teachers, principals, ‘central administrators, ‘program assistants,

-‘l ¢

pupil perSonnel aides, instructional aides, clinical serv1ces,

health aides, social workers, school psycholog1sts, speech theram

#

R .

L p1Sts and othEr non- teach1ng staff) and result1ng learning env1ron-

* PR}

Iments relative. to &he promotion of positive and successful student

performance. ' .

-~

Ty ) . \

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

I schools with those of 51m1lar chlldren in the non-Title I-schools.

2]

> A3
6. T6 analyze and report findings and recommendat1ons on the Total Learn- "

.‘ '1ng Center component of FY 74 Title I program in public and non-publ1qﬁ

3

schools.

3

{

:7. - To describe and evaluate the operation and effectiveness of the staff

\

\ development(component of. the FY 74’ Title I program.,
}

8. ‘T\,analyze‘the overall effectlveness of {he FY 74 programs with recorﬂe

2

mendat1ons for the PY 75 Title'I program. o ot

-
3

) . ' y

To recomg;nd spec1f1o revisions and supplenental companents as may be

’ - N

needed foir incorporation ‘into the FY 1975 Title I program for the PSDC.

« In prese?;ing the final report of the evaluation conducted during the

last e1ght months, it should be emphasized that the f1nd1ngs, 1nterpreta-
LR .
. tlons, and red mmendat1ons contained within 1t are 1ntended to provide ¢

- - . s ’




cgngtruct ve 'bases" for, th¢ continuing improvement of the,ESEA Title I'pro-

o P

gram in PSDC. In thik connection, the evaluatlon team has been fully

: aware throughoyt the duration of the stdy of the :%zﬁs of problems that
ple to be served and

_occur when ther¢ are too many children and'yoong P
too limjited fund§ with which to serve them That is, the task of‘plannlng
L and oporatlonallz}pg'a T1t1e I program 19 a large urban schoo} system has

' always been more tghn a matter of sound educational dec1s10n-mak{ng -- a1-

L4 . ‘%hough this aspect of the task is d1ff1cu1fdenough in and of 1tse1f This
. tash?has also required the pract1ca1 ;ecognltlon of the aspect of communltx
: and political rea11t1es as well. And the two aspects have not always been
complementary. In prepar1ng this report, the evdluation team has kept both
« ‘ 3
' aspects in mind. ~ T - . \
I . The remalnoer‘of thlS chapter presents brief descrlptlons of the
\ . evaluation de51gn, sampling, instrumentation, and data collection and data
a V’i\ analysis. Other chapters in the order of their presentation are -focused
. x ) . o on: \ \\\ L\ ‘: ' . ‘.: ~J
o S Public School Standardlzed\'l‘e ResSutts—"
:';:’_\‘ . Programs in the Public ElemeJi:ry Schools '
) " .. Secondary Schools : ‘ \ .
ot | frograms_in the Non-Public Schools by .

" Cost Effectivenéss AnalySTs of the Competitive Partnership Programs

) 3 * ~ ]

N

Programs in the Special Education\ifarning Centers ~

R “Staff*Development - -
L >
Parental .Involvement Program -
P .
) P i . . -
Y N Special’ Projects %nd Cultural Enrichment Program




. Evaludtion Design

-
<

. After a thorqugh examination of sevéyal_evaluation models, the evalua-
- tion team was convinced that the CIPP model volving the evaluat1on at the

-Context, Input Process and Product levels was the beQ:for evaluatlng the

i |

T1t1e I Program of the D. . Pub11c Schools. The model was developed by the

Nat1ona1 Study Commission,on, Bvaluatlon headed by Dr. Daniel L. Stufflebeam,
_) A

Ohio State Un1versity, and recommended to be used for any_in-depth evaluation /

. of programs wheye decision-making is of top priority.  (See Figure I- 1),
)
Using the model ; ‘the Title I programs were examined at allgfour levels
> )

of their operation.'-The operations Context needs identification and assessment

LA

and the contextual problems were carefully examined through various data sources.,
}
By‘descr1b1ng 1nd1v;dua11y and in relevant perspectives the major sub- -systems of

- — ' 3
- L4 +

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

. ‘

e I program activities and analyze possible

-«

tended inputs and outputs of the Ti

causes of'discrepancies between actualitie

'

d 1ntent10ns.

The des1gp has set the stage to 1dent1fy d assess systems capab111t1es and ! . L
avai able 1n2ut strategles andode51gns for 1mp1éme t1ng the strategles. This was N

\
done by describing and analpzing the resources'{huma and material),lsolution

strategies, procedural design for relewance, feasibilit
' M

, an1 economy in the
course of action to be taken. Data from secondary sources as well as certain 3

~ datg from the primary sources were used for the input evaluatfon\
]

. " -~
. Concentrated ef?orts\zere made to analyze the procesﬁ used for the 1mple-

- mentation of the program and the allocated resources. In do1ng so, the evalua-

N

tion design has revealed those areas whef%”’;/;rOQedural defe:ts are preva111ng,

and enaﬁled to sugges/’;ays and means of m&1nta1n1ng a record £ procedural

N,

events and act1v1t1es. Potential procedural barriers have been 1dent1£¢ed and
R ;

Y . . R . . x ~\ ".
.cautioned against them. - ' <
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tives and to €ontext, input, and process information. Each griteria associated

with objectives was identified and compared with predet?;mined stendards on Eom-h‘

- -

parative bases and by interpreting thi outcome in fjiyé'of recordéd'ihput and . }/ -

.

process 1nformat10n
The design has prOV1ded adequate fI%x1b111ty to the evaluatian team to
méke the necessary recommendations at all four levels (Context, Input, Process,
and Pfoducf) The model has been used to organlze the varlqus T1t1é I programs
such as Special Projects, readlng and math programs, and staff development for
meaningful data analysis. It has provided adequate information relative to the

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

s \ .
insofar as the achievement of the children is concerned:

‘The evaluation design outlined above identifies four basic decisions that

«

were made about the total\f}tle 1 program; » These decislong are concerned with

v - ) co- '
the goals df the program and the means for achieving these ends. There are Ag-
cisions to be made at the beginning, middle, and end.of the program according to

I3

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

' ~

* ' ‘ ' - L4 .. . -
turing decisions, implementing decisions, and recycling decisions.

~

¢ -

Figuré I-2.

LEVELS OF DECISION MAKING ACCORDING TO CIPP MOBEL

Planning Decisions Structuring Decisions

(Context}—" (InpufTT*‘\\\\ .

\
\\L~ Implementing Decisions |  Recycling Decisions
\\ £ (Process) . (Product)

-




_of he populatlon they were drdawn from.

Strat1f1ed random samplln

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

¢

* selection unbiased, first of all, the elementary schools were classifie

s

, into threg major categories accord to”the“percentage of Title I stu-

dents in each school. They werd:
a) High Concentration (75% - 100%2; ‘.
-b) Medium Concentrati ' (50% - 74%) ) /

6%

Schools with high concentration of Titlg'l children were given the top’

¢) Low.Concentration (Bel

priority both for intecyiew and observationu The random selection from
each of the three groups made it_possible to ‘have lar}er samples from

h1gh concentration schools and proportlonately smaller samples from the

\\ med1um and low cohcentrat1on scthls No concentratlon flgure was used

v for secondary and non-public schools . ' )
’ . . \T—n'_\_ ’ - .
The major population groups from which the samples—were selected

are given below. (Sée Table I - 1)

Ll »

Princlpals - These are the chief adminfstrators of the Title

I school at pre ?ecelving Title I supplementary serVices

JRseE—
[ v” -

T the selected students. Because of the-strategic role
Sat the lay in T1tle I schools, all eight of :ﬁe;\(IOO%)

have beefi selec personal 1nterv1ew and questionnaire. .

. , All but four of the intexvigws have been conducted as N

~ \ scheduled during the months of May and June, 1974. The four

missed were due to scheduling problems the Divisioh»of_Re}.u~

X 4
search and Evaluation Office was faced with.
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Classroom and Resource Teachers ~ One classroom teacher

from every elementary school was seiected by the1r Tespec-
tive prmcipals to e inteérviewed. IP addm:r’ to that, every
classroom teacher who has Title I children in the1r class

was given a quest1ohnalre to requhd (se ppendix).

Thus, 65 (13.5%)"0f the elementary eTassroon tehchers, 65
;(100%) reading résource teachers, and 65 (106%);ﬁeth resource
'teachers from elementary schools were iﬂtervieyed. All the c

reading and math rescurce teachers from secondary and non-

,

public schools who{cgpld have been scheduled.were interviewed

and their instrc/t onal centers were-obseived. Their number

came to 26, /1 ‘ / , : "

coordifate the overall act1v1ties of the Titiee4—pregram—'

in D.C. Schools were scheduled .to be 1nterV1ew jduring
/7 T~
the summer months. Out of the 25™only 15 (60%‘ were actuafly

1nterv1ewed as sShe of the previously scheduled interv1ews ,
“had to be cancelled/;pe to personal problegs of varying
nature,

4) Non-Teaching Prof%ssionals - Questionnaires were sent out

\»
to non-teaching z[ofessionals to find out the nature of

— .

rendered to the Title I children. These

A,

services ‘the ha
rofessionals are psych010gists, pupil personnel workers,
speech therapists, aduiologists_and clinical service person-

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




fina} analysis. \ *
- . . \ A ) .
se!ssmples were selected on a strat1f1e random basis and \
_ all the necessary precautlons were taken to avold y poss1ble samp11ng
error. AII\sEmples\zere seiected i» clo'g-'ooperatl n with the D1v1slon e
‘:Qf Research énd Evalution ce of the D.C. Public ;k ools in order '
to assure tnfthhe actual population was treated in a Sendom uﬁSiAZé&
> . - ) -
1ﬁmwh‘ ' // ' ' P
Instrnmentation . ' ‘ , . | o /

.evaluation. ' (A complete listing of Lngﬁruments are given as

) some ‘type_of instrument’ for different pop'lations and‘differgnt instru-

s T . ' [
from th1s group. ' ' : '
n.’ l . .
©5) Parafprofess1ona1s - Support staff such as. Educat1ona1 o

'Aldes, Health Aides, and Program Assistants were selected . s
for quest10nna1regsurvex. Altogether 100 were surveyed

by questionnaire and eo (60%) responded. Twenty (20%)
paraprofess1onals werfxalso interviewed during the study.

'6) Parent Advisory Counc11 -+ 116 Parent Advisory Council

..(PAC) members were selected to adm1n1ster a spe¢1a11y v
developed questionnaire and another 20 (66.6%) foran v )
on-th-spot interview. They were successfuﬁy completed a8

scheduied In addition to. PAC a limited number (50) of

a " ¢

The CIPP model evaluatlon d951gn¢used for the s
f/’f-‘ '.
cient flevibility in the se1ectlon and(ﬁ%e of instruments fox this

St

Appendices). The hodel has allowedmt‘he use of - N ‘ /

+
»

35 . "
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N

* ments on the sane-popdlation. For example, qhestionniareé were used ¢
for collecting data from all samples but one, and most of the sanples
selected were‘subjected to both questionnaires and interv:ew and, in

s, jmany instances,‘ i informﬁI’ﬁbservation’fasdalsg conducted as, part of
data collection.’ enever~mnzg“than one instrument was used, the
. ‘ -)suaiuators were re ssuring the consistency of the data thrOugh cfoSs-
validation'techniqyes; The combination technique did produce more

' . valid data for the evaluators' use. Thus, a11 the field data for this

t

study were collected through the instraments 1isted below: : )
‘ . Questionnaires ' |
1. brincipals.gueStionnai , '
o L2, Ciassrpon.and Resoupce Teachen's’Questionnaire,
.‘ 3.. Parert Advisomy Coyncil's Questionnaire . :
4, Non~teaching'Professional's:Questionnaire"“ .:< -

-4 Para-ptofessional‘s Questionnaire' : .

6. Title I Parent's Questionnaire )

i Interviez\\\v

e

[

3. Ad in1strator s Interv:ew
« 4, Interyiew for Spec1a1 Education Staff L X
* rJ ,f/ Observatibn . -

-

1. Observation check- 1ist - Special Education Leaznidg Cente

; 2. Observation check- 1ist - E]ementary, Secondary, and Non-public

- ~ 1

Schools



In addition t¢ these basic instruments, the evaluation teah has

Pl {
intary data collected

’
i

’ e
pade extensive use df doc
. 7

_ “oﬁ\pr?viOus'i alua-
tion féports, min;;eg of 'repo;ts of TiEﬂ '
Foorﬂinators, and tA? {egié é& n peitaining to, the Title I program.
Detailed analysis of such sedond

ious Title I meetings

data has revedled the authenqicify

ant consistency of the field ;

;eli&ble.

Over and above these tws

has used the standardlzed test

Sthe cost- effect1ven§§s of the Competitive Partnershlp rogrggf: The

[
Data Interpretatlon and Analysis

There were three kinds o;\aata, as the 1nstrument sect1on has

N

. indicated, for the evaluat1an team to’ assemble" //f

1. F1e1d Data 1 This included all the,iﬁformation collected

~

Documentary Data - Often referred

[ M

their aﬁendments, and minutes of different meetings of |
1 ] A ] \
Title I staff. b

. 3. Test Data, - These are the results of the Standardized

'{' test% as, prov1ded by the Division oi Research an Evalut1on

0ff1ce of the D.C. Pgbllc Schools.

' ’

37

td, thus making|thé study both valid and
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All three of these,dsta were collected, orgaffized and processed
with extreme care and h high degrée of c‘nfidentiality Field data

were eollected in the months of May and uée, 1974;, under very t1ght ‘

" schedule, due to the lateness in getting|the evaluatlon pro;ect under

.. " N
way. However, all data were collected as planned and carefully organized
for compuﬁer analysis aj they arrived. ' ' -

3

. The instrument$ were mostly pre-cgded and that helped to reduce _—

. )
the length of time normally'needed\to code the data once collected. -
Nevertheless, the volume of data te be analyzed was so huge that the

time ava11ab1e to process them fbr reportlng was st111 quite sma11 The

-’

delay in getting the ‘test resultS‘further added to the*complexlty of v

getting “he analy3i mpleted on the target date. In sp1te of that,

K ©

sis were reported 1'hrough monthly Te-

the results of prelimi"ary an

m1ght have helped t*e school system to plan fb next year's Title I.
program.

An 8xtensive anatysis of all the data was comhleted in October

and the.Findings section"of this report deals with?the ively. { )
The datawere analyzed at ‘the Conte;t, Input Process, and ?rodnct " gl ’
,letels as | s:prejected e _Qnd/results W1th approprlate rgcommen-
dations are pfbvided in that section. o ‘l
] . The analysis in mogt cases was limited to frequency, percentage,

- _ Mean, and'standare'devietlon, Honever, correlétion co-efficient, " "and w

tests were a1so administered wherever a 51gn1f1cance of differencé was

in quéstlon. The/rgsufts/;f the actual statistical analysis éi: given

/

v v e ]
) PR ¢ . .
f -
« s R
Y
) ,
’ . »



"in 1’19 Fin
.. 1

4

such as Nonipulllic school p

ﬁtervieuf and questionnaires of small grd

}

1 ' 3
incipals and' staff, were hand tabulated

|

up's

to

, . \
.mil%}iy, secondary Jata were analyzed by

. .
formation from the available documents

1‘ha“nd,
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; e " CHAPTER II
! '
- "~ 1< 77 PUBLIC 5CHOOL STANDARDIZED TEST RESULTS .
. . . \ . . | i
. ‘- i L ) ' \ A I ,:%‘ \ t\'
T .. HIGHLIGHTS OF RESULTS‘ * ‘
. ' Standardized pretests\ and posttests admmistered by the PSDC are ,
as fqllows. ) S X @ . ( -
*® L " 3 ’ ‘i '
I'r . Grade Pretest “Posttest’ .
. "8 4 e AR
.1 , Metrop'olitan California\ ~ . :
- ~ ~ . Readiness. Achievement )
— ; "< Test,Fprm A/ Tests, Form B \ |
o ‘ - / 2 " Califolrnia ’ - California . /l
) , ~._ , 'Achievement Tests of . : ' J
‘ V4 S ) “Tests; . Form A asic Skills, Form R {
/ '3 é 7 Ca],ifornla‘ - '](’ “Cahfornla i |
o . | i Tests of L Tests of | |
' Basic Skills, ‘ 3 Basac Skills, Form R. \
< - , Lo, . Form Q . ' e ".‘ i ' . 4

'\\ N . Te/stmg waF carried out dur‘ng the weeks of September 24 1973 for

w . \ the pretést‘ and May 27 1974 for the- posttest . *) S

~ ~ ‘
Grade equivglent norms Tr large city schools for pretest and posttest\ |
4 4 }
) : . . ‘ l

- are as _follows:‘ e ' L e, , T
A'o‘ \ - ‘: . ) . . l /i\/

1

"Grade _ Pretest - Posttest _




- ]

< ’

. . / (
) T?blgull-l shows the results of the analysis of the reading tests, and
: , .’.g A - .

. . b PN - L .
L ‘ Table 11-2 shows the results of thé mathematics tests in grade. equivalent scores

for the Title I students. Both total scores and subtest scores are presented//'

in theése tables. Key points of the results for reading
'~ L. .

in Table II-1 are as
; follows: - b

’.

- . -
Y e

grade equivalents) in reading by -

* 1.' Gains (total sco

Y

/ grade are more satisFactory, and also meet“tﬂe objectives

3

-

L N
established by the Title pré&ram, for gra&L\Z than for

grades 3 and 7. Restlts areX

b ‘ . \ \
‘ ~
) / Score grade J(
. , equivalent in .
; N Grade readin
N o s N ‘
! 2 1.0 - ¢ o
N + l N B >
, y ¢ 3 0.8\ g -
\ - 7 .. 077 o
! N . - ‘ -
$// “
: " 2. Improvement in reading wa$ slightly higher - about ore month
. %zgfade equivalent - in vocabulary as compared to comprehené e 4?
! [ i T, . :
v " sion. Results are: L . . (
.\‘ ' ' - |
“ i%.§. S . ' Gain Score gradé'ghdiVa- -
v s . < * - . lent in Vocabulary § -.°,-
» o {. . Compxehension + -
-t . >t Voca- Compre- Gain Dif- ) . -
R Grade'  + (bulary' - hension - ' ference . L o
‘\( . Psdodhmbeaind B %ﬂ 3 —_— _.____._.___.‘ . .
2 . 1.0 0.8+ . 0.2 .
- N ™ N / :‘ 1 M
. 30 ' 0.9 0.8  ° To. o |

‘5 7 0.7 | 0.6 0.1 e




: o : T
3. At the end of the school year, when the posttests.were ad-

’\

ministéred, the percentages (estimated'fr%m the means and .

standard- deviations) of Title I stﬁdents\who reached ‘or

exceeded grade level in reading were das follows:

Percentage of Ti le I
Students Reachin
ExceedlggiGrade\LeveI

39

o

These percéntages give somé idea of the st@dqnts who may no longer

’ N s v

require Title I services\in the fbllowing year,

Y

¢

.

Tablw shows the resulté .for mathematics. Key points are as follows:
1

ints (total score grade equlvalents) are more satlsfactory,
and a1§o meet the obJectlves established by the Title I pro- .

gram, for grade 3 phan for grades 2 and 7. Results are:

N

Galn‘Sco&e Grade Equivalent
for Mathemat1cs -

.

Grade - ] . Gain

.9
1.1

8




2, - At the end of the school jear, when the posttests®were ad-

ministered, the percentages of students wh¢ reached or ex-
+ i - . ’

' - ~ "ceeded grade level in mathematics were es llows: ! .

i

’ Percenta e of Title I
: Students Reaching or
Grade Exceedin Grade Level

\ - I \ . r \\“

Initial defic1ts in reading and mathemat1cs afe shown in the pre-

- T,

test results As one would expedt jfventh grade Title I students showed

the greatest def1c1ts ' oo ' -

.

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

’

_— : . . ) ) .
tests used do not-tend themselves to this purpose. . However, several obser- .

vations can be made with regard to the results for gradeil,
1. By the end of the first grade, Titie—t students are 3

months behind grade level in both reading and mathematics.
. - N )
2. The problem areas at the beginning of the year for grade 1 ~
t students, as measured by the Metropolitan Read1ness Test,

L3

“‘are presented 1n Table II-3. These results are presented in

‘terms of "letter ratings of readiness status." The ratings”™
o

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

_\' .



Readiness . et
Status v ot significance

' §uperipr ' Apparently very well prepared for

t irst-grade work. Should be given
opportunity for enriched work in line
" with ab111t1es 1nd1ca£éq ) . e

Good prospects for success in. first-
grade work provided other indications,
such as health, emotlonal factors, etc.,

Careful study shou}d be made of the E |
speclfic\strengthS\ d weaknesses of
pup1ls in' thls groﬁp d their-instruc--

L}

o
e
[o]
=
-]
E
[+]
o
®©
§
H
=2
-3
[
<

. grade work. Should be Bssigned to .
slow section and given, re;individu- T .
alized: help. - m? ' ’

\

e Chanpes ofﬂixfflculty hxgﬁ under ordi- . 4o
" nary instructional conditions. Fur- -
- ther réadiness work, 3551gnment to slow
. sections, or 1nd1v1dua11zed‘work is es- \
' ' sential," 0

»
T

-
-

The results show a D.r;ting in. the Total score, Word Mean-. ’
ing, Li;tening, and Numbers, and C ratings in:Matching,
Alphabe£,.and Copying. Based on these results, oné would
}udge that reasonable progréss was made'By thé first grade’
students as a result of the Title I program. } N
The‘teSt‘(Mefropolgtan Readiness Test' - 50th percentile),

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

nated as ‘Title I students, admits a much smaller percentage




R e b et
+

of stuéént%

The number and

percentage of a

4

to Title I than do tegts used at other grades.

y \ 4Numbq§ur Number Percent

/ Grade . Titlg I Not. Title I Title ;
: 1 - 3062 2620 . 54
. 2 . s 1027, = 82
i 3 T 2N 770\ 86
g 5432 99 98

\

\ .
These results suggest that a crite

v

rion score for grade 1

. should' be §pt at’ a much higher level,'perﬁaps the  75th pers

_centile, in order to,include a larfer percentage of students

-and prevent future learning deficits. -

3

P g

Al
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~

A

below grade ’ el. 'l'he test record had no ~o: er indication as

-

to who was <\Title I student. _In order to, calculate gain scores for the

X
5

\ >

students, 1t was also necessa to match pretest and posttest records for
( .
\the students, using the student' 'dentif{cation nulber. The results of the’

matching process: and of Title I vs. noﬁ-Title 1 students for reading and

1

tage of studenys in each category. Mtion of the tables inda.cates that toT

-4

about half of the grade 1 students, and\ about 60’6 of grade 2 and 3 students

uthqnaticsie shown in Tables II 3 an II—S, in terms of the nunber and perign; o

i D]

had natching studel\uidentifica‘tion nunb‘ers, while only about 40’6 of the 7th

grade students had tching records for the pretest and the posttest. The

tables also show that the percentage of "tle I s{udents identified by the

pretests .exceeded- 80%. for &'mdes 2 3 and T A e

b
1, ot

 dents of the matck\ed and unmatched grouﬂ was undertaken. Table 11- 6 shows the
results of this analy51s. This table shows that fer reading in grades 3 and
7 students for whom it was not possible to match records had lower average
grade equivalent scores compared to those for whom mdtched records yere avail-
able. 1In mathenatics, there vas a difference only for grade 7° students. The .

differences range from one to three months in grade equivalents.

»
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2. Less capable ‘students may tend to transfer schools more oft

or,\ in“the case of 7th greders, to drop out of school by the time

\ofthe
posttest.| - ‘\‘ ‘ ‘ | e | "{\\ /

e

3. \Less than adequate use by school personnel of student iden \ fi-
I

cation numbe i resulting in unut' ed records y w\hen m fact the studen

actuany took both the prétest and- :t:e posttest. h .' - e N

A 4
. ., . . .
" -, « “ v . \
. . . .
- . . “‘ - . . \ .
\ \
P
. -
' .
. ~ - \ \
* 4 \ ~ \ 4
L e -
' N N
A - 3 T
- \ ’
\ ,
. 1
. N ’
. \ A .
-
. . *
)
.
.l
— \ - g . R - TN " 'S
L ve {\ fg .
. . s
- »
"y
L]
L] <
. \ -
- ~
i 2
4
X L]
. *
.
.
N Lt . 1
})" > ’\ . : . ‘. ”
. . AT 4l Ve
<« . Yoy e e nny P EL R R L AL L ALt
. o TS T PORREN
Lm;qagn,.\_;\:.‘.m *f-‘:.n.-::}:»:dr:r-r-'y Sewa e N T ae e 4 aeiilbn s
{ '
|
| M . ~




- - .
—— B LS

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
[

.
[
.
¢
N

Z°ST 2962, v'vz ~A6vz ~ 8°¢ "5*09 T 9ty 0°00T 0°00T  0°00T 0°00T '0°00T  0°00T ------TBIOL
. . - T 0°s - 0°8S - 10z -~ 9°8I 1°t¢  ¥°1z ~  IL-UON
! R ) ~__ - . oo . - sopexy
'€ ’ -7 T~pgs - - 66L - ¥°18 6°8L 9'8L . IL IV
- I o .
€891 ¢ " T 2T°6S 4 0°00T 0°00T -0°00T 0°00T  0°00% 0°00T  .Te3Qr -
S 814 - 9°19 - 81" -z vz 9°C . IL-UoN
0 =TT - 786 - - 8°86 9°L6° ¥°L6 IL L
- x\\ ) o s N oL
6°z -29T ' 2'9 €€T 8" .\\\\\\\\ S°19 0°29 0°00T 0°00T  0°00T 0°G0T. 0°00T 0°00T' TEIOL
; 9°z - L= 8°v9 . 9°€T - 92l | 6°€T Z'¥1 ILTUN.  fa
o : s R S°19 - p98 .- t°.8 1'98 - 8°S8 L g -
L - PR 0 -
0'k_ 12z 06 Sei— & & S°09 6°09 . 0°00T 0°C0T  0°00T 0°00T - 0°00T 0°00T  1e30L
- L = - 9'T - - §°29 - s'81 - LT . 9°8T .6°8T  IL-UON
— g - 909 .= S°I8 - g£°z8 p°18  T1°18 IL ¢
L ~ . N — . . . “
8z~ 82L 0°8T w8y  1'8S S§°SS L ese 00T ©0°00T  0°00T 07001  0°00T 0°00T  i®30L
S~ S°9 - 15 - 09 Y - 9wy 0°8%° z°Lt  ILTUON
Y~ - 9°6 . - . S°IS. e . . 0°YS - v°ss 0°'zs 8°2S I T-
o . . > —TzIs ;
. S L . ‘ ]
Te30L poyo3Bwup POUSIBH 3504 21d 3sod . oid 3sod — axd 304~ oid opeig
1S93350J O3 35939XJ WOXF- -~ . SPIOI3Y ~TBIOL FO 18301 paydJeuul " payolEl
sjuepnis Jo SsSo] g JUadIad sjuepnis I 9[ITL-UON pu®B I 9TITL FO IUIDIdY N
; . . . \\ 'Y . ) - . . ) .
L . - g . : . ‘ , )
- : . 90vD Ag 1S4LLSOd OL ISHIFNd WO¥d SINSUALS 40 SSO1 INIDYAd L
— . _____dNY_S@¥0DAY GIHDIVANA GNV_GEHOLVM INFOWAd - -
| C - ©  TIN4GNIS I FILIL-NON GNV I STLIL 40 SDVINSD¥sd , e
- T o . . " SISEL ONIGVEY - SINSGNLS TOOHDS DITéNd- | - . - . .
L | . . - . S
: . ¢ - II 91qel ) ] .
A . N X . . , on.
- . B & —




f
5
-
-

1

8° 1T vssz 912 ,§50Z 0°v° I8y  9°0% 9°sS // 0°00T 0°00T  0°00T 0°00T  0°00T 0°00T ------T230L
— . '€ L8 S e T TIe - 0°02 122 0°22 IL-UON
. o e . e . sopely
S A 2 - T 0°SS T 6°8L - 0°08 6°LL 0°8L-.-— " IL IV
8°se” vILT  ¥°£S-.-SOPT €£°¥T 60 1709 0°SY ~0°00T 0°00T ~0°00T 0°00T  0°00T 0°00T'. TeE3OL
7 o 8'6 9 - - 9°19 R 4 - vl ojs. 8%C . IL-uoN
ST €08 - ———— LV - 6°'L6 - 9°86 0°L6 Z°L6 L L
- .5 : ) - A. hed -
z't €9 ~1'g 19 o 9°€9 6°29 0°00T 0°'0GT .0°00T 0°001  0°00T 0°00T  .T®3O0L
. LT o N¥ A N, 8°v9 - vt - LUgl ST  -6°¥T - IL-UON
R . - 929 - 9°sg - £°98 S'sg  1°S8 1L €
L 90z s'8 . 98T 9 0z~ L°Z9 8:09 ~ 0%00T ©6°00T  0°00T 0°00T  0°00T 0°00T  Te3oL
‘ 0°z £ v 5°29 - £°81 - STLT S*8T 8°81  IL-UON MM
- g€ L - 709 - L'18 - s'zs S'18 Z*+I8 IL
. - ., . ——— ) .
L6 1SS _e'yt T10¥ 0§ OST = v'SS L°2S 0°00T 0°00I  0°00T O° 00T  0°00T 0°00T  Te3oL | |
. ., 6°¢ - S§S - 1°vS .= 0%9Y -, 9P 8Ly Z°Lv  IL-UON
: , 0°9 ' S6 - S°1S - .¥.3\ - v z°zs c 8°es IL 1
._”.WQOH. ) Pogd3ewul) PoUOIEN 3S0d"’ aXd : 3sod. - 9&d Qm,om. axd 3sod aXd - QWNHG
. 35933564 03 3S0331d WOLF Spxoddy ° . 1elol 3O 1830l - payojeuun POUDIEH )
mu:mvaum mo mm\om Ua2I9d ., Paydlel u:moﬂmm S3ULPNIS I 913LL-UON pPUe T 9T3TL JO IUIDIdJ -

’

gavio Ad

JLS3LLS0d O._T.m.mm._.mmm noYd mm.zmn:.ww 40 SSOT INID¥dd

 NV_SQH003Y d

JHOLVHNR ONV dIHOLVIW IN3OHad

SINIANLS I FTLIL-NON @ﬂ I 91LIL 40 FDVINGOYdd

SISAL SOIIVWIHIVA - SINGANLS 7OOHDS DITdnd

A

Ve

<

P

-

o

m, - 11 oa.nw._. .-

«

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

*

\
»
\
\



' i »...ul z.”,.! il]..’...! - 5 .\~\ “&\\. . * ~
—< : v = - Ly
- \ ? . ® " - =7 x
- .\ I .N\_\ - ~\‘\
Juaﬂl‘.’/»llf”“"w B )/
" S e e h //
- . f - S ) o TeErE N -
S . ~—— 00" L' 11 1 ‘a’s
. . . sox ' _‘19°¢ .. L°sg . uea I
B - 9oUEDTITUSTS xZ .___poydjemun _ payolep \
. - TWODS MV TVIOL - IS4l SSANIQVIY NVEITOJOYLAN
\ . SH1s 1822 ‘N
. 1007 — 100° . Zs°1 £S°1 ©o-ta's
SOR - SR, . <€I°L 1287 LY uBon L
LT 7
. oo - T~88T 020¢ . N °
\\ . 100° - — LL® ‘a-s
ON . \ - sag TR ueoH €
=L - .
. S . "a‘s
CON- T ON'- , 0°0 JUBOW z
g i : P - z - . i -
<"~ GOUESTITUSTS - 7 _ _Poudleumu _ PaYydIen 9JUBJTITUSTS xZ poydjemWuUn _ poYpIBW = OIISTILIS  opeld
S / 3X025 JUSTBATOPY opexd [e3l0] " 8I09g 3JUSTBATINDI opexy Te30] . -
%\m\ﬁﬂéﬁ Le . \\\ mamﬁ wwuﬁmu .
T 7T 5INgdnis I F111L 40 SLINSTY ISALAYA GGHOLVWNN GNV GIHOLVA 40 NOSIHVAHOD '
. . - L _SIINST ISIL TOOHIS IITene— - -
R 7 \
= LT - - \\\\\\
e ; * 9 - II 91qelL o



-

. USEFULNESS OF THE STANDARDIZE’_E‘EST\S FOR THE |
"ITITLE I PROGRAM AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TESTTNG AND_EVA UATION

’ #’
- )l -

The standardized tests used for the Title ] prpgram, in addition to .\

4

" S/
\Enose 11sted ear11er 1n th1s section, also 1nc1ude the Kaldwell Pre-School \

Inventory for klndergarten students and fhe'W1de Range Achievement Test for

Special Education. This discuss'qn is, however, confi d to the Metropoli-

tan Read1ness Test, the Califo ;Z Achievement Tes;s,.and %hﬁ\California

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

As standardlzed tests Fhese ;nstruments meet or eched the basic re-

duirements of reliability and Va11d1ty that would be expected,o§ any stan-

/

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

1

California Achievement Testd and the Callfbrnla Tests of Basic Skills, pro-
l

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

large c1ty norms, used iL the analyses in this report are su1tab1e for the
. Dl 4.
Titie I populat1on and for the minority popuiﬁtlons character15t1c of urban
l P o
American populations. Comparisons made with the 17&§e city norms take ac-

’ -

count,o' population differences, which are in part a function of minority and
socio/economic status. ’ ” . >

1' ' The tes;s tnemselves‘(CAT and [CTBS) have been selée;ed to focus upon

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

additional measures might be'desirdble, the demands upon.the students which
~add1t10na1 testing would require, and the incursion of testing time upon tea-;
ching time, would not appeay/to warrant expandlng the scope of the tests. Es-
pec;al%y with pretests arnd posttests given in grades 1-3 and 7 for Title I,
additional testing does not appear to be justified.

{

- ' -
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The pretests are}used\in the T1¢Ié,1 program as the basis for iden- -

t1fy1ng Title I déslgnatpd students., Those students in target schools who

i
score at the |50th ercent11e or 'below gre the designated Title I students.
o As indicated jearlie} in this chépter, his method seems‘to identify a large
/ . ‘: i
and 3 in Title I schools as epigibli for

percentage of studentt in grades

Title I serv%ces, but a comparatlve' small percéntage of grade 1 stu\ nts |

{(MRT). For thlS ‘reason it is recommended that the score on the MRT usq to,

N ] A
1dbnt1fy Title I students for grade 1 be adjusted upward to 1nclude a 1a>ger
N l \
' pexcentage of studqnts in the Title I e1;g1b1e schools Thé Adck of compara-
i

‘'bility in the MRT pretsst and the CAT posttestafbr grade 1 ha probably pre

f

sented some techn1¢a1 d}ff1cu1t1es.« However, 1né1u51on of a arger percen-

tage of grade 1 students feems warranted on the basis of att mpt1ng to pre-

vent learning deficiencies.“ co i ST Z/ o /

The results of thé pretests are also provid%d to th

1

chers to show whieh students érS’Iit11r1’ﬁesi§nated, and also as a diagnostic |

schools and tea-

r S

aid in tepching. However, a variety of other tests{are used by Fhe feachers
‘ { 2 - “

1

. for diagnpstic te$ching purposes. Tables 11 -1 gnd f1 -8 show the tests used

1 ! ' | \’
BS.\ Also f%equently mentioned were CP diagnos1ic tests.
i " . | |
edback oﬁ test results and for more detailed djagnostic information

by the teachexs. Teacher-nade tests top the list, ﬁoﬂlﬁwed b‘ the MRT, CAT and
T;e needlf r timely
‘ 3

as men-

! tiloned by a number of the teachers 1nterV1ewed as among the reasons for using

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

\ ’
, Although useful the standard1 ed tests should only be con51dered a par-

|
\

tialfmeasure of the effectiveness of ,the Title I program| A measure of school

ead1ness at the end of kindergarten, perhaps the Metropolitan Read1~

v

-

N\

L - -'&




_ness Test now used at the beginning of grade 1, would be suitable:.

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

’

,.-"

-comprehenslon, and total score fbr readlng and computatlon concepts and to-

tal score for mathematlcs. Wh11e %gportant and useful, this information

should be supﬁ;emented by other measures of student progress and achievement.

o

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

useful. Affective meqsures are also needed.and would not réquirs'addrtional
testing tims. Deviations of school grades ;nd of test résults might Be in-
formative in® assesslng the extent to which classroom and test perfqrmance are
\effected dlfferently by the various Title I program components. Progress
checklists would be useful 1n ‘measuring specific learning needs that may e

impacted dﬁ%ferently by the various Title I programs For comparability’

among the Title- I programs, a s1ng1e instyument should be dev1sed

¢

Q@ .
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23

25

26

Table II - 7

THE TESTS UTILIZED BY'ELEMENTARY SCHOOL - TITE% I
- CLASSROOM TEACHERS DURING FY 1974

-
—~

Percentage
62,3

uenc

12

49.0

© 45,2

43.4

47.2

_49.1

22.6

13.2

7.5

5.7

3.8

-

* Tests
Informal- Teacher-made tests

. + Publishers tests (D.C. Heath, McGréw—
Hill, Random House § Addlson-Wesley)

] Callfbrnla Achlevement Test.
Metropol;tan Readlng Readiness Test

: D.C. Criterion Referencé Test (Math)

*D.C. Cr1ter10n Referente Test (Readlng)
Callfbrnia Test of Basic Skllls ‘

’ Ca1dwe11 Pre-School Inventory

Infbrmal Readlng Inventory

Phonetics' Test ) Y ’

Gates Reading Test

+
-




] Table II - 8
‘ TH$ FRﬁgUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF THE TESTS UTILIZED BY
: ELEMENTARY SCHOOL MATHEMATICS -RESOURCE TEACHERS .
[ .

4

Freguencz Percentage ‘ ) Tests

25 61.0 - Ihformal Teacher-ﬁadeftests
. . . : - . . . . \
23 56.1 California Achievement Test

21 51,2 Metropolitan Réading Readiness Test

19 - 46.3 California Test of Basic Skills

L]

46.3 Publishers test (mainly Random Housé) '

. .41.5 " D.C. Critérion Reference Test (Math)

o

. Caldwgll Pre-School Ifventory

D.C. Criterion Reference Test (Math)

-




CHAPTER III

<

PROGRAMS IN THE PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

INTRODUCTION

.

This’ phapter-starts'by summarizing the reactions of Public Elementary

" School Personnel td the Title I Program followed by detailed results of teach- -

ing practices in the elementary schools relevant to the Total LSQEniﬁg Center
. . : .

concept. Related inforﬁation for the p@blic elementary schiools is also pre-

L 4

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

L4

Questionnaire, Teachers Interview,'Non-Teaching Professionals Questionnaire,

Para-professionals Questionnaire.

" " OUTSTANDING FEATURES, PROBLEMS_AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ot o

The following summarizes the findings of the outstanding features,

x ’

Problems and recommendatiqﬁs concerning the Title I program in elementary

ot -

schools. The information Qgéfcollected from interviews with reading resource

teachers, mathehatiqs resource teachers, classroom teachers, and principals,
. 1 .

L

and from Teacher Questipnnaifes 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 III-5 to III-13. '




-

- Outstanding Features

b ~

. The availability-and variety of materials and supplies was clearly

» *

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

+

: Y ’ . . .
lated to the materials were also considered helpful by all participants.

(Table III-1) . ‘ ’ . U e

-~

The staff was the secopd outstanding area recei&ing comment. >The

services of the resource teachers were considered outstandLng by classroom

LY

teachers and pr1nc1pals, and the assistance of the edycatlonal aides was

.

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

respoﬂdents. The readlng resource teachers and principals c1ted the pupil
x .

personner services as an outstandlng feature, as well as parental 1nvolvement.

.

. The classroom teachers and principals stressed the value and impor-

. “ . . [ N

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

. . ) N ..
of cultural enrichment activities. The resoyurce teachers and principals

cited the increased ability to ﬁrovide'indiuidualized’iﬁstruction as an

outstandlng feature of the_program, .o -

Y . , ..

.Problems and Recommendations*

-

- - There is a close .correlation between the problems identlflcd by ) ’

»
>

the respondents and ‘the recommendatlons for program 1mprovement Recommen- -

[ 4 . .

