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children; to recognize and accept the values and contributions of
each subject to reading and mathematics; and, to increase teacher
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EVALUATION OF ESEA TITLE I PROGRAM
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 1971-72

Abstract

OBJECTIVES OF THE PROGRAM

The overall objectives of the 1971-72 Title I program, 2s statec in
the Plan of Operation, ESEA Title I, FY1972, Department of Federal Fro-
grams, D.C., Public Schools, for the full school year were, in brief:

.. To raise reading and mathematics achievement level one year and
five months,

.. To reinforce, enrich, and extend skill mastery through integration
of the special subject areas.

.. To broaden the experiential backgrounds of the children.
.. Secondary objectives included:

.. To recognize and accept the values and contributions of each
subject to reading and mathematics.

.. To increase teacher competency in learning diagnosis, pre-
-seriptive teaching, individualization of instruction, organ-
izing the classroom for learning, di scriminatory selection
and efficient use of matzrials and resources such as workshops,
resource people, parents and commuaity persons, outside con-
sultants, professional materials, etc.

These objectives remained in effect during the 1971-72 school year even
though the program did not officially start until the second semester of
Lae year. It was not reasonable to expect, however, "hat the objectiy of
raising reading and mathematics achievement levels by a year and five months
would be attainable in that short time.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE TARGET PCPULATICHM

Forty elementary schools and nine junior high schools were selected as
Title I target schools based upon an economic index combining the number
of free lunches, Aid to Dependent Children families, a2ud families in public
housing. To these were added nine clementary schonls that had received
Title I services during the 1970-71 school year which had not been included
in the forty schools seclected above. Also included as Title I target schools
1@ might non-public schools that drew their student population from the
Title I public school areas,

In the public schools, the students "identifiad® for the purpose of
participating in the Zitle I program were those in the first, sccond, third,
and seventh grades whose test scores on the Fall 1971 citywide tests placec
them at or below the 50th percentile of the D.C, school students in these
grades in either reading total or mathematics total grade equivalent scora;
or, in the case of the first grade, in the reading recadiness percentile rank.
In the eight non-public schools, identified students were selected from only
those students in grades one through eight who lived within the attendsnce
areas of public Title I schools and who fell bzlow the citywide mcdicn in
‘their test scores in reading or mathematics.

The result was as follows:

Enrollment i yA

_(3/2/72)  ldantified Identified

Grade 1 4,795 2,962 61.8

2 4,347 3,128 72.0

3 623 _2.605 78.6
Total Elementary 13,476 9,493 70.5
Grade 7 3,563 2,681 69.4
Total Public 17,339 2,176 70.2
Non-Public 630
(grades 1-8) 2

Total Titie I 12,81°

"BASIS FOR THE EVALUATION

The statistical evaluation measured change in student performance in
reading and mathematics at the Second-, third-, and seventh-grade levels,
between September 1971 and June 1972, A matched sample of students with
both tests was used, and the gains of these students were related to student
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characteristics obtained from subjective evaluations by classToom teachers
and Pupil Personnel Teams. To facilitate cemparisons within a ademic ability
levels as measured by the tests, the sample was further divided into quar-
tiles based upon the citywide distribution in each grade, the lowest tuo
quartiles correspondiag to the jidentified student population.

ol
2

Other aspects of the program not directly related to student gain in
test performence have been evaluated by means of confercnces, intervieus,
and obscrvations by the evaluvation team, and the analysis of responscs to
-y~-+jonpairns filled cut by varicus personnel involved in the Title I
program. :

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

.. The median grade equivalent scores for Title I students in reading
total increased as follows:

2nd grade - 1 year
3rd grade - 1 year
7th grade - 1 year, 3 months

.. The mediar grade equivalent scores for Title I students in mathe-
matics total increased during the school Yyear as follows:

2nd grade - 9 months
3rd grade - 9 months
7th grade -~ 1 year, & months

.+ When the Title I students were divided into fourths by ability
levels based upon their September 1971 test scores, the students in the
bottom fourth (corresponding to tie bottom half of the identified student
population) gained wore than in any other fourth. The average gains in
this iowest quartile were as follows® '

Reading Mathematics
and grade - 1 yvear, 2 months 1 year, 1 mounth
3rd grade - 1 year, &4 months 1 year, 7 months
7th grade - 1 year, 3 months 1 year, -+ montis

.. There was considerable variability within grades as to how much the
students gained or lost, In general, between 467 and 66% of the students
in each grade gained at ieast a half year more than the expected one month
per month of instruction. Cn the other hand, between 20% and 35% of the
students in each grade scored less than expected by three months or more,
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.. Only 21% of first graders, 40% of second graders, and 335 of third
araders were usine reading instructional materials at or above thzir grade
= < o O
leveis. '

.. There were 307% of the second graders cnd 13% of the third greders
who were still usiuvg reading instructional materials at the primer or lower
levels.

.. Severe behavioral problems wera reported for 11% of the identified
and 7% of the non-identified students. More were boys than girls,

.. Severe communication problems were reported for 10% of the identi-
fied and 6% of the non-identified students, Ilore were boys than girls.

.. There were 18% of the first-grade students, 13% of the 2nd-grade
students, and 127% of the third-grade students repeating the grade. hese
percentages appear to have increased slizhtly since the 1960-069 school
year.

.. There were 14.5% of the identified students and 12.67 of the non-
identified students who were absent 20 days or more between Scptember 1971
and ilarch 1972. The percentages decreased with grade level (18%, 12/, and
11% for the first, second, and third grades, respectively).

.. Teacher evaluations of their students’ priority for Title I assis-
tance did not agree very well with the use of test scoras to deternine
identified students for Title I treatment. There were 167 of the identified
students judged by their classroom teachers as needing very low or no
assistance, while there were 18% of the non-identified students who were
judzed to require the highest or middle priority Title 1 assistance.

.. There was a positive correlation betwecn favorable teacher ratings
of student characteristics on the Student Fvaluction Form and gains in
reading and mathematics scores, independent of the scores at which they
started; in other words, in every quartile of test scores.

.. Pupil Personnel Teams reported an_average of 21 contacts with or
concerning each student in their caseload. For boys, these divided roughly
into nine with the student himself, four with his family, one community
contact concerning him, and seven contacts with school or Title I personnel.
For girls, there were ten contacts with the student herself, four with her
~-x*ly, ono community contact, and six with school or Title I personnc’.

The average number of contacts increased with grade level in the primary
grades, but decrcased in the seventh grade. There was very little differ-
ence in the types of contacts made for boys.or for girls.
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.. #nalysis of qussticnnaire responscs of instructional coordinators,
reading resnurce teachers, mathematics resource teachers, principals,
classroem teachers, instructional aides, haalth aides, Pupil Personnel
workers and aides, speech correctionists, and others, reveals that:

.. More gain could have been expected had the program started in
September,

.. Much progress was made in organization and indoctrination of
the various staff members which would bde beneficial next year.

.. Many constructive suggestions were made at every level for the
improvement of the program.

.. Many staff membefs found the program challenging and the results
positive. '

RECOMMENDATIONS
As a result of this study it is recommended:

1. That the Title I program continue to utilize the *learning center”
concept through the uvse of a saturated learning enviromment in which all
school activities are focused upon improvement in reading and mathematics
skills, as in the plan for the 1971-72 school year.

2, That the cluster concept for grouping schools be continued, and
that more authority be given to the Title I instructional coordinators to
adapt the program within the clusters to the particular needs of the stu-
dants in these schools.

3., That the use of reading and mathematics resource teachers within
each Title I schoeol be continued and that the skills of these teachers be
strengthened by both workshops and in-service training, and that definite
steps be taken to insure that successful ideas and procedures be communi-
cat:ad from one area to another,

4, That the number of aides be increased with the ultimate objective
of providing one instructional aide for each Title I teacher.

5. That instructional aides be given training through workshops,
in~-service training, or in special summer programs, to increase their
usefulness in the classroom. Part of this training should include both
the aides and the teachers, to promote better teamwork in the classroom.

Q Abs-5
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5. When the method of designating identified students js based upon
test scores, some provisicn should be meade for including all students vho
are repeating the grade, regardlass of their test scorass, as well as those
who are two years or more older fthan their normal age for grade, bascd
upon entry into the first grade during the year in which their sixth
birthday occurred.

7. Bocause the evaluation of educational programs within toe D.C.
schools depends to a great exXtent upon knowing the characteristics of the
student population, it is strongly recommended that a positive cityvide
system for storing and maintaining student information, such as the
"Evaluation System" of the Department of Resecarch and Evaluation, be
supported and fully implemented. While the present system of assigning
testing numbers co students’ test booklets used in machine scoring assists
somewhat in assembling information about students, therz is no system-wide
computer-based source of such basic student information as sex, date of
birth, grade, school attended, etc. An adequate data base is necessary
1 c.der ts establish comparisocn groups, ClsSeIn tro arl te T 0 Q
reliable basis for educational decisions,

s

8. Because parent and community participation has long bean recognizeld
as an important consideration in the improvement of the educational oppor-
tunities of Title I students, it is recommended that the interchange of
infoermation between the classroom teacher and the Pupil Personnel worlers
and aides be facilitated. WNot only is it importan* that the Pupil Persounel
Teams be aware of the cducational problems that the teacher sces in the
classroom but also, through their contacts with the parents and the homes,
they should make every attempt to bring about more parent participation
with the school and the tcacher. Some adjustments in the working hours
of some Team members might be beneficial to increase the number of Team
contacts with parents, as approximately half of the identified students
liave only ohe parent in the. hone.

9. Many of the principals, teachers, and other Title { perconnel have
made constructive suggestions for the improvement of the Title. I program.
These suggestions should be considered in detail by the Tit¢le I adminis-
trators and by members or a committee of the Citywide Advisory Council.

A summary of these suggestions 1is contained in the Appendix to this report.
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interviews and conferences with all levels of persons involved in the pro-
gram, and in the preliminary aspects of the analysis of these data. Con-
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project only a short time: Mrs, Lucy Ifill, Mr. William Burr, and Mr.
Wyatt Mitchell, as well as by Miss Deborah Pomerance, who assisted with
the data processing and analysis, Other staff members who also contributed
to the evaluation were: Mr, Harold F, Wells and Mr., Brady M. Jackson, Jr.,
in the mimeographing, collating, and many other services necessary for the
operation of the project; and Mrs, Lana Sokol, typist, Miss Kate Benjamin,

" clerk-typist, and Miss Sue Felsher, clerk, as well as several other temporatry
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Chapter 1

1,000 SERVIEW

1.100 HISTORY OF TITLE I IN.THE D.C. SCHOOLS

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 provides
funds for compensatory educational programs in areas of concentrations of
low-income families. Based on the needs of the educationally deprived children
of these families in the District of Columbia, the Title I-funded programs in
the D.C. schools have covered a wide scope of activities, in a varying number
of schools and benefitting a dif fering numbder of children each year since 1966:

Year Number of Schools Nurmber of Children
1966-67 77 55,400
1967-68 95 70,000
1968-69 36 21,000
1269-70 335 19,009
1970-71 . 34 18,400
1671-72 65 (grades 1, 2, 3, 1) 14,300

Descriptions of the Title I programs can be found in the annual evaluation

Q- S 00
reports,* A summary of each of these reports is attached at the end of this

report (blue pages).