- . datlons'out51de of these correlatlons were made by only 51ng1e groups of

i . 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 a W1despread expression of concern with respect to the
o . ' h » .
late "arrival of ‘materials and, supplies, and indeed, the effects of this

R
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“
~ . TABLE I1I-1
& " OUTSTANDING FEATURES OF THE TITLE I -
"' PROGRAM REPORTED BY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PERSONNEL
3 v g
v SO B | 323
-y o=l o0 | o®|H
. PR |0 s e
. {00 < T I eI~ A -
>0 e O o
: S3lgd 875
. - v e
X 5| A C
- Suppiies and Equipment V N ‘ X "{ X X X
- . . .
Workshops _ . ’ 1 ox X X | X
Assistance of edﬂcatiénél aides . X X X X
Services of resource teachers X X
SupportiQe services (clothing program, X. X
medical program, etc.)
Cultural enrichment program : -, X -X
/= Parental Involvement ) y X X
Ability for individualized instruction X X X
Staff support from pupil personnecl workers X X
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.problem are visiblé in the academic results of the students. In responsc 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 clasSroom teachers noted a 1ack of man1pu1at1ve materials

. * .

or devices. The mathematlcs resource” teachers recommended that more D. C.

Heath manipulatives be pr0v1ded and commented that the Addison Wesley prog-
LY

ram was most useful w1th regard to such devices.

- P *
Staffing was another area of concern and was inadequate in several

aspects. The most widespread need was for additional educatlonal aides and

it was recommended that the a1des be spec1f1ed for either read1ng or math. ¥

Both classroom and resource teachers recommended hiring more_resource teach-

. ¢
! ’ <t ) ; s s
ers and the resource teachers indicated a need for consultants.” The princi-

pals indicated a need for full-time rather than part—time proéram assistants
to aid in administering the program and a number of pr1nc1pals noted inade-
‘quate services of health a1des psychologists and other support staff.

There was a general consensus that too much paperwork and record-
Keeping was redu;red and it was thought that imprementjng a uniform system
of recordkeeping might reduce this burden to some extent.

There was also a general expression of concern over the lack’ of com-
munication betmeen the staff, school and central office. The teachers, in
particular, thougnt the ggidelines were unclear and improvement in that re-

. A

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

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

though it may have been in some schools; in particular, however, therc is

a lack of funds for cultural enrichment which classroom teachers would 1ike

. ! 1
to see remedied. Resource teachers also experiencéd a delay in rcleasing

" - . -

62

-
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funds and the prlnclpals' suggestlon to have, local school plannlng and bud-

get . control might elimjnate that problem.
2] ‘ )
There appears to be a dlstlnct need for improvement in the staff

development-area. Over 85 perceﬂt of the resource and classroom teachers

. - P .

had no understanding of the total team‘approach and the principals, in many
» N - N

instances, had little knowledge of staff development activities in general.
R ) L . . n

. - . -

Presimably increased familiarity with the total téam approach would enhance

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

-

~

concern. One means of facilitating this familiarity is thpough'prg-plaqning

workshops, which was recommended by several resource teachers. In addition,

'classroom teachers observed that the workshops are poorly scheduied and, in
some instances, poarly plaﬁnea and usntable: In the improvement of workshop

‘schedullng attention should be g1ven to the need fof providing classroom -

coverage or for providing staff development sessions after instructipnal'
- > al

hours. .

x
. .

.

Finally, there was some concern on the part of the resourcc teachers

and principals over lack of parent involvement, although this was not found
. , oLk
among all the schools. The resource teachers suggested that parents be fa-
L I
-~ - 1) - .o .
miliarized with the program so that they might reinforce their children's

v L]

-

&

experiences. at home. “

- .
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. TABLE III-2

-PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED WITH THE TITLE I PROGRAM
REPORTED BY PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PERSONNEL....-

®
¥

“uuorlsany
TJIYd ],

‘say

‘yuotison)
tedmoutayg

Yoy,

“3ug

92Inosay
- qug aysy,
wooIsse)

MOTAXDU]
[edrourag

~ Late Arrival of Materlals and Supplies

~ never received

" funds .

Inadequate materials or materials

~ Not enough manipulative ﬁaterlals or -
, devices

Inadequate Staffing
Lack’ of educational aides
Inadequate services of health aadcs,
psychologlst and other staff-
Part-time piogram assistant

Too Much Recordkeeplng or Papcrwork
Too much administrative bureadcracy”
in' overall Title I Admlnlstratlon

Lack of Comihunication .
Betweén sécondary staff § reading tchr
- Betweep, school. and - eentqak ﬁfftce--«-
"Guidelines unclear .

Problem of identifying Txtlc 1 student<h

~  (late arrival of list)

Lack of funds
Lack of funds for cultural cnrichment
Delay in releasing funds

WOrkshops
‘Lack of classroom cdverage
No understandlng of total team approac#
Unstable and poorly scheduled or
planned .
Frequency of wofkshops

Lack of parental involvement

.

L J

X -- general area of concern by group of respondents
+ -~ specific item of concern within the general area

Al
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TABLE I17-3 -,
‘ RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE TITLE I PROGRAM . '
MADE BY PUBLIC-ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PERSOKNEL R ) ¢l
. ‘ - 'e.\ A A
;o . : , '
: ' 5o |28 a5 || 2
O 0 wn o - I s
00} = [ = [ =]
= L) Tk S Ve
-~ ¢ M = -1 5 [ 2] o e
A8 [gR17E A g | -
. . O b =l =B L b
: ‘ " T A 20 | o .
i . L .‘ . ( ,H . 0 ¥]
. Improve paperwork and recordkeeping sxtuatlon ] X “ X X ) -
+ Reduce amount of paperwork . + e 1 )
PrOV1de uniform system of ' recqrdkeep1ng ¥ +
e Have materials and supplles arr1Ve on t1me X \ x | x X 3_, X 1.
. Provide delivery system RN B ooal o+ I
. Provide more materials , T4 vt .
S Improvement of communication and program T XS XX X 70X
: Coordination ) o TN AR A A "
v Better system of communication between T 2 ol
N staff, school and central office N + 2+ N
" More well defined guidelines LA I N e . v
Better coordination of Title I program ’ 8 I +
Have program coordinator & . ' 4
More planning-between teachers and Title ,| -~ ) N .
I office s ) +
’ Limit CP programs to one per school® .- | .+, {. = ".+ .o L NN
Let teachers choose own CP program L = o
, . ‘
- Improve or expand workshops ' X | X X X X
Have pre- planning workshops ' + . T
Have addltlonal\workshops ' + + '
Impréve scheduling of workshops ' . + +
Have staff development after 1nstruct- o
ional hours - v o + y
Hire more staff X X . X X
[ "‘Hire more educat10na1 aides . + . + +
Designate area of speciality for aides
(math or reading) +
Hire more resource teachers . + +
Provide for consultants +0 0 o '
. Provide full-time program assistant, ‘ + )
. N . ‘\ - r R
1} v .




“

ER

R

ek TR T bl M. e A DA A At

: | .-

Table III-3 (continucd)

>

sIayseay
921n0say

‘

Jadoeal

*say

SOTIRWOYIBK

Iayaea]
*s9y Sutrpeay

., Iaydeay -
WooISEBID

stedisutrag

-

o

.

Increase paﬁ{htal 1nvolvement

Prov1de more 1nformatlon to parents sb they

can* 3551st-at home

Provide better training for parents

(\s

Provide more funds -for spec1a1 services

’ ,n

‘e "

Prov1de more cultural enrlchment

, . .
I.., §

More teacher input in program L

.~

Have local school plannlng and budget

e control

brov1de job security'for Title I staff .
Improge criteria for se1ectloh of' T1t1e I
ools

3

More and equal distrioution of equipment
GProvide.mgre‘D,p.’Hegtr manipulatives
Provide oore information onwmetrié.system
Use Addisoo Wesley for maﬁioulative and
Random House for testing

.
»

-

-

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

X -- general area of concern by group of res
+ -- specific item of concern within the gen

fm ~




ECOMMENDATIONS
HOOL PERSONNEL

CORRELATION: OF PROBLEMS AND:
REPORTED BY PUBLIC ELEMENTARY

Y \

P "Part-time program assistant - -

+ 0(

. R \Provide full.time program assistant

. Sxl =0l v
! O 0|0 - 2]
B uipe e
O 016 wn ]
SEizwl 6
®R{® R |
H Gl o ~
nwolne 0.
= b
‘(n
Late arrival of materials and supplies + + +
R have materials and supplies arrive on time + ¢ o+ +
R provide delivery system : . ! ’ +
Inadequate materials or materials never received .t + +
R Provide more materials , W mrt
Not enough manipulative materiais or devices . +
. «e § o -
R Provide more materials I mrt .
R Provide more D.C. Heath manipulatives . mrt |.
R Use Addison Wesley for manipulativeS and Random House | mrt
\ for testing ' . "
Inadequate staffing . ’ ) o X X X
: . '
R. Hire more rLsource teachers mrt! +
R Provide forgcbnsultants +
¥ .'.'- | .
Lack of edhcati%nal aides + + +
R Hirec more cdiicational aides mrti +,|' +
‘R designatc arda of specialty for aides mrt l
N oLt /’ . J
Inadequate servicps of health aides, psychologlst, and
other support\staff - , ' +
) ;o
R{ Provide more funds for special services rrt
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stediouray

P

v

P

P

P

P
P
P

P

- ’ o
Guidelines unclear ° A

Lack of funds £ér cultural enrichment

- o

Too much recordkeeping or paperwork

R Réduce amount of paperwork
R - Provide unifoqm system of recordkeeping

Too much administrative buneaucracy in overall T1t1e I
"Administration . -

R Have local school planﬁing and budget control

Lack of communication R

"Between secondary staff and reading teacher

’ . R
R Have better system of communication between staff,
‘ school and central office
R  Have program coordinator . : :
R More planning between teachers and T1t1e:I staff

-

'Between school and:central office o '. ‘

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

R More well defined éuidelines

Problem of 1dent1fy1ng Title-I.students (late arrival
of list)" g

R Better coordination of Title-I program

‘Funds
Lack of funds

i

.
]

R Provide more cultural:enrichment Cod

Delay. in releasing funds .- . J
. . 7 '“,r\ \

. R Have local school planning and budget control

mrt

at

+

+
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P , . Workshops .
P

P No understanding of total team approach

P Lack of parental involvement

-

Lack of classroom coverage

R +Have staff development after 1nstruct1ona1 hours
R Improve scheduling of workshops

e

.

R Have pre-planning workshops

~

P- Unstable and poorly scheduled or planned

[l .

R Improve scheduling of workshops - ¥

P Frequency of 5

R Have additional workshops -”}

.

R Ihcrfease parental involvement

R Provide more information|to parents so xhey can
assist at home- v

R Provide better training flor parents

<

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

P -- Problem “ »

R -- Recommendation ,
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TABLE III-5
r

) MAJOR STRENGTHS OF THE FY 1974 TITLE I

* PROGRAM

AS REPORTED BY ELEMENTAR¥%, SCHOOL AND‘SECOND%;Y SCHOOL PRINCIPALS*
- ‘ N
Major Strengths Percent. ﬁrcqucncy
’ < 1
A"
e N . . !
. Supplies and equipment - 32“5% | - 27
.- - I ]
* Sceryices-provided by rcading and mathematics \ ! : .
resource teachers g 31.1% ' 23
. J B
. Assisthnce%f‘(he teachers' aides 25.7% 19
Supportive se§vices, including Clothing Program, )
Medical Program, etc. . 24,3% 18
Patental involvemert, , - 23.0% 17
Cultural Enrichment Program 20.3% 15
Students' progress in rc%ding,and mathematics 14.9% 11 }
*Pupil personnel 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% 7‘ X
Objectives of the Title 1 program ' 8.1% 6
Better communications and cooperation v 8.1% 6 -
" Individualized instructions 8.1% - 6
~ ' .. ] - :
+ Improved workshops for parents, teachei‘? aides: 6.8% ) !
Reading Program ' 6;§% 5
<
Other Responses: 64.9% . 48 .

* Pgincipa]s Interview'
S .
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TABLE 111-6

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

‘* Principals Interview

) jb
’ Percent Frequency
Late arrival and/or uﬁava11ab111ty of materials
and supp11es . 60.8% 45
/Tﬁé f;equency and the schedu!ing'of work shops 24.3% 18 .
Not enough teacher aides‘ 24.3% 18
Inadequate seyvices of health aides, psychologist
and/or other. supportlve staff . 17.6% 13
Program Assistant 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 math resburce teacher ' 9.5% 7
Lack of. communication between Title,I off1ceuind'
schools ) . ) ?.5% 7
Inadequate funding '8.1% ] 6
The r;ading program 6.8% 5
Lack of expérienced and cooperative personnel 6.8% S
Other re;pbnse? 109.5% 81"
o \ , . -

-

-




TABLE TII-7 .

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE FY 1975 TITLE I PROGéAM
AS SUGGESTED BY ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY -SCHOOL PRINCIPALS*

Percent Frequency
Have a full-time Program Assistant in each school 12.2% 9
M 7 . 1

. 1
There needs to be a highly qualified Program Co- |
ordinator in each school building 6.8% S N
No changes necessarf - 6.8% S
Provide some system of delivery for materials and -
Supplies 6.8% 5 |

. . '
llave, 1ocal school planning and control of budget 6.8% 5 .
Broaden. the scope of the program 6.8% 5 7
Have materials dnd personnel at the s¢hool on time
or before the school opens ) ) 5.4% T4
Béfter coordination and cooperation of the program 5.4% 4
Select only, one Reading and only one Mathematics * | ; -
program . 2.7% 2
Staff Development activities after instructional
hours - . 2.7%_ 2.
Provide more educational aides 2.7% .2
)

Title I people should have job security after typ k . i
years of cmployment 2.7% 2 i

‘. 5 . }

* Principals Interview
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TABLE III-9

" DIFFICULT EXPERIENCES REPORTED BY PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS
WITH THE TITLE 1 PROGRAM* :

Percent  Frequgney

Late arrival and shértége of materials and.supp}ics 76% . 38
Need for full time hrogram assistant ' 10% 5
P Too much paper work ' o 14% . 7 e
Excessive number of meetings 14% 7
Insuﬁficieét'e&ucational ﬂardJ:re ‘ 2% ti‘ ]
Inadequatg instruction time in parochial school 0% - 0 o
Classroom coveragé during staff de@clopmpnt sessions ‘.24% ' 12 5\
TOTAL . -~ _ ’ 70

* Principals Questionnaire




?

TABLE III-10

ADMINISTRATIVE PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED BY PUBLIC
SCHOOL PRINCIPALS* WITH THE TITLE 1 PROGRAM +

2

+

Frequenc} Percent

_ Delay in releasing funds‘ 31 62.0%

Too much paperwork ) 31 " 62.0%

" Inadequate staffing . . ‘26 52.0%

Tbo 'much ;dded administrative work duc to Titlé 1

program '; ‘ 24 ) 48.0%

Lack of parental involveéLnt ‘ '19 1 38.0%

lbq;many bart-time professionéi staff 17 34.0%
Too much Qdmihisﬁrative bureaucracy in the overall

~ Title I Administration L 12 24.0%

. Inadequate facilities = e ' 10 20.0%

Pooriy planned staff develdpment programs . ) 9 18.0%

- Inadequate library . ;/v b 7 14.0%

- Mathematics pr cam . . .- ‘ 6 12.0;

Low staff moralp' - AR o -3 6.0%

Discipline in the school ' . 2 4.0%

Low saia;y £o attract qu;lity ﬁeople as teachers -~ = 2 4.0%

Reédingﬂbrpgram o S i . L2 4.0%

Overgrowded classrooms . . ' 1 " 2.0%

* Principals Questionnaire
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TABLE III-12

<

ADVANTAGES OF TITLE I PROGRAM AS, REPORTED BY PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHERS oo

.

¥ e

i Frequeney  * Percent
ORGANIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION , - 181 : 24.2%
Availability of materials for teachers and ’ '
children . 129 19.4%
Organization of the staff development program 45 6.8%
Having a choice of teaching materials . 28, 4.2%
Availability of teaching equipment . 4 25 . .7 -3.8% o
Availability of multi-level teachlng materials 24 3.6%
Advantages of larger budget . . 18 2.7%
Cooperation of Title I Staff i 13 2.0%
Cluster meetings for resource teachers 6 .9%
[ Easy access to the ‘distribution center .4 .6%
AFFECTIVE DOMAIN . - 81 12.2%
i Enjoyable materials meetlng the needs and interest .
e levels of the students .k . 61 9.2%
Cultural enrichment opportunltles ‘. 49 I%
Motivation of children * .o 17 2.6%
Mefirvation of teachers ! 12 1.8%
Receiving of physical comforts through pup11 . .
‘. - personnel 11 1.7%
Pleasure of working with T1t1e I students and .
pleasure from working with other Title I teachers 2 S
COGNITIVE DOMAIN S , 60 . 9.0% )
Increased rate of individual pup11 progreSS 20 - - 3.0%
Emphasis on the relnforcement teaching . " 16 2.4%
Small group instyuction . . ’ o137 2.0% _,
— ... Diagnostic-prescriptive teaching — 8 172%
Advantages of Math Center 7 1.1%
-Advantages of haV1ng a Center for reading materials 6 .9%
Individualized 1nstrugt10n 1 - .2%
SUPPORT SERVICES o 74 "o
Assistance of the resource teachers 74 11.1%,
/ Assistance of the consultants 20 ' 3.0%,
/ . *  Assistance of the parent volunteers ' 13 o 2.0%
Assistance of the pupil.personnel workers 11 ‘ 1.

7%
Cooperation of the classroom teachers . 6 . .9%
. Assistance of the aides 1 2%
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TABLE 111-13

~ v '

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

t
@

< “ Frequency Percent
ORGAN}ZATION AND ADMINISTRATION - ' . 198 y 29.7%
Materials ordered not_received on time and . .
' materials ordered not rece1ved at all’ *286 ! 43.6%
: Too much paperwork and too much needless paperwork 66 . 10.1%
N Inadequate and confusing program guidelines © 46 . 6.9%
’ [nadequate communication . hetwecen Title I office
Y " " and school personnei ’ 30 4.5%
Scheduling problems with resource teachers i 25 ~8.3%
' . Inadequate documentation apd record keeping 24 3.6%
" Lack of time to do.paper work Y - 2.6%
Scheduling problems for resource teachers : 15 2.3%
Lack of spec1a1 staff development programs for
teachers new to Title I office § school Fersonhel 13 2.0%
. Not having staff development program prior to )
. v opening of school 12 1.8%
" Temporary job status of all Title I personnel 9 . 1:4%
Being kept out of Competitlve Partnership program 9 1.4%
Too many workshops . 5 . 8%
Lack of classroom space for resource teachers 1 2%
Lack of relevant materials for elementary students 11 1.7%
. Mov1ng a school into Title 1 and then out of Title I 3 .4%
" * Lack of funds for cultural enrichment; lack’ of rele-
vant materials for secondary .students; expected
* to reach too many children 3 4%
~ <
. . |3
COGNITIVE DOMAIN 55 .8.3%
Conflict between CP and Basal Reading and Math- . ,
Programs I V' 2.1%
Not enough additional workshops for teachers 9 1.4%
+ Not having any materials other than Title I materials 8 1.2%
Not being able to participate in CP of choice 3 © 4%
Failure of classroom teachers to use the CP materials .
in mathematics 2 3%
Teachers not being adequately tra1ned to use
: " materials’ 2 - 3%
Aides covering the c1assrooms , 2 .3%
Failure of classroom teachers to use the CP
materials in reading. . 2 .3%
. N ,
SUPPORT SERVICES . 56 8.4%
. \
Inconsistency of services of rcadlng resource teachers 2 .3%
Inconsistency of scrv1ces of math resource tcachers 2 3%
_ Not having the full time 'service of an aide; nots S
" having the service of aa aide N " 3 .5%
. “Aides not adequatcly trained - . o 2 v 3%

| . . No service from recading resource tecachers; no service
‘ from math resource teacher; lack of parcntal in-

: lvement ) - "3 .4
ERIC vo 79

@

¢ - -




?
Ly - 55 - ;
‘ . A !
. * : , 4
. 1."_ L]
t . - .
: 13
: \ "
3 ’ }' \ » Al
3 L4 . ¢ 4"
. i .
i © !i ~ t
| % v ’ ) .
| . % A
' ! TABLE 111-14 ,
T
' ~
) BK{JKGROUND INFOWION ON TEACHERS -
? .
il .
POSITION Percent X
L3 o . ‘
X Classroom Teachers _ '8
Redding Resource -Teachers - 7%
. . 3
Mathematics Resoutce Teachers : 5% '
© TOTAL . 100%
N ' ) 650 _
. ) , ‘
SEX . :a ¢
Mgles . - 2% - .
Females ' © . _98%
’ t ! ..
TOTAL B / 100% /
. L ‘ 2
N J o 650 ‘
: 'AGE . : L v '
. . <
20-29 31%
'30-39* 348 >
40-49- 23%
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_‘TOTAL LEARNING CENTERS

’

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

individualization”of instruction. Consistent with this approach, the Title

/ I program\has targetted its resources in such a way as to better enable
/ o — -
/ staff members to give attention to the individual needs of the child.
// These resotrces include the following important elements:

Staff: Readiné Resrouce Teacher, Mathematics Resource Teacher,

*

Program Assistants, Educational Aides, Health Aides, .Pupil Personnel'Wbrkers

and ‘aides, Other Non-Teaching Professional staff. _ .

°
L]

. Parents: Parent Involvement Program, Parent Volunteers.

Curricﬁlum, %guipment and materials -- especially Competitive Part-
7

N +

nership programs ‘for individualized instructibn.
- Through these resources, schools and teacﬁers should be better able
to provide for the individual learning needs of the child. There are, how-
.ever, many approaches to the indi&iduglization of instruction and many in-
e

terpretations of what it means to "individualize". The Total Learning Cen-

' ter concept is sufficiently broad to encourage many of the abprohchcs found

. ‘in the literature. ,
.

The. framework set forth for the Total Learning Center seems to cm-

* "body threc major approaches: ‘

‘ . ,

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

¢ ,

profgssional staff required, along with the material tcaching resources '

nécessary to provide services in a small group or individualized basis.
. \
' (2) Provide (ane test the cost effectiveness of) packaged indi-

. vidualized instructional materials in the two target areas of reading and

- .,

méthematics (the Competitive Partnership programs).

81




(3) Train the teaching staff ‘in concepts and methods of individu-

2
alized instruction.

s
-

. i
*R’ Continuation ‘and strengthening of these basic approaches toward
serv1ng the individual needs of the student 1s c1ear1y supported. The B,

~

sectlons that follow provide 1nformat10n relevant to the 1nstruct1ona1

program and to thé services of nonteaching profe551onals,

PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOL INGTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM
A2 ) | . T

. Results for the instructional program'weremobtained from the Teach-
4

.
1

ers Questionnajre.

e

Y [y i
. I ' .
*Title I teachers completing the questiopnaire were, for the most

part, c1assroqm teachers (88%), female (98%), Letween the ages of 20 and 50,

(Table II1I-14) and hold B.A." degtees (74%)-1 (Table 111- )ys)

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

seek1ng another type of certification. Of those who were, only 27 percent

i{/

were seexﬁng permanent certification. (Table AI11-16)

) i -

!
Reading' Program .

* ) ' B ' - .
MgGraw Hill was the reading Competitive Partnership used most this

*

_‘/f
J//

a

year (depercent), although 23 percent used D. Ct Heatls and 18 percent®used

Random House. 4Fourteen percent of the teachers did not usc a Competitive -
! .Partnership this year’as compared to 27 percent last year McGraw H111 and |
Random House 1ncreased in use this year with Random House showlng the 1argest

galn The percentage of users of combination programs also-increased from

eight percent to 15 percen4 \hige “the percentage of D C. Heath users de-

A v
creased. See T‘ple I1I-17. . “ .
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TABLE III-15

’ \
PROFESSIONAL DATA

s .

. ‘ -
. -
- - .

llighest Degree Percent '
N . . N i
o
Less than B.A, | ! 1% .
B.A./B.S. . | R 21
. ¢, ' " .
‘M.A./M.S./M.Edi 15%
. M.A.+ or Ph.D. T I‘ © 0 _10% ».
- \
! - TOTAL 100%
»
,/ .
v . 7 L)
N
%
\ » 1 1"
. ‘ ,
[ L4 ’

Ndo

&>




TABLE 1IT-16 ° <

N
. ¢
- - CERTIFICAT{ON o
—— 3 ) »
e F 4
\’/79 ' .
. 3 ’ } - o
.t v - ] h - " , ~
Type of Certification ' Currently Holding . Seeking
- . , . . ' =. Percent _ Frequency
._‘ R } -
~ L 9 . .
- RiGULAR 4 RN . 7 i
Provisional o ". ‘4% 2 ..
s — ?robationary 9% 6 o
. p :
! Probationary Standard 10% 7
Temporary | .Y - 8% T 9
. - + . .
-' ) . > ! ‘ ) #
Permanent 69% 9
‘ -
, 100% 33
L]
Vs D . . :
. N i 217 79% not seeking
) > Y 15% seeklng, not specified
. " 6% seeklng, spec1fled
-, 4 , _a P
SPECIAL A . . . > - )
Reading teachers c,. 32% 4% *
. . T < -
Reading Specialjsts ) . 17% l%i
Math Resource teachers 31% - 4% ’
. et %
+ Math Teachers . 10% 2% .
. oy o
English Teachers ___' . 2% .
- ) - .
Others a« ‘ 9% .
A} N N
, )
"N ) - %9
¢ * |
s [
4
' PR 84 ¢
» @% )’ - \
|7 /' )
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. TABLE 111-17 5 A
- . READING COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIP USED
Competitivé Partnérship This Year Last Year
L ) e\\
D. C. Heath 23% 27%
McGraw Hill 30% ) /h%
. Random House ‘ 18% ’ o 11%
" Combination 15% 8%
None ’ 14% 27%
TOTAL 100% . ‘ 100%
'
N _54() ) N 419
o
o v :
“ L
. ety
4
4
s
* L *
LY 85
\ /. .
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, materials, 70 percent of the teachers had access to last year's Competitive

- 61 5

A
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 arfived, however, in Septenber or October,  and
only 57 percent by December.. By way of compensation for late arrival of
' ' <

Paﬁfnership meterials and 26 percen% had some other material to use in Sept-
ember. (Table III-18)

. The Cempetitive Partnership materials were not used to the exclusion

of other materials. Two—thinds of the teachers usell at least onc other
reading series, although less than five percent used another readlng material.
Almost all teachers (98%) used at least one basal series in addition to,

and that was dlﬂferent from, their reading Compet1t1ve Partnershlp Over

15 percent ‘of the teachers used two basal series in addition to their Com-
pet1t1ve\bartnersh1p. (Table I11-19) The most popular basal series were

the Bank Street Readers (used by 14%) and the Sheldon Reading Seriee kuscd
by "11%). ,

Overall, ‘the Conpetitive Paltnership progfams were ratcd by the teach-
ers as excellent with’ respect to size and style of pr1nt, spcc1f1c lesson
ochctlves, and’ decod1ng activities. Deficiencies were apparent, however,
in the areas of-dévelopment of an appreciation and undcrstanding of the
pluralistlE'nature of nmerifan society, the developmcnt of an appvec1ation
. . .
and undcrstanding of good literature and enrichment activities. (Table III -20)

The most widely uscd and most empha51zed teaching act1v1tlcs conLerned .

‘listening and understandlnn Less.used and littic emphasized activities

. \
concerned spelling and study skills, Writing skills re-
ceived little emphasis by many teachers. (Table III-21)
. ¢
\ ‘ >y T v,

86
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* TABLE III-18

ARRIVAL' AND STARTING DATES OF READING COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIPS

- /
—r et 7 T

’ .Sept/Oct Nov/Dec Jan § after
Month CP Started 61% 15% 24%
Month materials Arrived 30% . 27% 43%




‘ TABLE I11-19

MATERIALS USED IN ADDITION TO READING CP

;) ) LY
| Classroom Teachers
Other Series Used . \
One ‘ . - 67%
Two . ’ 20%
Three - ! 8%
1 o .
Other materials used X . N 5%
Basal Series Used
One . i 84%
Two ‘. . 7 7
<]
Basal Serics Di{fcrent from CP ‘ ‘ 98%
. ‘ . \
1) ‘ '
\ -
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TABLE III-20

b v 4
TEAGHER RATINGS OF READING CP PROGRAMS sy,
*
‘ Excellent Fair § No
Arca & Good Poor Observation
. 3
The development of a sound ‘
value system 65% . 14% 21% .
The development of an apprecia- (
tion and uhderstanding of ~ .
good literature - 48% 35% 17%

The develapment of an apprecia-
tion and understanding of
pluralistic nature of Amer-

ican society .5 50% . 33% 37%
Presentation of vocabulary 73% 11% - ° 6%
Style of art or graphic lay oyt ’ ;7%9 11% 12%
Size and style of print 87% - 4% 9%
Specific lesson obfe;tives ) 87% 6% 7% )

. Decoding activfg}es 86% 6% © 8%
Encgq}ng activitigs 79% 10% - 11%
Related language activities,,i.er, .

creative w;iting'discussions 3»69% . 18% 13%

"~ Enrichment activities, i.e., oups;de-

reading, research projects 51% . 28% 21%

Adjustment to individual needs 78% 14% ‘ 83
K Audio-visual materials such as -

tapes, films, etc. 71% 13% g 16%

Achievement and placement tests ' 64% 16% 9%




TABLE 111-21

TEACHING ACTIVITIES IN READING ,

-

Activity . "Used 3 Most Used Not Used
s
Listening Skills - Yoo 51% 3%
Comprehension Skills 94% 58% 6%
Decoding or Word Attack Skills 90% . 65% 10%
,‘ .
. L /-
Oral Langyage Development % 27% : 12%
¢Oral Reading~gkills 87% " 28% v 138
Silent Reading Skills 83% 22% IZ%
Handwriting 83% 9% 17%
Spelling 71% 11% 29%
Study Skills 69% 10% 31%
~

Dictation 60% 12% 40%
Written Comﬁosition 54% \ 4% 46%
-




Over. 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 aﬁy students'

The most popular means or organizing Title I students for readlng in-
struction was in sma11 groups 47%), 1nd1v1dua11zcd (6 %), or both (31%)

Only 15 percent of the teachers used large groups frlonc or in combination

" with others.

A variety of 1nformat1on was gathcrcd relating to library facilities
and activities, Most of the teachers (839) had classroom libraries which
were“fgndeh through the regular school budget (26%), the teachers' pcrsonal
resources (26%), or the Title I budget (11%). These'ciassroom libraries
were used in providing students with a da¥ly silent reading period by 77
percent of the teachers, and ;ﬁ providing stu&ents wifh an opportunity to
take the books home by 48 percent of the teaghers.- Many teachers, 71 pcf-
c?nt, also allowed students to take thc?r textbooks home.

For the most ﬂ%rt, the school libraries were well equipped; 8§ percent’
of thc'tpachers werd in schools with édequaie libraries and 92 pérccnt had

' {

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

1

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

" tually hadylibfary visits 'weekly. ’(Table 111-22) In addition, 58 perceni\

“

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

than scﬂeduled S < o

.t

Teachers also used a variety of related readihg activities; 65 percent
participated in the Read More in '74 Campaign and 42 p ent'pa}ticibatcd
in Book Fair. A smaller number (24%) used thec Bookmobile, and only seven

percent participated in "Reading Is Fundapental.”




TABLE 1171-22

LIBRARY VISITS*

.
Freqqenéy . Scheduled Actyal
. ” ) v .
None 9% 6%
Oncelg week : ' ‘ 48%i 65%
‘ Every othér week ‘ 33% 19%
\No regular schedule T . ’ 4% .

.
¢

*58% teachers allowed®students to visit library at other than scheduled times -

’

-

~

”
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.
-
)
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¢
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Mathematics Program

v

Lési year, of those teachers participating in the Competitive Partner
sﬁip Program, 83 percent used D. C. Heath. Because of hew entries in, the CP
percentage, this was reduced drastically.this year with only 38 percent usiné
D. C. Heath, wiph a 23 percent inerease’in Addison-Wesley users and a 17 berpent
increase in Random House'users (Table III-23). Thére was also 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 ycar and, by December,

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

* compensation, 58 percent of the teachers had access to last year's Compefi-

tive Partnership mathematics materials although this was p%obabli 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 onc
. . A - <

.
<

other mathematics item. (Table III-25)

' v

,

\

The tﬁfchers used a basaf'serieé different‘from, and in addition to,

~ . *

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

popular basal series werc Understanding Mathematics by Laidléw and Liemen-

v, \ .

" tary School Mathematics by‘Hénéquft, Brace and Javanovich.

The mathematics Competitive Partnership programs\werc generally rated

.-
%

N , . y
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TABLE III-23

USE OF MATHEMATiCS COMPETITIVE PAﬁTNERSHIPS

-
oy E
'C'ompetitive Partnership T Used This Year Used Last Year
. Addison-Wesley e ] ' 30% 6%
D. C. Heath , . . L S 38% : 71%
R , ( [P . . ’. , ‘ . . ,
Ra?gom ﬁouse E R ‘ 23% ) ?@
Combination ' - » 5% 3%
Nonc o ' . 4% _14%
" TOTAL o . 100% ) 100%
w
*
v
¢ t
[y
‘q I .




TABLE I11-24

ARRIVAL AND STARTING DATES OF MATHEMATICS COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIPS

& )
Sept/Oct Nov/Dec Jan. § after
\ Month CP Started . 53% . 19% 28%°
Month materials Arrivéd 30% 27% E . 43%
P .




‘ TABLE T1I-2§ o ’

OTHER MATHEMATICS MATERIALS AVAILABLE .

. One Twa Threc or more
. . . » - 4 %
» i
Other mathematics series to use .
-until CP materials arrived . . 87% 9% . 4%
- . v
Number mathematics items supplied RA S .
with until CP materials arrivéd 84% . 11% . 4%
‘ / > ’ - ' : N
Mathematics series supplied with 96% 2% 2%
PP N
- ~ J‘- . N -
Basal series used . 96% 2% 2%
S~ 83% used basal series I .
~different from CP series.. ——— . L - -
. v, s N .
. v - ———— v
’ ;‘ ) ’ K . ’
- . ' 4
ﬁ : |
: ;
i - N '1
i 1/ 3 :
’ & Y » Al .
\ \ - ' ' '
-~ "‘ o
\' ’ -4y
} 1 o u
B
| ;
r , , :
h ’ - )
" " ’ w
- < - +
» 4 ' :
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manipulative media, and supplementary materials. ‘(Tab&e ITI-26) In rela-
. P 4

tion to this, comments are made elsewhere that more D, C. Heath manipula-
. e -4
tives are needed and that Addison Wesley should be used for manipulativgs

.~

and Random House for testing. o

A laréer variety of groupings was used for mathemati instruetion

than for readipg. Small groups, alone or in combination with 1ndiyiduali£ed

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

S

but large groups, alone or in comb1nat10n with individualized rnstruct1on,

were uscd by 37 percent of the teachers , - . $
Almost two- thlrds of the teachers kept ifdividual pupil profile books T .

.
L

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

. Student exposure to mathematics experiences other than classroom in-
v B ’

-

struction was provided for. Almost all teachers, 94.percent 1nd1cated

’ ’
i v

that students had free access to use man1pu1at1ve media dev1ces and 78 -per- L.
[ . -t w N

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 tedch-*

. ~— - - —— -- .
pp—— - — - )

. " ers had taken their studenfs on aﬁeultural enrichment field trip fe;52e5~23f\\\?\5 ’

[ \ -

—

the mathematics progrhm; and only 60 %{icent of the teachers allowed their

- — B

.y .

- students to take textbooks home.
: g \

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

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

¢

Other common teaching- activitiies used by approximatély 80 percent'of the .

‘fea hers were number sentences, computation skills, numeratien, and number - e
o~ * 1 s ’

- o~ . ‘
)

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

+

tivities. The three most used activities were computation skills, operationse
. A h

.

. ]

an@'Sets: (T%ble I11-27) ‘ v
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TABLE I1I-26 \
TEA&HER RATINGS/OF M?THEMATICS CP PROGRAMS

j \ Excellent éair & Poor
Arca N o & Good & Unsatisfactory
Behavioral obigcgivcs 94% ' 6% Q%
Student involvement \ 93% 7%

‘Prcsentation of vocabulary . 88% 12%
Style of art or graphic ]e’y ?t 81% 19% ¢
Size and style of print i 88% 12%
Specific lesson objectives . 1 94% f 6%
Presentation of numbers ] o . 96% 4%

: .
Manipulative media 78% (22%7
Problem solving techniques 83% 17%

. Chapter reviews.and tests ’ 82? 18%
Supplementary materials - , 78% 22%
Enri;hmeng activities “,, ) . " 90% 10%
Adjustment to individugllneedé X 80% 20%
Audio-visuél materials, etc. 54%1 46%
Achievement and placement teﬁ;s: 75% 25%

., Teacher's manual | . 92% 8%




- 74 -

TABLE I1I-27

TEACHING ACTIVITIES IN MATHEMATICS

L}

Activity Used Most Used Not Used
x Pl
Sets . 93% 26% 7%
Math Vocabulary 88% 2% . 12%
rd ]
Number Sentences 82% ) 22% 12%
Computation Skills : 81% 44% © 7 19%
) Numeration .80% 19% 20% N
/ + - : "
Number Presentation ' 79% “ 14% 21%
] 49 N
Operations . 71% 28% 29%
N ’ . - .
Problem Solving . . .71% T . 29%
. hd . X , -
Measurement . . 64% 2% o 36% |
‘. <
Geometry . ‘ ' 54% ’ 2% - 46%
_ Application : . 43% ) 8% 67%
* Structurc 40% i 2% 60%
Number Theory . - 26% ' L 1% 73% : l
Probabilities and Statistics 8% ¢ 0% : ng%
+
. ’
- ' r




SUPPORT SERVICES PROGRAM

P M

, : T This section discusses the services provided by the non-teaching

»

'professionals and the para-professioﬁals and how they devoted their time. in
providing these support services.. The non-teaching professional services

were provided by’social Qofkers, clinical psychologists, pupil peiéonnel
workers, speech.fherapists,’dnd counselors. The pafa-prbfegéional séryiccs
v . weré provided by ééucational aides, hezath ‘aides and
‘pﬁbil‘bergonnel aides. ., ‘ . e ‘/,
. More thanﬂthfee out of four of the non-téaching professionals and
., . J
para-professionals spent 80% or more of their time working directly with

students. Table III-28 shows how the non-teaghing professionals devoted

their time to TitIe I in 1972-73 and i973 4: ' R

7~.'/'

Perceptage of Time 1972-73 19}3-24
/ 21-40. o o3.8% 5.4% o
, . 4160 I 1.9% 3.6%
61-80 C 1.9% 5.4%
s .81-100 77.4% 83.9% -

N 45 5§
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Table IL1L29 shows the percentage of the non-teaching professionals'

time spent working with school personnel, students, and parents. -
r

~

Table 11I-29 S o
. : ‘ [
.. 'HOW NON-TEACHING PROFESSIONALS SPEND TREIR ‘TIME - — .
F
School N
. Pérsonnel Students - Parents
Percentage of Time % ‘ %5 . &
PY r 4
20% or less 42.6 - 3.6 - ,44.4 ,
21-40% 44,4 © o 18.2 33.3 ", .
41-60% ' 9.3 . 36.4 14.8
N [ - ., . ‘ "
: 61-80% " 37 . 41.8 .t 7.4 _
] : N 54 35 .54 .

lv‘ ) ". ‘ ' :
. e ¢ ‘ y ’ . !
' Seventy-five percent of the para-prgfessionals spgnt betwcen four

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

. ; . . o SN
threg hours working on administragive and clerical duties. Table I11-30 )
. 4 N . ) ) , )
* shows how the éara-professiona}s'aetuafly spent their time. ’
. . L. . -
A . : . P .
L4 . . PP . R
~ N . ] »
' { * \
4
- R !
. , J ’ X N
i , .
3 \
\ [ < <
e ? . ‘
¢ ’p;' * " o . -
Ve » *

" B X . 4
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)
Table III-30

L]

HOW PARA-PROFESSIONALS SPENT THEIR TIME

Number of Hour's

Working with

Per Day .. Students

Fx ' % ..

1 7 2.6

 2 12 4.4

[ 3, .12 4.4

. ./ 4 29 10.6

Cos . 66 24.0

e 110° 40.0
! 7 20 7.3 ?

¢

|
|
*fFrequency
1
f

.

Working on

Administrative -
and Clerical -
Duties

f %

.31 . 14,2
A 44.5
T 20.6 -
12 5.5
P 1.8
423 1.4
6 2.8

/ .
20 9.2




1

‘5} Table ITI-31 shows how the non-teaching professionals épeﬁt their

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

many children'and for individual children.

a

Table III-31

o
v £

\'l
- ’

Percentage of
Persons Who
Spent Their Time
. Most Often On
_Program Activities

.

* HOW NON-TEACHING PROFESSIONALS SPEND THEIR TIME
/ AND HOW THEY SHOULD SPEND THEIR TIME

Percentage of
Persons Who

Felt They Should
Spend Most of
Their Time On
An Activity

-

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

in planning and consultation with school personnecl regarding programs for
\ .

L

Digfprenée

An Activity .

Planning and ‘consultation fooe S
with school personnel for ’
problems and programs
geared to many students 44.7
Referrals for assessment,_
testing or diagnosis of
individual students- 50.0
Post-assessment consultation
" with school personnel to dis-
cuss problems/diagnosis of
individual pupils 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
1, ™~

Home/community liaison, and *
follow-up. 74.5~

65.1

51.3

72.5

85.0

85.0

20.4 '

1.3

. \
19.3 ‘ }

34.4
13.6

10.5



mon-téaching professionals apd the para-professibnals.'

Lo T - 79 -

- -

According to, both the non-teaching proféssionalé and -the para-profes-
L} [y -

. ) 3 ¢

sionals, discipline\appears-to HYe the most common student problem. Table

-

111—32 shows the more common préblems’ among Title I students as seen hy the

-~

r

4
. ' ) .

., Table I1I-32 . ' . b

STUDENT PROBLI:MS AS SHOWN BY NON-TEACHING PROFESSIONALS AND PARA—PRQFESSIONALS

¢
)

»
. ) .

Percentage of Non-.
-* Teaching Professionals

Problems , - ‘Seeing it as a Problem .
Disruptive Family bond?fions, g 190
Discipline ~~ = . ' "L 87 :
Clothing . o ) 80
Lack oﬁ,Adul%_Interest ‘ SR "~ 80 .
! The Need for Eyeglasses L 80 .
o Lack of Dental Care § Physical Health ‘ 80
Lack of’Moti;fation ' " 75 ° .
Poor Nutrition 66 -

, ‘Percentage of Para- - » -
g Professionals Seeing
it as a Problenm .
Discipline ’ ' 80
R ’ L \ .
Lack of Adls Interest « 53 . ' ‘
“ , )
Lack of Motivation : : ‘ 47
. Lack of Better Self-Image ’ 42
Disruptive Family Conditions ] 33 S

4 1!.04




Table I11-33 shows the degree to which non-teaching professionals

" were able to provide services to Title I students needing their services.

, w Table III-33

» ‘ .
4

.o PERCENTAGE AND'NUMEBER OF NON-TEACHING .PROFESSIONALS
C PROVIDING SERVICES.TO TITLE I STUDENTS .

Number & Percentage

Degree of Service ) Providing Service
‘ N - % v
Almost all students in need of >, ‘ .
. services are served 20 38 ,
- ¢ > - . -~
About half of the students who ‘
~need services are served - ' 19 : 37
Only a small number lf students O ™~ L.
in need are served ~ 13 © 25 .

I3
-

Table III-34 shows how the non-teaching professidnals viewed the -

.

adequacy of follow-through with Title I students in providing the treatment,
therapy, or intervention necessary to the amelioration of 'the origina} con-
dition. ' A LT .

»

R Table, I11-34 - :
N 1 ', -

3

ADEQUACY OF FOLLOW-THROUGH PROVIDED “TO STUDENTS

. Percentage of Non-

How Adequatc : . Teaching Professionals
. 'Uﬁually adequate . F o L 14
- 7 Often adequ;te - o 44‘ .o
Sometimes ad¢quate ' ' . 32(
éarely adequate ) 10

, )




] proiesslonals ‘rated the cooperatloﬁ they.recelved from other staff members:

.

-

. . N ! ‘
. - P . , . ~
© 0. Tabre IIL-3s \
"RATIN fts OF STAFF coopi'm 'TON AS GIVEN BY - . . .
NON- TEAC 1ING PROFESSIONALS AND PARA- PROFESSIONALS
* ‘ . 7
" .? -RATINGS BY NON-TEACHING PROFESSIONALS
Staff MeTbers ‘ ) * Excellent Good Poor Kgglicable
Title I Coordinatorf  + ©  .30% - 408 g% 214
Principals . . 54% U
Resource Tea;ﬁeré . . 38% 50% 8% . 4%
Classroom TééchErs-“ B - 33% 67% - t -
Parents T : . . 20% ) 70% 0 10% :
Rroéra@HAssistants ‘ 80% - .,f 7% 13% = ey
---RATINGS BY PARA PROFESSIONALS-<---
Principals . - sn 28 1 -
Teachers \ ) o dg% 51% - Coa
Parents ] ? . : 22% 64% 4% 11%
Niirses . N I . 33:‘% 50%, 2% 15%
Psychologists™ o 13%\ 43% ‘1% 43%
Social Workers | 14% . 41% 1% 43%
Speech Therapists. oo 19% 46% 2% 34%,
? .
“ \ . ‘
e,
106
N

- oL -

»

. ‘ \ N . |
Fahle III 35-shows how the non—tcachlng profcesxondlx and the para- ;

~

S
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. L4 > . N

According to the non-teaching professionals, the majof advantages en-
| ) . : : ' ~ . .
_countered <in working.with the Title I Program were better job atmosphere,

more help to parenq§, teachers and students, and the excellenﬁafupportlve

.services in reading and mathemat1cs.

' 4
e

* The recommendations for 1mproV¥pg thé Title I Program made by para-
professionals were increased parental 1nteres;, provide more time to work

~

with students, provide better behavior controls, and improve édministrativg
\ ' W, o

procedures. The most frequently suggested recdmmendaf:;ns made by non-

teaching professionals included providing better administration of .the pro-

gramq prov1de more profess1onals workxng full -time, more coordinated team,

work better communlcatlons, and better fac111t1es.
14 .

N [ P

107




\ . . ° CHAPTER IV

SECONDARY SCHOOLS'

. ‘ 3

-~

There were 16 spcohdar? schoé}s where Title I programs were in
N . . [ ] ~ +
operation during the 1973-74 academic year-serfing some 4094 seventh -

' gradcrs w1th -an average of 256-8tudents pér school durlng the yEar The, )

<

\ major fouus of’ the program wWas on 1ncreas1ng the reaalng and mathematlcs

°*. o
levelsof jdentified students. Both the reading and mathematics resource ,/’
: : d . . o L g
. €’teachgrs have worked quite cooperatively with the classroom teacdhers’in their
effort to achieve this objective. In fact, the enthusiasm and cooperation
r} \ .
D i ] -~ . N
s among all Title I staff has contributed, in many instances, to whatcver
' . success the program has achieved. ' e . ’ e >
'- 4 ' :
., . !
¥ > - Personnel -t . .
Te P m————— " -

» : e
- - _* . . - Each of the 16 secondary schools has a principaywho is assisted ‘by

X d Program Assistant or Assistant Principal for coordinating the Title I ac-

tivitis. The cooperation of these coordinators was rated average to ex-

-
.t \

cel'lent by 13 of the priﬁcipals éur&éyed. -In some schools the Pro-
. . .- ! “ #
}_._/gram Assistants were Rart-time; creating réal hardships on the principal in

admlnlsterlnggi e program. In other schools they lached a Program Assistant
. , \‘ -’ - N hd ~
entqulyf . , ) . L - TN
" h K \I"'l"\,‘ . " E ) .o . C e
The Title I Secondary -8¢Rool principals had over two years' experience
N . ;

(mcén 2.5 years) workihglwith the Titlg,l\prbgram and an average of 17.7

ycars cxperience in education, making then quite familiar with all the in-
. ' v‘ ¢ v ‘i - ¢ “ '
tricacies of a program of this magnitudé. The. had anywhere from 5 - 17
. . - o - . ] - ~ R '
* » L4
sections .of the seventh grade classes, each with identified Title I students
. . ! } . L . ° [

Y ) . '

" ‘h:'*

Y o

*6617 less 519, 12%?, 1287 + 3-x'average of rémainder

A TN
- . Vo2
[ . - . *




to service. The resource teachers, who'had an.average of two years exper- -
P .

- 84 -

\

. L

- . ' i
. |

. |
|

-

ience 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 A

PR

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

—

"' The number of Title I staff appears generally inadequate. In almost

- N A Y

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

spread concern over the seeming inability to hire and retain compefent

mathematics resource teachers. ' In about oné-half of the schools, addition-
Y .. . . )

al rcading resource gcachens are needed as well; and, in some 1nstances,

> ‘ L

support_staff, including pupil personnel worker;, social worke;s, psycholo-
gists, and aiges are needed., - S . .

" Nine of thd schools had at least one part-iime pupil .. " ; 0
pbrsonpel worker ang(one par;-tiﬁe phpil personnel aide; 14 of the 16
schools had a part-time clinicalspsyéhGEOgist'anp nine hah apq part;
timg speech thérap;st. About 12 of the schools reported that tﬁey

had three full-time educational aides to assist ihe\classgeom«and resource

,——-N
3
.teachers.
ro TABLE IV-1 )
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF SECONDARY SCHOOL - ) * .
RESOURCE TEACHERS BY AVERAGE LENGTH OF EXPERIENCE | . v
. i 4
= T ] # + #Persons’ #Persons # Years e
‘Title K Schools Fulltime Parttime Expgrience Total vt
L S ' Title I ' =
Math resource teacher$ .9 10 - t2.1* 10
Reading resource tedchers - 17 - 2.1* 17
. Rdgil personnel workers 2 10 5.6%* 12
Pupil: personnel aides ' 'S -6 3.0* 11
Clinical psychologist 9 2.3*% 9 '
Hearing Therapist - : . 2 2.1* 2 "
Specch therapist 6 3.0* . 6 -
% Social Wontér ’ 2 4.2% 2
Sight Consé&rvationist - " 1 6.0% 1
Educational Aides . ' 24 4 3.0 28
« Community Aides 2 - 4.0* 2

O

Y
3

*averages only
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\ \_ ‘ . ) ; . 4, j -; I -

.- ) . All five non-teaching professionals-.cpmpletir]g questionnaires were

pupil personnel Qorkers-withﬂB.A. or ﬁ.é: degrees. 4bout nine of them/ |
. ] .” .

“them had eight years of experiehce working with Titlé¢ I students, and the'

others had less than eight years. About .thirteen of the non-teaching pro-r

. , (

fessionals are full time to the schoel system., < . : tf"
. . .
) The pupil pers?nne; workers expegiench difflculty‘in providing .
™ . ’servidcs to Fﬂe gquents ig séveral ways;‘éltkougz the ser ices they d%d | '/
--\2£gx§dcnwere.rhpeé."averageﬁ to "éood" by twelve of jhe;p Lcipai§. : | \\__
‘ | Thi?£y-fbur perceﬁg (1394) of the %in;efi students were considered:to fall into
s  the most critical Pupil pe?sonnel case iitegofy while only}ls percent (538) fell

"into the least critical pupil personnel case category. -"Yet, a majority

. of the pupil pefsonnel workers felt they were unable .to provide services

. to more than 50% of the total identi[ied students. In several schools,

both principals and resource teacher ié&jcated the pupil perspnnel services

. ° ' . N ) . * . -~ 4
were a major contributing factor to progr%ﬁgsuccess. More, of their servi-

Lo / ,

ces will be needed for increased effectiveness of the,secondary school pro-
gram, A further reflection of inadequacies in this area is the fact’that
only about 50% of the staff felt their professionall skills were used well

in serving the students while the other 50% did not.

>

+ Causes for .thése problems were identified and were a lack of under-

. s ¢ .

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
- pgaﬁgaﬁﬁ a lack of space to wark in, and limited access to telephones which
' . : t ¢

are necessary to maiqtaiging contact with parents and community orgahizatlons.
. l <

Most of the pupil personnel worker's time is spent on home/commun-

ity liaison and follow-up,'and on consultations with parents regarding
their Ehildren's problems. Less'time is.spent on such tasks as post-
, . ¢ -
( )




-~

. -

assessment consultation with school personne1 to discuss problems/diagnosis

of 1nd1V1dual pupils; p1ann1ng with and 3551st1ng school personnel and other
- ]

Y

profe5510nals to develop treatment, therapy or 1ntervent10n programs for
indiv;dual children; ref rals for assessment, testing or diagnosis of in-

dividual students; ané‘planning aqd.consuléation,with school personnel for

problems and programs geared to many stddents. A need to increase the amount
h Y

of time' spent on this 1ask task, planning with school personnel for wide-
spread problems and programs, -was reflected in the responses of the pupil
personne} workers. ’ . , ’

‘ Where student problems were idertified, and follow-through in the
. ¥ )

form of treatment therapy or 1ntervent10n was necessary for amellorétlon
\ - N
of the or1g1na1 condition, one out of the five workers fOund it usually ade-

\/

quate and two found it sometimes adequate.

&

The para-profess{onals, which includewpupil personnel aides and

" educational aides, tended to be womenAand over one-half were over the age
Nof 40. Their experience ranged from less than one year to nine years, with
¢ . '

a majority having two to three years experience. Most of the pupii person-

nel worker's time was spent working directly with the students, although an -
' *

S s ., ’
average of two hours a day was devoted to administrative and clerical dut- LY
- o - '.
ies. Over 75% of th& pupil personnel.aides felt' their talents- weré¢ well
used. The assistance 6f the aides was 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 more than half of the educational aides were npt working

L]

with the Competitive Partnership Reaoing Program. Those who were working

3,;\

with the program were using McGraw H111 or both D. C. Heath and McGraw Hill.
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One-half of the educational aide[ did not work with the Comﬂetitivc Partner- o
aidés who did work with tHe program uti-

ship Mathematics prbgrams. Thos
!
| Ilzed the D. C Heath and Fandom House | programs. )

Over 50 percent (16) of the aiies sometimes actively participated in

«the classroom planning with the eacheis,land_thirty percent (10) always actiyely

participated in planning. | More jthan hilf of the aides were responsible for

’

L

"prebaring worksheets, maintaining instmuctional materials, sﬁpplics ind

*

o -
.equipment, Z:::rring bulletin board dipplays, administering teacher-made

tests, and

ing up equipment for a peading, math, science or social stud-

7 .t
ieg class.

»

- ‘ i . v } . %
) The perfbrmance of the resourcF teachers was generally eéxcellent ac- .
. * . ' . . -

’

cording to the principals and such performance wasa major program strength

E * 4
at several schools. 1n some instantes, however, high turnover rates or in-
. . ¥

experienge hampered program effectiveness. - '

[ -
- { .

. _Parent volunteer workers performed adequately, according to the prin¥

c1pals Pr1nc1pals, resource teachers, and nonteachlng profe551onals all

»

noted that the Title I program itself has 1ncreased p?rental involvement in '

el k]

]
the schools. Such increased 1nvolvemeJt combined w1th better parent=school . .

communication, has;been a positive result of Title I. In»

some schools, howeyer, the experience has not been.so positive, and"there
v 9

does exist a lack Of parent support and effective and cons1stent dealings

between parents and. the schools. Concommitant wzth 1ncreased involvement

and better communication is an increased articulatipn by parents of dissat-

. *

isfaction with the program.

v
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Instructional Program ‘. . ‘

The secoadary school ptrogram 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 standardized tests

+

in detail, pointing out the ga1n s¢ores and grade point average for secondary ’

s

school children.-

A number of-principals and resource teachers have empﬁLsized im-

.

proved reading and math skills as a major proé;am advantage.  Almost all

£ . . .. .
the principals and resource teachews felt that it is unfair to measure the .

student gains by the standardized tests alone. In fact, when asked to rate

¢ . . .
‘the reliability of the tests and the validity of the fesults, five of-the, ¢

principals felt they were below average, one felt they were.poor, five felt

I3

they were average, and another five felt they were good. There were facqors
\\V such as student motlvatlon, cooperatlon, socialization and serwvices to the .com-
munity which could not be measured by the test reSuits. Achievement ih those
areas were really more significant inspfa? as the success in life was con- ¢
~ _ .
? cerﬁed. No systematic method has been set up, to date, to measure the gain

in those areas and-it is crucial to have a system for assessing them.

-

b : , | |
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| . About ten of the principals felt that the reading and math’ ;i
| . _ . ' 4 |
3 ' programs their school is involved in are "excellent". They credited it to

-

the well trained reading and math resource, teachers, pupil pefsonnel work- 2
eri, aides, and the local échool-cdnbultants. The resource teachers have

<

reported to have noticed more "confidence" in the program and they were
! v » ' P

satisfied with the ""spacious" laboratories and the assistance of an aide

[
.

N as incentives to do a good job.

The support staff expressed similar feelings of satisfaction. ‘lhe

. w i

¢ pupil personnecl workers found if‘"rcwardihg" to work with the students on
. individual and small*sroup bases and found i; to contributc to student pro-

. \ S . L .
gress, both academically and socially. The resource teachers likewisc cm-

N o ' t I
phasized the inéreased ability to identify student nged and the' advantgge
« . \ ‘\ .t
Jents in academic achievement, in attendance, and in student attitudes -and
o ' . , ¢ '
behavior. '} - - o
i ;n ’ , . - . .
ﬁﬁ : - Thf non-academic components of Title I' have also beeﬁ’contributing
7 - * S
] .

|
|
}
|
|
L
!
!
\
!
t of small é&oup'ﬁnd'individualized instructionidith its correlative merove-
! ,
i factors in program success. The extracurricular activities have generally
~ Y N . . . .
2 | s y * .
| becn advantageous to Title I students although some schools have provided
a greater number of activities than others. In some schools, activities
\ B .
have becen pprtqiléd becausc of a lack of funds or inadequate transportation
i, facilities. The clothing program has, in some schoqas,'béén very important
e . .'\
and has gencrally worked well. This program was, apparently, an impbrtant
¢ LY . |

non—academic,componeni since three of the fiye pupil persornel workers in-

dicated clpthing,to be a major pnd common student problem.

L

"




, About 60 percent (15) of the resource teachers and over 80 percent (13) of

the principals fe1t 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 overall progran organization-and coordination at the
L) ’ * B . " . » - , .
) various levels was generally thought to be effective. In sdme schools the . . -

deveIopment of/: cohesive staff and support from pupil personnel services
"and aides were maJor program strengths, as was the ab111ty of the coord1na-

tor J.n' other schools. hghty percent (13) of the principals rated coordination
efforts between <lassroom and resource teachers as very .good. An even, great-

) |
er number ‘of pr1nc1pals, as wel] as nonteach1ng profess1onals, gave a posi-

tive appralsal of cooperat1on from LEA the SEA Tltle I office and the su-
per1ntendent of Instruct1on. On a. lower 1eve1 between aides and reséurce *
or classroom teachérs, thene appears to be an gbsence of regular active par-

ticipation on the part of aides in classroom plannlng, a1though éhly 1/2 of

the aides were utlllzed Ain the Title I prograr, In some schools, the re-

3 v
, )

_ : /
_ source teachers have difficulty in keeping the aides‘busx.

The California Test of Basic Skills was the most popular‘diagnostic .

procedure, used by 63 percent (16) of ‘the resource teachers. The D.C. Criterion

. . .
Reference Test was used by 32 percent (8) of the resource teachers, and, three of

‘ o
the 14 reading resource teachers interviewed did nd% use any standardized

. ) C iy .
test. Almost 90 percent (25) of the resource teachers supplemehted the diagnos-

. tic tests, Fifty-threc percent (12) used teacher made tests. The othér most .
commonly used‘tesgg emplofed by the reading resource teachers were the Botel
Phonics test (12), the Kottmeyer test (8),° and the Morrison-McCall test

(. -




A
TABLE IV-2 E ' ’
NUMBER OF TEACHERS USING DIFPéRENT A,
oY DIAGNOSTIC TESTS IN TITLE I SECONDARY SGHOOLS
3 ) . !
" ¢ N ! . . 4 Y
. . . v ' . «
‘ '
- . - . \ ) . . . .
. Diagnostic Procedures Reading Mathematits , Total
California Achievement Test < oqs o1 2
‘" California Test of Basic Skills, 9" . . 3" 12 .7
~ D.C. d}iterion Réference Test S - . 1. ' 6
Publishers Test -- D: C. Heath - T 1
No'tests used . 3 ' - 3

~ 3

*The number of t1mes tests were used was calcu ted from a total of 19 .
teachers (14 reading and 5 math) respond1ng to this particular item of ¢

A

tﬁe -survey. D A . R
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. . TABLE IW3 ' - - ‘ .
N ' ' y S b
. o, ” NUMBER OF TEACHERS USING SUPPLEMENTAL TESTS X
. * . -s'
Supploméntal Tests ' Reading . Mathematics Total -«
. . g . ’
y Tcacher made tests (and.other /7 - 3 .. 10 . .
) informal methods)" : ' .
Botel Phonics 7 . LY 7
Kottme)&r ' : - 5. . 5
..o Morris;on McCall _ 4 - 4
' Gates McGinite . : 2 - ‘ - 2
I.R.T.: , 2 - 2
. Prescriptive Reading Test ‘ 1 . - !
Dolch 220 Word List S S - 1
Educational \D‘évelopment ‘Lab’ , 1 - ‘ 1
! No tests used 1 T ‘ 2 1
California Arithmetic Test - A
S.RtA\ “ ’ - . ;“‘ T '/T « 1 . ‘A. 1 ‘
Prescriptive Math Test ‘ - 1y« . |
: ) 1
) ) *
. b
», . : }
T ok
'y ) " . v &i ‘
s "'r "
. ‘ /' )
117
4 ' ~

.
i .
A
A ' . J» .
14 4 . : FL 4
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\ . ' TABLE IV-4 - -
STUDENT GROUPINGS FOR DIFFERENT INSTRUCTIONAL =
- ' ACTIVITIES AS -REPORTED BY RESOURCE TEACHERS A

A ‘ .Y , —
. . ) .';/ R ) ’
’ Type of Grouping o Reading Mathematics Total

. < . . .

Skill level.or ability { . 8 . R 9.

. ' Individualized or small groups'-‘~ S 4 - 4 « 8

: Test results ' . L3 4 3

- Academic grade I:e\(el ' - . "2 ’ - 2

i Interest grqup;ng . e Tt 2 T -, 2

Teacher observation ] Ve 1 cat ek 1

. ¢ A .
! & v » r V
> ! \‘:‘.
oy ! .
: ) * ¥
' (‘\‘.3;"“’
PR .
: ‘ , \
A 4 (
' ) . 3 L1 .
a ’ .
’ 4

N
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2 S TABLE 1V-5 - -

o AREAS OF S‘TUDENT LEARNING DIFI’ICULTII:;S -
' AS REPORTED BY RESOURCE TEACHERS B
\ ‘ < » , ~
./

Learning Problem . ' Reading Mathematics .  Total

Comprehension * - . ge - {.\c' ' : ’

Spelling ) ’ "o . - “ “ ¢ '
' V.ocabular.y ' ‘o c2 . .- ' . 4 ’

Word Recoghlta.on o ' Ir - 2 .- )

Phomcs and Language skllls: . 2 ' e : JO |

Listening skJ._lls } 2 . 1 .3

Discipline k w2, SR ‘ 3

Att’ention span ~ ) _ ' 1. |
| Conlputation (partxxlcuhlarly division) - ' 1 | P : ’ |

'. . Lo -

. . . ; r \
¢ e . . :

4 . i

*The number of vtimes tests were used was calculated from a total of 11 teachers

9 reading and 2 math) responding to this particular item of the survey. SR

.

'
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t %
Only 63 ppreent {15) of’ the resoﬁrce teachers felt the diagnost1c pro-
" cedures were adequate and 21 percent (5) thought that they were not effective.
In some instances, the resource teachers stated the CTBS wes_inadequate as
a diagnostic tool or irrelevant t? the students. \ ) ' x
. ' The resource teachers grodped their students in vorious ways. Al%. )

. A S
of the math teachers$ respopding used individualized or small group instruc-
L

" tion while only 28 p réent (4) of the reeding teachers used that method. The

majority of reading ticachers (56 per ent or 8) grouped their students accord1ng o skill

. ; %
level d& ability, cher methods used, alone or in comblnatlon with others,
& [4 .
were: grouping by test results (21 percent or 5)2 academic grade Jevel (14 per-
v

-
i

cent or 3), or by student interests (14 percent or 3).

3

While the resource teachers identified academic learning difficul- o
a?es such as comprehension, spelling, and listening skills experienced by

d ' . . F . -
kstudents, it wduld appear from the collective responses of para-profession-

*
als, nontcaching prdfessionals and resource teachers that non-academic learn- - 4,
ing difficulties were-ércater inhibitors to achievemént. One of these in-

. hibitors, identified hy 27\percent (7) of the resource teachers, was discipiine

" In addition, all of the pupil personncl workers found discipline to be one

of the five most comiiqn problems and the para-prgfessionals alsd identified
discipliné as a major area of concern. v |
. , |

\

Yet, while discipline was identified by all Title I personnel from ) i
. . . l

|

|

principa%&-to‘para:professionals as a learning difficulty, the underlying

causes for both this _and academic learning problems were also pinpointed

- Pl |

»

by thc rcsponsos of Title I pbrsonnel Both para-professionals and non-

teaehln& professionals¥pointed to a lack of motivation and d1srupt1ve fam1ly

conditions as‘thor barriers to learning. In addition the need for studcnts




TABLE IV-6 L , .

’ MAJOR STRENGTHS OF THE TITLE" I PROGRAM IN, . *.
SECONDARY SCHOOLS AS REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS /DjESOURCE TEACHERS .,
"Resod}ee
"o Priqcipals Teachers
Plentiful supply of instructional materials 14 21 e
‘. > P ! ‘ ‘ > . A
Adequate equipment for the teachers & studentsls o,
" to use : A 15« 27 *
Resource teachers (math & reading) contributed . . ‘
‘much to the teaching § learning environment of .
the school . -7 10 14
Cooperatlon among the staff was "excellent" 12 ' 18
Parent volunteers did an outstanding job 14 | 14
' \
Community involvement (parent participation) N !
in Title I prygram was "very good" . - : 14 . 21 -
Improved reading § math skills - 10 ;25
. Spacious laboratories ) - 12 14
Small group 1ndiV1dualized instruction ) 8 / 25
Other (cultural enrichment, clothlng, breakfast /// \
field trlps, etc.) ‘ - 13 9
¢ ’ p
! ;
* ' \ s 1
4 %%y ~ / ;
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}I f \1 T - . ' L )
N , S TABLE 1V-7 .
v . T .
< MAJOR PROBLEMS IN TITLE [ SCHOOLS AS REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS
RESOURCE TEACIIERS, PROFESSIONALS,\ AND PARAfPROFliSSIONALS :

~
- .

v

’ . on Para- bion—tea%hing Res.
Problems ~Prof. . Prof. Teacher Principal
-. o .
l)iscipliné'x /‘ 6 . .5 7 16
L A - . 1
Lack of motivatio | \7 k! #27° 16
Disruptive family conditions 4 4 14' 4
L . .
Clothing ‘1 .5 3 12
Ovércrowdqd classroc;m “ 1 N/A 1 .1
Poof nutrition .0 3 7 10
i\ Needbetter sclf-image «5 5 13 8
\ ‘t‘l
g} '
. Need ;qin adult interested in them . -4 4 10 11
e Lack\éf basic skills 1, N/A 9. 8
*
Visioh | , N/A 4 A 2
- Dental Care . o .N/A 4 w3 4
. Physical Heait\h/Other; problems N/A 4 5 2
/ . ' ,
Speech N/A 5 8 7
- Reading rctardation N/A 3 12 v 9
. .. B 4 ! R .
Emotional problcms N/A 4 10 ‘3
) T
Social adjustment , N/A- 4 25 13
- TN
» \/
No substitute teachers N/A N/A 18 14
Too much paperwork N/A 'S 4 12
: 3 Poor communication with Title I
office 2 4 23. 11
" Eligibility list of students Re '
. * arrived late o N/A 2 10 15
- ; Limited interest in secondd; : :
. - schools by the Title I offfte 1 122 3 15 ~ 8
* 4 -

. B . w
Text Provided by ERI A
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to have a better self image and the need to have a

.

them a%e common to many Title I'students. Vision, dental <care, and Gther
. (

phy51ca1 health problems have also created/lgaratﬂﬁjﬁa;r1er5"‘“'

1

g .
e results of these learnlng,rnﬁ/51tors agglreflected in teache¥ ’

ratings of students' academic difficulti€s. Compr hersion was the major

\\

area of concern, identified by 55 percent of the reading resourte teacbgrs

' Less aramount condgrns were in the areas of spelling, Vocabulary, word
P & P

»

recognition, and phonics (22. percent of the reading resource teJchersJ.

]
N

Tweénty-seven percent of all resource teachers noted deficiencies ip listen-

.

ing skills. Several math résource teachers commented that the rea&ing //

level of 'the D. C.‘ueath Competitive Partnership Program was too difficult
\ 3 ., ; S
.for thgegtudents.

v . . [}

Effective motivation of -students would necessarily require consi-
deration of, both academic and"qon-acédemic learning difficulties. The five
most common motivatiﬁg techniques used by the resource teachers were: (1)

always héving a positive attitude and never belittling the students; (?%G
Pproviding tasks which were success-oriented, releviﬁt and interesting;

b * - \
(3) relating materials to their experiences; (4) providing stimulating

] 4

equipment ,and materials; and (5) providing pleasant physical surroundings.

Resource teachers have encountefed difficulties with math labs and

Educational Development Learninghgfbs. %ighty percent of the principals

indicated the classroom facilities were ''good". The pupil personnel workers -

saw a necd for private work space. Over;xg space was a problem at onc

* ’.,._

school, and increased library space was needed in aﬂbther school . Latc

r1va1 of the math lab created dlsruﬁthﬁ,;n.dhe-1nstance and the absfn

'y

ce
. -\ of math labs is to be fgunﬂ’fﬁ two other schools. Generally speaking, ﬁg;f////

{ - .

] faﬁi}ifies were quite adequate. P

124
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N \l L ’
. Ava11ab111ty of Jiecessary equlpment was generally "excellent'\
'throughout the sqhools although there is a w1despread concern that funds :
be prOV1ded for maintenance and repair cquipment. g%lrty three percent y

.

of the prxnc1pals found the equipment adequate; 13 percent found the reading
qqulpmcnt adcquatc and 13 percent expresscd a | need for add1t10na1 cqu1pme‘? '
In at least one 1nstance, basic equipment was not received in accordance

with the agreement and Title I mandates. X

s ) -

The variety of materials and supplies has been one of the most ad-

*x. ¢ . . .
vantageéhs features of the Title I program. In a few instances, however,

L)

principals and resource teachers encountered a lack or observed incquities

. in the distribution of the matetials and supplies.. Several Title I princi-,

pals angd teachers have expressed dissatisfaction in the procurement and .

.
. .

\_.‘distribution system used for supplying Title I materials. o
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syste wh9 manpggd—tﬁ whole Year without a math resburce :iispef to scrvice :
«t ¢ (]

the Title I students. .Both priggip§}§'aﬂa’é“’fdinators are ‘extremely con-
- / ) . \.l
cerned, about the situation, but were ,unab e to do much to remedy the problem.

it is, therefore, recommended that an intensive search should be

- v ’

made within the system and outside to find sufficient number of ~teach-

i i N efore the school
year starts. At the end of each school year a survey should be conducted

o~ ]
to determine the staff needs for the coming year, and summer months should
v - L Y

be set aside for the actual recruitmeht_and$§qlcction of the needed st;Ff.

A data bank on interested candidates should be maintained by the coordina-
tor to fill in the vacanciks as soon as they occur.

[ 2 ’

2. Teacher turn-over has becen 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 poéition could be filled. Vacancies occur more

»

often in Title I schools than in non-Tith I schools becau;e of the tempo}-
ar; st?tus the.Title f ieacﬂers are g{ven. Anothér reason is relatively
low salar; levels at which the teachers aré paid.

It is, thcfefore, recommended thaty provision should be made to give

"probatibnary" and "permgnent" status to [Title 1 teachers, just like the

s

reglilar tecachers; and their“salaries should be comparable or better because ,
o A ‘ N

L) . 13 - /
of their 1nvoltgggnt.1n a unique program of great importance=—Unce thc sal-
AN

. e . o s . )
-aries arq/made attractice and job stabil is assured, the teagher tq:yover

,/- . /‘

«
P «
-
’

e
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wi;lideqline-and‘more and more compctent teachers will cqmc forward to work
with ;hg Ti%le'} students. - ‘ ‘ ’ i

. ~3. The actual number of aides to assist in the daily activities of > )

. . . . P p

the resource teachers were comparatively better than that of glementary

and non-public schools (see Table IV-1), However, many of them were untrained and

- \

ill-prepared to ‘take ‘up the assigqm‘l.s when they were given. Consequently, their

overall cffectiveness was less than the general expectation.

x [

2 ‘ e .
1t is, therefore, recommended that a sspecial training prﬁgram be

set up for teacher aides, each time prior to making changes in the program Lot

’

. ractivities. This may be done at the local or central level, but aside from -

. -

the regular staff deQe{opment activities in which they should always be a.

part.

4. No provision is available at present for arranging substitute .

teachers when resource teichers are taken ill or have to attend a staff de-- , »

P . ¥}

velopment ségsion.(see Table IV-7). Some teachers take off without making suffi-

Lot . e [
cient arrangements to cover their classes, thus depriving students o£~the supplementary

\

services they should be getting. ) )
; N . .- ,. \"
It is, therefore, recommended that funds should be made availahle ~
) . : ..

in the annual budget to hire substitute tecachers when the need arises. Itﬁ

[] LY

will enable the resource,teachers to attend the periodic staff development

. . 7/
sessions, and to attract some competent teachers to the Title I program in

- »
.

the future. J/ L o -

1 . PP
-

. .
e principal in
( -

Codordinating the Title T activities er, some schools have npo Program

o 5:, Mary schools have a Program Assistant to

Assistant”or only

! a

///Eggh/bﬁfaén on the principals, making it virtually impossible for them to




-
£

give sufficient attention to the admipistrative and program needs of the
< - 'Y ™ - , ‘l

- .

school. . “
It is, therefore, recommeeded that a full-time Program Assistant’

\ .
be appointed at each Title'I junior high school to work closely with the

‘ . ) N { g ’ ’ ’ .
principal on administrative matters, and Title I program\activities. . '

~ L

6. There ié consenehs:among principals and teachens studied as to
the dcf;elcncles in proéram ﬁanagement and organlzatlon. Some of the majqr.
ones 1dent1f1ed were (see TabI; Iv-7): '

(1) .the list of elihrble 'Title’ I students ies not receiveéi:"gn -
+ time; 00T |

-

<

(2) guidelines from the Title [ office are unclear and communi’

cation-w;th the Title I officehas,in the case of several

schbols, poor. e -

.
~
.«. [ i

(3) ‘the central office appeared mpre lnterested ‘in the elemen-
g" tary school pregram than in the secondary school program.
(4) Too much paperwork and added administrative work, as well
as excess bureaucracy in_the overall fitle I administration.
In addition to those,.there was general concern focused on cxpansioa
of the program -- either éo cover all seventh grade#s or identified 8th and

9th graders: In a subsfantial number of schools (25%) there are.apparently

many 1dent1f1ed students who are not in the program. This was caused, in

some instances, by a 1ack of ef//s ot space. . _—
. « . . -
It is heTefore, recommended that the s€condary coordinator re-ex-

: . . .- |
ind> the priorities on the baLis of tﬁe'problems identified and the.seléc-

- 4 -
- - . »

tion criteria used for each/yéar. Every effort should be made to provide

the list of selected students within the first two weeks of classes”in each

>

e ~
e
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school year, and-to seek out for thé needs of local schools so that they ’

-t !

. » > . .
can ‘Be better served through Title I Supplementary Services.
* - . . . - -~
PO , - It is further recommended that the Title I Qffice examine the re- '
N .

source allocations for secondary schools to find possible avenues to extend

the services to all ‘eligible students currently attending seventh grade in

LAY . .
P.S.D.C, ) ) . . . -
7. Several pup11 pcrsonnel workers (50%) and panc1pals (30% ).have
' c1ted the dlsectlon of the program (1-3 and 7) as rcduc1ng the valuc of the
program. If students' were in a continuous prdg;am or if the program w;s
}9onfined to the lower érades, greater.reinforceméﬁt of learning and increas- =
gd skgll leJels might be achieved. About 60% of classroom and réﬁource
teachers expr&sed dié%atisfaction in the break between thi}d and seventh

grades. Co. : ' . 2,
' . It is, thercfore, recommended tﬂat.plans §hou1d be made to expand
the Title I program kindergarten through seventh grade eliminating the break
betweén tﬂi;d and séveﬁth 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 fiscal year.

facilitices 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 day the school = ..

’_,iaeeiVEE’;;. Forty percent of the principals surveyed pointed out that

'_théy have no money to repair the equipmént broken dow

—

It is, therefore, recommende only a minimum amount of money -

5

be used in bu{iig;ggﬂ

Pment for schools which were in Title I for an




- , extended period of time, The'money thus saved should be set aside for

¢ ' "pet%y cash" for principals to locally repair any equipment that needs re-

N

pa1r services. Every school should be prov1ded with a "safety locker" 39

keep their costly equ1pment to protect them from vandalism.

-

. - ]
.

Sy
\
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L L CHAPTER V
PROGRAMS IN THE NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS * ° . .

e

- \

The T1tle I Program in the non-public schools was analyzed in terms of '

EVALUATION AREAS AND DATA SOURCES

resource allocatmns, e11g1b111ty cr1ter1a for students; the actual perfor- ;

tnance of the students on standardized,tests; and the coordmatJ.Ve ‘mechanisms
¢, oot

yith the public school program. The fmdmga and reconnnendatmns presented

in this section address these areas. -

.
e 4

Table/V - 1 summarizes the data sources. that were used to secure the X N
\ v
. . . . \
‘" findings. & - " ‘ ' ,

Fable V¢ 1

DATA SOURCES FOR NON-PYBLIC SCHOOL ANALYSIS .

“

L -
Séurce -
' 3 * 1/’ . ‘ - PP
" 1, Standardized tests . -
2, ' Questionnaire results . . \ B -
- " o // ’
o Resource tecachers _ L / -
- * ”»~
; __Principals ‘ e
e Educational Aiﬁ. -
D e
)* c Nor[;teaching professionals

paljents Lt £ s ‘

. 3. Interv?.ew results ’
A ! e “
. -~ 'Pré' * ’ " ¢
Regource teache:r;s*’
- . f*h‘

Other adm:uu

d other doéumcnts provided by the I’SDC Title I
] |
Office (Secondary Data) 31 ‘

4. Reports




The numbe;,of questionnaires completed by the educational aides, non-

teaching professionals, and parents was too small to be included in, the analysis.

. - DESCRIPTION DF THE NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL PROGRAM

o The Non-Public school program operated in ninc schools for FY 1974.
Grades 1 through 8 were €ligible for Title I services. The program was ad-

ministered through the ﬁSDC'TﬁtlE I Office by a Rcading Program Coor@iﬂator
. . " D s . . ! I -
and a Mathcematics Program Coordinator, The major emphasis given to reading

and mathematics in the Public Sthools was also reflected in the program in

¢

the non-public schovls, For academic year 19?3-74, appfoximately 1,060 ﬁon-
[ 3 "

* . public school students were identified us being eligiblc‘for"Tit{g;ifser- .

*

vices. The budget’ for the ycar was $349 ZQ. The prgjcctcﬁ/per pupil‘ex-

— //////

ic projected PPE as for the public schools. -

penditufb’(?;ﬂ) was $350; the
Wimhif,sz §cﬁ5bls,\identified students were rcleased f;pmuregu]agf///////.

G ’

classes in order to reccive special instruction from the reading and mathe-
« . \ »

_ , o O . . g
atics resource teachers., While some of the reading and_mathematics rcsource
. / - : -

tcachers had access to the samefmgxorialéfﬁscd in the Competitive Partner-

nor bpérating in the non-public school Title I Pxogram, according to the
available information. Igisg,useu' o measure student performancc werc the.

ship (cp) program in the PSDC, the CP program was néither‘contfégggddfor

California Achievement Tests (CAT), the California Test 6f Basic Ski11§' .

”

(CTBS), and the Mctropdlitan Achievement Tests (MAT), mathematics sections.

N

/ | »/‘ ‘ | |

b




ic School Title I area. Next, as

i schools, those students Sé& ing pt the S0th~ gercentlle or be-

rdlzed pretests wete se1ec&pd as Title I eligible students

A, ~

Although approm; tely 1, 000 studen  wele rﬁent1f1ed in Non-Puyblic schools

faigordlng to/the& 74 Rlan of Operatgon), the Non Pub11c school//oorﬁ;;;;ors
\ —

nd eate9 hay only‘about 50-60 percent of these stud/nrs were actually served,

[4

As a»result\tactu 1 per pupil expendltures were more in the range of $580 to

-~

$700 father han the proJecteA $350 enditure per, pup11._ Furthermore, Non-

1

ot aware of the se1ec€%on e¢riteria for schools,

The non-publ'c s¢hool personnel reported a numbet of problems in

11 englble students. These problems included the following:

)

) 1;, Two schools reported 1nadequﬁte fac111t1es for conJ

' )
\‘ ductlng special classes in.réading and/or mathematics.