Evaluative information has been collected on students in D.C. Title I
target schools and recorded on compute tape, resulting in a master directoly
containing a tremendous data bank. A summary of the kinds of data available
on tape can be found on pages 1-2, 1-3, and l-&4 of the report “Evaluation of
Title 1 Programs for the District of Columbia, 1970-71.%

#"Eyvaluation of ESEA Title I Programs for the District of Columbia, 1966 and
1967" ~ December 1967

"Evaluation,...., Summer 1967" « March 1968

"Evaluatione.e.., 1967-68" - May 1969

"Evaluation.ss.., 1968-69" - December 1969

MEvaluation.e..., 1969-70" - November 1970

"Evaluation....., Summer 1970" - Deceaber 1970

NEvaluatioNessas, 1970-71" -~ December 1971

"Evaluation,..s., Summer 1971%" - December 1971



1,200 TITLE I PROGRAM FOR 1071.72

During the 1971 summer Title I program a "learning centexr™ coucupt,
involving a saturated learning environment, showed promising results im
improved student performznce in both reading and mathematics, based am
approximately 2500 students who attended the six-week summer session in
14 _3earning centers.* Many of the summer concepts and thrusts were imeluded
in the 1971-72 winter plans for the Title I program in 65 scheols (46 =fke-
mewtary, 1l secondary, and 8 non-public).

In an effort to match the level of achievement of students during—the
sumzer of 1971, the deciclon was made to limit the 1971-72 program to
videntified” students (discussed later in this report) in grades 1, 2, 3,
and 7 in the public schools and grades 1 through 8 in the non-public sehmwols,
totalling approximately 14,300 students (11,000 elementary, 2700 secomiary,
and 600 nom-public), The focus of the program was to attempt to remedw
retardation in reading and mathematics, with coordimation of all progz=m
-elements into these areas,

1,210 Objectives

The overall objectives as stated in the Plan of Operation, ESEA
Title I, FY 1972, Department of Federal Programs, D.C. Public Schools, for
the full school year were, in brief:

«. To raise reading and mathematics achievement level ane yezmr
five months. ’

«+ To reinforce, enrich, and extend skill mastery through intes
gration of thespecial subject areas.

++ To broaden the experiential backgrounds of the children.
.. Secondary objectives to include:

++« To recognize and accept the values and contributions af each
subject to reading and mathematics.

+« To increase teacher competency in such aSpects as learming
diagnosis, prescriptive teaching, individualization of fin-
struction, organizing the classroom for learning, discyim-
inatory selection and efficient use of learning materisls,
etc., and in the use of resources such as workshops, rasomrce
people, parents and community persons, outside consulrswls,
professional materials, ete,

These goals and objectives are discussed in more. detail in the PEan
of Operation referred to above.

* See report enttikled: "Evaluation of ESEA Fitle 1 Programs for the
District of Calimmbia, Summer 1971" - December 1971.
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1.220 Delay in Implementing the 197 1-72 Program

For various reasons, the regular Title I program was not spproved

by the District of Columbia School Board until the middle of December. The
establishment of selection criteria and the actual selection of the target
schools plus the freezing of funds in the entire schoo! system caused further
delays, so that, even though much preliminary staff work had been done pre-
paratory to the commencement of the program, it was not possible to hire the
additional Title I personnel or to make shifts in personnel to implement the
program before the first of March. ’

1.230 The Target Schools

In accordance with the U.S, Office of Education auidelines, the
Title I schools were designated using an ecoromic index as indicated by the
variables: Free Lunch, Aid to Dependent Children, and fublic Housing.” The
information for each school in the public school system was accumulated, and
the three factors weighted 670%, 20%, and 20%, respectively. After the com-
posite was obtained, the schools were placed in rank order, separately for
elementary and junior high schools, The first 40 schools on the clementary
list were designated as Title I schoois, To these were added 9 schools
which had been receiving services during the 1970-71 school year, bringing
the number of c¢lementary schools to 49. Approximately one-third of these
had been receiving Title I services since 1966,

‘Junior high schools were selected using the same criteria as for
elementary schools. Of the 11 chosen to receive Title I support, & had been
. ziving thiz support since 1966, :

The schools which were selected to receive Title I services for the
1971~72 school year are.shown in Table 1 (next paze).

1.240 Identified Students

1.241 Criteria for Designation as "Identified"

During the 1971-72 school year the basis for designating
Yjdentified" students for the purpose of participation in Title I programs
was completely chanzed from that of previcus years. . It was decided that
Title I efforts would be confined to the first, second, ‘third, and seventh
grades, and in these four grades, confined to those students whose scores
on the citywide administration of the California Test Battery (in September
1971) were at or below the citywide median for that grade in either reading

# "Salection of ESEA, Title I Target Areas (October 1971)" - Prepared by
Division of Planning, Research and Evaluation, 10/71.
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Table 1

TITLE 1 SCHOOLS, 1971-72

AND FACH YEAR SINCE TITLE I INCEPTION

¢ 1971- 1970~ 1969- 1968~ 1967- 1966-
Seh

..... 0L oo T2 LIOTL 1970 1060 1968 M007 T
ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS -
Aiton X X X  Alton
Amidon X X Anmidon
Birney X i X X Birney
Blair (See Ludlow-Taylo:) : X X Blair
Bowan i % g
Luent - X X Brent
Bruce - X % Bruce
Bryan : X X Bryan
Buchanan . ..o g e X X Buchanan
Bundy X ; X X X X X Bundy
Burrville 5 X X Burrville
Carver X ; Carver
Cleveland X X X X X X Cleveland
Cooley, JuFe ... X P X X X X X  Cooky JF.
Crummell and Annex X i X Crummell and Annex
Draper X % 4 Draper
Drew X i X Drew
Eckington X X X Eckington
Edmonds . . ... ... XX x X X X  Ednonds
Fnory e S g e
Garrison ‘ X E X X X X X Garrison
Giddings X f X . X Giddings
Goding X i X X X X X  Goding
Grimke ... .. X IX X X X X  Grinke
Hoprlc g BT B B B Hompig
Harrison X X X X X X Harrison
gayei : X X § X Hayes

ouston ; Houston
Renilworth . . . . ... R g X ..X  Kenilworth
iangston (See Slatecr-langston) i XX X Langston =~

enox X i X Lenox
Lenox Annex : X X Lenox Annex

1

Lewis X g X X X X X Lewis
ﬁa@ ........... S X X X x X X |logan

vejoy ; e X Lowejey T
Ludlow (See Ludiow-Taylor) : X X X X Ludlow
Ludlow-Taylor (-Blair) - X X Ludiow-Taylor
Madison X ; X X X X X Madison
McGogney . . ... S5 SO g McGogney .. . ..
Meyer X i X Meyer
Miner : X X Miner
Monroe i X Monroe
Montgomery X ; X X X X X Montgomery
Morgan X i Morgan

L e 4
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Table 1 (Continued)

1-5

School 197 1--I 1970~ 1969- 1968~ 1967- 1966~ School
. renmemnmnnes 1972 {1971 19701989 1968 1967 __ T'77 .
- 1]
ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS (Continued) :
Morse ’ X X X X X Morse
Mott X : X X X X Mott
- Nalle X . Nalle
Nichols Avenue i X X Nichols Avenue
Pork Vies X X BarkView
Perry (See Simmons-Perry) i X X X X X Perry
Pierce : X X Pierce
Plummer X Plummer
Richardson X X Richardson
Seaton (see Note) . X ¢X X X X X Seaton
add S ' X Shadd
Simmons (See Simmons-Perry) t X X X X X Simmons
Simmons-Perry X Simmons-Perry
Slater (Sce Slater-langston) i X X X Slater
Slater-Langston X X X Slater-Langston
SHGREa pg e e b g X Siothers
Sumner X ! Sunner
Syphax X i X X - Syphax
Taylor (See Ludlow-Taylor) i X X X X Tay lor
Thomas ... ... .. . X X Thomas
Thomson i X X Thomson
Tubman X ! Tubman
Turner X : X Turner
t 5
o Fess P P % Vnhess
Wélker Sy e xR K N o otksr Tones
Watkins X i X X Watkins
Weatherless X : Weatherless
Wheatley : X X Wheat ley
Wilson, 4.0, X iX X X X X Wilson, J,0,
i
JUNIOR HIGH SCIIOOLS . §
Banneker : X X Banneker
Douglass X : X Doug lass
Eliot i X A Eliot
Evans X : X Evans
Garnet-Patterson . ... ... . . . X 3 X X %X ¥ X Sarnet-Patterson.
Hami lton X ‘ Hami lton
ine : X X Hine
Jefferson X i Jefferson
Johnson X Johnson
Larg lay : X K langley .
MULTags e g g My 1Tag
Randall X i X X Randall
Roper : X Roper
Shaw X i X X X X X Shaw
Stuart e X ix x ox X X  Stuart ...
Terrell o XX X X X X Terrell



SENIOR HIGH SCHOOLS

Cardozo
Dunbar
Eastern
Spingarn

NON-PUBLIC SCHCOLS

Holy Comforter

Holy Name

Tsly T l~omer
Immaculate Conception

. Sacred Heart

St. Benedict the Moor
St, Martin®s

Sts. Paul amd Au"ustine
St. Peter's

St. Theresa

Notes:

different area.

1971- 1970« 1969- 1968. 1967~ 1966~

—h e e e

e sam st barat s et

Table 1 (Continued)

1971 1970
X X
X X
X X
X X
X X
X X
X X

i-5

1969

1968

E T el ]

s

1067
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Seaton Elementary - school replaced in 1969-70 school year

Cardozo
Dunbar
Eastern
Spingarn

Holy Comforter
Holy Name
Holy Redeemer

Immaculate Conceptior
Our Lady/Perpet Help

Saecyed Hear

St. Benedict

St, Martin’s

St. Paul & Augu:ztine
Peter's

foatory [
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or methematics on the grade equivalent scale. In the first grade, the
Metropolitan Readiness Test results were used. The cutoff points were as
follous:

Peadingz Totesl Mathemati~s Total
Grade 2 1.7 (G.E.) 1.6 (G.E.)
Grade 3 2.5 (G.E.) 2.6 (G.E.)
Grade 7 5.0 (G.E.) 5.0 (G,E.)
Grade 1 51 (Readiness score)

1.242 Number of Identified Students

The number of identified students by school and gzrade, and the
corresponding percentage of the total enrollment, are shown in Table 2 (next
page). This table shows that there were 17,339 students in grades 1, 2, 3,
and 7 of the public Title I schools and that 12,176 (70.2%) of them scored
at or below the median (and were therefore “identified") as compared with
other D.C. school students in the same grude. The proportion of students
within each grade found to be jdentified was:

Grade 1 62.4% identified
Grade 2 70.7% identified
Grade 3 78.7% identified
Grade 7 69.4% identified

Table 2 shows that the percentage of identified students varied
considerably among the elementary schools, from a high of 91.3% identified
; in Grimke to a low of 36.2% in J.F. Cook. In the junior high schools the
! ' highest percentage was found in Garnet-Patterson (80.7%) and the lowest in

Shaw (48.0%).