2. One school was actually merged ifito another during. the
school year, reducing the number of operating Title I

schools from 9 to 8. . . A c e

-

' ¥ R

3. "Resource teachers usuallf‘had'%o divide their time be- |
tween 4wo schoold, making it difficult to serve all

cligible stﬁdents ‘ .

t

The Title I office and lon puh]1c school progr m should give atten-
i full number of

. ' tion to overcoming these problcﬂs in order to‘sefre:th

Title I elﬁgible gtudents.

/
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" RESOURCE ALLOCATION

.
' ¢

L4 N H “ . ) . T y T .

Table V - 2 shows the Non-Public Schools budge obtained from the X
@5 ///g/t»

ESEA Comprehen51ve Program for FY 1974. “Although a report of actual expend -

~t
¢

tures was not available for all line items in the "74 Plan of Operatlon, 1t‘,s
our understanding that the personnel funds were not/fai/y expended inasmuch

the NonePubllc School Coordlnator and flve Resource Teachers were not hired. .

N

//

>+ The budget for teachlng imaterials appears to be modest corr atlng
\ .
- o
with pr1nc1pals' and teachqis‘ reports that addltional teach1ng mat. r1als/and

% WOT closely in 1denthy1ng an>/pur hasrgg,needed 1nstructlona1 materials.

o
-

A.maJor problem for ‘the.non-puplic schools was the 11mited number of

resource teachers actually hired Ten resource teachers were employed r the

PR

e1ght SCh001§’i2~Eh§ program rather than the 15 budgeted However, becau e

. j ’ s ‘ |

- both read1ng and mathematics speclallzatlons are required, some of the tea- ~

) chers d1v1ded their time between two schobls. Furthermore, a1though theregis 1 ¢

proV151on in the budget for—t‘caordlnator, for the entlre program this p051-

[ 4

‘ ' tion was not filled. k ' |
- X . . 1
i

¢




Table V - 2 _ .

-

-~ 7. DUPGET FOR NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS* 4
s - . . /_ L t;‘ .
) \ . N t. / 4 . .H
_ : RUMBER _ COST OF P
\ . POSITION ® e ALLOTED ©  EACH TQTAL
Persénnel \ \ 19/,////
TSA-Co — 1 $19,118 $ 19,118
MEART L 17 ~17,671 . 17,671
( TSA~10 i T ; 1 17,671 - 17,671
TSA-15 y ; 8) ; - 1.8 13,266 106,128
TSA-15, : 7 13,266 92,862
GS-6 Sectetary L1 10,830 10,830
GS-4 Edu tional Aides . 7 8,193 57,351
R bk “Cultutdl Enricljent PR L L ‘
2 WA § ) SdﬁBo based perfofpances (contract‘ﬂT’——;—’——" oo - . 4,000
(2) Admls ons o . 2,000 "
c.t Other Cost Items AY ' v ' : . - S
. (1) .Travel anpd transportatlon of students ‘ : L 2,000
. (2) . Educational® supplies and: materlals . 16,237 -
(3) Classroom\g¢quipmént - . N . 2,15
(4) -Books (texts and paperbacks) ‘ . 500
'5) “Miscellaneous services; repair & 1nsta11at1on : - 1,000 _
‘ \ ‘ ‘' SUB-TOTAL .’ , : $ 349,226
. \T " °
ESEA Comprehensive Program FY 1974, ; .
- ¢ \\ ‘)‘-:"
. 7 . . . \\ , \ /‘: . s
L) \ '
t \—'\_ » Pl
| 135

.
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* . TEST ANALYSIS - ‘\ - e

i -

The standardized tests used by the}Non-Public schools were the same ,as

those used by the PSDC:

1. Read1ng - Grade 2 - Cdlifornia Achievement Test; Gradef 3- 8 “Cali~ ’;
A ~ ” .
, fornla Test of Basic Skills. : .

.

The following obseryat1ons can be madeg

| 2 L. ! J .
The observations for mathematic

‘ ‘ /’ ‘/ ‘
2.' Mathematlcs - Metrdpolltan Ach1eve?ent Tests fﬁr all grades

/

The results of tbe readlng tests’by “grade are presented in Table V - 3

~

1. The average gain was .94, more than one month higber than the

_ i
eight months between pretest and posttest.

~

2. The average ga1n ach1eved failed to make’ up for the average grade

« 0w

wa_‘r__1eve1"dei:'1c1ency of 1.26.. The difference is equal to more than
. . 1

tre

3 months. oY
3. Grade equivalent deficieneies tena te'inerease with school grade:
Grades 4 through‘8 ﬁerekbehind_gréﬁ;oae‘to two years. ..
"4, ;Althqugh the Tit}e 1 students made reasonaple progress,'more in-
tensive vork wfll be required with these stuaents to bring them

up- to grade tevel. .Prevention ef reading ﬁ?oblems should be em-

phasized En?grades 2-4, while correction of deficiencies (includjng
=4

poor reading habits and poor motivation) should be emphasized ip

.\ ‘ - . ,‘ !

grades 5-8. i - 4 p

'

‘The results off the matj:matics tests by grad¢ are shJIn in Table V - 4.
1 I

are similar1to'éhos’ made for reading.

1. The average gain for all grades was 0 94, again more than one

-

g



- 112 -

- Table V - 3
NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL READING TEST R2ZULTT'
SRADE -EQUIVALENTS* ‘
¥ Number ) )
» of , '
Grade Schools Pretest Posttest Gain
2 { .
CME® 1.51 2.59° 1.07
' SD*** .46, 763 .69
N N**** 35 ° 35, 35,
3 6" ~ ’
, /
M 2,13 2,93 /.80
SD .67 .80 / .89
N 45, 45, /45,
[N "';. ]
4 6 ) - v,
S e M 2:96 4.24 1,27
SD 1.01 .90 " 1,12
°N 50. . “* 50, 50.
5 6 .
‘ * T
/ M 3.57 4,38 .82
) .85 1.05 1,15
N 59. 59, 59,
\‘ \
‘6 6"
‘ Y 4.58 '5.15 S
SD .80. .87 .74
N 29, 29, 29,
. _7 - )
) M| .28 5.42 ¢ ¢1.13
: SD| .99 1.75 1.52 «
N N 25} - 25, + 25,
18 1 \ I '
e\ M 6.07 6.59 ~<.52
SD .10 .32 .74
. . N 5. 5. 5.
* ‘Statist,ical Results reported here are for all grades.
**  Mean )
*%% Standard Deviation
+#2+ Nunber 437 \



_ NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL MATHEMATICS TEST RESULTS
_GRADE EQUIVALENTS*

n
- 113 -

by ’

‘Table V - 4

’ ¢

Numberx-
- ‘ of o _/fl
Grade ! Schools Préte}t\ . Posttest . Gain :
2 1 \ ( )
. { \ \‘
A 1.55 1.60 .06 § .
N © | SD*** .23 \ .23 137 ‘
\ y*ﬁn 7. | 7. 7.
y»‘ « . . . . $ .
3 3 _ \ ) AY o ‘\{;
‘ | \ | \
2.52 2.82 230 ‘
.38 ‘ \ .43 .34 °
N 20.. -4 20, 20.
\4 o8 ' .
. 2.92 . 4.12 1.19
.67 1.06 .75
78. 78. 78.
.5 o 7 \1
‘ !
3.7, ©©  4.63 92 ¢
. E .68 .81 .70 )
W - o 82,7 82. 82.
N c/ - 7 - l \-
) 4,59 5.44 .85
v .60 +79 .52
“"l”' _‘:,‘ ’ 78. 78. 78.
7 5
5.31 6.46 1.15
<« ,98 : 1.59 1.01
48, : 48. 48.
. - ) : y
.8 - N ‘6 .
' 6.10 7.03- .93 -
: 1.01 1.35 ¥
57. 57, -’ 57. ‘
* Statistical Result$ reported hefe are for a;i grades
**  Mean .
*** Standard Deviation
**%* Number ‘ . ) ,
. 138 A
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“

month higher than the eight month period between pretest and ‘post-

- . \

The gain o6f .94 Jompares with a deficiency of 1,36, a difference

\
. of more than 4 m(mths\g . b ! \\.

test Cv ) ‘

\

Deficiencies tend to intrease with grade. o : . -

\up to grade 1evel SRS

A technical problem worth noting 1n the analysis of ‘the standard1 ed
test data was that scoring of the tests is incomplete. All schools recorded

| pretest and posttest grade equlvalentg and percent11es for total read1ng and

mathematics scored. However, there was too little information provided on

subscores for a detailed analysis. v

®

REACTIONS OF PRINCIPALS AﬁD RESQﬁECE TEACHERS TO THE TITLE I PROGRAM

‘The following informatien was taken from both the questionnaires aLd ‘

o~ [ SRS

interviews of the non-public school principals and resource teachers regarding

\

the Title I Pro§;5p. 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-
. . ’

sionallstaff involved. ' ‘

< ~ ' * ° — -,
t PN i -

.

SIGNIFICQNTEFEATURES 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 program.”
3 . e v
This assistance facilitated another significant feature, the progress of the;} .

children’' in thelareas of reading and mathematics. Principals also'perceived
t ' N .

.
- < .-

-

139"
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the cultural enrichment program as a major strength of the Title I Program.
N Other strengths of the Title I Program included the availability SE’g;térials,

the'excellent rapport between ﬁitle I staff and regular staff, the pos%{ive

ch;LgQ in'attitude of the Title I\children aﬁg the assistance of the pupti
\

1

personnel worker,-

\ ’ ' N

More than\1/3 of %helprincip 1s cited the increased parent interest in

AN

the total school program. They also cited more cooperation” from the Title I

- '. - . L] ',
parents. Such inc¢reased interest and cooperation has made parents more aware
. - [ N ) ’ .

of the Title I program. Some of the principals suggested that non-Title I

parents be givén a chance to support the PAC. The principals would like the

a
1

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- y -

- B

lines would permit the involvement of non-Title I parents in the Title I Program.

.

Positive featufes of the FY\1974'Pr;;ram né;orfed by Re;ource Teachers
. included the following: ‘
1. Small group ipstruction in reading and mé&hematics.
.2, Avéiiability of many and'var{eg materials. -
3. ' Improved attitudes of the children and teachers.
.A. Cooperation and flexibility in the program

5. Good in-service training.

— 6. Guidelines for'identifying children.' . S e
7. Progress in area o% reading. \,\5 *
PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED IN THE PROGRAM _ A : .

There were some problems encountered duriné the year. Materials

| arrived at the schools late or they were not received at all. There was

. +

- o140 0 -
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lack of facilities Lor the program in some schools. One‘R;oblem that con-

T
v

cerned some of the pyincipals was that the resource teachexs worked only

y t, ¢
part-time. They felt hat"this was not sufficient for rem;§¥ation. Seven

"\
. 'to carry out the Title I opera

1

\ outlof eight principals féid that they did not have adequate %&tle I sta%f
(Yions. They wanted full-time aides in all |

classrooms, full-time ressurce teachers for each school and a speech thera-

pist. Some principals suggested pupil personnel workers, school psychologist,

and medical staff in order for the Title I Pfogram to operate effectively.

The majority of the principals felt tﬁg; their staff cooperated very- well or

excellently to make the Title I Program a success. Following is a summary

or problems reported by principals: )

«

1. Late arrival of materials.
\ 3

2. Inadequate locgl facilities and lack:of Titlé I funds to
rectify it. -
. "3, Part-time resource teachers. : ‘

4. No input from principals in budget preparation and use.

' S. Lack of direct line of communication between coordinators,

’ o principal’s; and staff. 3 '
. .
6. No full-time non-public school coordinator.

The following problems were reported by Resource Teachers:

- -

1. Lack of time.

1 %

. . <L '; o -
2. Delay in receiving materials. . ) ) .

3. Lack of communications between Title I office and non-

) public schools.

3 -y



‘ .
;
% ; . \

. "4. Lack of familiarity with th PSDC,plan of operations,

- v S
s 3 N
} 5. Need for software and more hhrdware. . \ e
» s \ . , \ & - ’
\ 6. Fragmentation of services. - 1 ‘ \
\ . .
:\ 7. Non-cooperative aides. ' i ,

SUGGESTED CHANGES .

- 1

Some of the principals were concerned over budget input and avaiha-_ SN

bility as well as the lack of communication between the school and the Title

~ 1

I coordinator. Lo . . '

The principals felt that many of these problems could he_lesséned

or eliminated by establishing direct lines of communications between coor-

-

dlnators, pr1nc1pals, and Tltle 1 staff The pr1nc1pals thought that a

full t1me codrdinator and full-time Title I staff could lessen some of the
v e ¥ ) . .
problems. A few principals felt that a solution was allow1ng non-publi¢ schogls to

identify children by their school criteria. The principals also felt that ’
having an input into the Title I Program would eLiminate or lessen several of

the problems. . - >

Resource teachets from Non-Public Schooliasﬂggesﬂbd the following ¢hanges:
¥ . N
1. Children should qualify for the entire program rather than

for a specific pgrt of it, such as reading instruction.
2. Improved space. , ) -
o

3. Cﬁltural expe%}ences, social factors, economic factors and

performance fn 'school be used as bases for the selection of

¢ ~

students.



10.

11.

. N
. . Ak

-equipment. .

v ' - T N ———
Prompt delivery of equipment (September).

Additional aides.

Addifional software for each sghool.

Mee;ings witﬁ principals as a group and discussion of the
roles and respc;nsibi lities, ‘r

Non-public and public progfams‘should not be treated gif-

ferently.

(
Improved coordi:?tion‘in the prograh.

’

’ L
.
. . A
¥
.

’
&
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lECOMMENDATIENS

- t

The follow1ng recommend?tlons are based the fin ings presented and
are intended to aid the PSDC Title I office and ﬁ? Non-?u lic School compo-
nent personnel plan its actlvitles for the coming year.

1. Contlngent upon the number of childre identified as eligi-
‘ble for Title I serviges and the funding level of the total

j " program, additional staff is needed fox the Non-Public ]

* ¢
» ~ ~

School program. A full-time coordinatolr should be employed

for the Non-Public School céﬁponent. k would be desirable

/
Y

| ‘to employ one full-time readihg resourck teacher and one - ~

2

full-time mathematics resource teacher s

a -

. y
in each school, assuming that the Title I Prografi continues

to emphasize reading amd ymathematics skills.

2. Strengthen the coordinafion betwéen the Title I office and
+the Non-Public Schools. Employment of a full-time coordi-

-

. ndtor for this component‘bbuld aid in this area.
3. The.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

;' ’ _pave placed constraintg on Non-Public bchool operations, ‘
folutions to these problems need £u be found in order to b .
- imp?ove upon the delivery of seivihes’t6°£fi éligibie stu-
Jk ' dents. . T T . i

-

| - - T 144
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4.8 ‘plies and material

vered at thg respegti

schools prior to the actyal starri g
. of classes.,} It is qui o

|

frustrating for thev s@f to g

| without thei necessary materials for part of the\ schpol year,
‘ especially at the beginnipng when most of the planning is
done for tite entire year." rhaps certain arrangements

-

A
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The Competitive Partnership\ (CP) ppogram is a joint school/industry
effort to test the éffectiveness of various publishers' programs with Titlel
I students. Publlshers of read1ng and mathematlcs programs were asked to
submit proposals to the schools The schools rev1ewed the publlsh;rs projl '

grams and proposals and selected the programs of four publishers‘in reading

and mathematics, as follows: .

X
X X
Ma raw-Hill X
# Addison-Wesley X

The CP program was started 1n school year 1972 73. The prograﬁs are
being tested over a three—year period, endjng in school year 1974-75. At ‘
that time, based on the cost effectlveness analysis, a decision will be made
by PSDC regardlng the sele tion of the publishers' program(s) to be adopted.
S¢parate selections will bd made fbr reading and mathematics.

~ The CP program ana1y51s is. being conducted for .public elementary

.schools, grades 1-3. Public secondary schools may participate in the CP pro-

,gram at a later time:_‘qu-pub};c_gchool§ are not participating in "the CP

[

program. ' ' ‘

| N 148 . i
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The programs emphasize ifdividualized 1nstruct10n‘ Pamphlets

/
workbooks teaching aids,’ ga.n'Ls, ete. are included for us \utt; 1nd\1v1dual

"squd nts or small groups. Each Atudent can work at his o *
o )

| .
o guidgnce and superv1s1on of the t acher. Some programs provide their own
‘ ~ 4

|

. ' ‘\ "'
; B . 3 v .
\ tests and student progress recordy. : . t///’d"'——J
\ . K

\ Contracts w1th the pub ishdrs include a Staff Development cdmponent

ipace under the

as well as the purchase\of materials. Staff Development was included so

that te chers and otheryrtaff members could learn how to use the materials

. -
» -

and-progr s effectlvel

4
‘This chapter prezknts a summary of the Cost Effectiveness Analysls
: . -
“ of the Competitlve Partnershlp Programs for reading and mathematlcs, in-

cluding recommendatlons For each area. Detailed recommendatiOns are pre-

v sented for fuTthét'operation and testing of Competitive Partnership Programs.

Details of thé analyses for costs and standardized test data are presenﬁed
i S e

!
- next.

[y

" o COST EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS MODEL

i " »1 ]

. The Context Input, Process Product (CIPP) model was used as the
n \ 1
analytlc model for cost effectxveness analys1s. This model, in contrast witn

s1mpler conceptlons of cost effectiveness formulates effectiveness measures
as part of a process of overall program development. antext variables con-.
sider the background of objectives, goals and constra1nts within wh1ch var-A
ious decisions are made. Input var1ables consider’ the relat1ve costs, program
charaeteristics, staff development efforts, staff quallflcatlons and relafed

Title I programs, materials and services. Process variables include progmam'




an& service ut111zat1on, elivery and continuity, and teaching prﬁctIC?i

i
The CIPP model kes. allowqpcqs for the fact that cost effeftive-

that it is not always p0551b1e to "confrol" or 'hold constant" the many var-

|

|

|

|

ness analyses are often carried out under, practical f1e17 conditions and . ‘
iables that may effect the final results. To the practlcgl decision maker
|

it is often just 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'morg\cost ef-
. ) t . . - ,
fective than another. The resulting analysis produces an effectiveness pro-

file rather than a single measure of effectiveness. ' IR )

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 progrém input interact with othe? Title I component elements and non-

Tétle I elements. (Note: Additional diséussiFns of the application of the

-

]

CIPP model to the Cost Effectiveness Analysis of Coqpetitive Partnership .

progr;ms is prefented in the Second Interim Report, dated September 20, 1974.)
In tﬁe analysis that follows,?éP costs were annualized and arelex- '

pressed on the basis: of annualized per student costs, a concept ﬁarailel to

per pupil expenditures. The standard%zed test résults are presented in

the summary sections .for two years, ig -73 and 1973-74. ’ (See Chapter II

I Y

for the list of tests.) The*}972-73 standardized test data was obtained from

the Title T evaluation report for that year.l'

1. Evaluation Report, ESEA Title I Program for 1972-1973 Public Schools of
the District of Columbia, Vol. 1. Federal City College, Washington, D.C.,
Contract No. 73223, April 30, 1974.




»

mini.

\

’

§UMMARY

< P RS .
' a 'r.
A .
' * ‘l
Pid .
)
) o

, , .
\ .
) .
\ . .

.

\ N ’
\

. \ -
The remaining data was obtained\ from "Buillding Profiles'" provided g

ly the Tit e’I offiée or, from the Teache J Quest:onnairé developed and ad-

|

stered by ACRA.| - . . ¢ f i'
|

< SUMMARY. AND RECOMMENDATIONS: COST EFFECTIVENESS
OF THE COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIP READING PROGRAMS

l ' . L] .

1 .. B}

The cost profile for reading programs is shqwn 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 with $6.94 per student per year. The Random House .

reading programs are the most expensive -- more than twice as castly ($11.94)

as the D.C. |Heath reading programs and about 68% more than the Mc?raw-Hill

reading programs.

!

: o
Table vri- 1

l

ENT COSTS FOR ‘ \
ADING PROGRAMS

ANNUALIZED PER STU
COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHI

——— P —
e
=

| D.C. Heath —mmsmmmmmmmsefommcmccens $ 5.34
McGraw-Hill -ccacecncacncncannana - 6.94
)
. Random House ~---=--eccrcccaccnnnan 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

;he other. In 1973-74, the McGraw-Hill reading brégrams achieved better re-

_sults than the other two in grade 2 - 1.1 vs. 0.9 Reading Total Gain Score,

3
.
7

-
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Grade Equivhlént; Random House reading programs achieved better results %h
. {
' |

grade 1 than the other two reading programs - 1.6 vs. 1.4 Reading Posttest

Tbtal Score; Gra%e Equivalent; but 'there was no difference amon% the proJ
grams in reading Eegts in grade 3. 1In 1972-73 the D.C, Heath reading pro-
grams compareq 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 Vocapulary) show substantially the same pat-

tern of resulés among the CP programs as does the analyiis of the Total

rRe, c;ing Score. . .

' Table VI -3 shows the summary profile of input and process variables

"fot the CP reading programs. These data wefe obtained largely from the

. { .
Tegchers Questionnaire. Differences among the ‘variables are examined in

terms of circumstances that may qualify the results of the cost and stan-

(I ! ) . s ’ .
dardized test analysis. Differences among the programs were tested, using

J

standard statistical techmiques (Chi‘Squarel and were also examined for
trends fayoring one programsqvé?—zﬂg(;ther;

NoFice first that the CP reading groups are about equal in terms of
the qualifications and teaching experience of the teachers us;ng them. Ad-
ditionally, the CP reading groups are about equal in all 6ut one area re-
lated‘to the library, its use, and reading.acfivities. Finally, the groups
aré about the same in terﬁs of whether or not the teachers were involved in
making the dec;sion about the selection of the CP reading prograﬁ.

A ’ v -
In almost all of the remaining areas, the Random House reading pro-

-

grams appear to have operated at a distinct disadvantage. The Random House



Table VI - 3 _

’

SUMMARY PROFILE OF, COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIP' READING PROGRAMS '

. . . : o .
Area and Item Difference * - - " Comments

‘ .
{ Student/Teacher Ratio None

Students/Staff Member . . D.C. ¥ 21; MJH. - 10;
Trained in CP RiH. =+ 11%**. ’
Iy BN ¢
Percentage Increase of Users '92% increase in number of
. over 1972-73 Lt teachers using R.H. over
« - " . * last year. e

[ -
o . . o R . \

,

Arrival /Starting Dates.of | D.C. - 80% arrlved by Dec. All teachers had other
CP Programs. + (only 45% of others ar- currieulum materiais
: r1ved by Dec.) in Sept. o
’ . R.H. - arrived late and ,
\ . ‘ started 1ate :

. Time Spent on Reading . 'R.H. - teachers spent 30%
’ B ‘ ’ " less time than M.H.;
R.H. - teachers spent 40%
less time than D.C. o
M.H. - emphasized listening
éghprehension skills
less but used written com-
position § dictation more,
', D.C. § M.H, teachers had ° 90% had aides assigned.
) aides more than R.H. tea- -
chers. o ~

' Teachpr Aides

.
.

. ;,,/ Time Basis , - None 58% of teachers had aides
i, . L ¥ . ~ ‘ less thdn 1/2 time .
CRP 37% of teachers had aides
" ' half of the time

Related Reading Activities  R.H. teachers used Book Read More In '74 used by
R g Fair much less (27% as almost 2/3 of all; RIF
compared to almost 1/2 used by only about 10% _/
of others) . of 411; Bookmobile used -
. by only ‘about 25% of all.




_ - 128 - - ) .’
) ) . ‘ : « .
( \/)able VI -3 (continued) - , :
Area and Item . D1fference* . Comments$
Library and Reading Perlod ’ p : ) A
* _-«Classroom Library - None v 83% of all had them.
i . Well Equipped Sciwdl Lib.  None, e 88% well equipped.
(' Silent Reading Period + None - . . 77% provided one.
Take Home Books.. None LT Could not in 1/3 of
) . . R . ~ instances. '
Take Textbooks Home © None ' 69% of dll did not allow.
Librarian ' o . 93% hdad full-time.
Other Library Visits R.H. - less than 1/2-a{- '
, ,- - lowed other visits as 4 i
.'compared to 2/3 of others ‘ . '
Pup11 Progress Prof11e \ R.H. - kept loss. (19% did . /
.. Records . _ ‘ not as .compared to 7-11% °
I of others who did not)
" Individualization of In- D.C. - more §m311 groups: ‘ 82% of all used small groups,
struction less large, less 1nd1V1- individualized, or both.
‘ ) dualized. . . '
. . Selection of CP' Program " None' Primarily done through col-

‘ . ) "laboration of central.” .

.

. o school administrators §

. : © . 7 'reading resource teachers;
- o ' . . - classréom teacher least fre-
' T - quently part1c1pates in
) -~ . decision making in' seltc-
N ‘ , . . tion of Title Itmaterials.
4 . . . . , )
- Téacher Qualifications and ' s B}
- Experience . '
Level of Education Noné $ " Average - B A. for 75 3% of all.
Certification -~ None ° * L 65% permanent.
) Pursuit of Other-Cer- . N
.» tification None ////,/ Only 20% seeking another type
? . . ' of certification._
- Where more permanent, iess
, ) seeking another.
» Yrs. Title I Teaching “None ?8% have 0-3 yrs. experience.

xperience .
.. Yrs. teaching Primary . . None

[




_ Table VI - 3 (conclusion)

]

- Area and Item ) Difference* . Comments -
-.Teacher Rat':*i.ngs of/CP © R.H. - M.H. -e'con'sistently, Particularly in language

- . Programs’ '- higher. ‘ activities, enrichment
. . L ' activitiles, § adjusted
[ . POy
) s to individual needs.
D.C. - consistently lower. Sample of teachers was
) small.

a

- * Di'fferences‘ among CP programs tested for statistical significance using the ’ ‘
Chi Square test. Differences significant at the 5% level of confidence are |

, Teported. )

** Abbreviations: D,C. ='D.C. Heath - . ' T, .
M.H. = McGraw-Hill . -
R.H. = Random House - ’ .

*
A




.

reading program was started iate‘in the school yeax, in 1972-73. In 1973-74
_ many, teachers ;ere just starting with tﬂe Random House CP program (92% in-
crease over 1972—73).and, in.f;ct, more than half reported that they did not
" recéive the books and materials until January 1974-or later.. Furthermore,
teachers using the Random House rigd;ng programs reported spendin} 30% less
time on readhé'(minu-pes per week) than those téachers whq used the McGraw- \’h
Hill programs aqd 46* less time on reading than Fhose using the D;C. Heath
programs. Teachers using fﬁe Random ﬁouse programs also“had teacher aides
assigned to them less frequently. Finally, whén teachers ratings of the
reading programs are consideredf both McGraw-Hill and ﬁandom

House are rated.higher than D.C. Heath. Given a fglf yegr,of work with the

Random House materials, gain scores might prove to be higher than those ob-

tained for’'1972-73 and 1973-74. - T g

’
-

Differences between the D.é. Heath and fﬁe McGraw-Hill reading gfo-
: grams, in terms of the input, process, and product (test scores) us;d a;e
negligible: ‘The McGraw-Hill programs were rated higher £han the D.C.'Hea;h
programs. However, the saéple of teachers who rated each ?rogram was too

small to maye these results conclusive. The rééio of the number of students

,
3

per staff member trained (in use of CP materials) in 1973-74 seems to give
McGraw~Hill the advantééé (McGraw-Hill, 10 students/staff member; D.C. Heath,

21 students-per staff member); however, it is possible th%t D.C. Heath trained

more staff members dn the previous year.
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RECOMMENDATIONS - READING COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIP PROGRAMS

. -

Although the D.C. Heath reading proérams are the least costly in , i
|

terms of annualized per student cost, the 1nformat1on on effect1veness is . .

¢ T .

not suff1c1ent1y clear-cut to favor one pub11sher s programs over the other.

An improved dlstr1butiop and analytic model (detailed Iater in this
. , . o ) e
" report) sHould bé implemented :7m the third year of the cost effectiveness

. 3

analysis. In th1s mcdel samples of teachers and students are given a com- .

-
bination of two Compet1t1ve Partnersh1p programs to Jge for the year, and . '

-~

. ] the cost effectiveness of using the combinatlons 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:

4

1.  Use of several programs should enable teachers to select various
) Comﬁetitive Partnership reading materials, according to the learn-
v ing needs and styles of individual children. Teachers should be’
able to capitg}ize oh 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 respond1ng 1ndicated that they
were us1ng more than one Compet1t1ve Partnersh1p reading progam.
}.f’ ’.; , Apparently, use of several programs was not planned by the Title I

a

offlce, as the Competitive Partnersh1p program user data listed
only two teachers who were using several Compet1t1ve Partnership
programs. It was not possible to analyze the test results for

'_ K teachers using several Competitive Partnership programs; however,




their/fgting§ of Competitive Partnership progfams were quf%e

favorable. o, ’

When a decision is reached regarding the most cost effective

- - .

i ,
program(s), the materials from the other publishe;§ (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.

» . L4

The analysis of teachers.and students using more than one pro-

«

gram will provide data relevant to the redistribution of these

materials. .
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“ SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS: COST EFFECTIVENESS
(OF_THE COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHYP MATHEMATICS PROGRAMS

SUMMARY :

\7 . N - . »

The cost'prgfile fbf 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
compéred to its nearest competitor (Random House) is sliéhply more than
half ($3.06 vs. $5.64). Additionally, the test results for_grades 2 and 3,

for both 1972-73 and 1973-74 show that D.C. Heath was the dbq; effective in

3

" temms of student Total Gain Score Grade Bquivalents. The test Yesults.are

. ! . | LA ,

summarized in Table VI - 5 for the two years. . oo

. ‘ It would be bremature, however, to rejéct in -their eﬁfirety the Ran-
‘ Al »

dom House mathematics and Addison-Wesley mathematics‘progfams. Although

. ’ AR
Random House and Addison-Wesley are more costly, both programs resulted in

quite .acceptable gain scores in grades 2 and 3 and wefe‘actuélly 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 condycted by Federal City Co%}ege).
\ ’ ’ . ’ '
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 programs are

examined in terms of circumstances that may qualify the cost or test data

t

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 ‘for D.C. Heath, there was

o | - 158
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Table V; -4

. L]

. - ANNUALIZED PER STUDENT COSTS FOR
COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIP MATHEMATICS PROGRAMS

A

LY ’ N ‘
Addison-Wesley ---=---= qmmmmmemc—emee== $5.89
% . . \ . . - .
D.C. Heith =m--emcceclicmcemeaaan- wma--- 3,06
Random House ----t=-==ma=teremcnocoos -- '5.64

>
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Table V; -6

[

. A -~

" SUMMARY PROFILE OF COMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIP MATHEMATICS PROGRAMS

»

.

Area and Item - : Difference* ' . Comments ‘
i Student/Teacher Ratio R.H. - 22.2; A.W. - 20.8; R.H. - larger classes than
- ' D.C. - 19.8. . . others.

17 AW.- 12; D C+-11.R.H. - More staff develop-

Students/Staff Trained in CP R.H.
) . ment indicated.

' Percentage Increase of Users A.W. -.new.to CP. .
- over 1972-73 ‘ R.H. - twice as many T T
D.C. - not much change. ¥
Starting Dates X A.W. started late, others ‘
on time. o
Arrival Dates A.W. § D.C. arrived late. '
. a R.H. & C arrived by Dec. . . S
K Teaching Activities C use numeration more &'em-' v '
. phasize operatifons more. T ,
R.H. uses operations less.
_ Teachef Aides 98% R.H. have aides; 87-89% 3 .
S D.C. & A.W.; on1y5496C o - ,

have aides. s

Library and Equipment . L - - ; .
Classroom Equipment ~ A.W. § C well equipped in . N .
s 92-93% cases compared to
e e . . ' 71-78% of D.C. &-R.H.

«+ " <Access to Manipulative ° None * 94% of all had ‘access. _
" Devices 5 " ' : .
Taking Textbooks Home None 59% of all allowed students
. . . ‘" to do so.
Cultural Enrichment None ) " 20% of all have done so; .
Field Trip - ’ . < 25% of D.C. -
Pupil Progress Profile A1l C teachers have kept *
, Records * books on some or ail of .o
X Title I students compared ot
to 80-87% of others. '
Individualization of In- C teachers use small groups Teachers using single CPs
struction i more used small § large group-

\ ' ings in equal proportion.
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' Table VI - 6 (conclusion) ..° o N
L ' ~
Area and Item . Difference* ' Comments .
‘Selection"of CP Program .  None , S Collaboration of central .
‘ . . © & school administrators and
! . math resource teachers.
" Staff Qualificafions § " . . . 3
Expexience , . . . ) ) , .
Level of Education None 78% of all had B.A.
) - * 14% C had. M.Ac 01' phoDo
ke o g: compared to 7% of others.
) Certification 80% R.H. permanent compared ot
S . . "+ to 63-68% of others. \
Seeking Other Certifica- None ] Only 20%
: , tion | ) .
‘ Yrs. Teaching Title I More R.H. § C teachers have - ' .
¢ © 2-3 yrs. experience
Yrs. Teaching Primary’ . C teachers have less exper- .
o - ience. )
*  Time Teaching Mathematics None
Teaching Ratings D.C. lower than R.H. or A.W. D.C. lower than R.H. & AW.
: C highest ratings - 100% in in graphic layout, mani-
‘ ) ) ‘all but two categories. . pulative media; supple-
’ - . mentary materials; enrich-
. ment activities.
, Sma\l sample of teachers -
‘ results tentative., -
' Y
- L oL ’

* Differences among CP programs tested for stat15t1ca1 significance using the
Chi Square test.

' ' . v
»

** Abbreviations: A.W. = Addlson-Weslgy
. . D.C. = D.C, Heath
R.H. = Random House
C =

Combined - users of more than one prograni

-
3
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probably enough material available from the previous year to compensate for

the late deliveries. There was als substantial increase from 1972-73 in

«

the number of teachers using the Random\gshse hathematics prograps - about

~

twice the number as in the previous year. Although materials arrived on time,

% -

start-up problems could have been encountered. Staff training needs for the

Random house ma;hematics'program users are suggested’ﬁy the fact that the
. .

ratio of students to staff members-trained was 17, compared with 11 and 12

for the other prograims.
Other differences among the three CP mathematics programs seemed,
by and large, to give no particular advantage to any of the three: These

differences are summarized as follows:

1. Random House teachers have more experience than D.C. Heath or

McGraw-H111 have permanent cert1f1cat10n more than all others,

~ y

and have more experience in prlmary graddes -than a11 others

2. Random House teachers use operations and measurement as teaching
\ oL -0 '

activities less than others. !
e 3., Random House teachers have more aides than others.

- ” ’ ’ ¢ ’
4. Random House rated slightly better than Addison-Wesley overall,

and mueh better in its testing materials. > . ﬂgf<=~
5. Addison-Wesley teachers have better equipped classrooms than
D.C. Heath and Random House.

6. Addison- Wesley was rated better than Random House.
B
It is unfortunate that the records provided by the ﬁltle I offlce did
not indicate gthe teachers who were using combinations of several programs. It

-

would have been useful to compare the results with those using only one program.

163




Data from the Teachers Questionnaire shoqé that 28 teachers or 5.8% of those /™,

responding who were in the Competitive Partnetvship program Qere using séveral
programs, wlth 17%0f the 28 u51ng both D.C. Heath and Add1son-We$1ey, 6 using
D.C. Heath and Random House; 4 using Add1son—Wesley and Random House and 1
using a11 three,mathematxcs programs. A

]

. Although the sample is small, the results in Table VI*- 6 show the fol-

., N

lowing: .- ’ ’ . '
\ - ’ .
- 1. Combination: teachers are more experienced in the Title I progré%
- p
2. Combin§§ion teachers® use small”groups more than others. o
. 3. Combination teachers keep pupil profilg/pefbrds on some or all Ti-
‘ tle I students, more than others.
. _
4, SLombination teachers have better equipped classrooms:than D. C.
A ; : ‘ . .
4 Heath and Random House, but not bétter equipped than Addison-Wesley.

I .
5. Combination teachers have fewer aides but have them for longer.

. . L
*  periods of time. _

6. Combination teachers:use numeration and number theory as teaching
‘activities more than others.
= 7. Combination program teachgrs started in fall, materials arrived by

December, and they had access to last year's materials.

8. A combination of programs rated higher than single programs, 100%

in all categories except testing and problem solving.

N . . . o - .

* [ . ! -
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RECOMMENDATIONS - MATHEMATICS CP PROGRAMS

~

As with the Competitive Partnership reading programs, an improved dis-

3

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 nox'ghe strengths of ope program compensate fo

~—
.

weaknesses in another in terms of the learning needs and styles of the students.
. ¢ ,

N
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ADDITIONALWWENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING THE RECORD 'KEEPING
. AND COST EFFECTIVENEBS ANALYSTS OF THE LOMPETITIVE PARTNERGHTP PROGRAMS

K . » €

The following recommenahtionisgre applicd}le to both the reading and

mathematics Compeéi‘!Ve Partnership programs, and are recommendgd for implemen-

& : .
tation in 1974-75 operatifns and analysis. . oot
» ) *
l.. Cost. \Cost records should be analyzable by thé(grade level for
o -/) " which the materlals were purchased as well as Qy’consummible and

K /. non—consﬁmmable materiéls. A grade- level breakdown would enable s
the costs to be properly allocated by grade, a part of the angJys1s’

o ,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. 1In all likelihood, some publishers supplied materials

for kiﬁdergarte?‘while others did not. 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 fbf all three years will
be needéd. .Furthermore, since there is .considerable carryover of
inst£uctiona1 materials from earlier-ygaré, it will be necessary *
~to cumulate c;sts for the three years to represent éhe value qﬁ

instructional materials on hand, as well as to annualize the costs

of the various programs, ' . .
o N R . . . ]

. 4
2. Competitive Partnership program wtilization records and student
test records. The Competitivé Partnership program(s) used should

be entered on each student'f record. The use of several programs !

should be ;ecorded where appropriate. Data should be obtained
j LS ® -
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» i
. |
\

fromqgsth'classroom and resource teachers;‘partitularly sihce re-

source “teachers may use program(s) different from those uséd by - ’
. - . , . X : f |
the classroom teacher. A measure of "degrée of utilization" is v
e ) -3 .
needed for each student as well as for the class. For purposes of . .

. the evaluation, it is importan¥ to be able to match utilization = .
4 . . L . '. 'Q ;
records obtained from teachers with students' test data. For this

, ) . 4 .
purpose, teachers should besasked to'give their name on the Teachers

~

Questionnaire’ with the assurance that-the data will be held in

. s ¢
strigt confidence and only for the purpose of the Competitive Part-

nership gnalysis. ‘ : \

3. Develop a more compehensive Competitiﬁe Partnership criterion rating

"t

P

form forvuse by teachers. Obtain data for single and multipe pro-

gram users in order to obtain more sensitive comparisons of the . {

. streng£hs and weaknesses of various prograhs. ' ) K —§
4. Contracts with the publishers should be signed as soon as possible
and delive*y of contracted‘prograﬁ*ma?erials made as early as pos-
siﬁae in the school yea;. Beciuse of Fﬂ@ ldg time betweeh contrac-

tual commitments, delivefy'of programs'and their actual use and im-

: pact, qpprébriate records should be maintained for each contractor

‘1

L4 - .

P ‘ as to the date of the contract and the period of the school year

*

%

in which delivery was made and services provided.

5. Limit further contraects with the publishers (now represented iqkfbf

Competjtive Partnership) for instructional materials to the replace-

»

ment of consummable fhaterials* required for the continuation of ser- .

vices and of the cost effectiveness analysis..

4

SN R I 467 . |
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There should be an adgﬁuﬁte éupply of instruciiéﬁal q?{e-
rial; on hand to se;ve 10,000 - 12,000 students, Continuation of |
N Staff Dévelépment contract; are warranted where mo;e staff need to |

be trained and to equalize the ratio of students to numbers of

staff trained.

\

6. As indicated earlier, provide for mgqningful,Opportdnities’fbr

¢ w

° 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 compgnsate for the weaknesses of another
publisher's program. Samples of 20-30 teachers or classrooms should

bé'large enough to test the efficacy of combined program usage.

COST ANALYSIS

CONTRACT COSTS -~ - : '

4 L

-

) .2 ’ ' .
A cost effectiveness analysis is carried out in order to reach de-

;isions among a num%er of alternativeg, in this case the Competitive Partne;-.
'ship pregrams in }eading and mathematics. Although a number of alternatives
are beingvtriéd'put,Jit is assumed that it'will be/ﬁossible to reach a deci-
sion among then which would éliminate the most cogtly and/or the least ef-
fective in the long rum. In other words, the costs actually incurred must /

be projected into the future as repeatableﬂ%osts, 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

168
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comparison can be made among the various programs,
For the Competitive Partnefship programs, the costs of the instruc-
tional materials and the costs of Staff Development must be taken into ac-

count.