1.243 Classroom Distribution

A problem arose for the classroom teacher in dealing with both
identified and nom-identified students Within her room since approximately
20 of the 30 students in an average classroom were identified. In the low
percentage schools (36%) this might be 11 identified to 19 non-identified,
and in the high percentage schools (80%) possibly 2& identified to 6 non-

identified students. The averages by grades overall Were as follows:

: Identified Non-Identified
‘ Grade 1 Average N = 18 Average N = 12

Grade 2 20 10
; Grade 3 23 ' 7
: Grade 7 21 9

1-7




Table 2

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF IDENTIFIED STUDENTS, BY SCHOOL AND GRADE

Ajton
Amidon
Birney
Bruce

Cleveland
Cook, J.F,
Crummell

Eckington
Edmonds
Garrison
Giddings
Goding
Grimke
Harris
Harrison
Kenilworth
Lenox

Lewis

Logan
Ludlow-Taylor

Enrollment®

Identified

Students

Montgomery
Morgan

Plummer
Richardson
Seaton

......................................................................

Slater-Langston
Sumner

Syphax

Themsor

Tyler

Van Ness
Walker~Jones
Watkins

Weatherless
Wilson, J.O,

TOTAL

Note: Bowen and Perry, which are Title I sclwsnism, havy: grades 5 and 6 only.,

*Enrollment figures are from D.C, Schatls Depars:
Systems, Statistical Office, as of 2 Larch L7,

1-8

yent of Automated Information

Gr,l Gr,2 Gr.3 _Total| Grade 1 Grade 2 | Grade 3 _ | __ Total |
N N N i N % N 21 N % U S
117 98 107 322 77 65.8] 175 76.5; 82 76.6 234 72,7

- - 214 214 - - - - 163 76,2 163 7°,2
135 136 129 400! 72 53.3| 76 55,91 93 72.1 241 60,2
4 46 43 133] 25 56.8! 42 91.3} 29 67.4 96 72,2
49 L& 48 41| 38 77,6] 38 86,4{ 45 93,8 121 85.8
37 327 46 115 736 91,91 24 75,0 ””&2“'9113‘ 100 '87.0
39 37 40 116 15 28.5| 29 78.4) 34 85.0 78 67.2
160 131 132 %23| 48 30.0) 51 38.9{ 54 40.9 153 36.2
61 61 60 182 52 85.2] 51 83,6 52 86.7 155 85,2
209 168 147 524 121 57,9} 104 61,9 122 83,0} 347 66,2
160 158 155 4837 110 68.8] 130 82,3{ 132 80,0 312 77.5
31 36 35 102 31 100.0! 25 69,4 27 77.1 83 81.4
24 29 31 84l 12 50,01 27 93.1| 28 90.3 67 79.8
141 122 109 3727 83 58.9; 89 73,0 77 70.6f 249 66,9
L0 46 68 154 34 85,0{ 39 84,8 58 &5.3] 131 85.1
102 1027 80 284 84 62.7( 66 64,7 727 790,0! 202 71,1
52 47 39 138 45 86,5 42 89.4! 39 100.0 126 91,3
137 109 128 376 75 54,7 68 62,4 101 78.9 264 65,2
60 59 58 1771 33 55,0 33 55.9{ 33 56.9 99 55,9
.............. 113 104 87  304f 78 69,0/ 92 88,5\ 78 89,7| 248 81,6
"""""" 387739 40 117{ 37 97.4; 28 71.8| 38 95.0 103 88,0
7% 80 &4 238| 41 55.41 61 76.2| 56 66.7 158 66.4
100 64 77 241 93,8| 76 '98.7 198 82,2
122 105 130 357 73.3| 114 87.7 263 73,7
22 2129 78 81,51 29.100,0% 60 91,0
193 189 191 573 69.8] 157 82.2 399 69,6
194 151 140 485 78,11 122 87.1 370 .76.3
80 58 85 223 79.31 69 81.2 179 80,3
105 82 179 266 72.0 86.1 179 67,3
8L 89 94 2641 21 25,9| 39 66,3 92 | 9749 .. .. 172 65,2
169 136 142 447 76,7 315 70.5
106 125 136 365 54,4 183 50.1
100 110 109 319 78,9 220 69.0
106 94 90 290 74,4 185 63.8
106 106 96 308 65 61.3( 8 79,2} 73 | 78,11 226 72.17
62 78 73 213 80,8 138 64,8
20 2 21 62 76.2 45 72.6
266 217 - 463 - 313 67.6
90 73 62 225 43,5 106 47.1
........................... 179 156 128 463 .88 68,8| 340 73.4
191 182 145 5181 103 '53.ui L%y 46.5| 114 78.6 338 65,2
117 108 106 331 88,7 201 87.9
89 71 65 225 78.5 179 79.6
87 75 89 251 87.6 189 75.3
116 91 89 296 82,0{ 211 71,3
148 118 144 4101 80 643! 109 92.,3|7109 75.6 307 74.9
145 137 124 406 83,1 312 76,8
4795 4347 4234 13,476 (% 78.6! 9,495 70,5
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Table 2

(Continued)
Enrollrent Identified Students
Gr.l Gr.2 Gr.3 Total| Grazde 1 | Grade 2 Grade 3 Total
N N 11 N 5 % N 7 N % N %
01d Schools 1590 1457 1479 4,526} 919 57.8 1023 70.2{1171 '79.2| 3,113 68,8
New Schools 3205 2890 2655 8,950(2043 63,.712105 72.812234 78.2| 6,382 71.3
TOTAL 4795 4347 4334 13,47612062 61.8 3128 72.0‘3&05 78.6| 9,495 70.5

Note: The "New Schools¥ are those added during the 1971-72 school year.

JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL3S -~ Grade 7 only
Enrollment Identified Students
N i %

Douglass 385 271 70.4
Evans 439 336 76,5
Garnet-Patterson 192 155 80,7

; Hamilton 480 335 69.8

Jefferson 253 153 60.5
Johnson 455 327 71.9
Miller . 428 290 67.8

: Randall 322 251 78.0

‘ Shaw 392 188 48,0

’ Stuart 254 183 72.0

} Terrell 263 192 73,0

) TOTAL 3863 2681 69 .4

[ -

.

{ . .

| TOTALS -~ ALL TITLE I SCHOOLS -- Grades 1, 2, 3, and 7 only

» : : Enrol lment Identified Students

j - o N - _N %
TOTAL 17,339 12,176 70.2

1-9



1.244 Sex Distribution of Tdentified Students

There were more boys than girls in the Title I elementary schools
(52% and 48%, respectively), and there were more identified boys than identi-
fied girls (54% and 46%), as shown in the tabulation below (this distribution
was not reported for the junior high schools):

Identified Nen-Identified Total
Elementarxy M YA N % N %
Boys 4156 53.9 1888 48.9 6044 52.2
Girls 3557 _46.1 1970 _51.1 5527 _41.8
Total 7713 100.0 3858 100.0 11571 100.0

This is a statistically significant difference that could not
happen by chance (P < 0.1%).

When the boy/girl and identified/non-identified distribution is
applied to the average 27-student classrocm, then 10 of the 14 boys would
be identified and 4 non-identified, and 8 of the 13 girls would be identified
and 5 non-identified. When the class ratios are applied to a 27-student
classroom, then the distribution would be as follows:

First Grade Second Grade Third Grade

Iden- Non- Iden- Non- Iden- Non-~

tified _Id, Total fifiad Id. Tofn' tified Td. Total
Boys 9 5 14 10 4 14 11 3 14
Girls 7 & 1B 8 5 13 1o 3 13
Total 16 1 27 18 9 27 21 6 27

1,300 EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES

1.310 Statistical Model

The evaluator's task of separating out the effects of the various
components of the Title I program on any individual student, or even on any
group of students, is a very difficult one, There are many forces acting
upon Title I children, both in and out of school. DMost of the forces from
outside the school, even when known, are difficult if not impossible to
measure. Many of these forces directly affect motivation and aspirations;
some of them positively reenforce school learning while others are negative
in their influence. Even those forces acting upon students in school are
difficult to measure. Statistical control of experimental situations through
the establishment of control groups is usually impossible in an operating

1-10
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situation. In the Title I program, not only were the effects of differential
treatments due to teachers and schools unknown but there were a number of
competing remedial programs within all of the target schools, both in and out
of schools. It was therefore necessary to develop a statistical model, in
which the effects of the Title I program on a student's performance in the
classroom and his adjustments to the school situation could be measured by
statistically holding constant as many varisbles as possible.

1.320 Statistical and Nom.Statistical Information

The statistical evaluation used in the present analysis attempts to
determine change ir student performance between the administrations of the
California Test Battery in Septimber 1971 and in May 1972, and to relate
these changes to the che&iacteristics of the students as obtained from the
subjective evaluations of their classroom teachers and the Pupil Personnel
Tears.

In addition, there is s non-statistical evaluation based upon the
information obtained fiom teachers, principals, instructional coordinators,
reading and math teachers, and other types of personnel in the Title I
program, concerning their observations about the program.

1,321 Title I Student Information Form (SIF)

The primary purpose of the Student Information Form was to
obtain information concerning first-, second-, and third-grade students,
both identified and non-identified, which would assist in determining the
educational needs of the Title I target population. This form was dis-
tributed to the Title I public elementary and parochial schools in March.

In addition to student identifying information, it contained only nine
items, most of them the same as in the Student Identification and Evaluation
Forms (SIEF's) of the preceding years' evaluations. The analysis of the
data from the SIF will be found in Chapter 3 of this report. A copy of the
form will be found in the Appendix at the end of this report.

£.322 Pupil Personnel Services Team Evaluation Form (PPF)

This form was used by the Pupil Personnel Team workers and aldes
to report their contacts with and evaluations of the students in their case-
load, and was identical to the formused during the 1970-71 school year. A
copy of the 1971-72 PPF will be found in the Appendix, and the analysis of
the PPF information will be found in Chapter 3.
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1, 323 Citywide Testing Program

T-

In Septeiber of th s eehool year, as in tbe 1270-71 schaol v TAr,

the D.C. public schools administered the tests of the California Test Batrery

in reading and mathematics. The results of these tests for grades 2, 3, and
7 were used as a pretest in the present evaluation, The hotropol1tan Readi~
ness Test was given in the first grade in September. There were no citywide
tests given in May 1972, but the California Test Battery reading and math
tests were given in the Title I schools in grades 1, 2, 3, and 7, and the
results of this testing are the basis for the posttest measure used in this
evaluation,

1,324 Analysis of Statistical Information

This analysis, described more completely in a subsequent chapter
of this report, seeks t> compare the performance of identified versus non-
identified students in Title I schools, and to relate academic progress (or
lack of it) to the educational information on these students as provided ‘by
thelr teachers on the Student Information Form. Information was also avail-
able to compare the performance of students who were sver age for grade with
that of students at the normal grade for age. Limited information was aiso
available for a comparisen of students who had attended 1971 summer school,
Regrecssion techniques, analysis of covariance, or stratification of the
samples was used to remove the effect of variables other than that of the
variable being studied (gain in reading and math), '

1.330 EProeessing the Data

There were four primary sources of data used for this evaluation, as
discussed above, Matching of the data for statistical processing depenucd
upon the use of .a situdent identification number. Prior to this year, a six~
digit student identification numbering system was used which had been
developed primarily for the purpose of collecting infermation concerning
Title I students, &nd had been agreed upon by the Division of Plahning,
Research and Evaluation, the Department of Automated Information, and the
evaluation staff of the George Wasihington University. However, during the
current school year, the fidentification number-used was that obtained from

" .the California Test Battery record tapes containine the results of the
‘September 1971 eitywide testino, which in turn was the number appearing on
‘thé student's answer sheet. (The number had originally been assigned as a

student testing number during the 1970 school year to each student tested
at that time,) Unfortunately, the identification of the test results de-
pended upon the accuracy of the testing number on the student's answer sheet,

"1-12
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and this proved to be quite low -- in one instance, where twd sets of test
results were being matched for approximately 9000 students, fever than
1700 matches were obtained. Subsegquent hand-matching based upcn the name,
sex, date of birth, school, and grade increasad the number of matches to
6470, but the amount of clerical effori expended to obtain these matches
was tremendous. A number of types of errors were found, such as:

Errors in testing number - incorrect numbar used, error made in
transeribing number, inadequately erased mistakes, spaces omi.tted
within the number or two numbers marked in the same column.

Errors in name - first name placed first rather than after the last
see, minvtalles in coding letters such as sy for WLE o MM for vOU,
no space left between last and first neme, inadequately erased letter
found between names, extra space found between names, initials used
for first names.

Errors in date of birth and sex fields - date partly missing, day of
month coded instead of year, current year ceded instead of yecar of
oirth.

Another problem arose from the fact that the test booklsts used by
the California Test Bureau, both for the California Achieveuent Test (CAT)
and the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills (CTB) had a very restricted
space for recording the last, first, and middle names of the students in
their optically scanned forms. In the CAT tkis was only 13 spaces, and in
the CIB it was 14. Previous documents in Title I which recorded names
usually zllswed 21 spaces. If, for example, the last name had 10 letters
in it (as in WASHINGTON) then with the CAT this allowed only 2 letters of
the first name, and with the CIB only 3. If the sex indicator was omitted,
it was nut possible to determine it from the shortened first name. In
addition, the CAT and CIB forms asked for only the month and year of birth

. and omitied the day, further limiting ways in which to match records.

Another difficulty in matching records was caused by the mobility

. of students within the Title I area, particularly when testing numbers

were missing. Since there is no cenfral repository or control point for
numbers in the D.C. School System, it was impossible to obtain the correct
number except from the cumulative record of each student in the individual
schools, and this involved such a tremendous amount of clerical effort that
it was decided to assign special numbers for this analysis when needed.

Fededee
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Chapter 2

2,700 EVALUATION OF PROGRAM OPERATION

In an effort to attain the otjective of rzising the reading aud mathe-
matics skills of D.C., school students, Title I funds during the 1971-72
school year were used primarily for two purposes: to provide additional
personnel in the selected tavget schools, and to provide prosran materials
and staff development activities designed to improve the quality of the
instructional services,

The instructional program focused upon the development of the basic
skills of reading and mathematics, with emphasis upon the diagnosis of
difficulties and preseription of remndial assistance on an individual basis.
All activities in the Title I classrooms were to be skill-oriented. Appro-
priate attention was also to be given to such non-educational impediments to
learning as physical and health needs, family problems, and food and clothing
needs. These objectives were to be accomplished within an instructicnal
climate that would fostazr and develop cucces3, Wwith an acceni upon the
child's individuality.

It was necessary to initiate extensive staff development activities to
accomplish this ambitious program. The operation of the staff deve lopment
aspects of the program was one of the primory responsibilities of the central
Title I administrative staff, assisted by the instructional coordinators. It
was the responsibility of the instructioral coordinators to see that all tbe
aspects of the program operated effectively within the school clusters, and
to maintain liaison with the regular school operatioxns.

It should be emphasized that one requirement listed in the ESEA Title I
guidolines is thal these services must be in cddition to .hose regtlarly
supplied by the school budget. The services supplied by Title I in addition
to the regular services during the 1971-72 school year in the D.C. schools
are shown graphically in Figure 1. :

As discussad under the Evaluation Procedures section in Chapter 1, con~
ferences, interviews, and observations were carried out by the evaluation
team, and questionnaires distributed to the various categories of personnel
involved in the Title I program. The evaluation contained in this portion
of the report is based on information gained from these sources, and vill be
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* Provided througzh regular school funds, shared equally by identified
(Title I) and non-identified (regular) children. ‘

%% Provided through Title I funds, received by identified children only.

Figure 1, Personnel and services provided to D.C. school students in

Title I schools, 1971-72 school year.
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followed by a summary of the staff development activities, the two reading
programs (McGraw-Hiil and Categorical Soznds), and the observations of the
school principals concerning the Title I program. The evaiuations based
upon an analysis of tast scores will be found in a subsequent chaptcre.

The Title I program administratively was divided intc three compomemtsz
elementary schools, secondary schools, and non-public schools. The subjective
evaluations of each of these divisions wi1l be discussed separately im this
chapter.

2.100 Elenentary School Progran

For administrative purposes, the 47 public elementary schools were
divided into 14 groups or clusters, determined primarily by the geographic
location of the schools and thelr relative size. The Title I services within
each cluster were supervised by an instruciional coordinator, and the overall
pi... cailed for the following Title I persoun2l for cack :hool of cech
cluster (these were in addition to the regular school personnel) :

Reading resource teacher Health aides .
Mathematics resource teacher Pupil Personnel worker/aide team
Instructional aides Speech correctionist (part time per

school)

2.110 Instructional Cocrdinators

An instructional coordinator was assigned to each cluster of
Title I schools, with the overall responsibilities for coordinating all
phases of the program within esch school and insurinz that Title I services
were given only to identified students.

Information from the questionnaire completed by the instructional
coordinators at the end of the 1971-72 school year is summarized in the
Appendix. Highlights from thls questionnaire information are as follows:

The instructional coordinators saw thelr own areas of responsi-
bility as providing leadership to the perconnel in the ins tructional progrem
in the cluster to insure that everything possible was being done to carry
out the goals of the Title I program., Their primary activities included
helping the Titie I personnel get their program started, acting as liaison
between school personnel and Title I administration, assisting with in-service
workshops, maintaining various types of records, distributing inf ormation and
supplies, contacting parents, etc.
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As a result of certain problems encountered in carrying out
their activities, the instructionai coordinators recommended charzes for
improving the effectiveness of the progran which included the folilowing:

With regard to staff development - that a full day of released
time for staff development would be more beneficial than one half-day, in
order to permit more exposure to traininz in reading and math programs;
that there be more workshops for ipstructional aides, and that their roles be
defined more definitely; and that training in the use of special classroom
materials be provided before rather than after the program is implemented.

With regard to cormunication - that there should be hetter
communication between the school administrators and the Title I administrative
staff, as well as between the heads of different groups - i.e. educational
aides, Pupil Persomnel workers, etc.

With regard to organization and administration - that lecal level
Title I persornel should have more authority to make decisions; that the
regular staff in each school should bz made more aware of Title I operationsj;
and that the size of some of the cluster units should be reduced.

It was suggested that an effort be made to enlist volunteer
services to give individual attention to students with emoticnal problems.

2.120 Reading Resource Teachers

This teacher served as a major instructional resource person in
reading to both teachers and identified Title 1 students. She had various
functions, one of which was to work with small groups of chi ldrea to develop,
extend, and reinforce the basic skills in reading.

Originally the Title I plan called for reading resource teachers

who were essentially classroom teachers vith special qualificacions in
* reading instruction. Because of the fact that the Title 1 program actually

became operational in the middle of the school year, it would have seriously
upset the Equalization Plan of the District of Columbia Public School Board®
due to level of salary if the reading resource teachker positions had been fille-
by classroom teachers from the D.C. schools, 80 resource teachers were recrultor
from candidates who were completely new to the school system or who had sorved
as subst}tute teachers. These new teachers were glven a short intensive in-
service t:raining before they were assigned to schools.

Each Title 1 reading resource teacher (in some cases a misnomer
since some of them were not in fact "'resource" teachers) was asked to complete
a detailed questionnaire which sought information concerning her qualifica-
tions zud activities in the Title I program. The responses to the question-
naire are summarized in the Appendix to this report, and are highlighted as
follows:

*In accordance with order handed down by Judge Skelly Wright in Hobson vs.
Q Hansen, Civil Action No. 82-66. D.C. School Board Equalization Plan,

IERJ!:‘ 12 August 1971,
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A total of 38 elementary reading teacher questionnaires were
returned, 18 of which were from oid Title I schools and 20 from new ones.
Six (167%) of the respondents had not taught before, 19 (507%) of them had had
i-5 years' experience, 6 (16%) had had 6-10 years' experience, 2 (5%) had had
more than 16 years' experience, and 5 (13%) repcrted that they had had exper-
ience only as a substitute teacher.

Of the responding reading teachers, 33 (87%) had participated in
workshops, 20 (537) in in-service coursework, and 18 (47%) in staff d¢ovelop-
ment. Orher types of training were indicated by 2 (%) of the respondents.
There appeared to be some difference in reporting amcng teachers as to the
number of hours of the various types of training, since some teachers weportéd
credit hours of coursework rather than total number of hours of training, and
some indicated they had had workshop and staff developmont trzining but failed
to state the number of hours. Ccnsequently, no totals or averages based upcn
these data are given since they would not be accurate.