»

. . ) o
Table VI - 7 shows the costs of the instructional materials in reading

for each publibhgr for school year 1973—;2‘a;d the costs of staff develop-

ﬁent 1972-73 and 1973-74, Table VI - 8 shows similawmtosts for mathem;tics.

These data were provided by‘the Title I office about April 1974 and were

updated iﬁ August 1974. to take into account modifications in the contracts

with the publishers. The'instructioﬁél materials costs have been ;eparated

into categories of consummable and non-consummaﬁle costs, d;fined as follows:
1, Co;ts of Consummables - épgts of workbooks, tests and other

S A

materials that are used by the students“themselves and have to

-

be redrdered frequently. In some cases, such as tests, answer

sheets, wo;ibooks, pamphlets, handouts, these matérials may
have to be reordered annually {n order to maintain an adequate
supply,' Some schools like to give'studenté‘workbgoks, pam-
phleﬁs and other items to keep as many Title .I students often
d6 ;ot haye books of their own at home.‘ In otﬁerlcasés, some
consummable materials may be used for two or three years by the
schools. Workbooks and test booklets, fo£ example, can be re-
used by the scﬁoqls by having students write their answers on

separate paper: .Because some of these materials have to be '

> / - . *
replaced each year, and seme materials can be reused for two

] or three years, the costs of consummable materigls axe di-.

"~ 163
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vided by two years to Ffepresent 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 1ike 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,

Hawever, sooner or later, these materials will require replacement because’

.
.o

the content or presentation may become out of—date ox they are.
no longer useable for effectlve teach1ng Although some mate-
} . .

rials can be used for longer periods than other materials,

costs of non-consummable materials dre divided by .seven years .

to represent the annualized costs.

The cost informatiop in Table WI -.7 shows that in 1973-74 the largest
contract for reading materials wes with the'McGrew-Hlll‘Pgblishing Company
($113,318), while the smallest c0ﬁtrect for reading\paterials'was with D.C.
Heath. D.C. Heath §%:9 had_the’Iargest percentage ofrﬁep—eonsummable mate-
rials, with ?8.4% compgreg with 39.2% hnd 33.0% for the other two publishere.

ln mathemetics ln 1973-74 (Table VI-8) the largest contraet for instruc-
" tional materials was mith Addison-Wesley and the smallest contract was with
D.C. Heath. _In this case, Addison-Wesley had the largest'percentege of

o~

non-consummable materials, with 70.0% comﬁared with 30.0% for each of the,

.
other two publishers.
The 1nstruct1onal materials costs presented ‘in Tables VI,- 1 and

VI - 2 do not reflect the total amount spent under the Competitive Partner-
=

R /-3




-

. - /
ship programs with each publisher, as onI} 1973-74 costs are included. Costs

for 1972-73 must be added to gefle%the total amount éper;t for instructional

{

N
g ¢

is our understanding that the three-year cost effectiveness analysis to be

matérials with each publisher undér the Competitive Partnexship program

conducted in 1974-75 will include the 1972-73 cost data for ipstructional ma-

-

.terialé.

The staff development costs, as meﬁ;ioned“eailier, include 1972-Z§’
;pd 1973-74 contracts with the publishersl Actually, staff development con-
tracts fér 1972-73 were signed quite late in that school year (starting in
April 1973). Therefofe, for all practical purposes, the impact of the 1972-
‘75 staff development contracts would be felt in 1973-74. 1In reading (Table
VI - 1), the largest contracts for staff develbpment'were with D.C. Heath

and the smallest with Random House. In mathematics (Table VI;Z), the lar-
gest contracts for staff devélopment.were with D.C. ﬁeath and the smallest ‘
with Aédison-Wesley. »

In tie staff develspment costs f;} reading, it should be noted that
ﬁcGraw-ﬁill contributgd services valued at $9,000 at no gﬂérge'to PSDE,
Furthermore, Title I personnel reported thét qudbm Hou;e:;qpsqltaﬂfs als;
contributed time at hofqharéé fo; PSDC; - hdwéief; the doi1a¥:va1ue of that
contniput&&ﬁ was ﬁé;'khéwn. .

Ié 511& $565,000 was .spent for Competitive Partnership instructional

/ matérials for 1973-74 and staff devélopment for 1972-73 and 1973-74.

4

ANNUALIZED COSTS AND PER STUDENT COSTS

t . 3
Y A
P

-

' Tables VI - 9 and VI - 10 show the annualized costs and the per student cost3

173
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“
¥

of instructional materials and of staff development for reading and mathema-

l
)

. tics. - . ' , . :

'
‘ ¢ »

As indicated earlier, anhualized costs for consummables assume that

1

consummables can be used for two years, and annualized costs for non-consum-

Y

mables assume that these mater1a1s can be used for an average of seven yearsﬂ

Y

Flnally, staff deyelopment,eosts are_also annuallzed. The cost of
training that an individual staff member receiies is not a.repeatable cost.
’ 14
Such tra1n1ng is usefu1 to Title I as long:as that staff member cont1nues to

F

work with Title I ch11dren. After the first three years, the number of new
staff requiring tra1n1ng should be sharply reduced Idealiy, a staff train- ,
ing build-up schedule would'prov1de the deta11ed data needed, 1nc1ud1ng the
cumulative number of staff members tra1ned; ‘the number requ1r1ng training to

serve thé target population of students; average'expeeted years of continuing
’ ~

~ serV1pe with T1t1e I (based on turnover Tate); and provision for training of

staff replacements. Since this deta11ed.data is not available, 1t is assumed

that the staff training provided for the first two Xedrs will serve for an

4 . .
”average of 5 years. Thus, Staff Development costs are annualized by dividing

by five.

. r

@
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The number of students served was obtained from the Bu11d1ng\Prof11es \\\\\
prov1ded by ‘the Title I office in April 1974 and updated about August ‘1974 to 7
reflect modifications in the contracts with the vafious puBllshers. The per . )
student costs in column 9 in Tables VI - 9 and VI + 10’d1ffer from thos[ in

‘ column 6 in that those in column 9 1nc1ude staff development costs. s/,_

The results show that the D.C. Heath reading program is the }eest
costly, followed by McGraw-Hlll 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 Mchaw-Hill Reading prégram and the

l D.C. Heath reading program is much less (§6.94 vs; $5.3?) when measured on a
per student cost basis, a difference ofA$1.60 per year, or about 30% mere for:

! /
: McGraw-Hill than for D.C. Heath. ¢ g

-

Table VI-10 shows the results of,the per student costs for mathematics pro-
érams. B.C. Heath is the least eXpensive of the mathehatics‘programs, while
'D.€. Heath and Addlson Wesley have quite 51m11ar per student costs. However,
Random House and Addison-Wesley mathematlcs 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 materlals carried ovex, from purchases made in 1972-73, these costs

would not be included in this anaiys1s and might make it appear that one pro-
gram is less expensive when in fact the costs were simply incurred in a pre-

: vious accounting period. Allowances for such an event will have to be made
. L 4

"_’ ) 175 o

.
Iy
————— " ~




3 \
] . ‘ N 1 ’ ,
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ANALYSIS OF STANDARDIZED TEST RESULTS BY CbMPETITIVE PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM

-
?

’ +
- . . *

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The standardized ‘tests administered by the school system were analyzed

- according fé fhe type of compe;itive partgership.program used by the teachers
gnd studép@s in.reading and mgfhematiés. The results of these analySes are
summarized in Tables VI - 11 and VI - 12. These results show that in reading_ ”
'thejbest results for\gradé 1 were achieved by those_feaéh;?s and ;tudénts using
. the Rhndpm Housé programs.. There was no significant_differenCe iﬁ reading gain

scores among the CP piogram users in grade 3. ‘Generally, in grades 1 and 2, the

. ’ .
-

results achieved by teachers and students using the D.C. Heath reading programs °

o »

were slightly lower than the results for all Title I students. ° o St

~

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 progragg,

and in grade 1 the Addison -Wesley programs.

®

. . .
X beles VI¢14 through VI-19 present the detailed data for the standardized tests.

. .
¢

1 L ‘
:

DETAILS OF ANALYSIS, PROCEDURES, AND RESULTS

Procedures .
' The compa}ative analys{s pf,standard%ked test data bleompetitive Part;
. nership*programs was garried out using the samples of public school Title I
ideniified students in grades 1, 2 and 3 for whom the¥e were matched pretest.

"and posttest records. As jndicated elsewhere in this report (Chapter II, -

"Ppblic:Schodl Standardizéd Test Results), théaoﬁ#as’ﬂ:’;;tle I indicator on

the computer fape of standardized test results.. For purposes of the test
. ) . \ - N N N . )
score analysis, Title I students ﬁgre designated as those students scoring at

the 50th percentile or below (or its equivalent) on the pretest. Pxetests and

‘ . : - 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 I and pon-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 gtudents
with the test data. The source of data indicating the CP program used was //
. the "Building Profile" proviged by the Title I off{ce. These profiles were
| provided about April 1974 and subsequently updated to tgke 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 Fest da;a‘yas carFied out as follows:
1. Schools in which only one CP program was uggd and non-CP schooys.
C In thése cases in which the school was not participating in the

L]

» 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, Séhoéls in which different teachers and students were using dif-
ferent Cﬁ progfams. To match the CP program used with student .-
test data required printing out a list of teachers' names.with
their corresponding "grbup code number." This code group number
identified the students for each teacher. Next, the teachers'

names and CP program used (based on, the "Build%ng Profile’ data

-supplied by the Title I office) were matched with the teachers'

\ o - >
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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 classroom
[ 3 N

teachers wede used in the matching process. Data for Resource

-

- * LN .
el ,

Teachers was not available.
. Table VI-13 shows th reéults of the matching process for reading and
mathematic: in terms of the number of teachers using each CP program, thoge
" for- whom thére was no record, and multiple program users. Only 8 of thc read-

ing CP and 3 of the mathematics CP teacher records were not matched. Only one

N
multipleJCP reading program user was recorded and only 5 multiple CP mathema-

L]
i

- £

.tjcs program users were-recorded. < . ‘

* A

s
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The sample of students f;r each CP program is more, than adequate in
size to obtain reliable resultp; H9wever, improvements in sample size.cquld
be achieved by recording on the computer tape of'test daté the type of CP pro-
gram used and a Title I student indicat;r. a

In analyzing the results of the test scores, the data for students 1
who were not in the Competitive Partnership prbgram were treated as a sepa-
rate group. Additionally, those students for whom it was not pogsible to
identify an appropriate CP program.(because of an-inability to match the
teacher's name on the computer printout with a name on the Building Profile)
were treated as a separate group. The results of these two groups are in-’

. 2
cluded in the results for "all students" shown at.the bottom of Tables VI - 11
and VI - 12. These groups are not c;nsidered appropriate control‘groups against
~ whigh to compare results for the Compltitive Partnership §r5§rams. The non-
Cgﬁpetitive Partnership schools include schools in which the staff considere&
their p;ograms'of instruction to be adequate. Additivnally, many non-CP
sthools were '"new" to.Title I. '"New' schools often represent those with the
lowest need in terms of the school eligibility criteria., Therefore, it ;eems
appropriate to asstme that these programs are often’?t least as adequate as

-

those p;rticipating in the CP programs. - R

. yj
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Analysis and Results

o
Tables VI - 14 through VI - 19 show the details of the analysis of

the standardized tests by the Competitive Partnership programs in Reading

and Mathematics. These tables contain the basic data from which, Tables VI - “\\&4;/

”

11 and VI - 12 were derived. Each table contains means, standard devietions,

and N by grade, CP programs, and pretest posttest and gain sgores (except
Pl {
for grade 1) T _ ’ '

-

Means and standard deV1%tlons are presented with th 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 poSs1b1e to 1dent1fy the_appropriate

CP program (Unmatched). » /

a
. -

The results of the Analysis of Variance (F test) are also shown.

Differences ignificant at the .05 1eve1§qf confidence or higher are indi—<;
cated. A separate Analysis of Variance was carried aut for'Eacn end everyz
comparison separately for readdng and mathematics tests and diso for:eaep ;'
grade, separately for pretest .posttest and gain sco§ee/ ‘ |

(The Anova tests, however, included only the CP program subgroups and
the Comparlson Groups. It did not include the "All Groups" data, wn1ch 1s the

sum of the others.) _ S ;'ii B -

o - - . "
Comparisons among pairs of means were carried out,using the formila

given by Walker and Lev for testing the significance of differences of means

-

v

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

i / S Te486 . 7 - .
[§ . .
‘ [ . N N ’

< .

ot




- 162 - Ky

than other formulae for Students' "t" test, or other z tests. The formula is:

\

’ 1 4 (]

¥; is the larger ofr the two means;

Xz is the smaller of the two means; .

s 1s the sample standard dev1at10n of the two groups comblned )

. N/M- is the propbrtion of cases ih the sample.

.

.
s o 7 P3

'U51ng this formula a check was made for significance of differences

of means by solving for 4 2 Xl - Xz, at the +05 level of confidence or higher.

The tabieS'show partxal.results of this analysis.v Not all com- )

parlsons were carrled out as they did not necessarlly seem meaningful. In-

ro ' \

spectlon of the data suggested thaf xoundlng errors and small d1fferenges in

sample 51zes (e g , among the pretests, posttests and gain scores for the

same set of data) may in some cases have {ed to obtaining stat15t1ca11y sig-

-~

? nificant but substantively uninportant differences. Therefore, in preparing
the Summgry Tables. (Tables_VI‘- 11 and VI - 12) the folldwing factors were

considered: .3 . .o, T . .
" t N

1. Was there a 51gn1f1cant dlfference in the F test? - '

~e®

2. Was there.a signlflcant dlfference in the z test’




L3

e
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¢
o .

3. MWas there a diffedence between means of CP gnoups 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 rh the mean o% a CP group with one of the
comparison groups, of at least oee-half month grade equivalent,

after allowing for rounding errors and differences in sample

¢
»

size?

I .
5. When gains are rounded to one decimal place, was there a dif-

.

ference of one or more months jn grade equivalents among the CP

~

programs?

The overall trends, based on the actual data and the factors listed
J"\ ¢

above contrlbuted to the presentatson of f1nd1ngs in the summary tables.(VI-2,

VI-4 Vi-11, and VI-12) The results are descrlbed earlier in th1s section,

+

The detailed tables presented here are for those readers interested in the de-

’

tailed statistiéal tables. E ' ‘

A
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) . CHAPTER VLI
- PROGRAMS IN THE SPECIAL EDUCATION LEARNING CENTERS

B

)

The Special Education Learning Centers (SELC's) represent an appli-

cation of the Total Learning Center concept to handicapped children who ncgd

»

special -- and intensive -- educational services in order to recalize their
x

learning pétcntial. In addition, the SELC'éwerealso a translation of the

-

intent cxprgssed in Mills v. The Board of Education to provide nceded scr-
'v;ccs to handicappcd chilecn without isolating.threm from their age-peer
groups. As stated in the program mat;rials provided to the evaluation team
the SELC's were designed to accomplish four major objectives: (1) to enable
participating chilqréh to escape the stigma associated with traditionél spé-
cial education labels;-(Z) to provide individualiged educaéional services,
to each child.according to his needs on a half-day basis; (3) to return each
child to thc regular classroom setting as soon as thc‘child can manage it
on a full-time basis; and (4) to provide assistancc as needed, tq.the child
- and his'regular classroom teacher while he is in the 'SELC and after’hc re-
turns to the ;egular classroom. The Special Eduéation‘LcarJing Center, as{

-~

defined for the purposes of this evaluation, cnables hand1capped children
e

to escape ob;oletc special education programs. which label thcm but do not
either spEC1£¥;£bEgr deficiencies nor lead them to fulfilling their academic
-.and,sociaf‘tﬁﬁﬁ?TTit'es. The special education component as it operates
within the ieafnfng Center insures educational opportunity on an equal basis
. regardless of phyéical, psychological, sociologiéal or intellectua?}fmpedi-

.mcﬁts. The main objective of the program, as stated earlier, was the return
\

' 195
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At present there are five Special Education Learning Centers spon--
sored by the Title I program. Table V{g-l shows them with the feeder schools

‘which send children to each one of thenm.

- - -

TABLE VII-1 - .

\
SPECIAL EDUGAT1ON LEA&NING CENTERS AND FLEDER SCHOOLS PN
| 2 .
. "' Centers Feeder Schools - :
Seaton ‘Simmons, Hanson, Garrison
Aiton Richardson
Lewis Mott
Watkins Tyler
X . McGogney «  Draper- ) )
. Program Descriptioh
The fall 1973 Title I Special Education Learning Center's Program
. , s »r .
incorporated a team approath to help children learn more effectively by R

_ involving Learning Center consultants and those directly respo9siblc for -
the child -the parents, the teachers and the child himsclf. The effect of

- the overall appreach was to provide cxceptional children with a program

MR N

. &
geared ‘to their individual needs while*allowing-them to attend neighborhood

schools and remain in regular classrooﬁs, ﬂﬂgreby Qliminating t@e §tigma of
separation. :

Each school housed a center cémposed of three learning seftinﬁs.
The three SCtting?'cach served a spéﬁffic function. One sctting conccntra--
ted on mathematics, ;nother on ianguage and a third on perception.

e A

Students had access to the services of all special teachers serving
) 3£hc gdtlding as well as such itinerant personnel as vision, hearing and~
, spcécﬁ specialists. , ) ' . - .

J L)

The ultimate aim of thc Centers was to return students to a regular

~

classroom setting as soon as possible. In the interim, arrangements werc

- Vo .
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‘l
.

ade for participation of students in regular gghoo] activities for a part
/ *

£ each day. . - ‘ // . .
Ve ,
As the classroom teacher was responsible for the education of any
/

child enrolled in therenter, she was kqﬁt ?wére of the diagnosis and the
prescribed course of aciion, 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 folTowing things®

1. Provided the classroom teacher. with relevant. information about

[}

the cRild.

.
-

2. Provided the classroom teacher with specialized technfqubs and

- -
materials for use in the classroom. -

k3 - -
»

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 cducatiopal program. .-
Initial enrollment of children in the Special Education Program was
th}ough the regular spcéial educational referral procedure. However, the

acceptanct of children in the program involved a ''non-categorical" asscss-
s ¢ ! - -
ment of lcarning ‘disabilities. This sqermitted the repular classroom teach-
’ t) 23

er and the special resource teachers to collaborate on specific aims for
working with each child.’ As progress was no;ch}n,thc child, they were
[ J ' >

able to re-engage in regular ckassroom work with a minimum of disruption to
. A\’

0 2

established relationships.

“Children were hetcrogencouskly grouped regardlcss of type of hand 1
cap élqssification but homogeneously grouped according to social and aca-
demic ability. : T

(Total cnrollment varied tﬁroughoyt the ycar. New childrén centered

s ’ . ' f;

' ’ : : 197 ' . .
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the program as vacancies occurred due to children moving, receiving other
placement or’returhing to the regular classroom.

) étaffing Pattern ' e

LN

- Each Learning Center within a cluster was served by three tcachers 1

and threc tcacher aides. The Centers reccived additional scrvices from an ’
‘ |

instructional,coordinator assigned to the ﬁrojcct, the projéet psychologist

- I4
~ - -

and thc project director.

-
3

All teachers wgre certified by the Board of Educatioh and rcecruited
' oy

through the Rersonnel Department of the D. C. ‘Public Schools. ghe majority *

of the teachers had previous experiences in a Special‘Education Program,

a !

and were , selected on the basis of thoir ab111ty to cartrlbute to the pro-

4 :

gram's success. ' 1 -

-0t ‘» N Y . " ) ‘
The breakdown of staff and their respongﬁbilities is‘given below:

-

1) g¥ogram Director: Responsible for overall éoordination‘and *
¢ » . e
. %B v . *

'(2) Resource Tcacher: Responsible for ordering and gathering of

supervision.

’__natérials. Collection and récording of 4ata for central filea. In-service
training on the use or materials and assisting\hith the Aevelopment of an
1nd1v1dua11zed curr1cu1um for each ch11d

: . (3) Pszcholog1st Responsible for the sclection and.deVelopmcnt"

of materials tqéz§sisu teachers with on-going assessment of children. As-

. ‘ . : ) . . . . .
sisting teachers with development of behavioral objectives and placement -

-

of, children 1n appropriate sett1ngs. Evaluation of test data.
(4) TeacherS' Language and Mathemat1cs (5 cach)f. Responsiblec
for diagnos1ng and plann1ng an ind1v1dua11zed program for each ch11d in

his subject, utilizing a variety of learning centers, in which the child

198 :
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S

. .
. I - .
is placed according to his specific needs. Perception (5). Responsibie )

. »

for diagndsing and planning a program for each child to increase skills

in metor, visual and auditory perception. - S

ot
1)

(5) Edulational Assistants (15): Responsible for providing sup-

I . 13

. \ _ \
portive services for the tcacher, such as duplicating and preparing mater-

) ,‘- 3 s » e [3
ials, helping keep rcecords and conducting assigned tecaching activities with
v .t N -
individual students.’ )
The three tcachers,in each Center were competent and knowledgeable

. )
in the following arcas: (1) Educational diagnosis-selccting, devising,

’

administering and interpreting diagnostic.instruments, training others in .

’

. Ny . . S . c e
their use. (2) Prestriptive programming-relating diagnostic findings-to

. educatioqu techniqhes; selecting, devising, rccommending, and testing edu-

cational materials for individual children and specific groups of children.
(3) Implementing insffuction-qarranging~schcdu1es, groupings, and changing

these when nceded; trainming teaclers: and aides to utilize specialized and
. . \ . , =

innovative methods. (4) Educational cvaluation--recording student’s' re-
N . B 4

sponscs and progress; seledting and devising techniques to rate and measurc s .

the iffcctiveness 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 exchange information and observations

about the child's acadcemic needs, to discyss the teacher's régommcndatlons

. .

for the child's school program and to have pafcnts communicate any parti- ‘

cular concerns they had about their child to the tcacher.

» (el

Curricplum Materials and Methods of Instruction
. N -7

. b
Teaching matcerials which differ from those used in the.regular
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1}
classroom werd used in the centers.  In cases where lussroom materials
. . S
. ,. ‘ N - . . . .
werec, utilized, different methods and techhiques werc employed. Specific
academic programs which have built-in plagement and evaluation materials

_were_used. , .

\ B 1
~

As the éprriculum of the Center was designed to reflect an aware-
ness of a heterogencous group of children, a large variety of matcrials
dbre available, cnabling thc tecachers to match the cohnitiée stylc of the
learner with the cognitive demands of the task. f

« ‘An interdisciplinary approach, the Collaborative Service Program,
has involvg&_§chool psyéhologisgs, social workers, pupil personnel workers,
g nurges,~specia1 eéugation teachers, physicians, teachers and parents. The

' . Ve . . . . ! . .
Collaborative Service Program was a basis for in-service training which was

prévided to five Special Education Learning Centers' teachers in a Child

Development Consuitation role, during May, lu

o T
Cpnters or other séec1a1 educatlon staff in a Teacher Consultatlon rolé

: . A
during a 1973 summer workshop.

. ‘ i
The underlying principles of the Collabqrative Services Program

were as follows: .. v .

(1) Empha51s early in a child"s school career on thosc thlngs
s

which lead to succgssful lecarning rather than merely labelling deviancy;
.

]

®  (2) . Active involvement and participation of teachers and parents

in the diagnostic process; .
r

(3) Collabgragn between professionals from the field$ of health '

A}

£ .
«
~

and education;

~(40 Awarcness of conistraints;in the time and'pcrsonn01 available

v
»

for nceded serv1ces to the large number of ch11drcn Jat risk;

(5) Continual evaluatlon and adaptatxon of the program to mect ’

LS

local necds and rcsourcts. ’ o
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As o follow-up of the Spring and Summer workshops, collaborative \\

'scrvices were provided to 24 primary grade classrooms In;Title I schools

during the 1973-1974 school yegzw?s a- cooperative effort between Special
Educatiop Lgarning Center teachers and Pupil PersonneL\WOrkers,“witA parti-
cipation wherever possible of school-bascd special education tdzzﬁéxs.
Back-up services werc provided by Pupil Personnel Aides, psychologists and

ra
social workers.

) 4

Major Findings and Recommendations . . ‘ ¢
: )

. : AR
Classroom tcachers, principals, parents and Learning Center staff

T ) [
on the whole regard the Special Education Learning.Center program very

favorably. Though we have not gained access to the test data, it is re- . .
, ' ' 4
borged the pre- and posttest achievement$ were iyd?eased-for the children

‘ance while rctaining the soci;? environment of hetcrogeneous grouping.

exposed to the program. =™V

The basic program design contains features designed to diminish
the isolation and stigmatization of exceptional children. The program

maintains these children in their peer group regular classes while provid-
) . , . - FY
ing special serviceés to meet their special needs. It is apparent that this

is a workabl®e desfg% that affords the best of specialjzed tcchnical assist-

]
. .

0 Among the most outﬁtanding outcomes of ‘the program was the general

satisfaction of thosc connected with it ﬁhat they were doing a worthwhile “

iob in hélping children: Repeatedly, teachers remarked aﬁoht the tremendous ;‘

gains in student effort, learning and: self appreciation. The reason for - -~

this ch§nged attitude on the part of students and teachers is 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.

<61 : ‘




¢ When viewed in prd%lem-solving terms, the program seems to have
‘ » ’
cléarly g¢tated achievable objectives, traincd.and dedicated people with the,

necessary time, materials and space to do the joﬁ. The work of the Spe- - .
cial Education teachers was supported by continuous training and understand—
ing assistancc from supervisors. The overall structurc, goals and resource
aflocut%ons of the pfogram seem firmly committéd to the suéécss of the
program. .

, . There were some limitations on the amount and qualiéy of‘teachcr
collaboration for planning and progress assessment. Ilowever th2re was a
major training effort diéected at festering this collaboration.

| . .

/ Parents were involved as aides and were encouraged to offer ;;mc in-
sjgﬁts to the program.. Therc is somc indication that many pa;cnts)were not
suﬁficiently informed to mean%pgfqlly agsess the value o% the program.\'
This type of parental inyolvement cannot be expected with;p the .
context hnd resource limitations of the program as structured.,’ .

To some extent ;hq regular\teacﬂers did nét share the enthusiawm

. with student progrgss reflected in the Special Education téacher responscs.

This may be due in larg;\parf to differences in the level and specificity

a %
\ 4

of expectations for the two. groups of teachers.
The evaluation team recommends that:
. . , ! ‘
(1) The Snecial”gducation Lcarniné Centers (SELC's) should not

’/) only be cdhtinuqﬂ, but they should also hc further cexpanded to include:

’

| . . . . R
i (a) At lcast some children having morc severe lecarning disabilitics than

the children presently involved? (b) Additional psychological services,

so that onc psychologist is not attempting? to provide assistance ta all

five centdrs. Ideally, a psychologist should be assigned to each center

)

v
.
L
YOI

¢
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‘to-work with other staff members and children in finding the best learning

approaches for indivgﬁeals, in assisting staff members and the child-

. 4 . : . .
ren themselves to gain insights into behavior problems, and the 11ke.€3

(c) Consultative medical services. Such services might be arranged for
et ” e sy .

.

by using a training hospital located in the neighborhood or by contractfng

1

with local physicians who are specialists in pediatfics. The services pro-

Y4

vided should include e{plaining and interpreting speciai medicgl informa-

_tion to gpaff members and parents regarding particular children as it re-

lates to the learning process, proyidiﬁg exéminations where no other re-

sources are available in reasonable period%’af £ime,‘assessment 3£ the gen- . {

eral ph}sical and nutritidnal status of individual children, and the lfké. -
'

(2) Increased parental participation in the SETC'S should be plan- -

ned for and implemented. The following suégestions afé‘méde with regard

~ . '

. . . . A y
to increasing parent participation. (a) Parent training workshops focused,
on such areas as understanding and encouraging the learning pngram,.and

' /
medical and nutritional information, igcluding gépducnfﬁg workshops at hours

L] . A 1

convenient to parents and paying them each an honorarium’to attend. (b) Es- °
. T .

tablishment and publicizing of a "drop-in-any-time" policy for parents, so

as to see their children learning in the center. (c). Establishment of a

« * B
parent advisory council fer each Centev with an active input intp the pro-
"L‘ . ’ . ( ¢ ) ' |
gram planning and implémentation process.
14 ' ’ \ ' s
(3) A more formalized relationship between the teachels of the|

~ \

A ‘ t
regular classroom program from which the children come and the staff of

the Center serving those children should be established. This relationship
could take such forms as: (a) Classrpom teachers observing:the Learning

Centes program and vice v&sa to see and share techniques for working with
~ 'o N v “~

¥ .

N -
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' : ’ ‘ [ "
a child. (b) Regularly scheduled classroom tgacher-center teacher con- .!
ferences {approximately once a ménth) to shar {progress.reporté, problems ;
| |

encountered, insights regarding inhiVidualtchildren. (c) Regularly

scheduled warkshops for both Center and classroom tea%pers bonductqg by a
» e 1 <

psychologis€, pediatrician, psycbiatiist, etc., to increase insights ipto
particular children's learning disabilities, as well as'into improy, wa&s

of dealing with guch disabilifies as they.are manifested by various childreng
> kq) The procédures for identifying, assessing, and admitting a

«child into the SELC's prbgram should be streamlined. One way to effect this
\ ,

streamlining would be to 'use a 'total team approach' once the initial iden-

~

tification has been made. ) :

™ (5), The Learning Center staff should be encouraged to develop agd
Peant - . ‘
test their own instrumentation for assessing and recording gﬁe progress that, - ° -
- . .

S

an individual childAié making not only in the acq@emic'areas&igut also in the

non-cognitive areas as well, e.g., improved self-esteem on the part of the
L] 4 . \ . ] ' .

part&cjpatiné children.
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CHAPTER VIII _ . Co i
STAFF DEVELOPMENT v S '

- s . l ’
The purpose of this_ sectlon is to ‘describe and evaluate the operatlon °
and the effect1veness of the Staff Development component of the FY 1974 Title ' .

4

I Program. \The ob3ect1ve of the Staff Development concept as stated in’
1
A Manual of Operat1ons for ESEA Title I, was to develop an +all *nclus1ve pro- R

gram of Stafﬁ Development involving profess1onals, para- profess1onals, and o
parents Title I pr1nc1pals, teachers, educatlonal a1des, support personnel

and parents were to be involved in developmental programs de51gned to provade
each w1th the knowledge, att1tudes, and skills necessary to meet. the obJect1ves 6

' .
3 o

of the Title ;\program: D ' . +
The scope of the program was ‘to include the following activities:
" ". 1) Orientation seminarS( N

\

*2) Title'I Educational Institute

. .

~ 3) In-Service Courses (D.C. Teachers College) ) i. - e
n . ‘ © : &
‘ 4) In-Service ﬁorkshops . ‘ \\
; 5) Conferendé; and conventlons’ - . ST R 1
) ‘6) Training sessions' o . N’l '\‘0 f ¢j"
7) .On-going assistanCe ’, _ S ' | . A '

The methods of carrying out the Staff Development program for FY 74 .
\
was to take place-in three phases. Phase [I was 0r1entat1on, one half-day

L]

. ‘*_

session, with c1tyw1de attendance required. Phase I1 was the Title I Educa-

t1onal Institute, a week long ‘intensive 1nstructlonal period for all f1eld

[ ~

personnel on a staggered basis. Phase II1I was the Follow -up Seminars and

wo;kshops focus1ng on 1nstructaanal—;ssués* problems and pract1ces , o

’

‘; * o ilz05 R




¢

. ‘. v

. /

The sources of 1nformatlon utilized for the eva1uat7pn of the );taff
Developm component were the Comprehenslveggbogram of FY 74 an an of

Qperations ES| Title I FY 74. In addlé/on, 1nformatlo was’dran from per-

sona1 in erviews w h pr1nc1pa1s :hd téachers from questionnaires distri- T
. . . : . j
buted o key school pe onnel Such.as principals, progrim coordinators, and
. / . N f
" teach rs. . - L ) .' : Coa s
{ . S

"“*~\N\ THE NETURE OF AFF DBVELOPME&T ACTIVIT]BS T

. e ‘ W \

\

?

The nature of Staff Develo enti.accordlng to thI Manual ofLOperations'

for BSEA Title I, requ1 s that teachers and othe;, f members ive spe-
. v, / T, ] - -

c1a1 tra1n1ng to carry out their partacular asslgnments erefore, teachers

The cg;rses provide
teachers w1th techn1ques for upgradlng pupllskwskllls in reading and mathema-

B

tics. T1t1e I classroom teachers are also g1ven the opportn?1ty %g attend

yérkshops, conferences, and semlnars in other cities, -/ o !
”

\ The Title I Staff Development Program is a training program f%at pro-
/
vides for effe;tlve use. of human resourcegj——Thp program.is designed to help

S .
teachérs and educatlonal azdes acquire knowledg and skills that will enable

s other areas. . C e

The major staff development aqgtivities conducted in FY 74 were Work-

~+ - ’ - ) .
- - . * ’ ’ ’
V’\/“\ . ’% . - i A

— s ) v
shops, Orientation Seminars, Cons nt)Visitations, and Demonstrations.,
. )

There were also a conférence a sem1nar, and several in- serv1ce courses in

cooperatlon w1th the D.C. Teachers College (see Tables VIII-1 and VIII 2)

Brief descrlptlons of the Staff Development ‘activities are given below.

- - RN




Horkshops were practical activities which were carefully planned to

, / .
help teachers, instructfg;;I‘;}ges, and parents become familiar with the
i ) “
use of the different reading and mathematics materials programs. For teachers,

the workshbps were geared toward the developmént of expertise in the teaching
!
of reading and math, development of -leadership skills, and management skills.

N

For  aides and parents, the workshops provided training in how to give maximum

-

support to teachers and Ebil

and to learn ways to help children improve
their"eading and math.skills.

‘ \5 Orientation Seminars involve Titl
EEEERAN N .
: J}subgtitutes, stgff members, and support persognel. These seminars focus on

-

\\I teachers, . administrators, aides,

N -
~

acquainting all involved personnel with objec s, directions, organization

N

\ and resources of the Title I program components. ch orientation sessions

. ’ , .

involving 52 partiﬁéyants were held during the academic year 73-74. ™
\ * ‘ ~ ! \\

Consultant Visitations were provided by the publishing compamies in

lejding assistance in the utilization and understanding of their program equip-

N

“' menft and materials. . .

Demd;strations were often provided by the ‘publishing companies. Tea-

chers, aides and other staff members were introduced to the Competltlve Part-
. I ™
. [\nershlp progfﬁms. These companies provided the necessary training fof\%he

ma1ntenance of those’ 1nstruct10qa1 designs within" the classroom environment.

~ . A

i \ -
I Confereﬁces involved the Title I parentﬁ teachers, adm1n15trato s, and

sta% The tonference relateg to the school curriculum and to the need§ of- 1
\ .

Title 1 students. : ) ' ‘
- ¢ W . Q /
In-Service Courses concentrate on affording Title I staff members an

. ! . .
opportunity to increase their compegincy‘in the techniques of diagnostic-

+ —

“ . - "W v -
- . -~ " N \ .
— -
.
.
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prescriptive tehcﬁing and differentiated instruction. Course work was pro-

vided with the support of D.C. Teachers College in four Total Learning Center -y

locations. These courses were ag’ follows:
/ - ~

. 1) Thg Dynamics of Reading Instruction in Urban Schools.

\1

This course was designed to provide participants.with a variety

.
native directions

‘ " - ———— - -
of methods, techniques, and éXperiences that will offer
. - f

N

‘toward the solution )f ¢ myriad of prob in the teaching learning process.

This course, con ed October 30, 1973 through January 15, 1974, was a two”
/
credit graduate4éourse for professionals and was a two creth undergraduate '

course for pa a-professlonais————————_.___

2) athematlcs in Our World Today.
/.

. This coufse dealt with the le ing center approach to teaching
,.—”’mgfﬁgaiiizghEHE3ﬁghfofizigggllzatlon,_ijui atlon of other spec1a1\§ub-
ject matter areas‘ﬁ{th mathematics and the gradual transition from 5 ard

measyrement tc the metr1c system. TRis was also a\two’grgdrt’grgduate course

— N\

for professionals and two undergradnate’tf‘ﬁff::?grrpara«profe551onals The

-~

course ran from November 1, 1973 to_January 17, 1974.

\ ‘““‘ST—ﬁkﬁﬁectlx_Teachlng/fﬁii;’hematlcs

-

to proﬁddo the teacher withmethod and content which will enab her to be#\
come more sensitive amd responsive to the affective as well as the cognitive - ———|
" needs of the student The course also dealt with maklng-the transition, from

standard meesufement to the!metric. .The course was held: February 21, 1974 ,

through May 2, 1974. K o\




-

) .
‘ 4) Enhancing Reading Instruction through Affective Domain.

This course was designed to present the ways tb/correlate af-
] . I .
- 4
fective education with current cognitive educational instruc%ion. This in-

volves the "total child" in a balanced learning process tha#’provides for the
I

graduate credits for para-professionals and it was conducted February 26, 1974

thrbugh May 7, 1974.

v

y personal and, the academic needs of students. This course was worthciwo upder-
|
|

. In addition to these regular academic year training programs, there

< .

course was "An Interd#%ciblinary Apprbach to Teaching," conducted July 4, 1973
- : }

[

[ was also ong in-service training session during the summer months. This
l
! 2 ,through August 10, 1973. % T ' //

The "Total Team Approach' to Staff Developmenq is the concept of train-
ing Title I personnel and parents iﬁ’E’;;;;;ed body., The objective of the
concept is t; dete1 fragmented training Ses;ions.fq; all staff members and
parents involved in Staff Development,

4

- The principals, classroom teachers and the resource teachers we(s\iskéa\\

/ ! /

they thought were the most heneficial types of Staff ,Development activi-

ties for FX\Zz. All groups mentioned workshops involving/;gachers, parents

and aides. Some of the respondents specifically named the Metric Systems
/’

i Workshqp, the Random House Reading Workshop, D C Heath Mat op and
1 - e 3§§ !

in- bu11d1ng workshops. Demonstrations of new materlals and new equipment

were also mentioned as beneficial types of activities.
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Number and Number and Number and Total Number
. Percentage Percentage Percentage and
Type of Teachers Studied Familiar Unfamiliar Percentdges
Elementary 53 8 45 ©53
Classroom Teachers 60% 15% *85% 100% |
‘Elementary Math . 41 7 34 41
Resourceé Teachers ’ ' 46% / 17% 83% 100%
. / p _
Elementary Reading 44 . .9 35 44
Resource Teachers 49% - 20% 80% 100%
. e .o . '
\J ¢ o M
Secondary 19 1 . 18 19
Resource Teachers 95% 5% £ 95% 100%
/ - - < - l\ -_—"
’ 157 25 132 157
GRAND TOTAL 100% 16% 84% \ 100%
. N ‘. &
s ’% 2
- ﬁ i /
P , -
, \ . .
Ty ?ata based on Interview Responses only. \
EUER L L S : \ Lot .y
. .
\ , - L
! o
(W o »
{ . / ‘
| - | :
Ve '7
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. Table VIII - 2

LIEY

PERCENTAGE OF TITLE I TEACHERS FAMILIAR WITH THE "TOTAL TEAM APPROACH"*

*

. »

z

'.
L

-a




The school peréonnel were also asked for their suggestions for i

ot

' proving the‘Staff Development program.

Their suggestions are listed below: -

1) Provide more staff development: sessions. '

2) Provide better scheduiing‘bf workshops.

./ , .
«3) Provide substitutes to cover classes when aides
and teachers attend staff development activities.

4

Make worﬁghops school-wide.

.

Provide mdre teacher in-put. e
" 6) Allow teachers and aides to attend sessions together.

7 Develop mor proféss1ona1/para-proféss1ona1\
interperson ] relationships.

. 8) More academlﬂ contact in the sessions.

[’ .

9) Pay more attention to policy, budget, and plannlng
conférences¢

10). Actrvitles to be scheduled before school starts or
during nop-school -hours. ‘

!

x " '] -

y 11)' Cut down %n the number of meetings.

- — a
* A though percentages are b%sed on the total number surveyed, because each®

p rson could make more than one suggestion,

{ -
tb\\ 100%. . .
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MAJOR FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

“

- o~ 1

1. The present‘conpept of Staff Dcvelopment for the Title I staff is an

excelgenf one. It was designated as the "total team approach," and refekrred
L.I ’ - .
to th% iqvolvement of teachers, prindipals, aides, and other staff members.

The evaluation ‘team in their surrey wds able to find only 15% of classroom

. { .

1teachers, ﬂ?% of elementary readlng and mathematlcs resourcge teachers, and

5% of secondary resource teachers fam111ar with the "total team approach "

’

They haye acka\ﬁledged that the concept has not been practiced as widely as

they'wou d like to see it pract1ced- a {;
ﬁt is, therefore, recommended that special effort—should be made to

- ¥

popularlze the "total team approach" by emphasizing its 1mportance to all

pr1nc1pals, teachers, andJEtaff at the 1n1t1a1 Title I meet1ng at/zhe/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

) '3
in each Staff Development}session of importance.