The reading teachers were asked now the workshops had assisted
them or fajled to assist them. The majority of the responses were positive,
with 16 (42%) indicating that they had learancd new methods, 18 (47%) indi-
cating thattheyhadmadeuseful1nstructiona1aidsforchechildren,and 15 (39%)
indicating that the workshops afforded them &n opportunity to exchange ideas.
Several teachers indicated that they felt thc workshops were Jengthy or
irrelevant. .

Tiere were widespread differences in the tor. ! rumher of chi’“ren
in the teachers' workload, ranging from 21 to 250 (median 50), and no uni-
formity in the number of times a week the teachers worked with the same
students - 6 (16%) indicated they worked with each student twice 2 waek;

4 (11%) reported seeing each student three times a week; another & (117%) saw
half their students twice a week and the other half three times a week,
alternating so that each child was seen five times in a two-week pericd;
3 (8%) saw each child four times a week; and 2 (6%) saw each child on a daily

. basis., There was one school where the children were seen only once a week

since that reading teacher covered two schools and worked in that particular
school only on Fridays. Each of the respondents saw the chi ldren in groups,
ranging from 2 to over 10 in a group (median 5), and most of the teachers
worked with individual children when there was special need. (Many of the
respondents did not specify as to the number of times a week they saw the
students and/or the average number of children included in a group.)

Fifteen (397) of the teachers stated that they had their own
room in which they worked with the children, 7 (18%) shared a room with
some other special teacher (the Title I math resource teacher in most cases),
8 (21%) made no statement as to the type of work space they used, and 8 (21%)
others described thelr work space in such a way that it could not be cate-
gorized ("in the teacher's rcom," "separate area," "in a classroom,’ etc.) -
it is known that some teachers used a corner of a regular classroom, SO these
would be among the 21% uncategorized.



The reading resocurce teachers were asked what they considered to
be the most positive feature of the Title I program. The aspects most fre-
quently cited were: (some teachers cited more than one)

21 (55%) - $mall group instruction

9 (24%) - Reinforcepent of classroom teachers' work in areas of
children's weaknesses

(11%) - Providing remedial help

(112) - Flexibility of the program

( 87) - Yorkshops

( 8%2) - Cultural enrichment

{3%) - Znthusia:zn of the chlldern for th> nDrogrom

e W W

Difficulty in securing supplies is often a problem in programs of
this nature, and the responses of the teachers support this statement. Seven-
teen (45%) of the respondents indicated that needed materials were not in
stock and in zome cases these were purchasad with their own money - several
suggested that funds be mzde available in each school for the purchase of
materials.

Every resource teacher indicated that she had used "teacher-made"
instructional alds, often as a result of the workshops attended, The most-
frequently mentioned types of materials were games of many descriptions,
charts, flash cards, learning packages, picture folders, puzzles, dittoed
worksheets, and pupil-made materials constructed into objects, etc,

Twenty-eight (7%%) of the teachers found their students to be
"very responsive® to the teacher-made materials, and 10 (26%) found the
students "moderately responsive." In comparing student response to the
teacher-made versus cormercial materials, 20 (53%) felt the teacher-made
materials were more effective, 14 (37%) saw no difference, and cnly 2 (5%)
felt they were less effective. Three teachers (8%) said they had not used
any commercial materials so could not make the comparison, The finding that
over half of the teachers found the teacher-made materials more effective
might be attributed to the fact that tcachers made materials to remcdiate a
specific gkill deficiency and therefore these tend to be more individualized
in attacking a specific learning difficulty.

When asked about the problems they encountered, 4 (11%) had no
pr-tlems, 32 (84%) felt they had had insufficient: time to develop the program
adequately, 4 (11%) had had communication problems with tne classroom teachers,
4 (117) had had communication problems with other staff members, 4 (11%) had
had problems with the overlapping authority betveen Title I and the regular
school, and 3 (8%) had had other problems such as discipline, insufficient
space, and problems with escorting students to the reading class.
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The reading resource teachers were asked for suggestions for
impruving the Tiile I program. The most fregquent suggestiinns were:

17 (45%) - Implementing the program in September

15 (39%) - Fertained to matarials and equipment

12 (32%) - Pertained to various aspects of workshops

9 (24%) - More teachers, so groups can be smaller and meet
more often and for longer periods

6 (18%) - Better communication between regular and Title 1
personnel

6 (18%) - Continuity with same children, year-round progran, etc.

5 (13%) - More time to develop program adequately

4 (11%) - More space, separate room

3 ( 8%) - Better qualified teachers, leaders, staff

More details of the suggestions made by the reading resource
teachers are given in the Appendix.

The reading teachers were asked to describe the nature of their
relationships with other schoo). personnel. For the most part, the teachers
merely described their contacts as being "excellent,” "heipful,” Lcooperative,"
etc., although responses differed quite a bit from school to sckool. There
were instances of little or no contact with the instructional coordinator,
presumably due in most cases to the fact that this job was not filled in some
clusters until quite late; and there was in several instances concern expressed
by reading resource teachers as to the lack of adequate communication with the
Title I administrative staff. Contacts with school principals usually per-
tained to getting the program started; with classroom teachers in working out
schedules for the children and discussions of the children's progress; with
instructional coordinators pertaining to problems; with the regular reading
specialist regarding materials} with the Pupil Personnel .orkers pe:taini -
to children's needs; and with such other school perscnnel as tearher aides,
librarian, etc., only destltory contacts were reported. Very inirequent com-
tacts with parents were reported, and there were many blanks and "no contact"
responses in many of the categories.

Very few responses were received in the Woomments" section of the

questionnaire, since most of this type of response had already been covered in
the "Suggestions" section of the questionnaire. (See Appendix for Comments.,)

2,130 Mathematics Resource Teachers

This teacher served as a major instructional resource person in
mathematics to both teachers and identified Title I students, and as was truz
with the reading resource teacher, one of her major functions was to work with
small groups of children to develop, extend, and reinforce the bzsic skills.
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A total of 38 questionnaires was returned from the mathematics
resource teachers in the elementary public sthools, 13 from oid Title 1
scheals and 25 from new Title I schools, Of these, 16 teachers (42%) indi-
cated they had taught previously, and 57% of those with previous experience
had also had substitute teaching experience. )

All but one math resource teacher reported having participated in .
some type of in-service training: 26 (68%) in workshops, 16 (42%) in staff
development training, 17 (&53%) in graduate coursework, and 3 (8%) hzd had soxe
other type of in-service training. The amount of time spent in in-service
training varied from 2 hours to 94, but many teachers did not indicate the
number of hours spent in such training. Almost all of the respcndents felt
the workshops had been of assistance to them, particularly in furnishing ideas
and instruction in the construction of teaching aids, in providing exposure to
new professional materials and methods, in clarifying aspects of the program
arnd responsibilities expected, and in providing an opportunity. to share 1ideas
with other professional personnel. Those few teachers who felt the workshops
were of little or no value to them stated that the subjects covered were often
irrelevant, too general, too time-corsuming, or a waste of time.

As with the reading resource teachers, there +2s a widecnread
difference from school to school in the mathematics teachers' workload, and
also in the number of times a week they met with their students. The range in
student load was from 13 to 146 (median 55). The manner in vhich the teaciers
handled their classes varied considerabily, with group sizes ranging from 3 to
averagling over 10 (median group size 5-6). Most teachers worked with each
student 2-3 times a week, but again this varled from only once a week on one
case to four times a week in others. In regard to the amount of time spent
with each child, it was found that the range was from 35 to 150 minutes,
varying from teacher to teacher. There was not always a correlation between
length of time spent and size of workload.

Fourteen teachers (37%) reported that they had a separate room in
which to work with the children in math; & (11%) reported a "separate area,"
presumably of a classroom; 10 (26%) shared a room with another teacher (reading
or math specialist, a reading resource teacher, a science teacher) or with
two others (reading teacher and reading specialist, reading tz2acher and
Pupil Personnel worker). One math resource teacher met with ner students in
the hall outside the classroom; another in a cloakroom off a i lassroom; 9
teachers did not respond as to the type of work space provide:d in the school.

o The most positive feature of the Title I program =ited by far the
most frequently (58%) was working with the students in small jgroups; the
second most frequently mentioned (21%) was providing remedial help that students
were unable to get in the regular classroom. Other aspects mentioned by the
math teachers can be found in the Appendix.
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was a roblem for some of the
:2l¢ no® find needed materials in

1 {3%* encountered administrative
. i1 secuiring supplies.

Difficulty in securing suppli-.:
math resource teachers: 17 (45%) of ther:
stock; 7 (18%) received their supplies l:
complications; and 11 (30%) aad no proble::

Most of the tzaching aids uti:i:: Zor mathematics were teacher-
constructed., These included games, charts. {‘ash cards, puzzles, and a great
number of other materials and learning packzg:=s (sez list in the Appendix).
Tuwerty-eight (74%) of the teachers felt that the students were "very respon-
sive" to the teacher-made materials, and 9 (25%) found their studeats
“moderately responsive.” A few teachers cemmn:nted vhat the responsiveness
dc . i:d a groat deal upon the type of matericl used. V- accrpared with
commercial materials, 14 (37%) teachers felt tiat th:2 teacher-made materials
were more effective, 17 (45%Z) sawnodiffereace, 3 (£%) said they didan't know,
and 2 (5%) had used only teacher-made materi#ls. An unusual aspsct of the
responses to this qnestion was that a larger g2rcentage of the math teachers
in the old Title I schools answered *more offestive” (62%) than did those in
the new Title I schools (24%).

In response to a questic¢n with regsrd to problems encountered in
the program, the one mentioned most frequently was the lack of time to
develop the program adequately., Soms2 of tre twaclers found an overlapping or
lack’ of definition of authority betuzen Titls ! and ron-Title I segments of
the school to be a problem,

77 request for rzccemmeniations f¢r imprevement in the program
generar:) resiunses such as: start the program at the beginning of the year;

have tea.hers, so that each teacher woul¢ aave fower children to work
witk, =xiller groups, and longer periods per group; provide a separate room
for « taaclor; have materials on f:and wham the program begins; provide

clegru; gulde:ines for the program a:d the r¢:les of the people involved; and
more ‘ob security as to continuation ¢f the program, (A more complete

. b2 feund in the Appendix).

Ir. describing the nature of their csntacts with other school

perscrnel, the math resource teacher: generally noted their contacts as being
Yexcaiiwrt," “cooperative,” etc, All had husd sontact with the principal and

Eiuentially there was no differenc: in the basle setup employed
s¢ing and mathematics resource tzachers. Hoth liidicated the program's
suld hiave been greater had thure beer sufficicnt time to develop
«sd meet objectives more fully, Many of them commented that they had
+he prasgram and felt that it was really helping most of the children.
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2,140 Classroom Teacters (Regular School Staff)

It was estimated that there were 517 classroom teachers in grades
1, 2, and 3 of the Title I schoois. Of these, 180 (35%) werez in the old
Title I schools and 337 (65%) were in the new Title I schools. Questionnaires
were distributed to these teachers tc obtain information concerning their
efforts, contacts, and opinions with regard to the Title I program, The tabu-
lation below shows the returns of these questionnaires, which is the basis
for the analysis that follows: ' :

Number of Questionnaires Returned
Teachers N %
Grade 1 180 116 64.4
‘2 165% 105% 63.7
3 171% 121% 70.8
Total 517 343 66.3

Note. The "%" figures in the table indicate that a teacher had
pupils from two grades. As the exact mix was not given,
the teacher was arbitrarily assigned to both grades equally,

Responses from the Classroom Teacher Questionnaire are tabu'ated
in the Appendix, and are highlighted below.

. The first two questions provided information on the number of
students enrolled and number identified in each teacher's classroom. Howcver,
since the teacher response was not complete, summary figures for enrollment
and number of identified students in the various grades can be obtained more
accurately from sources other than the Classroom Teacher Questionnaire. On
pages 1-8 and 1-9 of this report, Table 2 shows the number of students en-
rolled in grades l, 2, and 3, by school, as of the official enrollment date,
as well as the number and percentage of identified students in each of these
three grades, by school, as obtained from the computer records of the September
1971 test scores.

The teachers were asked how they organized their classroom pro-
cedure to meet both the general needs of the class and the specific needs of
the identified students. Almost all of the teachers mentioned the use of
individualized and small group instruction, and the use of teacher aides and
resource personnel. The two quotations below include most of the aspects of
¢lassroom organization mentioned by practically all of the teachers:
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"] meet the needs of my class in many ways. Some pupils receive
individualized instruction. Some pupils work in small groups with the
aide or the teacher. Some pupils are tutored by other pupils., Some
pupils go in small groups &< special teachers tc receive help. Some-
times, I work with the entire class as a group, but in Reading and
Math, I try to keep the instruction as individuglized as possible."

"My class organization has included the foliowing:

l. Tested students for small group (rending and math). '

2. 1Indlvidualized instruction where applicable,

3. Kept individual profile and papers “or each student.

4, Daily and weekly evaluation.

5. Used pupil-helpers where applicable.

6. Invited parents to come in to help.

7. Used teacher-aide for small group work at learning center
or one-to-one basis.

8. Asked and received consultation from reading and ma th
teacher.”

Several of the teachers mentioned that they had not made any
change in class oryanization since they felt the identified students recei ved
the additional help needed in reading and math from the Title I resource
teachers.

- The reading and mathematics resource teachers assisted the class-~
room ‘eachers most by working directly with the identified students. They
also provided reading and math materials, made individual diagnoses of skill
deficiencies of the jdentified students, provided individual consultatjon, and
provided prescriptive strategies to correct skill deficiencies (mentioned in

descending order of frequency).

There were 151 (45%) teachers who had no teacher aide to assist
them; 142 (42%) had an aide part-time, and 44 (13%) had an aide full-time.
The tabulation below shows the distribution gradewise:

Full-time Aide Part~time Aide No Aids Total
Grade N N A N B N
1 3 3 56 52 49 L5 108
1-2 2 15 7 54 4 31 13
2 3 4 48 48 48 48 99
2=3 1 25 .2 50 1 25 4
3 33 31 26 24 49 45 108
-4 _2 40 3 60 __0 0 5
Total &4 13 _ 142 42 151 45 337
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It can be seen in this tabulation that 45% of the classroom
teachers from whom responses were received had no teacher aide to help them.
Port-time aides assisted 42% of the teachers, and 13% had full-time aides;
33 of the 44 full-time aides worked in $third-grade classrooms, with 3 more
in split 2.3 and 3«4 classrooms.

There was a considerable difference between new and old Title I
schools with regard to their teacher-aide staff. According to the responses
of the teachers,; aldes were distributed as follows:

Old Title I Schools New Title I Schools

Teachers with: 3 % S —~%
Full-time aide 24 21 4% 20 8.9%
Part-time aide 82 73,2 : 60 26.7
No aide 6 5.4 145 £4.4

Total 112 100.0% ' 225 100.0%

It is very interesting to note from the above table that only
5% of the teachers who responded from the old Title I schools had no aide,
whereas almost two-thirds of the teachers fiom new schools had no aide at
the timz they filled out the questionnaire. Considerably fewer teachers had
full-time aides in the new Title I schools compared to the old Title I
schools. The difference undoubtedly occurred because of the fact that many
GhLoanie aldes in tue old Title I schools had been there o.aece the higian 3
of the school year, and in tlhie new schools had to be hired after the Title I
progtam became operaticnal in March. This is confirmed by refereice te tha
respenses of the teacher aildes to the guestion as to how loug they had been
working as aides,

Teachers reported the dnties performed by their aides (in rel-
ative order of fvequency) were as follows: :

Working with individual students

Worklng with small groups of students

Cierical and nom~instructional dulies

Assisting the teacher with the wliole group in class recitation
Houszekeeping

Other

The three duf:les listed first above were performed much more
frequently than any others,

Responces from the teachers as to problems they encountered
indisated that thay had tioubhlz meeting the specific needs of the identified
students and in obtaining appropriate materials with almost equal frequency
(46.0% and 45.1%, respectively), and there were a few teachers who felt they
reczived inadequate guidance from the resource staff., '
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With very few exceptions, the teachers felt that the vorkshops
they attended had been helpful, Many teachers did not state how many work-
shops they had attended, but of those responding, over 75% had attended 1, 2,
or 3 workshops (24.6%, 26.2%, and 24.6%, respectively).,

There were abproximately 22% of the teachers enrolled in the D.C.
Teachers' College Differentiated Instruction coursc.

Respenses as to how Title I personnel had been useful in helping
teachers meet their objectives have been tabulated below:

"Wery useful" + "ot  “Not applicable”
"Moderately useful® Usaful" '+ blanks
Instructional coordinator 38% 7% 55%
Reading teacher 83% 7% 10%
Mathematics teacher 83% 5% 12%
Fupil Personnecl worker/aide 7t% 4 22%
Teacher aide 50% 2% 48%
Title I staff 4L6% 4% 50%
Speech therapist - 51% . 9% 40%
‘ Health alde : 387, . 2% 60%
: Other 27% 1% 7%

Unfavorable responses to this question were in most cases due to
i the late start of. the Title I program and it was not possible to fill all
: staff positicns promptly with competent pexrscmel,

- Classroom teachers felt that the most positive features of the
Title I program this year were {in relative order of frequency mert ioned) :

Resource teachers (providing extra help for children needing special
help in reading and math, and providing an opportunity for the
classroom teacher to work more with dther children)

Cultural enrichment activities

i Teacher aides

‘ Workshops

Pupil Personnel Teams ‘

Reading program (McGraw-Hill)

Attention given to children with educational, economic, cultural
ete., needs

Instructional coordinator

None - it could have been effective if started ca time

Health aide

SR,
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Innovative teaching programs and materials, with intensified help
given to Title I identified children

Enthusiasm of the administration in tackling students' needs

Extr> fundg for purchasing materials and supplies

Staffing the schools within a cluster unit

Having a very needed and valuablé summer program. It was most
inspiring. It is unfortunate that the regular school year could
not be patterned more after this model.

Cultural enrichment activities were enjoyed both inside. and out-
side the schools - over 88% of the classes had attended activities of various
kinds inside the school, and almost 65% had taken trips outside their school
to attend cultural enrichment activities., Teachers felt that the following
were of the most value to their students (in order of frequency):

Library Theater (puppet show, dance routine, drama)
Kennedy Center visit

Lisner ballet (YPeter the Wolf')

Music Festival at Kennedy Center

Back Alley Theatear Group (“End of the Rainbow')
Brass Quintet from Kennedy Center

Drama Guild (creative drama)

Trip to the farm

Chekhov's "The Boor"

Washington Theater Club

Washington Performing Arts

Columbian Choral Group (‘African concert)

A more complete list can be found in the Appendix,

Many and varied recommendations were made for improvements in
the Title I program. Some of those mentioned most frequantly were (a more
cusprete lisc can be found in the Appendix):

tart the program in September.,

More teacher aides,

Use different procedure for selecting identified students - test
scores not always best procedure - use more teacher judgment -
the most neecdy were not always identified,

More experienced and better trained personnel.

More resource -teachers, so all Title I children can be seen daily.

Better guidelines for resource people, aides, and teachers, as to
responsibilities, duties, sphere of work, etc.

Better communication among all facets of the program.

More cultural enrichment trips,

More equipment and supplies, more readily available,
" More workshops,

Many interesting and varied corments were made by the classroom
teachers, a selected number of which can be found in the Appendix.

ERIC 216

vz |

s GRS WD oy



2.150 Teacher Aides (Instructional Aides)

There were 245 teacher aides assigned to the Title I schools
during the 1971-72 school year. Of these, 105 were in the old and 140 in
the new Title I schools. Many of the aides in the old Title I schools had
been there since the beginning of the school year, while most of the aldes
in the new Title I schools had to be recruited and trained after the program
became operational.

The aide assignment in the Title I schools was generally depend-
ent upon the grade level except in special circumstances. Third-grade
teachers were supposed to have a full-time aide, and the other teachers a
part- Lime or half-time one.

There were 112 completed questionnaires returned, 51 from aides
assigned to one teacher full-time, 57 from aides assigned half-tine to two
teachers, 1 from an aide assigned part-time to four teachers, and 3 from
aides assigned part-time to threce teachers. These were from new and old
schools as follows:

Number of Teachers 01d Schools New Schools Total
1 27 24 51

2 39 18 57

4 1 - 1

6 = =2 3

Total 67 45 112

Over half (56%).of the aides spent a half day with each teacher,
a fifth (20%) of them worked every other day with a teacher, and the remainder
(24%) had other various arrangements. :

In the old Title I schools, 99% of the aides had worked as an
aide in previous years, while only 47% of the aides in the new Title I schocls
had had previous experience as an aide.