4
v .
~

2, - Almost all the principals have pointed out that the announcement for

s i
Staff Development activities oftamﬁrached them after the scheduled activities

£ w

were over. In spite of their desirc to send ‘their tecachers and aides to the

Staff Development activities, it was too late for 'them to do so. In some in-

'ifances, the announcements arrived on the day of the Staff Development jacti-
vity, making it impossible for them to arrange for substitute teachers to re-
. < .

lieve the regular teachers. ) S\

. 3
- It is, thereforc, recommended that the Staff Development office shopld
plan a yearly schedule for its activities for the coming yenr.‘ The schedule
v, ' N ! N ! !

,_,’ ) / , : -

L S 213

s
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14
\

" should be p1ac d in,the pri c1pa1's hands hefore 'the c1asses begln in Sep-’ LI

tember. In addition to the @arly schedule,. it will be helpful to hdve a ' )
\ Tt KA

)

quarterly or monthly calendar of events, with brief descriptiohs of the na-

ture of the Staff Development planned. Such preplanned sessions, we belicve,

would bring about better results insofar as the overall participdtipn of the”

. , . ¥
staff is concerned.

. -
. .
»

3. Arranging for substitute tcachers to handle classcs when the regular

teachers attend the Staff development sessions has been extremely difficult,

It was pointed out as one of the main reasons for poor attendance in Staff

‘many good programs arranged by the Staff Development office’ were poorly at-

]

tended.* Many teachers had to coyer two or three,classes at times jn order
' - - .
to release the’ teachers of those c1asses for such programs e practice

t .

is unfair to the teachers as we11 as to the pupllS 1nv01ved

.
A .

It s, therefore, recommended that speC1a1 provision should be made

- ] »

to 31?8 temporary help when the teachers and aides haye to attend Staff De=——"

e
velopme::/programs so that those attendxng will derive the maximum benefit
§ Ty

N i N .
from the programs. & . ) . P
- ' . -

*

4. There is a tremendous‘ need for a var1ety of Staff Deve}opment ges ons

.'

. There should be more readlng and mathematics workshops for é&ementary c? §%-

b

+ room teachers, in addltlon to the ‘ones conducted for the resource~teachjf/,/ :>//

They should be held in c ntinuum and scheduled carefu1 y so that ///%a 7 N
: /,/ AN
t

people can grow with the program regularly by atte dlng'at a t//e

~

>
Y convenlent to them. /

, ) . O , . A ‘ , -~
= - : ' ==
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, . : CHAPTER IX .
“PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM

’ INTRODUCTION

v

Information on the Pdrental Involvement Program of Titie I in the PSDC

)

[ \ .
was obtained from the Title I Coordinator and £rom questionnaires and inter-

. RN

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. . >

S / * N

The emph951s of this evaluation was to obtain information from parent

members ojthe Parent Advisory Counc1ls and pub11c school principals of, the .
ictmnx g in selected .areas of the Parent Adv1sory Councils 1n re1at1on to

schools.  The emph351s wa!!placed upon the functlonlng of PACs at the lo-
A . . \

ing of the Regional and. ityw1de PAC's,as 1nd1cated by the members' responses

. / W

€] uestionnalre.' ‘ ’ . . . - /

}
\
”cal level; however, rtain infornation-is equally applicable to the function- .
|
|

( . It should be nfited that there are‘many other areas of pareptal and com-

\ . ’ o . B ' . -
. munity invqlvement that are not dealt with in this evaluation., Based upon the
, ?\ » Y N . ¥
" review of :o:ﬁments provided by the Titl fI office, it ‘appeared that sound

organ1zat10n and p1ann1ng was taking place at the level of the Citywide Council.

AddltionLlly, émpha51s wds being placed on the further development of the Re-

gional and Local PAC's. 3

",

‘ : : PLANNING ° g
\7 . v \ ’ ‘
X " . The Parental Involvement Program shows evidence of sound planning to in-

vdiye‘parenti~jn\tij'Tit1e I Program. The Title I Coordinator provided info-
P ‘o N
’ ™

S s

<N

;(}j



’, ' -

Councils were in the process of being organized in 1973-74 and notable pro-

P

!
gress has been made. The Title I Coordinator ‘has continued to focus upon ef-

-

o
forts at individual schools to develop strong local PAC's. School represen-

tatives have been appointed, officers have been e1ect%d and many orientation

i

/|
and training programs have been held for the parents ‘o

Thi$ component is operating within the spirit d the 1etter of the
DHEW guidelines. Continued effort in the directions ready established

should continue to improve the-overall effectiveye/s of the program, . |
/

4
REACTIONS OF PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS TO THE PARENT ADVISORY COUﬁCIL 4
\ . | ‘ - 3

Reactions of the public school Lr1nc1pals to PAC were obtained from %

respondents to the Principals' Questionngire and the Principals' InterY}ew )
' 4. s —
‘It should be noted that principals were asked to respond_ptimarily to the

PAdkin the1r own school rather than to the regional/ and citywide PAC.

Table IX - 1 shows the p051tive results of PAC's 1n their schools, reporte\
by the public school principals of the 74 principals interviewed, only 7

)

(9 4%) reported little or no p051t1ve results wh11e more, than, three out of

. / //;x(

four reporged that, in general, parents were involved ‘and cooperdtive. Table \

IX - 2'shows how principals reported that PAC\m‘mbersejkre'involved*in decision-

»
Y

making. More than one-Half of the principalg 1nterv1 wed sa1d that the locaL R

/ “e ‘/'\
PAC was involved in revfﬁwing the budget and in tablishiny prior1t1es }
f y/

These results are consistent with those/;;é/nted by the parekts. Again, on}y
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Table IX - 1
{ ’ N [l
’ ‘ . ~ v / L]
POSITIVE RESULTS ©F THE LOCAL ‘PAC,.AS REPORTED BY PUBLIC SC%PRINCIPALS*

-5 .
. .
.
»
Py

5 o

f
. . f
> Parental Involvement 4nd Cobperation 57 \\ 77.0 . "
| . \ , -

Positive Attitude Change on the Part of . |

Parents and the Community 17" 23.0 L
' ll a - » Y : FO ‘(W . 3
// Increased Participation in School Activities 11 14.8 ) .
4 -Leéxning Efperience for the Parents - 8N .10.8
. : . . ’ / PN
+» Little or N* Positive Results 7 <9.4'. .
| . ' )
\ .
Ly )
’ »\M‘T’ : 7
‘ , o Pable X - 2 L . ,
] ,!r-j? \_( “}-l‘ v B '
t ) ;,-\.""? <7 ’ / / )
(2’0"’} -~ ‘ A\l /

’ . o~ . / .
//INVOL NT OF THE L6CAL PAC IN DE}.’ISION MAKING‘;;’&S REPOR;TED BY, THE PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS*
i ~ / . L1234 ‘ .

P |

’ g : £ %
Involved in Reyiewing-the Budget and | /// . 41 55.4
, Setting P.ri%rites : / - ‘ . ’
. '\" i \' - . ‘ I v
/ Review and Advisory Capacity .11 14.8 - |

¢

Extensive Involvement 6 '8.1

/'y

. . R
. Participated in Meetings and Workshops 4 » 5.4 ///

~ .
Involved but Not as Much as Desired 9 12.2
e l |
ﬁpt Involved : | 8 10.8

Y o

‘ ) . '
-
. .
.
Iy



7;re rebruifed for PAC by‘fbe schogls. I

N
/;nd notices sept to tﬁ’,hgpeq ere the most frequent

f SN
ntact a sﬁ ol staff member were/next ' “

; .

i ver! by prpnc school principals (in the

ce of parent volunteer workers and

T
=2
(o)
g
O

eer wgrkers is’:gzed "eXcellent" or

low average' by only 5.0%. PAC is

ated "excellent"agr goo ' by 34 5% of the pr1 cipals, and "below averagngf.
t

1na11y, 38 3% of the public school principals (23/60)

b

good" by 48.4% df the prin pali( and "

or "poor" by 31. 0%

/}ted "lack of paren{pl 1nvolvement" as g "majo probleg/ n admlnlsterlng ;
i

the Title [T Progiam" in their school. .

[ W e T s et T e

Table IX - 5 hows the changes suégested for PAC by public school 4rinci-

» Lad

7
~ 7

pals Headlﬁg the 1;§t are "more parenta and community 1n?P1vement" (21 66),

"more tra1n1ng for parents" (13.5%), and "more stipends for' parents' (10«86).

. ; , .
+ .
LA . L]
. , .
..
)
%

‘
/ ) *
. ©
. . N
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* Personal Contact by School Staff Member(s) ‘26 35.1.
- . v
Pupil Personnel Wox?/er ) ( 13 17.6
‘ ' / }\ L {f'
Program Assistant PN T 7 9.4
Teach¥ys. " : .. 4 5.4 o

Counselor, Pupil Personnel Aide ‘I\. /

Others . 2 6.8
. “\\‘
N ~
‘\ Voluntegred 12 16.2
t / ,
Parents Meetings - N / 10 13.5
- ‘ “ /)
~ A
* From the Principals' Interview
/
* L J
. &
. "
\ 219

: ' : " f % o
Open /nviltatic;n,\Letters and Notices /{( 9.2 ¢

METHQDS FOR RECRUITING PARENTS FOR PAC AS REPORTED BY PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS*
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Table IX - 4

\

PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIRALS"RATINGS OF PAC

FROM THE PRINCIPALS'

Performance of Parent Volunteer Workers

{DESTIONNATRE /

)

\

Excellent
Good
Average

Below Average

Poor

S

u
.

14
£

, 4
“ 25

© 28

Excellent
Good

Average

Below Avexage

Poor

[3
]

' Parent Advisory Council (Lgéal)

Ry

3. ¢
17

20
f

15

Checked as a ‘Major Problem in ;
Administering the Title I Program

Lack of Parental Involvement 23
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Table IX ~5—

. .

No Suégestions
More“Parental and Community Involvement
More Training for Parents

More Stipends for Parents _ B
Need a Program Assistant or Pupil Personnel
Worker to Take Charge
*

.Change Arran§ ements for Meetings for
e

Convenience of Parents

VOre Communication to Parents from T1t1e I
* Office’

Pr1nc1pa1 ox Teachers Should be in Charge of PAC

Prov1de Transporta ion to PAC Members

Other Suggestions \\\\
. 4 :

* From the Prihcipals* Interview

221

STIONS FOR CHANGE FOR PAC REPORTED BY PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS*

. f )
21 28.4
16 *21.6
10 13.5
8 10.8
4 5.4
3 4.0
4 5.4
2 2.7
2 2.7
. [
6 " 8.1
.h!
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REACTIONS OF PARENT MEMBERS OF THE PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL (PAC)
A questionnaire was forwarded through the public schools for parent — ——
T ——— .
members of the PAC. The parents #ere asked questions about their involve-
ment and participation irn PAC, their opinions of the Title I Program, and

-~
N

suggestions for the PAC and Title I Program. One hundred thirty-one qﬁes-

- . I4 ﬂ
tionna;:es were comptééed by the parents in public schools, including both
elementary and éecondary public schools, a return rate of about one third'of
the PAC questionnaires distributed. | , . \ 4

Demographic Characteristics A

_ The 'parents responding.to the questionnaires were almost’all women,

with 98% female and 2% male. All age groups were represénted, with the per-
' centage distribution shown in Table IX - 6. '
. /.
R .

The’ educational level of the parents (Table IX - 7) ranged From completion

BN

of the 6th or 7th grade (7.0%) to some college r other training after high .

school (17.8%). The number of ‘children enroll 1n school was as high as 9

f/fbr one family, with about one fourth of the mell

s\reﬁorting only one

ch11d in school one third of fhe famil1es report1ng two ch11dren in school

¢

and the remainder reporting three or more chi{Sren in school. According to

the parents, fully 90% of the children were Title I identiﬁie&. '

‘Participatiqn in Various PAC Groups ‘

Table IX - 8 ;hows various PAC groups in which the parents are partieipating,
Table IX - 9 shows the offices held by the parents who completed questionnaires,
and Table IX - 10 shows the time perlod in which the parents f1f§t became members
of PAC. These results show that questionnaire returns include representation
of various PAC groups and ‘constituencies. Included among the parents respbnd-

/ing are members of the Citywide aﬁﬁ’Regional PAC's; pa{ent volunteers, educa-
\ . |
| - /
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_ . ‘ ‘ Tible IX - 6
P )
. AGE ) IBUTION OF PARENT MEMBERS
. OF PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL
/«/‘« 3 : ’
? R ‘ . [
Age Percent
' 21-30 . % 35.4
31-40 A 44.1
' ' " 41-50 ' 17.3
Over 50 3.2
100.0
/ , .

——

‘Table IX - 7

y
* ’ Frequency
Grade Completed . i )
~ . ‘
v - 6th or 7th grade o 9
. / ) A v
[N 8th or/9th grade 20
> b * .
10th or 1lth grade 39
. 12th grade ' i 38
Some college or other ¥ )
\ t;a?ming after high schopl 23 .
N . . / —_—

\\f Total - 129

HIGHEST GRADE COMPLETED ~ REPORTED BY PARENT MEMBERS OF PﬁC " ‘

Percentage

17.8

100.0
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Table IX-8. . = R

PAC MEMEERSHIP ' | \-

- ‘ AT
1. Citywide, Regional
or Local Membership -

Citywide. only ‘ 6. 4,7
Regional onl T3 ‘10.2

Both City-wide and . ° R4

Regionhal . ;ZZ 211
Sub-Total 46 36.0

v

Local only : 3 . 64:1 .

. e —r . e e e e e, e e a G- —- - .- - ———- - -

s

2.. Parent-Partners*

Volunteer Corps -89 -67.6
+< 3, Title I Educational )
Aide* N 23 " 17,5 -

4. TOPPS Chorus* ) 11 8.4

8"

* Do not total to 100% -

¢



/ _,/Chanp}rson

&

N;‘

.

. ' ) /
Tavle IX-9, / —
Lo v . / . \\w—
. // 3 / .
PAC OFFICE HOLDERS -
. ) ,//
o 7=
Yes : < No .
PAC Officer g f_ 3 \
. /"
1573-1974 43 "33.9 /84 66.1 r
1972-1973 15 - 12b4 . 106 87.6 :
. » ! { L \\ |
- Yes \
Type of )Offlce Held Th1s Year E %
» / 20 15.8

Vice Chau/person A ] 5 4 4.0 /‘ :
Recording Secretary or i /

Assistant Recording Secretlary L. 15 1178 . i
Committee Chairperson or Chaplain ' :{ -
. 7 - 43 344)
, «/ . ’
' /
.
Lgvel of Office = ", - £ %
‘ City-Wide . 2 5.1 ]
Regional / - 6 15.4
Local 31 79.5
+ ’ *
Total 39 100.00 ’
! i
/ A

25



Table IX - 10

~,

» \‘"
TIME OF PAC MEMBERSHIP )
‘ \\\' 7 h
) /Bec@ Delégdte -
. Became Member . ..~ of Regional/
of Local PAC City-wide PAC
£ % / £ %
. / / -
June 1972 or Earlier - 15 12/4 =8 '11.9
) —~
. P € // ] .
Between Sept. 1972 & June 1973 =~ 27, 22.3 15 22.4
v : ' g ‘ , ——
Betyeen Sept. ?nf Dec. 1973~ 64— 52.9 '36 53.7
)( . . . / “f .,
/—’ = / . € * »ri
- Since January 1974 / 15 12,4 - 8 119 /
- . l : ‘ i
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a ./ - ”l | . i

tional aides, and part1c1pants in the TOPPS Chorus; parents h01d1ng vanous '

i

i

i

|

|

|

. off}ces in the local, regmnal of <:1t}’W1de PAC; and paTents who hzave been

PAC m ~.embers for several, years ‘as well as those who beca;ﬁe PAC members in ' /
~ ~ / . , R
~SCh001 )'ear" 1973‘74 y\ . ‘ ‘s ‘,\ i | ’
B / ' * ’ ]
é Table IX - 11 shows the nu.mber of meetings of the local sch}ool PAC and of
™ e 5 . k

" the reg10na1 and citywide PACs that the parents reported attendlng. More

/

“their lo /é‘n scho/l PAC, about one-ha of /the meetings held d{url g the school P
th ( e the qu w/ JZB\]

year by estionnaire S administered. Overall t one- th1rd

than one-half o} the parenfs reportcd atte/dlng at least five meetings of

e
gf the pare s‘reported regular attendance at local school PAC meetlng//(7 or C
) |

.___,:-—r’ more meetlngs), while about another one-th1rd of the/ arents d1d'hot attend ' /

- -7

very regularly (four meetings or less). ﬁeglonal and citywide meetings are

* = *

atten;lzd by both delegates and non- delegates. Amyt the delegates almost

4 ) half

|

i Table IX - 12 shows how the parents became PAC members \m the local PAC o

te c%ad seven or more meet’1ng§s. — // ' / o~

in the regional or Citywide PAC. At the local level, about ~:’:8"‘6 1nd1cate ,L
. 7 ' .
that they were e1ected in a parents' ﬁeetdng, and about two-thirds indicate

S PRI

that they were ask 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 (/85

-

vs. 79 responses)-. (In theséquestlons, parents could mark more than /One

answer, ) At the citywide and regional 1evels.,£,more than 60% were electéd by /
P w‘."} -
the schools'*PAC as the representative. . r,}/f
: L3 ' /’//

. - g

S

R7 ’ o
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. Table IX-- 12
> ‘ ‘ ! ;
—~ . B 2 -
4 N METHOD OF SELECTJON AS.A PAC MEMBER > -
IS ~ - ' ’ ) ' - ' ‘ / /
K : : ;o -+ .+~7 . Citywide and
e s , : Local + -~ Regional -
Method of Selecfion . : ) Yes o . Yes .
7 , i YA £ - K* £ FEARH -
A\___ . /,’ ,— . P //"-
= Elected by ScHool's PAC as the Representative** , - - 27 62.8 ’
Asked to Serve by Another PAC Member 21 184 3 7.0
' E ey L o
Asked to Serve by Some Parents in'Your*** s 7 - ’ .-
Neighborhoos e ! - 18.4 ) -/ - ’
. . .‘ s ‘ . g 7
Elected in a Parents' .Meeting at Your . . .
.Child/Children's Schodl*’y . 43 38,7 o - - )
‘A%ked to Serve by School Pfrincipal ’
; -/ s
¢'Other School fff;eial
. \ N
thod . S
’, /'/ ’
e

©d of local members oiily.
ked of citywide or-regional PAC de¢legates
on 43 Citywide or/psﬁibngl membeys.

Je




i

. ‘information to PAC| members about the’Titl I progr’am', the c)a/op ratiE and

/ :
leadership of schdol personnel in /feepin PAC members informed and in inviting
. ’ N

their’ advicel and /}uggés'tions. Doc\ie:?and reports provided by the ‘ 4/
o .
Title I office indicate that major efférts were made to provide PA members //
e . :

v ~ ' & .
with necessary information, prpvide training and woerkshops parents ’

and schofil ,personnel, and/t},(deverp positive involvement amon 9,1% -parties
. ’ Y /

N . /
o ) N - ‘ "\\
e reactions of the parents to these efforts are reflefte .in the
‘-

results/ that follow In almost all areas, PSDC Title I Parent Involvement
receives "good marks' from the parent;s" reflected by positive res- '

ponses\to the p /gram's efforts of 60% ‘to 80% of the parents.
./Table

- 13 shows the informatibn \'ece1ved by ‘the paren;z Onl}; paren

(4.4%) reported that they had not rece ved info

e 1ten\?s [

hsted This result is ﬁot surprisi cons‘idenng the fac‘t that 15 parent
V4

tion on any of

: ly one or two meetings in 1973 74. While not a péents racognized .
/fl ng al} 1nfomat10n, between 56% and 6996 15;1’: receivifg such, i‘
/ de/ 1 program gu1de11nes and Title I budget 1nfud‘ P
oom for 1mprove?ént in this record; however, it is impor ‘ ant to recogmze

some parents ‘maT' not full)' recall all of thé information pro\uded to them.

: f
Thq continuing /«/fforts of the TJ73/I Office's Parental InyOI/Vement Pro/gram to




- . * -INFORMATION RECEIVED BY PAFiNTS FROM TITLE I

.
’ . _ Information ) ) L E

udget nfoi'matlon on how much.Title I mon
. bein} spent for various services, 'such gs

reading, medical assistance . . v] 78
- " e
Federal program guldehnes %f.or Title I . , T
o
- k3
//School system plan of operation for Ti e I t e
for 1973-74 . - 70
Number of *chools and cpﬂdren in these schools .
/ wh&would be, or'are; receiving Title I semces . 64 / /

. l//' \ N N , '. '
/ None . C ‘ o5 /



. dissemJnate information a;td pro v1d réinifg and workéhops can c;nly serve to \ N
- Ky . , \ .
/ oement/ an aI /dady effectlve gra;n.w ' o

xS
.

- ~ .
. ) /
~ ;- . o ——
N ‘s v

] I
\ / , Ty .
'Parents /41!110!15 . ¥ ‘ ' h / ”~ v

- -
¥

3 "
: /G'able. x -" 14 shows the kevel of cooperatzon of various school perspnnel aé Y

,
! . . e '

! J ! . ‘
pe 1ved by the par;ants._ in each case more thgtl foﬁs{out of five pérent;'s *
M . . . PY N . v ‘J / ‘,
\ inditated FI}at "“most t};e t glr school personnel ".. worl; coopefratively /,‘K
\ '/' oo
it with PAC memb S ting the y 2% to,

N

itle I chi;z:ren's nee
A
1\\\ , sy

(n t présented| in the tables}, 90% o

\
f the\ parents v1ewpd the

[
non- coopera ve. Ir} aﬁﬁtmn
£/ the parents reported thaf the ;p 1nc1pa1

~ A\
ith the in re/g}ard\ to TitleNl po

\/f/se‘e. . \ // \ '/ \
] N\ ‘ \
né seem /to keel un.te clear O;Be\ll' 10 e\m/PAC

\ The parents repor
and i s 1mportance. fien [asked:

| / or a Jitlk 1 representatlve idies and/
- v !

%

/\

,’n

"Do you and the other PAC embers fee,l that yo /know wha&

your job is in helplﬁg 't meet the eeds él':ttle I

A -

ch11dren in your/School "

%

2/0.096 'said "Yes, some of

| and only 4.2% shid 'No."

U NG
\

4 | b
shows the areas in which parent§ report p. tici}lwa‘t;ing in
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Ps)

- the following statements: ot ' P

" "Determining the Needs of Children

 "Use of Title I Punds in Your School }
) "Kinds of Services Actually Provided to Children *
: \ ,
 ments: - . o
! "Setting Priorities Based on the

- " Needs of Children . , . ' '1 _ -

-

|

|

4
More ‘than.ene-half (54%) of ‘the parenfk‘ahSQered "Yes" to these state-

. . ' ‘
|
|
|
i
|
|
|
|

- rEvaluation 0 Tltle 1 Services in : ‘ .
" Your Scho

It should be noted that the number of parents answering these ques-
tions was not very large,sranging from 77 tjfsz out of the 131 question-
\nairqs (about 59% to 78%) compiqted by the parents. Possibly some of the

2 -~

parents d1d not inierpret the question as dealing with providing advice and

suggestlons because the dﬁbstion is worded in terms of "participanion in de- ‘

cision making." . .
. Table IX - 16 Shows the participation of Citywide and.Begional PAC members

in decision makingﬁ' By~£nd.1apge, the percentage pf ?Ye§" reégonses is at

lgasi as high ﬁs for the general PAé‘memBership. ) ’

Table IX - §7 shows the Citywihp and Regional PAC members' wiews of the co-
operation of Title I aﬁd\other school officigls in variops activities. Again,
>fTom about ha%f to about four out of five résponded~in the affirmativg.'

PAC Regional foiéers were asked to raée the PAC Lgadership;Training ‘ ;} 3

_Institute "... in terms of its usefulness to your work as a PAC member." Res- ,

>
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ponses were as follows: d o - / - .h ' o |
Very useful T .61...2"' . K
-éomewhat useful e T 122 .
" Not useful o 0.0 '
' Did not’atténo ) " ;lé_ " _26.5 . ‘ .
. o s 99,9 u

Table IX - 18 shows how the parents feel abont the Title I program as a )

P&C member. Topping the list with more than four out of five parents, are,

better*teachlng of read1ng and“mathematics and more special serv1ces l;ke hot

L]

Iunches, clothlng and medical asslstance. ~A1most three out of four: ‘saw Tltle )
I as provr&ing «+. MOTE decision maklng . over your child's .er edu@l&ron," ‘

and two out of: three parents felt T1t1e I also proyided "more Jobs fbr parents."
to 1
Table IX - 19 confirms the emphasls on readlng and mathematlcs given by the

' « .

-Title I program. More than nine out of ten parents feei that thezr school is
dorng a good job in these areas. . - B ‘13l E' } \_‘ - T

Table IX - 20 shows that between 7 and 9 out ‘of 10. parents feel that the
.

school 1s doing a good Job 1n provading ibda clot g, medrcal attentlon, . -
© field trlps, and special festmg. The fact that ox&hree out of ten parents
feel that the schoollls d01ng & good Job in Job proparatlon is not surprrslng.
1nasmuch as. not all of the. schools Kave actually amplemented a cdreer educa- - 5
tion concept at the elementary ievel Furthermore, many parents ot elementary "

"'_ school chlldren may not be aware of careor awareness efforts actually used by

*

‘the schools. Those parents answering,rn the affirmatrve probably represent

parents of secondary school pupils in career education programs, S
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Table IX ~ 18

‘ L]

WHAT TITLE I MEANS TO PAC MEMBERS

f %
Better Teaching of Reading o 110 85.9
More Special Services for Childrén,"i.e., 109 85.2
Hot Lunches, Clot}ling, Medical Assistancr ’ )

Better Teaching of Mathematics 107- 83,6
More Decision-Ma;ing for Parents'

' Over their Children's Education 93 72.7
More Jobs for Parents . ‘ 86 67.2
‘More Field Trips for Children 7i 55.5
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Table IX,-19 ;

PARENTS' VIEWS OF WHETHER THEIR s/c;ﬁoox. IS DOING A GOOD JOB ZN TEACHING !
B * s / < ’

3 / N ¢
- - / !
Subjects Yes __No .. Not Sure
: T % 3 % . F %
. Re’7dmg / 13 0.4 [ 2 1.6 10 8,0
Mathematics 13 o1.1f ‘4 3.2 7 5.7
. Science . 80 74.1 3 2.8 25 23.2
'Social-Studies 82 75.2° 1" . 0.9 26 23.9
Other Subjects - 10 76.9 1 7.7 2 154
’ - ]
Y.

" Table IX - 20

PARéNTS'_ VIEWS OF WHETHER THEIR SCHOOL IS DOING A GOOD JOB IN PROVIDING VARIOUS SERVICES

: ’_' , ' Yes " No~ Not Sure
Services £ % £ % f %
Food ' .98  87.5 7 63 . 7 6.3
Special Testing, like -

Vision or H)earing 96 85.0 3 2.7 14 12.4

Field Trips . - 35  83.3 2 4.8 . 5 11.9
Special Tutoring in _ .

Reading or Mathematics 90 83.3 6 5.6 12 ° 11.1

Medical Attention 83 76.9 8 7.4 17 15.8

X . - :
Clﬁfhing . 81 '70.9 8 7.7 ° 15, 14.4
.*  Job Preparation 26 30.14 18  25.7 26 37.1
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04mnmm1cat1on with Parents Out51de of PAC /
. /’ ) The 1nterest, concern, and perceptlon of parents of T1tle I students

/
/ who are not members of PAC is an indicator of the concern for fducation in

the community in which the school is lgcéted. As coﬁmunity befs‘and parents,
pa?gnt meﬁbers of PAC are probably most closely attuned to the viewpoints,
intgrests and concerns'of others in their commmity. Table IX - 21 shqws their
respdnses to questions intended to gauge the community interest and concern.,

The respbnses to these questions suggest a two-way division in school-commumity

relations among the commmities im which Title I students are located:

-
.

1: Educationalfy active, participatory, and interested commmities.
These communities may'be characterized in terms of the PAC par-
en?s‘ responses as those in which "... most parents are in-

terested .. in what ?he school is doing for their children ..."
(44.8%); " 4+ most parents think the school is'doing a good job

, .oe in teaching their children ..." (37. 0%), and those in which

\ 4 . +°

n parents inform PAC members when ‘they don't 11ke somethlng that

o ) happens to their children in school (frequently 36.1%; once

in a while, 36.9%).

2, Educationally passive and disinterested ¢ommmities. Thése
communities ma} be characterized in terms of’the PAC pare;fs' '
responses as those in which, "... most parents are ndt in-
terested ... in what the school is doing for their children

. M (36 0%); "... most parents don't know ... how good a job

... the school is doing in teaching their children ..." (32.3%);

. | T 2m
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‘ Table IX - 21 /

[ TR mmens pencemous F COMMNITY INTEREST D ON/ mnss c;ssnons
” ’ £ 5
"How 1nterested are the parents in your.n ghborhood
' in whgt the school is doing fbr their ch11dren?"
Most parents are interested -------- pomeminnn 56 . 44.8
Most parents afe‘no;‘interested ------- —em———e 45 . 36.0
No Opinion ==---e--- e Y . 19.2
' . Total 125 100.0
— .

"How good- a job do the parents in your neighborhood

think the school is doing in teaching ‘their ¢hildren?"

Doing ‘a good job ----e--coce-- cecmecmcccaacaee 47 37.0

o . P ) . : ,

Not doing a good job ---=---fe-ccccccmaceoo--0- ‘9 - 7.1

Most parents do not know ~---=- PP 41 32.3

No Opinion ------cccccccccacdaaaaa- ccmemmmcee 30 23.6
' Total 127 100.0

-

Parents frequently tell PAC members when they do not

\

like §opething that happens to their children in school. 44 36.1
' Once in a while parents teli PAC members when they do . 45 | 36.9
not like somethiné*that happens to their chﬁldren in school. ,
L P SRR o
Parents do not tell PAC members when they do not like
something that happens to their children in school. 33 27.0

A

- ' | 242 - Total 122 100. 0
' ‘ Z
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*

_ and interest in the school need to be developed in about of7,in three of the '

~

and those in whiclyf parents do not teffl PAC members "... when
‘ roovo8
oy / they don't like gomething that happeps to their children in o

v —

school ..." (27.0%).
] _ ) » B
’These.resulgf'suggest that greater parental and community involvement

-~

neighborhoods served by Title I schools.

Theee observat1ons are consistent with those of the public school

principals (see,especlally Table IX - 5)

The high 1eve1 of 1ntere$t in educat1on of those PAC parents complet-

ing the quest1onnaires is 1nd1cated by the1r responses in Table IX - 22.
the percentage who talk w1th.their children a great deal dbout doing well in

school (89.8%) and thoge who give their children a great deal of help with

their school work (69.5%). L l

‘

Su _ggestmns for Changes in Title I Services

Table IX - 23 shows the. parents‘ s gest1ons for 1mprov1ng T1t1e I services.

)

Topping the 11st are tWo general categq;1es, each with subcategor1es. ?he two

‘ major recommendatlons are:

"Parents worklng in the schools 18.8% ) AR
"Improving the administration of the ‘ . |
progranm’ e *13.34 l‘, )
The wide range of recommendations should be given consideraxio; by the

Title I Office.



PARENT-CHILD INTERACTION REGARDING EDUCATION

£
.

//l s
Help chil&ien a great deal wJLh
school work (reading, mathematics, . : -/

\/ . spelling, etc.) 89 69.5

; . .
. N ! hd \
. Help children some with school work

I ' /
(reading, mathematics, spelling, ete.) 39 / 30.5
' Total L /128 ! 100.0
- A . /‘
S ¥ ' T . |
- Talk a great deal with children about « )
'do;ng well in school. . 114 89.8 "
, - . L ) b
Talk some with children about doing )
well in school. | - 120 9.5 ,
- . |
.Do not talk Qery much with children’ C '
3 . N
‘ \ s . , /
about doing well_ih:§chool., : s 1 < 0.8

\Jotal




, >

%" i

!
i - v f
/ d’ . N , -
Barents ;orking in’schdols . . 24 18.8
_ 1) Parents should work more_hours 11 8.6
2) More parents hired full-time : 5 410
.3) Pargnts should work the whole yedar ' / 5 9.0
4) Morg jobs for parents V73 ~2.3
y
. Improving! the administration of ‘the progr' 17 13.3
1) Extend program for chlldren to other '
groups 9 7.0
2) More money~for the Title I Program 3 2.3
3) More special programs and teachers-for
emotional. children . 3 2.3
4) More vocational courses fbrlchll 1 .8
5) School should remain in T-I pro )
at least three years 1 .8
More parental interest in children an& more o
parent input in the program 16 12,5
More training,/meetings, and useful activities.
in workshops for parents ) 7 5.5
More educational aides and have parents work
as educational aides . 7 5.5
3
Better,bommunréations and cledrer guidelines 4 3.1
More acceptance of parents by teachers - 4 3.1
More field trlp\‘for students ' 4 3.1
/
Miscellaneous ’ / 10 7.8
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/ : ]’ éoncwsmns AND RECOMMENDATION
| - 7

/ [y ,

H

ere is f ﬁle quest:ion base

\schoo principals gnd parent}?
’"\favorably !

- Aﬂowever, in ‘terms of improvements in the Parental I velvement'P

/br1nc1pals and parenés a11ke 1nd1:;fed | that even mor 1nv vement on the‘part /

In general,

¢ [

ers of PAC, that the PAC's aye vieWed’very

!
/[of parents would be.Qes1rab1e, ev

though the level f parental“involvement

was already a strdng point. For exampl schozf p;incinals //

d coopératien/ was a positive result of -

< HI

Add1Z1ona11y, when asked for suggest1ons for change for PAG pub11c school

principals responded.mogt fTequently w1th "more pagental

Generarly, the parents seem«to agree (Table IX - 23} )

. It may be important that onlﬂkis% of" the pxjncipa anieated that their-
efforts to reeruit parents for PAC involved a personal contad
staff mcmber. It seems 11ke1y that personal contacts would be more product1ve

thﬁn printed 11terature in entouragihg the partx01pat1on of parents (Table IX - 3),

4

The PAC members' perceptions’ of commun1ty 1nterest in the schools in their

neighborhoods (see Table IX - 21) suggests that-there is relatively little intenest

" in perhaps one-fburth to one-third of the ne1ghborhoods served by Title I schools.
(/ These obstrvations suggest renewed attention on the part of the individual

sc¢hools to personal contacts in the neighborhoods, by school staff ‘members

\ hd \

-




] ' ~
'iPJthe commmnity, / V.
. if
am has dev/elopz }ocal school budgetmg y profide |

ge the interest ?f parents

y : UK i
for more xtensive employm% of Parent Vol

!

erJ It 1s{not rthy hat al
. most half ?{f the pub11c s?h ol principals ray d the perf04 nce of Parent
Volunteer Workers as "goo]d" or "excellent"

/
rated them as bélow aVerage

) ] /
/ y \ Based on these observatmns, it is/re mmended that the Parent 1 In- /

/

| - volvement *Component of Tq.tle : cﬁ:t{nue to g1ve attention to the st engthen-

y o]

01
. \
ing o% loca]. éAC's through efforts _}wghborhoods (where appropriate), to

broaden the bfase of parents involved in the schooks. ' To _do $0 qmay‘ require
o

%
greater effort at the local 1eve1 of PAC school repi‘esen;{atlves other staff

PAC membera in maknllg personal /:ontacts with parent} ‘It is also

]

N .
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: ‘. CHAPTER X ' o T

- C . .
’ o . !
SPECIAL PROJECTS ANDfQULTURAL ENRIQQMENT PROGRAM‘\

. - S . 1
o . \ Y

f -

° The\purpose of this section is to report on the effectiveness of

the Special Projects in the fitle I chools. According to the ESEA Title I
L d

NComprehensive Program, FY 1974, the Title I Special Projects were to include

Career Development, Cotmtmity Schools, FollowsThrough Centers and the, Pre-
School Expdnsion Program.. ' - e

A .

CAREER DEVELOPMENT . ' L

) o

’

\ The Career\Develophent Project has three specific components:

*(1) Pilot Career Fomdatlons, (2) Widening Horlzons, and (3) Industrial g o
¥ . -

. LI - ., -

. &
1. The Pilot Career Foundation program introduces Title I students

Arts Career.

~

to basig economic concepts, such as 30!2 and salar1es, vocatlongl opportu-
n1t;gs,£2tc. In elementary schfols, the proJect is de51gned to,emphasize

the study of technology and thg secondary school project encbmpasses a sur-

vey of a full range of career opportunities. The target populatlon is se- -

. 1ected from seven elementary school$ and one Junior high school. The pro-

» gram is intended to servfse,approxlmately 1,000 students, ' T

2. 'The Widening Horlzons Career Orientation Program provides career

¢ . 7
‘ educat1on'for Title I seventh graders who are potentlal dropouts. The pro-

Ject 1nc1udes an exploration.of spec1f1c career clusters, guidance serV1ces

to a1d in self-assessment of ab111t1es, aptitudes and 1nterests. The pro-

. gram*serves approximately 960 1dent1f1ed T1t1e I students The criteria
$ -
for recruiting these studénts will include: absenteelsm, pooT or fa111ng

v
/ - r
«
N " .
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( J) v ! * ’;l»

grades, frequent School transfers over-age for regular grade placement

" financial difficulties or family problems. al ’ « 'T
3. The Inddsfrlal Arts Career Pro;ect is an 1nter-disc1p11nary ex- . w
!

ploration of careers in the constructio 1ndustry utilizing an applied tech- .

s

nological approach. The project'invo s five Title I Junior high schools.

The Title I students w111 acquire a broad understanding of the construction

1ndustry, the occupational opportunities that ‘exist and are likely to occur

’

-

" s : ' . S s . . /
in the future and the skills directly associated with success in employment.

Sufficient information on the 3§Frations and the participation in

2

‘the Career Development Projects was not available for an objective evalua-

»

tion of the projects and their components. However, the interest and en-

thusiasm expreSsed by the staff and students in each of these. programs were

A . *

' extremely high. . , i

\<\ Career education is becoming more important as the unemployment level
among white collar workers steadily inc;3§ses in the United States. Many of

the Career ﬁeveﬂopment Centers Visited have reported that the students part1}

-

cipating in their programs are more punctual and seldom absent when compared s
_to their attendance ‘in regular school program8. It indicatés that students

who are often disinterested in the regular academic program tend fo be ex-
tremely interested in career development programs of the school. ' Despite

w this fact, there are only limited f80111tles for involving all 1nterested . "

and needy stndents. -

[
A

s

It is, therefore, recommendéd that‘every effort be made to introduce '
A
career related training programs, particularly the Industrial Arts Program,

4

in each of the 16 juhior high schools: currently participating in the Title I

. .

_program. It is further recommended that an effort be made to introduce "the

-

. 249
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Pilot Career Foundatlons Program" in all the elementary and non-publlc

|

|
schools because it lays the proper foundat1on in young héarts for career j
] . |
education, which can result in better workers for tomorrow. -

.
. .
»
.

COMMUNITY SCHOOLS

.
-

The basic premises of the ‘program operations are that the fommumity

. .
! .

school program is an extension of the formal academic program thrSGEh itfor- -

mal education programs; -that development of an e£fect1ve program is a shared ,
responsibility of adm1n1strat10n, staff parents, communlty and students;

and that the community school prov1des opportunities forhparents to parti-

cipate in school and community ptrograms. The Garnet-Patterson Community
. ¥

School program is designed to assist identified Title I seventh grade stu-

“

s -~

dents in improving their reading and mathematics skills through small group

instruction and after school tutoring, and in preparing homework assignments.

The Garnet-Patterson Commmity School also offered an "out-reach *

program' to students at Grimke Elementary Schopl The focus of this out-

.

reach program was to attqne»the students to the commmity program at

Garnet-Patterson. ' These students who would attend Garhet-Pafterson this

fall pdrticipated in the slinnastics and photography classes as well as in

the tutorial program. There were also Students from Cardozo Hign School

-4 participating in the creative expression class. :

rd ) .
One of the outstanding features of the Garnet-Patterson Community..

" School was that the program fostered increasing adult commun1ty 1nvolvement.

Another sign1f1cant feature of this program was that former students re-

turned to the karate and photography classes to share their skills with the

" f

. younger students,

251
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: ' Table X-2 ,
.. ’ N ’ N
SPECIFIC PROJECT OFFERINGS AND NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS
IN THE PROGRAM AT GARNET-PATTERSON COMMUNITY SCHOOL
* . . [l N

-

?

2 ¢ -

, Number of
* Classes - Participants,
] T\
" Gymnastics ' 20

1

, Creative Design . - o . 19-
“N’ew Math ‘ i .. | 30 : ( . %
Bnglisl’x Drama ’ ;S
C;'eative Expression (-.Music) ' 25 -
Karate ST s
Photography K S 8 :
Slimnastics S . ?0_ ‘
. Tutorial Program ¢ “ © 39 '

- Income Tax Program

, 15 o
P _Environmental Science 2 - 7 . -

Total ’ 218 £ T
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As related by the Program Coordinator, there were no significant

’

problems in the operations of Garnet-Patterson Commmity Project. The only
problem encountered was an incorrect statement of project expendjtures. . Ap-
" parently, other projects' expenditures had~been charged against éarnet-

Patterson. * v .

- Additional classes will be offered at the school during the 1974-75

~

school year.. These classes are: ' .
. . .

. English Journalism .t !
L Barber Sgience ’
Instrumental Mpsfc '

Graphic Commqnicasdons, and

Woodwork Techpology -~

Two classes, Mother and Baby Care, and Mother's Alde” will be of-

~ fered through ‘the assistance of the Amer1can Red Course.

It appears that the Garnet-Patterson Communlty School Project is

"

ope&atlng efficiently. The participants appear to be quite pleased with the

program offerings. However, the project needs inoreased community involve-

meﬁt;‘particularly from parents.of the children who participate in the pro-

gram. The objeéti#e fo% the FY-1975 project is to increase parental involve-

ment in the project.

The Harrison éommunity School is designed te;provide e1ementarytagé
! students instruction in science, library usage, music, art, and physical
education. Pre-sépool age students are offered exercises designed to fos-
;é& peadiness;“epordination, language skills, and_self-aw?zeness. Students

*are piovided homework centers, remedial assistance, and developmental classes

.

o




' L] L3
to raise mathematics and reading levels.

‘\\—-::j:/§ﬁhool this school also needs full support from the local community
- Tder to make 1ts program a success. The commmn1ty school concepg is an -

excellent one, and, it needs continued support through the Title I program.

_Like the Garnet-Patterson Commu-

. The eva;uat1on team was quite pleased with ,the confriputions of the
Community School Programs towards better and increased involvement/z;.the
‘local commmity in’' public school _programs, and it strongiy reCOnmends that
a major emphasis should be placed in popularizing the concept w1th1n PSDC
in general, and Title ¥ schools in particular. One of the ways : of‘doing it
is by setting up at least two additional commmity school centers w1th in-

A

creased budget to expand the program activities. . .

3

[




LUDLOW PRESCHOOL PROGRAM

‘The ﬁajor objectives of the Ludlow Preschool Program were to provide
an acceleration of the normal QBVelopment of intellectual skills, reinforcei
ment_for learn}ng, and to help chil@ren:acqyire the basic skills forlleafnihg.
The program ehcompﬁsse& "ma;érial oriented,” "teacher oriented," and
"child orien%ed" teaching methods.  The program stres§p§ language development
as it relates to st;mulating and shaping the child's ability to form concepts,“;

to ﬁerceiVe his environment clearly and to respond effectéVely. The program

also fosters self—motivapion‘fbr the child. ‘ ‘ C -

~ [} ' .

The progf%m was held at 12 schools. Thege were 20 prekindergarten
groups and 10'kindergar;en groups in‘each of th; 12 schools. The programaglso
included 50 prekindergarten and kindergarten children at the Spanish Dévéiop-
ment thte;. ’ ! ‘

This program‘appeared to have a lot of merit in accelerating the learn-
ing ability of youngsters. The involvement of children, with bi}inéualrback-
ground, in the program was quite timely, and it added a new dimension fp:the
Title I seérvices. It will be helpful to have a follow-up study conductgd to
find out the level of growth each child might attain in the first grade, upon
completion of the kindergarten and pre-school programs.

- It is recommended that the program be conéinued at the same level for’
another year; and at the end of next year a fdllow;up study be conducted to %é'
see how far the students excelled in the first‘grgde due to their involﬁemeﬁt
in the special pre-schoé; program. It is further reébmmended that EVer§ ef-
fort should be made tg increase the services to childreﬂ with bilingual back-

. ground so that they will have'an equal chance with the non-bilingual children

to improve their learning abilities.

-

255 e
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< . CULTURAL ENRICHMENT PROCRAM
- " The purpose'of the Cultural Enrichment Program was to reinforce , .

The proéram was divided into two: (i) the field frips where trans-

portation was proyided to each activity;,and (2) the field (school) based per-

formances.

* The

ield trips fell into two categories - tsg‘teacher initiated

- .

trips and /the coordinator initiated trips: j ’
e coordinator initiated field tfips were to the Black Repertoire
Dance Company with 5,000 Title I students attending and to ;igiano performance

¢ ‘ -
‘'by Leon Baits with 5,000 students attending.

* The Field Based Performances were required to bé geared.to improving

*

Mathematics and Reading skills.. The typés of performances included plays, ' .

hod -

creative drama, musical prodhctidns, dance groups and,'specifica}ly, a Magic
Show. These field based performances involved all Title I students at that

schoo}n ..

.- .« .. g . “es ; P T P . .
(W’.' R i O R LR R LRy TN ST X TSPREN

There were three Common Based AcfiVitiés held for all third gradé‘.

Title I students. These activities provided the students with a commonly

shared exberience. °

1), The Capitol Tour - field trip, involving about 4,000 students.

2) Concerts in School Festival at the Kennedy Center - 4,000 students

attended.
s

' 3
3) The Library Theatre - about 4,000 -students attended. , )

The program provided for involvement of children in cultural experien-

ces in their community and for enriching'the child's background. The program

256




hthey were conducted. -

involved children in field tripiexperiences, Music and Fine Arts: to gxtend

. N
and enrich their background experiences, thus providing reinforcement in Read-

ing and Mathematics skills.

A

J " One problem cited by 90% of the principals, 85% of the parents, and
70% of the teachers was the inability to provide Common Basea experiences
for all grade levelszbf Title I. This was due to limited‘fvnds available to

provide such experiences. All programs held were well received by pareﬁts and

*

children alike, and school officials expressed great satisfaction in. the way

[y .
- v
N ’ N ~ -

fos

Most teachers felt thqutheré should be more field trips for ‘the chile

dren to parks, arboretums, fairs, etc. Buses should be more readily available,

to’school officials to plan the field trips more quickly. AR ’

* L Y

It is, therefore, recommended that provision should be made for a mini-

mum of !Sur field trips for eéch school duriﬁg the school year. If any school

v

wishes to have more than that, special arrangements should be_the‘by-order of -

priority. Library Theatre, and Special Concerts for children should be contihqed

for the simple reason that for a majority of them it might be the first exposure

’ [

to;an}'mbaningful cultural experience. ' ) Lo .
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APPENDIX A - 1. PRINCIPALS' QUESTIONNAIRE

’
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i S e A b it

PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA . - ‘

ESEA [TITLE I EVALUATION. . . '
1973-76 _ . [
(1)' . o " QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PRINCIPALS
( ‘ Direot:lons. Please answer all questions with regard to the T:I.tle I

I4

. “ ‘. . Q , Program in your school this year.
L ’ . . . o
I.” BASIC DATA - . . ’ - )

_Name. of the principal (optional)

(3,4) Name.and iddress of the school
‘ (5,6) ‘ How many years bava you been a principal in a Title I school?
‘:E (Years) .
w(7,8)' ' How -mlny years altogetlisr have you been a principal (yearsi
¢ '(8':_9) , " How many ysars have you been in the f:l:eld of education :___(yesfs) ‘ *
(10-29) + Por each grade, please lz;.st: the number of classes or sections of C
'r:ltle I sftudents in your school.
- Grade . . ‘Number 'of ‘C;.sssesls_e"cti‘ons
' (10,11)° ' Kindergarten LY . ’
az,13) = - 1. o _
- (14,15) 2 ‘ " ‘
EE TR 3 ¢ ‘
T (18,19) . 4 h
’ Ezo,zu) 5 )
‘ - (22,23 P "
- (24,25) 7 ~
26,27) '8 . -
.(28,29) - o . TOTAL =~ -

\

260




B A S

’ A . -

. _(36-53) + List the number of 6Personne1).wo;king full or part-time at

. - your school for the Title I Programs. (Do not include regular

classroom' teachers)

o P
L

Full-time . Pért-timé

¢ - B . ~

(30,31) Reading Resource Teacher ! "L .
(32,33) °  Mathematics Resource Teathér .

(34,35) Pupil Personnel Worker .
. - ) .
. (36,37) . Pupil Personnel Aide °
(38,39) - Educational Aide . ' - -

(140,41) ‘s ‘Program_ Assistant

(42,43) e\  Clinical P.syéholog‘ist: _
(1{4,45) I ‘Social Worker T . ~ ) . ‘
(46,47) -Speech Therapf!ist‘ ' ’ ’
(48,49) F;eglth Aide '
: (50,5i) Other (Plelas"é: ;pecify)

(52,53)




(54-74)

!

absent,’

(63-73)
; (5-14). .
TION
(25-34)
(35-44)
(45-54)

5 (55-64)

' (65:74) *

.

‘For each grade, please Iist for this year§' Title I program,

& A

i

6

Office Use Onlfz

Card 2, 1-4

4

=

the

»

number of students enrolled, she number of stuﬁknts who transferred

in or out of your’@ool,
¢ out of school. In the lagt column, please list the total days

and the number-of students who dropped
' -

< N

-Transfers

Out In Dropouts 5§§ences
. T

Student

-

Enrollment

-

-




¢

- 5 ' ’ -4 - ®! Office.Use Only:

-, . N > Card 3, 1-4
=0 ‘ ' )
: (
II. PROGRAMATIC DATA . o
. . N ,
- Please rate the Title I)prognams,‘personnel, facilities, and other

factors about your school on the scale given below by circling:the
.- appropriate number.. Please omit those items not pertinent to your
school. § is excellent, 4 is good, 3 i; average, 2 is below average,

and 1 is poor. . . v ,
. o Ex G Av B Av Poor
(5)  Classroom Teachers T . .5 4 3 2 1
. - &>
(6) Performance of Custodial staff 5 4~3 2 1 .
., (7) Performance of Teacher Aides 5 4 3 2 4

- (8) Performihcp of Parent Volunteer workers 5 4 3 2 1

(9) Pupil persoﬂéei-services

wn
IS
«w .
~
-

. ' (19) - Cooperation from the Title I Coordinators

' (ZQ) Availability of’Necessary supplies and 5 4 3 2 1 ~

(10) Cultural Enrichment programs . 5 4 3 2 1
‘(II) Title I Corrective program 5 4 3 2 1 )
. )_ « » '
(12) Math Remediation program . 5 4.3 2 1 ?
(13) Parent Advisory Council ' 5 4 .3 2 1 ° I ' I
’ M , . . ‘
(14) Competitive Partnership Programs 5 4 3 2 1 .
- * (If available.in your school) .. |
. * ¢ J .
(15) Performance of the Clerical staff 5 .4 3 2 1
* (16) Clothing program S 4 3 2 1
’ (17) - Speé}al Education Learning Center '
(If available at your schoal) - 5 4 3 2 1
p |
‘ ’ \ Fls) Speech Correction Progra@ , 5.4 3 2.1
' i |
|

materials for the Title I Instructional

program ' o o
1 F 4 .. L} i
o, (21)  Classroom facilities as they effect the 5 4 3 2 1 - |
. ‘ implementation and operation of a Title |

Program X

N /

o - =83t




-

(27)
(28)

(29)
(30)

(31) -

(32)

Performance of Reading Resdurce Teacher 5

Pegfbrmance of Math Résource Teapher S

,Availability of nec¢essary audio-visual

equipment 5

Cooperation from ﬁBA and/or SEA Title I

-Office of D.C. Public Schools S

CoSpefation from the office of the
Superintendent of Instruction, D.C.

Public Schools 5
Staff Development program ) 5
Coordination efforts between classroom
teachers § the Reading/Math Resource

Teachers . )
Utilization of Title I funds ‘ 5

Reliability of the Tests (Metropolitan
Reading Readiness Test, California Achievement
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
Validity of.fhe test results in view of-
the overall performance of your students- 5
Effectiveness of the MEDIAX program in
developing children's perceptual skills 5
»
~

G
4

Av B Av Poor
3 2 1
3 2 1
3" 2
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2' 1
3 2 )
&
[4
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1




III. GENERAL DATA

. s

(33-38) “What are some of the most significant and positive experiences

that you have encountefed in this year's Title I progrvam? -
4

-~

(Please number by priority order) .
. S

=

5

(39-41) Were there some difficult experiences in this year's Title I

Program?

(Please number by priority order)




SEETTON ST T TRET ATT T T O AT T a0 ¥

{42-62) What were. some of the maJor problems you have encountered in adminis-

tering this year's Tsl.tlo I program? (Mark all that apply.)
T . ' .(42) Inadéquate staffing

. (43) Delay in releasing funds , -

. : (44)  Too much éeministrat.ive bureaucracy in the overall Title I

administration-

645) , Lack of parental involvement
(46) Too much paper work

B ——

(47) Discipline in the school

(48)  Low staff ‘morale

3 (49) , Overcrowded classrodms , *.. 7 ,
(50) Ir;adequate'fa'cilities \__ - : K
(51) Too much added administrative work due to tixe Tatle I
{ - pmgmm _— ! .
(52 Poorly planned Staff Development programs
. (53) Low salary toattract quality people _;a_s//teachers '
S~ .(54) Too many part-time professional staff
(55) Inadequate library : ; ;
(56) . Reading Program . > o )
T (57)  Mathematics Program ™ _
(58) None of the above | .
‘ (59) Other &Please specify) .
(60) . - -
(61)

(62)
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L 3 T \
- (63-80)° Please state any additionar comments that you may have on the
N ’ ' o . o .
Title I Programs in general and the programs.at your school in
2 -, .. ' ” a .
s *» - particular:
-7 .
- T J? .
- . 13
[ )‘
¥ '
@ »
-~ * \ -
r \.&
«’ , ’ «
~ A
= : .

" ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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APPENDIX A - 2.  CLASSROOM.§ RESOURCE TEACHERS' QUESTIONNAIRE

A .
- «
- o




. CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION o ’ -

N -

s . '

(1) : QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CLASSROOM TEACHERS
' -AND RESOURCE .TEACHERS

[ A ,
(2) Geheral: This questionnaire contains a number of sections appropriate to
. various personnel. Please read the directions for each section
and answer only those questions that apply to you.

(

(3,4) I. IDENTIFICATION * ,
Name ° . '
| L
(5,6) Name and address of school i‘ ,
7 - Type of school ' s
— 1. Public Elementary ‘ ___ 3. Non-public

2. Public Secondary = : ‘ '
» ) . > \'.\
" \ -

(8) ‘ Your position

-'71L Classroah-teachcr :

<

coL _ 2. Reading resource. teacher .

3. Mathematics. resource teacher : . *

NS A Your sex - h ) : - ) .

. 1. Male

| 2. Female , AR :

a0 -y Age - o S 7

( ’ ;__ E i..Be;ow 20 yedrs . — h. 40 - 49 years -
L 2; 20 - 29 " . : ‘_i_ 5350 or over o

3.3 -39 " <"

———t




II.

-

"Q‘-j 5. Reading Specialist - ..

- 2 - -
, ° \ ' /
. . Ca /
PROFESSIONAL DATA '
Highest Degree Earned |
"1, Less than a B.A, /B 5. —_ 4, Mastet's plus or ' i
. Advanced Professional |
°2 B A. /B S Certificate
3! M.A./M.S./M.Ed.' ___ 5. Doctorate °
) ‘ . ‘ —_ 6. Other (Specify)

k)

-

Please indicate the kir{d of certification you currently hold in

your area!

\ . ' ‘ Mathematics ©  Reading

1. Provisiona] Certif:.cate
T2 Probationary Provisional

“ 3. Probationdry. Standard

.
\

4 Readlng Teacher

6 Mathematics Resource Teacher
7. Mathematics Teacher ‘ '

X Othqi'. (Specify)

-t

-

Are you presently pursuing another type of certification?

1. NO

2. YES - If YES, Type:

Number of courses comple'ted by end of term

]

I



(16-29) ; Years of teaching experieﬁce: X

d

1, Total teaching experience years

C . 2, Teaching of Title I studeénts _____ years
' 3, Pre-kindérgqrten or HeadStart _ . years
- 4. Kindergarten - Years ’ .
5. Primarx - Grades 1 - 3 — ____Yyears

) 6. Elementary - Grades 4 - 6 _years

7. Grades 7 and 8 years
. >

I1T. STAFF DEVELOPMENT

5 .
(30-58) For each type of staff Development program listed below, please
give the number of sessions you attended and-your rating of each
for Title I and regular programs. Use the following rating scale:
' 5 = Excellent 2 = Poor
/ ) A ] 4 = Good i 1 = Did not participate
3 = Fai; -
> 1973-- 1974 School Year )
A. Regular Staff B. Title I Staff
TYPE Development Program - Development Program
Number of | Over-all Number of | Over-all .
3 _ Sessions Rating Sessions Rating '
Credit Courses ) \\
Workshops
*Conferences ) . o . s .
> Seminars
' . - - )
Pre-Training Wrkshps. > i
Language Skills Inst| . i . ’ -
.|_(March '74) ‘ . . .
:;zztﬁy/TSpecify) A ] .

'y ~ 272
ERIC .7




(59-66)

(67)

(68)

Pleasé.rate the following teaching methods used in staff develop-

ment programs in which you participated. Use the following rating -

scale: R
‘ 5 *= Excellent. 23 boor
4 = Good 1 - Did not participate in
3 = Fair ' this type of activity
1973 - 1974 School Year »
A. Regular Staff B. Title I Staff !
TYPE Development Program Development Program
Classroom Visitation ~ )
Group Dynamics ’ ' '_
Sessions .
Discussion Groups . )
Demonstration

QUESTIONS.S & 4 ARE FOR PUBLIC SCHOOL PERSONNEL ONLY. NON-PUBLIC
SCHOOL PERSONNEL SKIP TO QUESTION 71. ’

4

Was your training in the use of special classroom Mmaterials for éhe
Competitive Partnership Program provided before or after the pro-
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




(69) ’ List two specific wéys‘ih.which you feel the Staff Development

.

{ Program could be made more effective.

1.
R ’ -
2. \
‘ (3
v
(70) ‘Eave you attended any of fhe follawigg conventions or conferences
' " this year? -
: . ) : YES NO
‘1. District-wide professional conference - S e
2. An out-of-state pg;fessionél conference o
, .
W, EBJ‘;BOLLBENT ST
(71-76) ' P 5T;ase provide %hq following enrollment information for your classes: .
, ST . \ o - Number of Students
T /157," rc; fotai students in all classes £ _ '
' 2. Total Title I students in all -€>lasse“s' - q .
3. Number ‘of different classes or sections
‘ withiTitlé:I.students. classes/sections
(77;78)' ' How many Titie I éhildren have been transferred out of your
. | classroom this schoél year? *
(79,80) ﬁow‘many have been tran;fef;éd in to your classroom this'school

. year?

L2




ik

E I

:(5-15)

(16,17)

s, $o

A3

V. READING - ESecondary.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.

Please check the Title I Competitive Partnership reading progran
used in your classroom this year and last xg:s.

This year Last year

1. D. C. Health

2. McGraw-Hill

L

+» 3. Random House -

4. None of the above

- . u
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. - '

. t

»

Please check the month you started the Competitive Partnership
. f

! . L
Program this year and indicate ‘when the reading books arrived . -

¢
for the students to use.

¥

Month CP Started Month Readigg_ggoks,Arrived‘

. Sépteﬁbe{ . February B ___ September | o Feb?ua;y
__ October —_ March ;__3October . March
___ Novemper — April _;_ November 3;' ___ April
___ December . ng ____December‘? 7 May “
____-Japuary ____January Y

275 '




oy

-

. (29-37)

o f you did not receive your CP.reading matérials in Septembdr

D &
¢ " b
with what materials were you supplied? - " ,
> [ 4

; o PUBLISHER ' TITLE OF SERIES
1. i | : !

2.

.- ' , - ] v :
8. o~ _

v 7
Did you have access to the materials thls Year which you used in

the CP_program for 1972-19737
YES 5. N

» .

v +

‘ r-) N
P}ease list the redding series and materials (other than the

x

CP programs) that you usé most often with your Title I

e

2 students. Please check the one series which is your basal

.
P

", . / v .
or adapted series.” e . o ‘
' - - TITLE R PUBLISHER - | Basal series
1. ‘ .
- ”
2 > - F,
L3 ‘
“ e ‘\
4. - .
5. )
. ‘ N ’
' N A
- ) .
)
4
L . N
4 ;
b




DA hat A Rt

(38-51)

" (52-57)

.

(58)

Who made the decision to use the regading materials listed be;ow
in your clagsroom? (Please check (vf or mark all others that apply.

. X Title I Progradf Regylar Program
1. Central Administration - | ' —_—
2-'Schpol.Aﬁmiﬂistration ‘ —_— _:__
3. Title I Staff . o _—
4, R;ading-Resource Teacher — - .\\\‘ S
’ 4

5 . Classroom Teacher alone
6 . Both Reading Resource and “ . ’//;
the Classroom Teacler o ’ g

7. Other (Specify)

-

On the average, how many minutes per week do you devot to éach program?
] -
1. regular reading program 2, Title I reading program Total

Are the #rofessional services provided your Title I‘students by’&ﬁg
Reading Resource Teacher #and the Regular District Reading Specialist .
of ‘equal time? ; 1, Yes 2, No ‘ P

R ~N————— ——
o@v . : ' “ .

B U

»

—

Please check the one showiﬁg how you usually organize your Title I

e

students f é&ing instruction. . . -
1 Small groups (10 or less) ' , o ) )

2 Large'groups (more than 10)

3 Individualized

;’4 Other (Specify) ] -

<.




L
(60-74) For the following list of teaching activities please check those
that you use in teaching your Title I students. Place a secdnd

check ( in ‘the last column) for the three activities that you use

the most.
' THREE MOST
" - USED USED
1. Listening Skills
2, Study Skills
. 3. Decoding or Word Attack ! .
Skills
ey — ——
4. Comprehension Skills
’ 5. Oral Language Development
6. Oral Reading Skills \
: 7. Silent Reading Skills
8. HWritten Composition
9. Spelling : . .
10.  Dictation //f\- -
11.  Handwriting -
12, Others (Specify) ' ) .
L) ¢
t S )
. ) N L) . ‘\

-\y/

\ " - .




————

© -10-

Do you keep an 1nd1v1dua1 pupil profile book or form to indlcate
the student's competency in each skill.area? l

1. on all Title I students e /ﬂ

2. on some Title I students
3.  On none , ‘ e R
' , ‘ ) A'r‘ .
¥ 4 A ' . .
How many times per week do you do the following (list the
' %

number of times)

. - - . \ ¥
1. Read to.your students ‘
hS . ‘

2. Tell a story ta your students

- Js your classroom equipped with a library?

a

____YBS ©_NO - v
1f YES, what is the source of fundit;g? T . '
1. Regular budget ' 3 Other

2. Title I budget '

Do your students have a silent free reading peridd each_day

. : 0ff1ce Use Only
YES N - . Card 31 - 7
Are the children in the c1as§rooﬁ free to take the books home?‘
- . . ’
YES . ‘NO -

et m—— . .

If Yﬁs; please check

pr—

1. From the classroom library?

2. From the schobl library? »

,

. Are the children in the classroom free to take their text books home

to.do home assignments? -. : ..

. A

1 1 .

YES " NO -

B ] ——cy




11
12)

(13)

(14)

.(15)

(16:20)

. -11- . ..
. ¢ - , “
Does the school'ﬁhve a well-equipped library? 1. YES
Is the librarian 1. full time or 2, part time?

How many times per week is your class scheduled to V151t the sChool
library?

(ST

How many times per week does your clasé visit the school.library?
Orice . Twice . *  Three or more (give number)

Are the students inh your classroom free to visit the library at

times other than the regularly scheduled period or periods?

1. YES 2. NO ' \

-

Has your school partic1pated in apy of the following readzng related
ac :

activities this year7 ' .
- YES NO

1. é Book Fair

2. Reading Is Fun-Dimental (RIF) R

3.: The Bookmobile program ’ ’

4. The "Read More in "74 Campaign

5. Any other (Please list.) C : - -

~N




‘

(21-25)

., (26,27

(28,29)

~

~

VI. MATHEMATICS : (READING TEACHERS AND READING RESOURCE TEACHERS -SKIP TO

SECTION VII) . R

QUESTIONS 21-27 ARE FOR PUBLIC SCHOOL PERSONNEL ONLY: NON-PUBLIC
PERSONNEL BEGIN ANSWERING THIS.SECTION WITH QUESTION 28

. . Py
Cay
'

-Please_ check the Title I Competitive Partnership mathematic?ﬁroétaﬂz
used in your classroom this year and last yelar. TR ‘

A

&
1, Addison-Wesley —_— \ l
2. D.C. Health *© ' : | - '
2
3.  Random House . —_—
Give the number of Title I students in your room this year who .

are using the sameCompetitive Partnership.progran they used during - -
the 1972 - 1973 school year. . : .. '

\
Please check the month you started the Competitive Partnership

J . . .
Program this year and indicate when the reading books arrived

>

for the students to usé.

Month CP started - Month Mathénatics Books Arrived
___September ___February __ﬁ_Septng‘Jer_ ' ____February
. __October ___March __October __March
_ Novémber —April =7 | November __ April
_December .____May - __Degember . _May '
;_Jmuaw o ___January >
- . _ -~ s

If you did not receive Vour Competitive Parfnership materials in \
September, with what mathematics materials were you supplied?

" PUBLISHER TITLE OF SERIES
. " 'S .
1. ) .




(36)

(37-47) -

-13-

Did you have access'tp the materials this year which you used in
the Competitive Partnership program for 1972 - 19737

4

2. __

’

‘

“y .

-

[

Please list the mathematics series.and ‘materials.(other than the

CP programs) that you use most often with your Title I'stydents.

L4

Please check the one series which is your basal -or adopted series.
. . S . . t
. ) '
TITLE PUBLTSHER Basal Series
1 e
2. ’ kY ¢ . , '
3. » -~
s < e . - .
_4. « ' . ko .
! ™~/ N =
" 5. ‘ . ” o




(48759)

(60-65)

(66)

- 14 -

' . . ) L

Who made the decidion to use these mathematics materials listed

above in your classroom? (Please check (¥ all that apply.

Title I Program Regular Program

I.  Central Administration - Y

2. Schéol Administration = . — D

3. Title I Staff - L —

4. Hatheha:fics' geg,oixrce Teacher . b .

5. . Both Mathématics Resource - _

and the Classroom Teéchgr ' — —_—

6. Other (Specif)") . \ - .

. -

v

On the average,.how many’ minutes. per week do you devote to each

program? ' : . -
1. ' Regular -Hathemaéicé Progran; - : .
2. Titlg I Mdthematics Program Vi
3. Total for Regular and Title I Programs b _
Please check the one si\owing hdw you usually orga}ﬁze your 2, A
Title I students for nathemat;.cs instruction, . .
1. Siall grougs (10 o less) . TN
2. large: groups (uxore. tﬁan it)) By o
_;_;;ﬁs' In&i@rdual;zed ~_“.A;’t \T;;? .g ‘.;;-:; '  $.;;¢:r”
_____ 4. Other' (Specrfy) ; v. ,‘ - _ a _

.5



Office Use onhi
- .LCard 4, 1-7

»

[

X -

(8-24) ° . For the following list of teaching act1v1tles please ¢heck those :

that mu use in teachmg your Title I students. Next place a -
o

second check for the three act1v1t1es that you use the most.

N

1. Mathematics Vocabulary Operations

8.

2. Computation Skills 9, -Geometry

———

Measurement

10,

Y A}
3. Number Presentat ion,

4. Nﬁmeration ¥ 11. Problen Solving

5. Sets o | 12. Number Theory'

~

.6. Number Sehténces S 13, Probabihty and .
: ’ i Statistics

- . . . =

: 7. ‘Structure ,e . ‘. 14. Application
.. L0y e o , ¢ - -
' ) v, -~ I N
&‘ n . ! . [2Y ) ¢ « . N

<F
4

v

€25) .~ . Do you keep'hn individuél pup11 profile book or. form to 1nd1cate .

the studentls,competency in each skill, area? ’

. 1, onall Title I'students 2

L 2. on some Title I'studehts | T
: st .

- 3. onnbne .ot . ¥

¢ ¢ .
C v s N
. v, .

. (2'6)‘.“‘ Is your.classroom well-equipped for teaching mathematics? ~ °

. v N Sk
v -

o1.__YES 2. " N e B

m————— ~ ¢ Po——— JRIN

{27) . Do your students have free access to use the manlpulat,lve media,

dekus ete.? . .

-
¢ N "~ -

j1. __YES - 2.




- . -

’ ' « . * -
, . ,
é « /‘/,, 1
. - - - » .
R v
. ( " - z .
. . . -
- .
- r .
. .
% * s,
¢ -~ N s e
- ..
. .
’, .
o

) (28) Are the children in your.élasspoon free 'to take their text hpoks

‘
. *

. home for home assigriwents? S

‘ YES T v N :

. (29) Have you taken your éi\us on-a cultural enrichment field trip

in relation to their mathematics program? - . ’
v . £ . .
, ___YES . NO .
s . l’* "
¢ . »
AY
S "
- * ’ .
‘ .}
. :
. . \g \
) * "
4
LIRS + n
) <
I3 v +
[y . * L]
¢ N 1 ‘ . . v
. ~ e T
. v . -
k . . st .
- R . R »
- -
’ ! o ' ",
, 285
. , . .

t
*
.
4
P Y
|
.
|
~
|
i
|
|
|
|
|
"
S
v
.




-

S -17-
VII.  EDUCATIONAL AIDES - S - -
A - ’ ¥ ,\ -
(30,31) % " Do _you have 4 teabhe;'s;?idg assigned to your classroom?
L N I LI :

If YES, indicate on what tlme bas:s?

R LA Full-tine ‘ Half-time Less than half-time
(32-38) *  Indicate below in ranking order the,tasks which assign to your
- A . . o~ ' W‘ s
aide, . , )
. 1. 'Pfépgration of instructional materials
2. Recérd'maintenance . ‘e
; . ) X4 &
e 3. ——Supervising Childreneto and from
: ‘ .. the classroom.’’

e

[

Y Tndividualized work with children
5. ___Equipment maintenance
6. ___ Small group work with chlldren

- ' - 7. . Others , ' , _ . e

v - .~

. v.
©a
"(;9’40).. . Is the aide sufficiently trained to carry out the tasks you

assign to her/hinm?

1. ° YES 2. NO g

» I1f no, in what particular area is improvement ‘needed?

-

7
v )




(41,43)

(49-53)

M , ~18-

-

Have you and youg);fde aitended‘together any type of staff

development progr deeigned to promote better team work?

1. YES o, NO

If YES, did you find it beneficial? ___ YES NO

If NO, would you be interested in attending such a ﬁrogram} o
1______Y’ES, ‘ 2.___NO. " |

e — B -
1 .
F

o

Please list and describe the major advaniages you have encountered

< this year in workxng with the Title [ Program

.
'

\~ -

Please list and describe.the main problems you have encountered
this year in working with the Title I Program.

\¥

& ~.
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VIII. INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURCE SERVICE

- ~

-

. SECTION- A" (page 20) is to be answered by the; Reading Resource

Teachers only.

3

. ~
’ —

L)

~

. , - . 1‘
SECTION B (page 21) is to be answered by the Secondary Mathematics

Teachers and Mathematics Resource Teachers only. *

1

»

3

-
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APPENDIX A - 3. PAC QUESTIONNAIRE
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~ * i
/. .
!

‘ ‘ vl

.PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE DISTRTCT OF COLUMBIA
ESEA TITLE I EVALUATION

. o 1973-74

\ v
(1) QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PARCNT MEMBERS OF THE
(2,3,4) _ PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL (PAC)
» .

Directions: Please apswer cach question by putting an "X" in the space

t

given. Answer all questions as 'accurately'as you can.
1 - '

PART I: TELL US ABOUT YOURSELF \

A

(5) Y sex . o L
1. Male’ - . :
2. Female .
(6) ‘ Age -
’ 1, Under 20 years " __ 4.41 - 50 years
—_— 2.21-3 " —_ 5. Over 50 years
. > .
= 3.31-40 B
v o N '
: ‘ \
(7) - Highest grade completed ¥ i
__ 1. S5th grade or less 5. 12th gradé
~ &
- 2. 6th or 7th gradb ___ 6. some college or other tralnmg
f after highschool
— 3. 8th or 9th grade . ___ 7. B. A./B. S, :
—— 4.. 10th or 11th grade 8 M. A./M. S
< * » B
e
. ~ ’("h

292




\ 4

(8-35)

Please complete this chart showing the grades yOur.chiIAren

are in and whether or not they are."Identified" Title I

" GRADE

Number of

TITLE 1I°?
Yes No .

Children

Pre-Kindergarten
7

H

Kindergarten . :

1st grade

2nd grade

3rd gradé

4th grade

Sth grade °

6£h grade ®

7th grade

8th grade

\
oth -grade

10th grade

11th -gxrade

12th .grade

t
1
)
]
]
1
[}
L}
L}
|
[
L]
L}
1
}
}
1
1
]
L}
[}
]
]
1
]
!
[}
!
]
i
[]
1
]
1
}
!
1
[l
[}
t
1
i
1
)
!
!
i
)
[}
]
]
1
)
|
1
}
)
!

< "

‘ﬂ
'

#

<93

’

N




PART II:- PAC PARTICIPATION
" (36-39) PAC Membersh . ) . A
1, Cltyw1de P C *

L .3, Local School

_ . ___ 2. Regional PACY PAC Region Number - _ T ,
\kAC Name of, School

- ' "a
(40) Whéh did you f1rst~kec0me a member of your local school\PAC°

1, June 1972 or Jarlier e

v —— . . . -~

e

R L g 2. Between Septe#ber 1972 and June 1973

i : R P Between Sepgémber and December 1973 .
h ‘ 4. Since Japuary 1974 S '
(41) . wbeq did you first become- aidelegate of the Reg1ona1/C1tyw1de PAC?!i N
1. Not a delegate i‘ ' T ' :/‘\
3. June 1972 or earlier

+ 3. Between September 1972 and June 1973

) ___ 4. BetWen September and Dgcember 1973 : ' A
' L
“ } ___™~_5. Since January 1974 _ s B
. : (42-47) .~ . Participation in other parent groups and services. (Mark all

]

that apply) . !

)

1. Parent-Partners Volunteer Cbrps (formerly Parent Corps)

- J

2. Job Counse11ng and Placement SerV1ce

. TOPPS Chorus

B
[+ |

.o | 4. Title I Educational Aide -

J - S. Other (Please describe)
' ’ . t 8 . LD
f '_ L2 . 'n" ' ;

1 T




~

(48-54) Afe you now an officer of PAC at thé ‘local, regiohal or

N . ) ¢ .
. city-wide level? . :
e \ .
§
: 1% NO ,jy : ‘ . !
, o Y 2.YES : ' . s
?’ ’ * i N N
. - * If YES, check the office(s) you hold: . :
) Citywide “Regional Local
\\\\ (48) Chairperson ] a -
i \ (49) Vice Chairperson . - -
atn———— Se———— . —_—\ £ ™
. (50) Recording Secretary o ‘ ’
L] ' ! ' L) ! ‘
" (51) Assistant Recording
' Secretary >
L (52) Committee
Chairperson . |
i (§3) Chaplain - ) - ~ —
- N N )
(54) Othdr (Please T : .
,Describe) c . ' . R . °t . -
: ‘ / '
. " = . S— ’ . - m——
(55) 'Wers You an“officer of. PAC before this year, either local
' or citzgide?< -
‘ . lYES ' . , z
\ ! 2.N0 | o ‘
. —_— ) - Y
' (56)\ How many regional or citywide‘PAC meetings have you attended °
this school year? ' /
‘ ' N
1, Not a delegaEe 4, Five to six '
’ 2. Two Or less S ___ 8 Seven to eight - .
y " __ 3. Three to four,- 4 ___ 6] Nine to ten " i
' ! .o ' 7. Eleven to twelve

—
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’,‘ . M 4
R ' (57) How many lbcal school PAC meétings have you attended this

"« school year? _ ' C e

1. Not a member 2 5. Sevenm to eight ) . .

apme———
~

2. Two or less ) + *6 Nine to ten -

. g ) N
. 3. Three to four * 7. Eleven to twelve ‘
.—4—: o —

-

4. Five. to six . . - .

PAC REGIONAL OFFICERS ONLY. ALL OTHER PAC MEMBERS, PLEASE - t
. SKIP QUESTION 58. ' , B \
. (58) . Please jate.the PAC Leadership Training Institute in terms of

. its usefulness to i'our work as a PAC member.

‘ — . 1, Very useful _ ___ ‘3\. Not useful
2 'Sqmewhai: useful , L 4 Did not attend v
(5;-64) . How did you become a member of Iyour school’s PAC? . (Mark an %
| nxn on :'111 that.app'ly) . '

J

, (59) o Elected in a parents' meeting at your child/children's
h i /

' schogl . :
) . - 1 .

(60) . Ask! to serve by anothe} PAC member.

» ' s i \ >
61y Asked to gerve by your school's principal.
- ) - ' ‘ ' * ' . - A R
(62) ____ ' Asked to s¢rve by some pther school official.
. . R 4 »
“663) o : Asked to serve by souig of the parents. in your né‘ighborho'od.
' (64)',Z . Ofher. (?lease describe)

t
A




'
"

(65-69) -

(65)
(66)
(67)

\
(68)
(69) °

(76-75)

(70)
(71)
(72)

r

- {73)

. .
. .
. , : .
. . . N -
[ N -»
' . .
LA , . . v
. d “
. . . 2

e

wiy

How did you become a member 6f the regional or citxyidégPAC?
: . v [ ] - '

)“ -
Elected by your sgKool's PAC as the representative. -

A

-

serve by your school's pringipal

‘ Ve

Asked to serve by some other school official
; .

Other (Please describe)

. . . M '

& -

>

Whht.informapion was given to yoﬂ as a'mengr of.PAC?V\
(Mark all that apply) Lo
\ Federal program guidlines fqr Title I
Sch;:1 system f;an of operation for Title I for 1973;74
Number of schools _and children in these ;chools who

would be, or are, receiving Title I sexrvices

Budget information on how mﬁch Title I money is being

' "
- spent for va'rioqs services, s‘uch\p>readi g, medical
gssistance. - o . .
. 1 i \ -
R . . a
) ) Other[(Please‘describe) o - )
-~ ¢ -t
' 3
r- _ “
* None - ‘
© - b
S * *
’ 4
v R - , . .
e |



-

~

(7-14)

I3

Have you and other PAC members in your school participated .

'(: OFFICE US): ONLY:

Card 2, 1 - 6

in maklng decis1ons about the following act1v1t1es°

(Mark all items.)

)

(12)

(13)

(14)
N

Selection of Title I
Staff

Kinds of serv1ces
éctually provided
to children

Determining the
needs of-vchildren

Setting priorities
based on the needs
of children

Use of the Title I °
funds in ?pug school

Evaiuation of the
Title I services in
your school

Making changes in
the Title 1 se!*ices

YES “ NO_ . ' NOT SURE -

Otbér (Please describe) . ‘ v

~
.

(15) Does the principal and/or a representative from the Title I

office meet with ;Bg and other PAC members regarding Title

I policies and services?

~

———

1. Yes,;regq}arly

»

)

-

2 Yes, once in a while 3.

N

298 -




¥{6) * Does the principal of your school work cooperétively with
+PAC merbers in meeting the Title I childr®h's needs?

A A -
Ll ’ \ c ‘ :
i ‘w1, Yes, most of the time e ': S : .
. oo ‘- ___;__ 2. Yes, once in a whiie .
« . 3. Mo ‘ ,
(17) Do the. classroom te#éhers Qork‘coopgratively with PAC;membens .
| :in meeting the Title-I -children's needs? e
: 1, Yes, most of the time ‘ .
N ‘ 2. .Yes, once in awhile - D ) -
3N AR ) )
, 6. N ’ y - -
(18)- DS the Pupil Personnel Worker and Pupjl Personnel Aide work
co&?erat%bely with BAC Momgers in'mee in e.Title I childreqig\j
. needs? o \ | ‘
, 1, Yes, most of the time ‘
, I ! 2: Yes, me of th;e t‘J':me' )
—_— "3;'N9 ) — N : .
. (193 ] Dojjou ;nd thg other PAC members feel that yau know what you;
§ g job is in helping to meet th; needs of‘'the Title f children . .
¢ e . *
in your school? . s . ) ' ’
A 1. Yes, most sf tﬂe time ’
] L "

. 2. Yes, some of the time

R : o 3 Ao




>

they d)h't like somethmg. that happens to then'

”

children in school? '

k{
1. Yes, frequently

2 Yes,-once in a while

-

3 NO\'they don't tell me

@

. e
o . iy ‘

(21 - 29Y , What does the Title I program m‘eén to you as a PAC memben?

v

(Mark ‘all of the followmg items that fit your opmlon )

(21) More jobs for parents, J \
..........\‘(22) More special services f\or your child/children‘,‘like

“ hot lunches, clothing, medicllkassistance.'