There was no pattern as to how their duties differed this year
from previous years - many said there was no difference, some were now working
with fewer teachers, some with different age children, some with fewer stu-
dents, and a few mentioned less clerical work. Mention was also made that

Tovl ..~ the aila Iad previously worked only for the teac»cr, now she was

working with the children directly.
The aides were asked to rank five principal kinds of tasks accord-

ing to the amount of time spent on them. The values shown below are the
average rank for the particular type of task:
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Avaorage Overall

Rank Rank

Orcer | Ornder | Duty
1.9 1.5 Working with individual students on a one-to-cne basis
1.9 1.5 Working witlh small groups of students
3.1 3 Assisting teachers with entire class in recitation
3.6 4 Performing clerical and non-instructional duties
4.5 5 Performing housekeeping duties

The number of aides who had attended workshops during ‘the yecar differed
between old and new Title 1 schools, as can be seen frouw the following tabu-

lation:

. Attended 0ld Schools New Schools Total
Workshops N y N % N 7
Yes 29 43 38 84 67 60
No 8 81 2 16 45 40
Total 67 100% 45 100% 112 - 100%

This question asked about workshops attended during this school year.
It is evident that a much higher percentage of the aides in new Title I
schools had attended the workshops than the aides in old Title I schools
(84% and 43%, respectively). This is not surprising, since 99% of the aides
in old Title I schools had worked as aides previous to this year, as opposed
to only 47% of those in new Title I schools. Since much of the workshop
time was spent in orientation work, the new aides would of course attend

more than the older aides.

When asked whether or not they felt additional workshops would have
been helpful, the aldes answered as follows:

Additiocnal 0ld Schools  New Schools ~Total _

Workshops XN A N A 0 AT
Yes 4 68 30 79 74 72
No 21 32 .8 _21 29 28
Total 65 100 38 100 103 100
No answer 2 7 9

Subjects which the aides would like for the workshops to cover
included: -
Reading and math, including reading and math games, phonics

modern math methods
Handwriting and printing

Arts and crafts ' :
How to work with and relate to slow children and problem children

Workshops for teachers and aldes together
Various skills and techniques in ways to reach children

Homework centers
Approaches to behavior modification
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, It is interesting that an .identical percentage of aides in the old
and new Title I schools felt that their skills were being utllized as
effectively as possible (89% "yes" and 1% oY),

Suggestions for making the program more effective included:

Hire more aldes so they will be full-time instead of just half-time with
one teacher.

The program would be more effective if principals would not take the
aides from the classroom so often. The teachers are afraid to give
us cortain children to work with because we are taken out of the
class so often. '

More and better communication between the supervisor and the aides.

The program should have started in the beginning of the year if it was
to have an effect on the children,

VMure woikihops for aldes.

More staff development meetings.

Teachers should plan their work along with the aide so the aldes will
know each day what they plan to teach.

The program would be more effective {f aldes had a career. ladder. The
aide position is at a standstill. There should be some sort of pro-

motion system,

The questionnaire provided a space for comments. These included
the following (a nore complete list is given in the Appendix) :

1 think the program is wonderful, 1 really enjoy working in it.

1 work with teachers who allow me to work freely to reinforce their
‘teaching skills and to work in whatever way I feel 1 can reach very
slow learners, or chi ldren with short attention spans or high rates
of absenteeism. :

I enjoy the program very much. I do see results with the individual
instruction that I've given children.

Quite often aides are able to reach children, especially those with
problems of different sorts, more so than teachers. Due to a more
flexible program, children can reach an alde more easily sometimes
because teachers have very little time or individual attention
because they're so busy putting over their subject matter.

2.160 Health Aides

During the 1972 Title I program, provisions were made for a
h~alth services component on a limited basis. Questionnaires were dis-
tributed to the health aldes, but the returns were so {.w that a mzanin_ Tul
evaluation was not possible. The summary below has been made from the
forms which were returned.
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The duties performed by the health aides included:

Emergency case for illnesses and injuries to children - first aid
Vision and hearing screening

Take heights and weights

Assist physician with health appraisals

Make home visits to-urge parents to get detected defects corrected

Conferences with children concerning different probiems

 The health aides felt that they had helped to improve the health
and well-being of children so that they could be more productive, and that
the services rendered have enabled medical problems, walch could be learning
blocks, to be identified and corrected.

No real problems were indicated by the healch aides in car:_ing
out their jobs during the year. It was suggested that better communication
between tihe health team and the school staff should be encouraged.

2.170 Pupil Personnel Workers and Aides

One of the major sources of evaluative information concerning
the Pupil Personnel Services program was from a questionnaire distributed to
the workers and aides at all Title I schools. Response was almost 100%. A
summary of the responses is given in the Appendix; highlights are as
follows:

The length of time the workers and aides had been working in
their school varied from less than a month to-six Yyears. Twenty-two (59!5%)
of the workers and 8 (40%) of the aides had becen on the job two months or
less, while 11 (29.7%) of- the workers and 11 (55%) of the aides had been
working in their school longer than the current school year.

" Activities of the workers and aldes varied widely, from tutoring
students to recordkeeping, from attending workshops to escorting children to
appointments. It is interesting that in the new Title 1 schools, the
activity mentioned most frequently was making home visits to parents and
families of the students, and procuring clothing for needy children, while
in the older schools the major portion of their time was spent in contacting
parents by telephone and in escorting students to health clinics of various
kinds. In the new schools, where the program was just getting started, the
“irct priority was in visiting the homes to familiarize parents with the
Pupil Personmnel Services program and to gather backgreund information ~bout
the children; whereas in the older schools this had already been done. A
list of other activities of the workers and aides will be found in the
Appendix. .
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The Pupil Personnel workers and aldes considered the greatest
problem among the identified students to be in the following categories:

Ecopomic need

Absenteceism - truancy
low academic achievement
Family problems - no male image, lack of parsntal responsibility

ard involvement - lack of interested person to listen to them
Health problems, poor nutrition
Lack of motivation

Behavior ‘
Need for a better self-image

The number of parents contacted by the workers and aldes varied
from 6 to 200, the wide difference being accounted for by the fact that the
prrerom had been in operation during the entire school year in the old
Title I schools and became operational in March or even iater in the new

Title I schools.

Parents were contacted by the workers and aldes for various
: reasons connected directly or indirectly with the students, such as absentee-~
; ism, health problems, behavioral problems, school activities, to encourage
greater involvement of parents in student and school activities, etc.

| Most of the workers and aldes indicated that they had encountered

no real problems during the year; others mentjoned some difficulties with

N regard to the following:

; Inadequate work space and facilities (telephones, supplies, etc.)

o . Inadequate communication between regular school staff, Title 1
personnel, administration, parents, etc.

Identified children whose siblings needaed services but were not
eligible (in upper grades), which made it awkward to work with
paerents under thece conditions . -

Lack of funds to provide special or emergency assistance -

PSRN

,..‘_..)_,..4

When asked to describe briefly what they considered to be a
typical day's activities, most of the workers and aides replied that there
was no typical day, and cited a list of activities performed, which more-or-
less duplicated the activities listed under a previous question. :

._.‘_,,,..

There were many comments offered, whilch may be referred to in

the Appendix. One which best sums up the program is quoted heres

1 think the Pupil Personnel Services are very helpful to the
students and their parents and families. I velieve it has
really helped a lot of students to stay in school.

'
{
3
i
i
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2.180 Speech Correctionists

There were seven Title I speech correctionists assigned to groups
of schools varying in number from 5 to 10 and in student workload from 87 to
17: w-casans: 8 and 116, respectively),

The types of specch defects found most frequently among the identi-
fied Title I students were: articulation, lisps, delayed speech, stuttering,
voice disorders such as pitch and quality, frontal emissions, substitutions,
distortions, ctc.

Five of the speech correctionists rated themselves at the mid-point
between "very effective’ and "not effective at all' on a five-point scalej
one rated herself as "very effective," and the other rated herself at the
fourth point just short of "not effective at all," because she felt more time
should be spent at each school, thereby having more time to spend with each
child.

Suggestions offered to make the speech correction services more
effective included:

Additional speech correctionists needed, so that each would have
fewer schools to cover and could thus spend more time with
each child

More private work areas

More materials offered

Better organization of the program

Set up new criteria for speech correctionists so they could work
with children across grade levels in order to help children
who are in the same family as identified children, because
they feel strongly that these other children should not be
neglected.

. The speech correctionists had difficulty in d. .2loping thelr r.oo-
grams fully in the schools because they had too many schools to cover, had
inadequate time allotments, had inadequate space in which to work in many
cases, lacked supplies, etc. They also encounktered problems because teachers
resented having the program start so late in the year, and the speech cor-
rectionists were somewhat disturbed because their school assignments were
chenged just when children were beginning to show improvement and they feared

the interruption in the service would have a detrimental effect on the progress

of the children.
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2,190 Cultural Enrichment

While the Cultural Enrickment portion of the Title I program " as
relatively minor in terms of budget, it was quite an attractive part of the
program. The Cultural Enrichment Coordinator had an active program of evalu-
ation which was used to agssist teachers in getting the most possible results
from the program activities, The programs participated in and the classroom
teachers! judgments concerning them will be found in the section of this
chapter on classroom teachers and in the Appendix where the information from
the Teacher Questionnaire is summarized.

A questionnaire was filled out by a sample of 3rd- and 7th-grade
, students concerning their attitude toward various types of cultural enrichment
activities. A summary of the responses to this questionnaire is included in
the Appendix to this report,

Most of the students sampled had seen a play and had been to a
zoo and a museum, Not quite as many had been to a circus or had secen a dance
program. A slightly larger percentage had never listened to a concert,

It was evident from the responses that large numbers of these
students had participated in cultural enrichment activities made possible by
Title I funds in the schiools (highest: 89% of the 3rd graders had attended
a play through the school; lowest: 20% of the 7th graders had been to a
circus through the school), Many of the students reported having attended
. many of the activities with friends or family (highest: 79% of the 3rd
§ graders had been taken to the zoo by friends or family; lowest: 29% of tte
3rd graders had attended a concert with friends or family). Larzer per-
centages of the 3rd graders had attended a play, a concert, a dance program,
, and a museum through the school than had attended thesc activities with
: friends or family; larger percentages had been to the zoo and the circus
wita friends or family than through school.

! Almost all the 3rd graders ware entbu°1ast1c about all the
activities (plays, concerts, dance programs, z00s, circuses, and nuseums ) .
Seventh graders were not so sure about concerts (15% thought they vere fun,
! 437% felt they were "okay," and 427% felt they were not much fun), and only
half of them tﬁou"ht museums were fun 450% - fun, 49% - okay, 2% - not much
fun).

. Students felt they learned about reading, history, and social
etudies through music, dance, plays, poetry, and art (3rd graders: 59%,

56%, and 51%,.respectively; 7th graders: "32%, 42%, and.35%, respectively).