A}

—— (23) Better tegchmg of .reading -

Ve (24) Better teaching of mathemat1cs '

~

e (25) More field trips for your ch11d/ch11dren [
e (26) More decision-ma'kmg for you and other barents ov{a‘r’

your child's/children's- eduéati’qn )
¢ — @27 No ure - °
— (28) N:Ei_ipn '
' — (29 61:\i\er (P\fhise;&c:ribe) .

]




.
» - 1

(30) - Do you feel that you are doing something important for - ‘
' . your chil&/children and .the other Title I children b ‘
' serving as a PAC member? ' : - . ‘
- ‘ ‘ ’

2 ~

—— 1 Yes . ‘

—— 2 No :
Y - . -

¥ em— 3 Not sure . - - A ' i
(31 - jg) What changes in the Title I program services.would you .
‘ like to see happen? (Please descfibe) Use the back of . -

. . . ' . o C &
this questionnaire if you need more space. o )

4

~




PART IPRA YOUR VIEW AS A PARENT-

4

.
,
d
* »

@ L

A (39
o )
T (e

*

(42)...
(43)

1

44 - s1)

’

(44)

(45)
(46)
(47)

(48) -

(4§)

(50)
(51)

D1rections. “Please answer each question by putting an )

P

« o

child/children with the following services?

s

‘X in the approprlate space.

't\

Js your ‘school doing a good job in teaching your

child/children .the following subjects?

€

&

,

Reading w
Mathematicg
Science' -

Social Studiés
Other : .

(Please describe
{d

Yes

- No

Not sure

&

Is your-school doing a goéd job in providing your

N

N

Special tutoring
_An readi or
" mathematids = -

Food

Clothing

Medical attention
Field trips
Special testing,

like vision' or
hearing \

~ Job preparation

" Other .

(Please describe)

Yes

No

*

___Not sure

1
-

N




- *

(52 " In' your opinion; how interested are the parents in your
. ...nedghborhood in what the séhool is doing for their
. ’\L.
_ children? '

- ’ *
1, *Most parents are~interested

2, Most parents are not interested-
v ’
3’5‘ ___ 3, No opinion
» ¢ ’/" v -
(53) How good a job.do' the parents in your neighborhood think -

1

the school is doirfg in teachiné. their children?

_1; Most parenfs think.the school is doing a good job.
2, Most'parents' th-ink the schqol i‘s‘& doing a good j‘Ob.
3. Mostésarent.s dc;n't_kno;v. .
4, No 'opinion
 — - . '
(54) . How much help do you give your child/children with school
‘‘work (re'ading, magtxematig:s, spelling, etc:)?
1- A great deal : »
2 Some. .
3 No: very much _
15%) o~y To ;vhat extent 'do'_?'ou é-alk wj.£h ydur child/g.hildren about

doing well in school?

—. YA great deal . ' RN
2 Some . ) o .
. \ « . ‘
3 Not very much . .

[} . [}

Thank you w.;ery much for taking the¥time to answer these

questions. Yaux answers are very important to the evaluation ‘ ‘}
1 } ~ . -

L4

effort. .
Lo - 303
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"PART IV

THE NEXT QUESTIONS ARE FOR REGIONAL AND CITYWIDE PAC DELEGATES ONLY.

ALL OTHERS PLEASE SKIP THESE QUESTIONS
(56 - 63) Do you gnd the other regional or citywide PAC members
participate in making decisions:about the following’activities?

) .
‘CMark all items). ) d

_ ) _ i YES N0  NOT SURE
(s6) Selection of Title I ‘ . . ~
» . ‘ "
s® - Setting priorities for , iaL
. services based on the

needs of children®

(58) ;  Allocation of Title'l
, funds for the priorities,
i that have been set

(59) Evaluation of the re-’
sults of the Title I ) N ’

program {

(60) Recommending changes ’ .- -
: in the Title I program )
services based on re- - 4
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)

e A4




A

’ . -

(64 - 72) Do the Title I staff and other school officials work -

“

“cooperatively with you and other regional/citywide RAC members

" in the following activities? (Mark all items)
.. - . YES N0 NOT ' SURE
(64) Y. Providing Title I pro-
/

gram guidelines

(65) . Providing Title I bud-
get information . , T )
(66) ' Mutually apriving at

priorities for spend-
ing the Title I money

en - - Providing evaluation._ .
‘ _ Teports o , -
©(68) Providing information ' :

on' various programs ) ‘
. paid for by Title I ’
money, like reading

3 or mathematics
Q [

(69) Planning the Title ' 8
I program for each
year

(70) - Making changes in the

Title'I program ser-
vices based on the .
results with children

(71) Setting the guidelines
for determining the nceds

' of the Title I children

(72) Other (Rlease describe)

¢ .

Thank you very much for taking the time to answer thesé questions. Your

answers are very important to the evaluation effort.
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APPE‘.NDIX A —'l+., NON-TEACHING _PRQFESSIONAI:S' QUESTIONNAIRE
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. . N IR
LY i - ' ‘ . ) . P a'\‘_:» N N‘\

B PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA . ~
| N ESEA TITLE I EVALUATION ) . )
, - 1973-74 o s g

:
|
{ ‘(i) QUESTIONNAIRE FOR NON-TEACHING PROFESSIONALS -

- \ PUBLIC SCHOOLS ONLY’ : N
’ Directions: This que;tionnaire gpplies only to fitle I ESEAkprograms:
PleaSerézmplete the duestionnaire oniy if you spend 20% or N
more of your time with this proéfam.'
(2-5) . . o
- Name (Optional) ; . ‘
(6) «\\E\Position: .
. 5 — 1, Social Worker . - ___ 4. Speech Thé;apist
i’; i 2. Clinical Psychologist -_;__ 5. Other (Specify)
- 7 3. éﬁpil Personnel Worker. N o
. . . .
j~ . ¢ ) : K
%) “  ‘Highest degree heldq - )
. ) . 1. B.A./B.S. ‘ \ 4 Doctorate ‘
' 2. Masters degree o ‘\ X — s. 6tﬁ;r (Specify) *
.» .3 Més{Qif plus “t N - -
(8,9). T Y?ars~of experience. in your professional field: ° - ‘Years N '
’ (10,11) Years of experience in working with Title I students: yegrﬁ
(12,13) ~ What percentage of your timg was devoted to wéfkingnwith the Tiile I
: 1' pfograms this year -and last year? L' | . S B
' .o * T This Year ": " Last Year. ]
-1,. 21 - 40% ‘ | oy
L2, 4 '.60* ' Y : N
3. 61 sos o
) 4. 81% to full-time ) ¥ '

e

5, Not aﬁ?licahle last ‘year

v

307




S (14-16) * Of the time that you spent with the Title I programthis Year (as indicated in

the bréceding question), about what percentage was spent with schaol per-

100%) .

to many students

» .

A
B | . 3C8 \

- " ’‘sonnel, studenté,’or parents? (Co}umns 1+2 + 3 should add to about
C i . : School ¥ .
[Percentage of Time Personnel Students Patents
.. " [} .
1. 20% or under .
y A
2. 21 -40% ’ : _
3. 41 - 60% T
* U ny - * N -
4. 61 - 80%
(17) " How many Title I schools do you work in or serve? S A
_~_ 1. One, ___ 2. Two ___ 3. Three 4. Four
—. . 5. Five or more —_ 6. Do not work with specific schools
(18-27) Please list the Title I schools with which you work.
§
—
. . %\
(28-39) Using a scale ffom 1-4, rate the items below in the first dolumn
. R ) '
ac¢ording to the amount f time you spend on each task with 1'< '"most .
. frequent" and 4 = "least freqdeqt." In the second column, rate the
’ * ot
items in terms of how you feel you d spend your time.
' . G
' e . Usually $hould
(28,29) . Planning and consultation with school =+
é personnel for, problems and programs geared .




Usually . Should

(30,31) Referrals for asséssment, testing or .
S diagnosis of individual students : ‘
z‘ X \ ) -
(32,33) \ Post-assessment consultation with school .
. personnel to discuss problems/dia i , '<\
‘of individual pupils - Y -
(34,35) Planning with and assisting school ‘
, personnel and other professionals .
to develop ‘treatment, therapy, or ‘- -
intervention programs for individual
children . ¢ . )
Ead - A
(36)67) . Consultations with parents regarding ,
. their children's problems
. p 1
(38,39) ﬁsheleémﬁunlty liaison and follow-up ?
v g 4 ’ - ‘ 2 \
(40) Considering your caseload, to what exteént are you able to provide )
: . o
services ‘to Title I students who are in need of them? ["
Almost all who need them are served |
N 2 About half of those who need them are served - }
3 Only a small number of those in need are served
4 ’ 4 . .
(41) How adequate is the follow-through with.Title I students to provide
oﬁ o ' o
the treatment, therapy or intervention necessary to the ahmeliorakion
Ly
of the original condition?
— 1 Usually adequate . < 3 Sometimes adequate
: — 2 Often adequate . ___ %4 Rarely adequate
(42,43) Do you feel that your professional skills are well used in serving

hY

Title I students? 1 YES 2 NO 4

If NO, state how your skills .can be better used.

P
al




N L]
(44_49) Please‘rgye the cooperation yéu received f?om the 'following people in

[ I .
) " the Title I 'program. Mark the appropriate colum.
f . .
<2 e : Excellent Good> Poor Not Applicabie
' . ‘e
(44) Title I Coordinators © i " '
(45) o Pr1nc}pals‘h l . \
(46) Resource Teachers
(47) -Classroom Teachers ) :
" (48) - . . Parents - .
(49) - Other (Specify) - ‘
_(50-55) What Percentage of the Title.I‘sgPdents (and their,parents) that you
- . worked with this. school year fa1}~into the following pupil personnel
case categories. o T N
(50,51) I (most critical) __ N .
“ a. . * 5
32,53 . 11 $ vt s :
32,55 o — ) 1
(54, 55) \ IIT (Least’ critical) o ?




o T TR R

3

(56)
(57)

(58)

(59)
(60)

()]

(70)

(62)

(711,72)

’

]

Given below are some problems often ?odnd ‘among

students. Please check

all those that you have found among the T1t1e I students that. ZEB have

worked with. Double check the five that are must common.

___ Discipline

____ Lack of Motiyatioﬂ

___ Disruptive f;mily conditions
____Flothing ' .
__T.Poor nutrition

___ Need better self—image:-

Need an adult intérest

- ’

»

(63)

(64) .
(65)
(66)

(67)
(68)
(69)

____ Speech

Dental care needs

e

_ Emotionalﬁproblemg

. Social adjustment

v

b

3 .

____Vision/needaof eye‘glasses
____Physiéal Health/Other Problems

‘Reading retardation

How interested are ‘the parehts of Title I students.in theix, children's

8

problems?
1. Most parents are interested

2. About half are'intergsted

3. Most parents are.not interested

4. Not applicable

’ e "

/

e
W

Please 1ist and describe the major problems you have encountered in

working with the Title I program. (Use back of questionnaire if needed)

4 ) /




| (73,74) . °

(75,76)

( B .' . ) ) ] .

A

N
Please list and describe the major advantages you have encountered in

working with the Title I Program. - (;’ )
f \ '
\ ! = |
\\ )
- - ; AP .
- — » '
\ . ' .
i - ’
R )
1 .

Please list and describe your recommendations for improy%meni of

services to Title I students.

L
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APPENDIX A - 5.  NON-TEACHING PARA-PROFESSIONALS' QUESTIONNAIRE
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L(2,3)

( (4"5)

(63

‘

A

‘ Na:me (optionaﬁ \\ \

" School Code * '\

. A .
- ) ' l~ / ’ * . ¢
PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
- ESEA TITLE I EVALUATION :
) ' 1973-74 . :

. ' .
. . \
. ' QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PARA-PROFESSIONALS
Directions: Please answer all questions unless indicated for a specific

.Job\\title/.\lflace a check (V) in the respective spaces.

¢

\ : . e ’

"S¢hool Name \

»

Position: . i )

1. Educational Aide 3. HealthAide

'

. 2. Program .ASSiStak ) — 4. Pupil Pérsonnel AMde’ ™ "
- . o - « o 4. Other (Pleasé sgecify)
’ \ o ' s .
' h \ . ] ," -~ to i
Sex. . ' \\. T ' ¢
1. Female ‘__ 2.Male "
. \ . ‘
- . A . .
Age ° . SN - . .
_f. 1. 20 years or younger . | ___3,. 31 to 40 years
2 2.21to 30 years " 4. . Over 49‘ years ‘ \
' \\\ .
How long have you been working in this s\ghool? oo
“a ‘]../B'ess ‘th;a.n 6 mont};s ) L :
— ‘ . —_ 5. 25.< 30 months .
— 2.6 - 12 months | __ 6431 - 36 months -
- e . N , s ; .
- "3.13 - 18 nonths 7. More tham 36'months —&:
. 4.19 - 24 months L R

o

How mahy years have you been an aide in the D. C.%chool System . ‘lyears

- . .

. * . . +
3 M AT .




. Pleas

-

(14,15).

16,17)

7 YES
"(19-25)

£

|7

. (19)
N (20)

: - (21)
‘ 22)
- (23)

(24)
| \ ' (25)
~y

(27)

\

(28)

g (o

ould not be more than 8 ‘hours):

[ 4

processing fbtms,'a;ranging

2. NO

“

Principal
'Teachdrs

Parents .

1}

Nurses ) .

RsychologiSt.
Social Worker

Speech Therapist

1 YES g

*

. %ery Adequate

. 1.Excellent

&

-

hazj receiyed this year? ‘

\\(181 Do you feel that your talents are

1

Working directly with students

A

]

[

ow would yeu rate the c yoperation you received

. éo?t your school?

Please check the 8ppTop!

hours -

X

e giv the™ pproximate amount of time'per‘day you spend on each of
the fbllowaﬁ Qtnl.sh)m

. Workiég on administrative and clerical duties (record keeping,

?;ZEE;/efik)
SV

used at your school?

houfs

A

rom the fQ110w1ng

ate column )

1
-t

(26) . Did you complete Y quest1onnaire on which you 1nd1cated
whgt training you needed and wanted

Not
Excellent Good Poor Applicable
b
[ i J
l{ﬁ’ - v

2. N

In your d nio how adequate is the "Total Team. ApproacQ" to staff -’ .
1n1pning?

Y

2.Good\

B
x

A

2. Adequate

3.Fair

&

3 Not Adequate

How would you rate the overall staff deyelopment training that you

.




S - . N P » . . 88
A A

. N
, «
s
. ‘
v * -

(29-33)' ¥hat recommendation(s) would you make for next year's Staff Development
Training? (Check all thatpapply.) '

>

»

___(29) - Moze Sessions / o (32) More Academic Content
/ — (30) Sessions attended by teachers (33) Gther (Please specify) '

—_— (31\)" Professional/Paraprofessmn?l ’
In‘terpérsonal Relationships . : I ;

7 (34-38) ' Please list any recommendations that yQu would hke to see . _
. instituted for next year.

P - ' .
(34) . . i - 1
; v % 3 '
(35) : . ' L ‘ -
(36) : — -
(37) — - —_ ' w: ) . .8. PR
(88)- . 4 § ‘Q" t i '_ . e ,‘.T LA
. . » ‘ L]
g v - Y . '\y
EDUCATIONAL AIDES ONLY: HEALTH AIDES AND PUPIL PBRSONNEL 'AI&S SKIP.
TO QUESTION #6¥ - , .
;o : N
\ (39) * How many teachers are you asLigmed to? . :
1. 0ne —_— 22, Two ., 'I‘h;re:; 51' more * '
' (40) Which of the following Competitive Partnership Reading Programs are ) ,
ydu working with? S PRI T
* N - a4 ? ¥
\ x . ’ .
' . D.C.:Heath ! ' . y - ! e . p .
vt 1 N * “\ i . ¢ R R N 1
) »
- 2. Random House '
. ' \ ’ ' o e
" 3. McGraw-Hill o - - " . :
w— 4. None of the above . . o




- . ’ P

- 4 - "’ \ . ‘

4

(41) Hhich of the following Con{petltlve Partnershlp &themaucs programs

g ’

, 'are you worlung with? ‘ ‘

1D.C. Heath - 3. Adgisén-Wesley

" 2. Random House , v 4. None of the above

' . R 4

(42) Do you actively participawi\ c],_g.ss}oom planning with teachers? '

‘T, AIWays .« __ 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.:

.

~ < ——
o

9 - (43).Discipline ~ : > (48)Poor Nutrition )
« N o .
— ‘(44) Lack of Motivation . . ___ (49)Need Better Self-Image
- (45) Disruptive Family Conditions ___ (S0)Need an Adult o
- Interested in Them
’ - (46) Clothing - - e '
’ ' ' (Sl)Other (Specify)
< .. (47) Overcrowded Classroom . . ‘
N . (52)} ' — :
‘(51;-63) In wo,rking dlrectly with students, please check those items that_
_describe the help that you gwe. (Put two checks) beside those items S
that you do the _most.) o o L : . .
. . . . ’ ¢ -
— (53) Read, tell or dramatize a story (Sg) Prepare bulletin board
ot L . 5 .displays ° . .
. (54)-Write dictated 'story o .
v . < t.a
’ “ ' - i Administer a teach -made
___ (s5) Prepare WQrksheets T ‘ , (§0) te).g %t
(56) Maintain instructional matenals, ( 61). S ot up equipmerit for .
—_— A 1 .
t supplies and equipment | ~, «°reading, math,science, or,
e social studies' activity

__;'(3'7) Order aud;o-msual materials

-

62) Other (Please speci
—_ (58) Proctor examinationg, {" —(62) . pecify)

(6% %

bt

é "

(643 ’ Are you (or-were you in. the p&t) da parent of an identified Title I student(s)?

__1.YES - 2. NO




I e S S

HEALTH AIDES AND PUPIL PERSONNEL AIDES ONLY:
o, ' . ’ * \

(65) Approximately how many students did you assist in 's;creening for vision,

hearing, speech, weight and ot}ner health problens durmg the year?
Y+ __ 1. Less than 105 U:‘ 4. 31 < 4o '

2.11-20 . : 5. 41 - 50
3 21-3 ‘ . ._6.,:sb"- 160,
' - L 7. over'so0

. L) . . . ¢

(66-72) How many'of the Title I siudents need:i'ng services habé’ been referred to
you in the following problem a;beas. (Ust 1= many,, 2 = some, 3 = very few
. and4sdon'tknow) .

‘e - .M LI . o
(66) Visyal ) o , (69)) Sonlgllpsychologigal
(67) ‘Hearing - . ‘ ‘\ 7o ﬁutr‘:._tional
(68) Speech : " N (717, Other (§peciéy) ' ' ’ ,
.. . 2 T . g
o ot e (

4 -

(73)  What ;role do you play lin {:he maintenance,,‘of student healf.h rdcords?

1. *Responsible for mintenance L T

+

* 2. Assist in maintenimce - ‘. -

3. Other (Please specify) . . . -
?71) How would you rate your work relat;onshlp with the pfofessmnal Health
’ Team?
o, . "1, beod 2, Feir : 3. Poor
# * ’ - ) : . '\
‘J i " - [ o A L hd \
A .‘ o l‘ (%

I

g‘é

\ ' ) ) " — . : .
' ) | . ¢ ‘ LT 318 ) ' .
O . s \ . .
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. . A _
° PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

E.S.E.A. TITLE I.EVALUATION
1973 - 1974- = >

e

Interview questionnaire for classroom teachers, reading resource teachers
and mathematics rgsource teachers for public and Ron-public and non-public
schools. The interviewer may modify items to simglify them to the inter-
.viewee and ask additional questions if necessary. \Please feel free to-use
the back of any sheet for additional comments. ‘

Name (optional) - (

School . Elementary ' Secondary -

3

Grade Total nupbef of years teaching experience with the Title I Program

- * . : . ‘
Public_~ . Non-public - 7 .
N —e e ———— ~ R s . .

' Total rumber of identified Title I students in ypyr classroom. -

————ee
'

\ — INTRODUCTION

Wg 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: . N

.
S oo

I. Géneral . ' o o N N .
‘ 1. Whdat were and are some of the outgtanding features of the
! 1973 <1974 Title I Program? - e ’

* ' A

pql. List some of the things that you noticed this year that
you didh't notice last year. :

[y

~ . ,

320




' ’ . o . ~ )
" 2 What were some of the prdblems you encountered with the Title I-
- =*~Program this year? : . . {
. - . ’
‘ . * N . '

0y A v ,

A~ s N '

/ [y ! ’ *
¢ .
‘\
B
. N { A
) > . 4 . -
pql. Where there any particular reasons for this? ~
. . ‘ 3 : : *
. )
A . ’ Y R ‘ ] LI :
. ’ o ' . * ot ' , ) . e
3 .
' pq2. Were they resolved? Yes No__ . . o,
pa3. If yes, how were they resolve
. Vg

LI L . e




L Staff Developrient - '

. .What is your understanding of the "total team approach” to Staff ,
2 ) Development? (If unable to answer, sk1p to Section III on Instruc-

’, "tlonal Programs.) ‘

S _— L

e

% -
- ' )
pql.  ‘How did you and your aide benefit® from this approach?
N , N . ‘
; o ' ) . '
pq2. -Would you cite specific examples? :
, b
L
» : .
pq3. Were there a few particular types of Staff Development
:sessions you found more beneficial than others? (List the
) three most important areas only.) ’ .
¢
¢ —
pq4. Were there a few special teaching methods in the Staff
g ’ Development program you found more beneficial than others?
- T (List the three most important areas only.) ) .
) T - ~———
C Coe ' 7




N bl ~Ty v .

5t ,
pql. Did you Supplement these tests with any other not required
by the Compétitive Partnership Program No Yes

If yes, specify.)

[

'y
+

pq2. Why did you administer the supplemental tests?

-

z_ej:lﬁdw effective were the diagnostic procedures in determining each
¢hild's learning styles? (Interviewer explains, if necessary,

such learning channels as audio, visual, tactile, audio-visual,
etc.), '

1II. Instructienal Program . I ‘
1. What "diagngstic procedurés werc uscd in your classroom to measure
the strengths and weaknesses of your students? ) .
1. Caldwell Pre-schéol Iﬁvenfory -
2. Metropolitan Reading.Readines% Test B
. 3. California Achievement Test |
T California Test of Basic Skills )
5. °  Publishers "I'e§‘ts (Spell out) '
6. ' D. C. Criterion Reference Tesfl o (Mathemétics)’
7. D. C. Criterion Reference Test . \ K (keading)
8. Others (Specify) : ) I




o

[ .2 4

L
‘

3.° How did you group your étudehts'for reading and mathematics

" instructional activities? . ) .
¢ 1
4 ‘A f ' I
. . ) ; .
" pql. . Were thére any differences in the grouping you did for

. the regular reading and mathematics classes in comparisor

with the Competitive Partnership reading and mathematics

- programs? \ . ! P
Yes . No S )
If yes, what were they? . ’ C .

LI \ . -

. ) ~ LY
. SR \ \
. . {
’ . -
(- - ,

! ' -
A ,

* ¢

‘— I
¢ » NG ¢
A
- +

.-




f , t . | 2
. - .
- —~ y
I/ -
/ -6~ ,
it '
/ ot
A - -
\ - ‘ T -
“+ & S -~ .
R b % -
e 3 ‘ T

4." N yhat aré samé-of the learning difficulties experienced by your
o —___sStudents that you have noticed in this year's Competitive Part-

[

nership Program?

L * “

N ’
A . , 4
. .

AY

~

pql. Please state How you adapted the program to the individual

‘ student!s needs. ) , ///.

pq2. Would you like fo see théeCompetitive Partnership P}ogram
continued? - Yes No ' o ’

4

pq3. What changes in the preSent'bompetitive Partnership Program
would y§h recommend? ,

. .
. > - ‘'
.
k4
. - [




- 1
B

' . N
A AN
{ -~ N
o . —— i . A
; . : . | \
. \ R .
' - ~ * ' '
. . .~

5. What techniques did you use in motivating }youristudents?

E ' . t

pq. How successful were they? ° . ' L -
‘ . ' - - ‘ N
. ‘ 1. 5y Regular District Public School Readihg Lessons \ \
€ ’ A, - R

. . —
2. by Regular District Publi'c School Mathematics Lessons

3. bS' Competitive' Partnership Reading Lessons .
‘ 4. by Competitive Partnership Mathematics Lessons 0t

.

.
y e

5. by others_ (Specify)

. - : . »
. P v
. 6. What was your role in providing gultur'a:I enrichmenti{experiences to
your students? | : - ; "K
5 . ' .
3 e \
" "
A
82‘; ¥ >
A Y
h - “ N ‘
v oo~
) \
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v’ , . A . . ]
-8- : g
’ S
7. What_ suggestlons do you have for changmg the Title I Program of i
your school" . , Lo
* & ’ \
v / . ) 2 .
- % B ' '
r’ * ’
/ . :
| ‘ '
\ » .
\
, )
\ & .' ! ‘\\ -
Fo
\ Date / ’
f \
R 7 .
- . |
' ' 4
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' 49 PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE BISTRICT OF COLUMBIA %

S . N ESEA TITLE -I§VALUATION . T
S v 197%> o
d et PRINCIPAIS' INTERVIEW . - « __. . . -
j /\\ . ’ e ’ « B

The interviewer may modify items to the interviewee and ask additional
PR : < .
“ °  questions$ if negessary.. DO NOT SUGGEST ANSWERS.
- ) 0 . 1

13 ‘ T e

J"'.Priqcibal's Name (Optional)
/ % sehool )

. . -

Elementary __ Secondary —

Non-Public __

" Total number of years adminis rative experience with the Title I Program

- l‘ 0
; : . For_the Current Year >
Number of students ' Number of support staff
’ Number of teachers |, . +" Number of»parent vdlunteers
) o \ . . i

1. What. are. the aJor strengths of this year s T1t1e I Program of your school?

' (List'b¥ prlorlty) - o

.
. .
S s / ! / v

. . N .

N N .
¥ . - . N i )
N - 0 .
’ .
.

*

-
L4 L) . 4 -
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‘ . N7 ] ) . R NG . B « «:r ¢ 'é
5. What positive results have you noted of\he,l PAC this ye'a’i-? -
A ’ . "‘” ' : : ‘ \ \.\ » . ) ) i ‘
| [ N N NN
. . - : N s :' 3%

B .
N - A N i .
«
- Q - o , . N - -
/ D ‘ . -+ &
4 ./ - : L. ’
y \ .
. Y . v ~
\ -, (¥
K « - 4 A
[y

* 6. What changes would you svtigges-t.? . :;

“ .
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7. What were some of the most productive. Title I Staff Development activities
of .this.year? Why? o

LY

2

Progr

» . '
Iy

What %:nges would you recommend for the overall Tltle I Staff Dmlopment
?

‘ -
\* N

T T
L

How good were the factlities and equlpment at your school for %(e T1t1e L,\
Program <\perat1ons" f .
\

'x .

10. What additional fac111t1es and equlpment would .you recommend to, carry out .
the Title I Program at your school in a more effective manner"




%

3 o e\ "

12. If not, addi ionaJ Tytle 1 staff do you thlnk you should have to do
a more e ectlve 1t1e I.Job? '

) ~

s R
N - y *
LTS A\ . ’
* . \ .
\ A
N \lnt N ) 4 ! ’
T =
] . '
~ Y kd :
y o ’
L Sl <L \
’ ~
- * [3
. > ¥
» : ¢
‘e a3 - :
= 4 N
, . [y ‘Al . ’. L]
1 N LI . '
. ,
I . " 5 . -
- - 7

13. How well arﬁ’they (your staff}chopgrating to make the Title I program

[} ' N > i »
' a successg ) . :
‘ f

£

A

»n
\




[4

| . ST
- | 15.; How were the PAC members recruited for your school? ' o
. . . ) . .
- . [ . ]
L] ‘ / " . : 'A' )
. .o ‘ ' \ :
- \ I
. . 1 ¢ .
. . 16. To what extent havé the PAC members been invo}ved in making policy decisions
concerning this year's Title. I Program? ’
’ N ‘ Y v
: ‘ - ” / .
[} ~ ’
' -‘, - p/’
. ]
. A - )
A 4 4 “
’ 17. Do the parents.of your students sgém pleased with the Title I Program

. . activities? (Explain)

N
4
- , ., . , LA .
-~ . . « s ’
PN . .
R 3 ’ . .
’ »
.
. .

’ L - . :
18. If you could make changes §n administering the Title I Pfogram for next
year, what changes would you make?’ _ .

v . » -




. % e . .
19., Was the Title I budget properly utilized at your school? (How to get

better mileage out of.the funds allocated?)

)y ——

. , ¢
A ) .

20. Do you have any final comments on the Title I Program, personnel,

¢ !

facilities, equipment or ether areas that you haven't discussed so far?

*

5

. t

3
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ESEA TITLE I EVALUATION
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR PROFESSIONAL STAFF
SPECIAL EDUCATION LEARNING CENTER ¢

“

strictly confidential.

A ]

Al

-

a

" The interviewer may omit those items not pertiugnt 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

GENERAL INFORMATION ' [ .-
Center:Name . *
Name (Optional) < ‘ Titie'?7

Highest degree held " Major fiqld

"Years of experience in: Special Education

3 TitleI

No: of identiffed ESEA Title I children in the center/classroom
. 1]

\

Total no. of' childr@n in the center(ckfssroom

, 2

“Categories 1-5 are for all profé?sibqal staff
project 9irectors only,

Ly

CHILDREN REING SERVED -- CHARACTERISTICS

1. Age raﬂge

Minor field

(

!

’ [
interviewed; Category 6 is for

A S\
a

2;) Number and/or per cent of children at
R 9 ‘10 O
‘3. Nl&ber of boys L

¢

-

4, Kinds of learning probleﬁsm@nifested
perceptual, limited academid\ebility,

\

336

" * Number of girls

each age level: 7 , 8

\

N
e.g., behavioral acting out, visual—\\

auditory-linguistic, er.

*




L

5. Hagnitude of such problems on the average, e.g. moderate, severe.
(Specify the actual problem before rating)

1

6. Any particular kinds of learning proﬁ{ems manifested more' than others.
Y

v . . . .

i o
ad ¥

7. Home backgrounds in general, e.g., one-or two-parent families, economic
 status, similar problem(s) in siblings.
\] v ~

\ f . - - .. ' ~ —
/ -7 . - - ¢ ‘ - .
8. quber d/or per cent of children estimated to be able to return to the
regular classroom without continuing supportive services.
. 1 > \ \ .

3

-
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-
$nie e

III. REFERRAL PROGRESS AND TERMINATION MECHANISMS |

1. Critex; for accepting a child into the center

.
” e ~
[ \ \
v
s
’ +
’

2. Intake procedur.es o . .
1. Initial identification and, referral, i.e., who is involved.

\w Z \ ) . ! N
2. Diagnostic work-up, e.g., who s involved, what testing and .
observational t hniques are used, what,role does -the fa ily
\ play, etc. e ‘ , n\
~
—
\ ‘ .
LY | N\
\ * - \ ‘ \V‘
RN
Lo :
f
. & 4
L4
‘ ‘ +
3. Decfsion-making proéass -as to acceptance of the child into )
. ', the center, i.e., who is involved and how is it handled. T
~ , - \‘:\ . . . e~

A \ .
~

ettt

V4
/
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4, Decision-making érocess ag\tg_the placement of a child into
a particular classroom, i.€7; who is involved and what are the

basis. .
®» -

NG ~ . .

[ N '
~ - B

v

Progresq reporting or feedbacktgg;sgg res, i.e,, what are the feedback
techniques used by the center and/otr t e, regular school [to keep informed

. regarding- a parzicular child' 8 perfqrmance, who is involved, and how often

dogs feedback occur., . ) | =

- e . " ’ \ i’

4, / General criteria or returning a chil@ ,to the regular classroom setting o
on a full-time basis. )

I
&«

>

‘ 7 N : ‘ : y
PQ’ 1. Differential criterfa for particular kinds of leatniﬁg‘ roblems.
- { . . .

I ¢ )

-

I

2, Follow-up éupport of center«progrﬁq iJ regular classroom

>




3. PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

1.. Major differences between the center prdégram and that of the regular

]

/
jy

. . . .- L ey

" . , ' - : . 4. .
. * &3 92' ‘ \ L - -,
. \ e . - N <y

3 . ! 3 ' . » R ~ . »

3. Feedback on child's performance in the regulagsclaskroom.: ...

. . o " A . N
v . ' t
¢ N o ‘
AN

classroom in such aspects as:

'

L4

+

1. Class size N . =

‘2. Materials and equipment

3. Instructional techniques and classroom management -
. > A R
4. Professional personnel ' .
% s \
5. . Parent #nvolvement . v

* ) {
6.— Time allocations for reading,'language, and math.

{30
¢

~

7. Other .

Y N\ 3

. i
Description of the instryctional process in matgzghiics, ;anguage, and

perceptidn.

1. Typical types of a ivit}es in each of the threépqxeas; v
including time distrijution per day.

. ‘ - )




5., Use ofiqfheq\?rdfessionala.

\
\

3.-Instructional materials -+ \degcription’ and evaluation
1. Mathematics .
Sy "'
- 2. Language \

{ 3. Perception.

4. Oéher'




Role of non-teaching professiongls,in the overall program, including ‘
the amount of time spent:. |

+

" 1. Bupil Persomnel W rker,

LY

-
- .
.
- -’ )
§
'
’
.
A
LI
4 <
[
|
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.
,
L3
¢
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.
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I
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5. Outcomers of the program -

1. Achievement recdrés of children as measured by pre- and post-
testing, e.g., average expectancy in regular classroom program
in relation to mean gains achieved in center program. ) \\

- A

-~
-

g : "
A “
.

’ +
\ Co /
. z
bl |
i . /
2. Progress as' reported by teachers, teacher aides, and parents ///
e n .
' . ’ - .
i L
. ﬂ’;,,__4ﬂ4 ‘ ) ; , .
- r '
. |
3. -Coordfnation of ormation-sharing rggarding the program offered
to thd children bdtween regular classgroom and center classroom.
[y . \ Y
. - . N .
«t i . P /
. o j ‘
- \, 3 ’ ! o
‘ )
A R - . .
". =] .
. : ! }
» * - P )
¢ R €
' : 343, |
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. 4. Bffectd of non\eategorica}/ grouping on children's performance

-

i
~ iy

\ -

. ‘. N ‘
‘ -
- <o .

’ ’

-
7

'6. Number of .clﬁldren returned to the reéular ‘classroo:%sfetting with: ,
" e, N . * . \

.
3

\ Y ) 1. Follow-up supportive seryices ' .
v . " ) S

2., No follow-up- ?upportive servfces deemed necessary.’ o
/ ; .

. i ! N -
L , .
. " . N . ?



DM A

rkshgps/conferences for special\education staff and rfgular
school staff, ,
L T U

ferences regarding .a.particular child or group of ¢hildren.

-

1.

-

4§ ¥ .
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6. BUDGET (FB:: Program Directpra/dqordiuatbrs) . e ,
L .
» v 1% Sources of funds supporting Sg:? e.g., ESEA I, re,gular school budget )
L T etc. . . - -
. . WY . e . N . - 4 . - t' . i (9] -y
. * \ " N . :\ oo
. ‘ . L "
- ! 'v’ v

- »
s < 3. Ayerage cqst per child . , . . | ‘ ‘
/ A . !
/ ' ‘
: ' . T \
/ ' 7 C .- c ’
. 4, Decisi!on-making process with regard to program needs and operatioms, T
. e.g., basic allocation of funds in various categories (personnel materials)
reprogramming, etc. ) .- .
. ’ ¢ ) . ¢
* ) I'd .
ré
¢ . / "
. o . * - .
1] v
- ' i
.‘. [} .
\
: \ . v .
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| o . ADMINISTRATORS' 'INTERVIEW -
o e w7 nT 0N\ B.S.E.A. TITLE'I EVALUATION -
ot ks ' , 1973 - 1974 © -

. ;‘. . . ’ ‘ : 2

4

sistant

This Interwiew Schedule is for the Title I coordinators, directors, as

direcéb?s, §uperintendent of instruction, and other central office <taff of the

.. b,C, Public schools, who are directly connected with the-E.S,E.A. Title I prograns
* Lt Of'-t1973"74'. -

1 * F
. * ¢_ : .’ ’ + » ' A ‘I'
“. “ BASIC. DATA . P : i
[ : 5- _-_': X ~ K 3
« Name (dptional) ~ - N .
- : ” Y .
- ’ "L " . . ”-
. Sex Male Female’ . . iy -
. —_— ——
- Position , ‘ ' . ' ‘
.. - , (Exact Title) ’ . .
N A ) -‘ ~ ’ . «. .. . * . . ‘ . .
Number of years involved in the Title I’ Program
: A — -
<+ Number of years at the present position ‘ ‘

" Numbet of staff supervised: Full-time Staff Part-time Staff

3

Teacher

Non-Teachfng Professional Staff

PAC Members _ : | S ‘

Parents

~

1. ¥hat are the spécific responsibilities you have in the DCPS Title I Program?

L3

. ¢

" 2. How did you carry out those res

ponsibilities this year? (Narrate the events as
-, best you can recall.) ’

, [}

P

1Y .

.. . 348




-

t M ~l ) ~ .
' . . N v

-

3. How did you plan fot,thi§“¥ggzli_z§tle I Program activities?,

¥

L] , ' \ ..‘ . ) St . ,
b L d
) | .’- < \ i
, . N Do
4. Do you feel that the planning process was effectiwe? Yes No
If yes, why? If no, why not? (Explain), = °
/ N, . N

x

- ,
. » i » P o

5. How did you set priorities for the Title 1 Program? Who assisted you in
setting ' the priorities? - 7

-
s -

.

N

v

.// 7 >

3

7. Now that thq school-year has ended, do you feel that those priorities were met?

-

Yes No * » _ To what extent? (Explain)} -

14




* - N

8. Hos\did you assess the effectiveness of your program urnit? (Please specify
tpe techniques used ~"Interviewer explains if necessary) .

<

.

N S ,

~ . A

. .
, b « .

.

</ <o . .. . . .
+

10. In yonr opinion, 'what were the weeknesses‘bf ynu; program?

[

-~ .

' 12. Whaﬁ changes, if any, in these criteria forthe.identification of Title I
students,would you recommend’ . ) - .

.

Q . .. Y. )
ERIC ; ) . -~
) N . ) .

0 . -



15.

16,

17.

/
/
/

How did you select the staff for Title I program’ (Specify the

recruitment method(s). (Professionals, para-professionals, PAC members,\

Secondary School Resource Teachers, etc.) . ,

.
-y

- ) ' i y .
Considering the requirements of thg U. S. Office of Education guidelines
and the necessity 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 ctiteria woﬁld you recommend?-

- * 2

¢

What was the extent of cooperation you received from your staff in
successfully carrying out your program this year?

.. ’
)

N
. ¢ ‘ .

What was the extent of ‘the cooperation you received ftom other Title I

and administrative staff? . <

*
0

Cooperation from the superintendent's office?

LY

?

What were some of the mbst significant staff Development Training Progranms
you coordinated this year? (Interviewer ask for any evaluation reports

‘of the,Staff Development Activities)

.
~

*

How did you enhance the "total team approach” in Staif Development

-

331 .




18. |Were the Title I funds expended according to the plans you proposed

for your area? Yes . » No ° (1If no, explain how they were
expepded,) : .
:’} " ) N '.- -
- . . e ‘ ) ‘

19. * What changes if any, would“you recommend in the allocation of funds for -
next year? (Ask for priority areas)- R

. . -

. .
A . .- -
-~ ) » ‘ 4
N
) : . L.
- ’ - '
. - .

,

'
- v ¢

’29 What is your overall 1mpre551on about the Title I'Pfoject in view of its

set objectives? | \ S RK\ X )
v ‘ A Y .
- ‘ . - L] s »
. ’ . \ ) X . .
. ) ’

- 21. How often have you visited the Title I schools/program act1v1t1es/pr03ects

centers/other special interest "areas, durlng 1973-747 . ) .
K R A S Seeand e CPIET I AL STSPN o J
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. . . . < .




WAoo provideaby enic

ERIC.

. ,-

22. What general/specific recommendations do you have for the Title I
Project for next year? (Approach {rom your program ared.)

L J
Y L 4
oy -
’ nad,
- ' ‘
. s _ . e
. N
S -
- : » .
- - . .
#3: Do you have any additional comments?”

L} . .
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