Smaller percentages of the students felt they learned about mathematics,
spelling, and sciencé through the cultural enrichment activities (3rd graders:
35%, 32%, and 25%, respectively; 7th graders: 9%, 8%, and 8%, respectively).
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The students chose “visit an interesting place in Washington,
D.C." as the special activity they would like most (48% of the 3rd graders
and 55% of the 7th graders). Only 11% of the 3rd graders and 2% of the 7th
graders chose ''listen to a corcert' as their favorite cultural activity., It
is interesting that 26% of the 7th graders did not care for any of the
activities listed,

Only 37% of the 7th graders liked to listen to poetry; 62% of them
found it boring, and 37% found it interesting. Third graders did not agree:
467 of them enjoyed listening to poetry, only 14% found it boring, and 39/
thought it interesting. ‘

Almost three-quarters of the students in the sanple would lilie to
take lessons in some type of dance, and approximately half of them would like
lessons in art and in music; another fourth of them said they would like to
have lessons in play acting.

2.200 Communifv Schools

The Community School component of the Title I program was con-
centrated primarily at Garnet-Patterson Junior High School and at Harrison
Elementary School. Community programs have been in existence in these two
schools, and in others in the Title I area, since the inception of the
Title I program. .

The evaluation plan developed at the beginninz of the 1971-72 =
school year envisioned the use of four questionnaires to investigate the
various important aspects of the program:

)

Comaunity School Questionnaire
Community School Questionnaire
Community School Questionnaire
Community School Questionnaire

for Program Directors

for Teachers/Teacher Aides
for Students

for Farents and Other Adults

Copies of these questionnaires will be found in the Appendix. -

Due to the press of other-aspects of the Title I evaluation in the
shr=!2 time available, the Community School Questionnalres were never exten-
sively distributed, but are presented here as suggested instruments for data
gathering for similar projects,
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2,210 Principals

School principals were an integral part of the Title I pragram.
It was a program superimposed over the regular school program of instwuction,
and added a great deal of-complexity to the principalst* administration of
school activitiuvs. Without doubt the influence of the principals on the pro-
gram had a direct bearing on its success in their building.

Prircipals were asked to contribute their judgment of various
aspects of the Lrogram, what they felt were the strengths and weaknesses of
the program, and to give suggestions for improvement.

In the Title I Questionnaire for Principals, ratings were requested
of the various components of the program in their schoul, with reasons or ex-
planations for tie rating (rating scale: 2 = very effective, 1 = moderately
effective, 0 = rot effective, and N = non-applicable). Questionnaires were
received #re:mn 2 of the Title I school principals, who rated the various
program :oaponesrts as follows:

2 = Very 1 = Mod. 0 = Not
Effoctive LEffective Eflcctive Na  Bi. .k

witional Toordinator 52% _ 41% 0% 0% 7%
fmgourze Teacher 45 38 14 0 3
aurece ieacher 45 48 3 1 3

1 Alge 52 21 3 31 0

i Workshoy 52 24 10 10 3
i Speech £ 3 45 24 7 21
Pupil Perscnnej Services Teams 59 41 0 0 0

Staff Aszistanis 32 14 7 3z 14

Soxe of the instructional coordinators had not been on the job
long enough to warrant a "very effective® rating, and others had too many
schools to covar to do a completely effective job in some of them.

i Ths same was true of the staff assistants, There were two schools
vwhere the staff assistant had been working only one day at the time the form
was filled out by the principal, and in two other schools the position had not
yet been filled.

The principals were very enthusiastic about the work of the reading
B ) and math resource teachers where they were experienced and on the job from the
; beginning of the 1971-72 Title I program; however, in some schools thesa posi-
tions were filled with inexperienced personnel or for such a short time that
the program had not become effective. In some cases the principal felt that
- the resource teachers could not work for an adequate length of time each week
] with all the children needing this type of help.

i
|
|
i
{
|
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Principals were almost unanimous in their high ratings of =2du-
cational aides, aithough there was some dissatisfaction in a few cases where
the aide had a tendency to be uncooperative about performing houvsekeeping and
clerical jobs., In most cases where a rating other than the highest was ziven
it was because the aide was new to the job and had not yet becomc efficient in
her work,

Since most of the workshops were for Title I personnel sther than
principals, the ratings offered by the principals were from reports received
from her staff. Less than top ratings were usually due to the limited scope
of the workshops, or in some cases to the fact that experienced teachers had
already had much of the training offered.

Speech correctionists did not receive high ratings because each
one was assigned to work in so many schools, with so many children, that it
was not possible for them to do an effective job in most cases, In some cases
the speech correctionist was able to spend only a half-day per week per school.

The Pupil Personnel Teams vere highly regarded by all principais,
the only problems being the loose structure of the program which resulted in
some cases in lack of supervision and coordination of efforts. Principais
felt that the Pupil Personnel Teams would probably functior more effectively
{f under the supervision of the school principal,

In the schools where health aides were assigned, they were valuad
highly, but only a few schools were fortunate enough to have the services of
hlealth aides, .

Principals were asked what they considered the most positive
feature of the Title I program. The most frequent responses were: educational
aides, resource teachers, Pupil Personnel Teams, other Title I staff, cultural
enrichment activities, workshops, and the McGraw-Hill reading program,

Suggestions for other types of services not i-ow provided in the
schiools which would help to meet the needs of the identified students were
quite varied, with very few dupiications. These are listed at some length in
the Appendix to tails report.

2.220 McGraw-Hill Reading Materials

One of the major aspects of the 1971-72 Title I program, since it
was so late in startina, was the familiarization of the classroom teachers
with the reading materials and techniques to be used the following year. It
Was not reasonable to expect the McGraw-Hill reading program to have a major
impact on the students during the current school year. However, it was possible
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to prepare classroom teachers both by actually using the materizls in their
classrooms, and by attendance at worksheps. It was to help to evaluate the
various aspects of the training program that the questionniaire for classroom
teachers concerning the Sullivan McGraw-Hill Programmed Reading liszterials
was administered,

The earliest date for starting the McGraw-Hill reading program in
any of the Title I classrooms was April 103 20 teachers reported that their
use of these materials had not begun until May, two of them as late as May 15,

Educational aides were available for &47% of the 2nd-grade teachers,
947 of whom were only part-time; 46% of the 3rd-grade teachers had aides, 67%
of whom were part-tine.

Less than half of the teachers felt adequately prepared to use
the materials as a result of workshops attended. They agreed that the work-
shops were helpful, but most of them would have liked more training, actual
classroom demonstrations, more consultative services as prchlewms arose, ers.

Less than half of the teachers were using the McGraw-Hill reading
materials exclusively, with a variety of other materials mentioncd as being
used fnr supplemental purposes.

Only 207% of the 2nd-grade teachers and 197 ~f the 3rd-grade
teachers had-received all the materials they needed, A list of the various
materials needed but not recelved can be found in the Appendix,

The suggested placement test was not used in grouping 2nd-grade
students. In some cases all students were nilaced in Book 1, and in other cases
tiie teacher found a working level for each student bv various techniques.
Third-grade teachers had varied opinions as to the validity of the placement
test. Those who did not find it valid felt that it placed the students too low.

‘ There were 8l% of the 2nd-grade teachers and 88% of the 3rd-grade
teachers who wanted to use the McGraw-Hill materials as their major reading

_program for next year. Some responses werc conditional - if they could have

the services of a full-time aide, since this program involved so many reading
groups. Some of the negative responses were because the teacher liked the
program as a remedial program but not as the major one.

- Most teachers found the McGraw-Hill program most effective with
siow readers (70% and 69% for 2nd and 3rd grades, respectively), and many felt

it was also effective with average readers (53% and 427 for 2nd and 3rd grades,
respectively),
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The recommendations made most frequently were: a teacher aide for
each classroom; start th: program in September; better orientation and training
for teachers; provide sufficient materials, when needed; and an extension of
the progras to more students {entire classes, kindergarten, grade &4, etc.)

2,230 Categorical Sounds Reading Materials

As with.the McGraw-Hill reading materials, the major accomplishment
could only be a familjarization of the classroom teachers with the materials and
techniques of the Categorical Sounds reading program, since it was begun so iate
in the school year that no measurable impact on the children?s skills could be
expected.

Only tiwee classrooms had started to use the .cograa in Aprii, and
in one classroom it was May 25 when the program began. Forty-six percent of
the teachers had the services of an aide, of wvhich 91% were part-time,

There were 627% of the teacher: who felt adequately prepared to use
the materials in their classroom as a result of the workshops attended; another
33% felt the workshops helped but that they necded additional training, demon-
strations with children, and consultative services as problems arose,

Cnly 12% of the teachers used the Categorical Sounds materials
exclusively, Many materials were mentioned as supplements for the program.

A little over half (54%) of the teachers received all the matericls
they needed. In almost every case, some of each type of materials were re-
ceived but not in suificient number for the classes,

Most of the teachers felt the placement test was valid, although
there was a difference of opinion in some cases, :

The teachers were enthusiastic about the program, 92% of them
stating that they would like to use it as their major reading program next year,
A few of the teachers felt that its scope was limited to some extent and would
like supplementary materials or to use the Categerical Sounds as a supplemtary
program, .

Seventy-nine peicent of the teachers found that slow students
espondad most effectively to this program, and another 46% feit it was also
quite effective with average readers. :

The most frequent recommendations offered were to begin the program
in September, to provide more teacher aides, and to extend the program to the
kindergarten level, to entire classes, and to all schools.



2,240 Other

Included at the end of this report are thie f¢° _owing reports | -
responses to other questionnaires which were distributed as part of the
Title I evaluation:

, Survey of Title I Elementary Schools - for Program Evaluation
) Survey of Title I Secondary Schools - for Program Evaluation
Title I School Council Member Questicnnaire
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Chapter 3

3.000 STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

3.100 INTRODUCTION

In this chapter the discussion will center around three major sowuxces of
information: (1) test scores, (2) student information from teacher evalu-
ations, and (3) student and program information from the Pupil Personnel
Services Teams. The first section concerning the standardized test program
will present irformation concerning the Title I schools in comparison with
all District of Columbia schools as measured by the citywide testing con-
ducted in Septé¢mber 1971, the results of the Title I testing in June 1972,
and the analysis of a matched sample of students in grades 2, 3, and 7 for
whom both the September 1971 and the June 1972 scores were availlable.

The second section will present an analysis of the Student Information
Form filled out in June 1972 by classroom teachers in grades 1, 2, and 3,
and the relationship to test scores for both identified and non-identified
students,

The third section will present information obtained from the Pupil Per-
sonnel Services Team Forms as well as the relationship of this information
to both the Student Information Form and the test scores.

3.200 STANDARDIZED TEST RESULTS

As a part of the D.C. Public Schools Academic Achievement Plan, standard-
ized tests were administered to the students in grades 1 through 9 during
September of the 1971-72 school year. These tests were:

Grade 1 Metropolitan Reading Test
Grade 2 California Achievement Test
Grades 3-9 Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills

The results for each of these tests were réported by the D.C. Superintendent
of Schools in three separate documents: "A Summary of Metropolitan Readiness
Test Results for Grade 1," "A Summary of Reading and Mathematics Test Results,
California Achievement Tests, Grade 2," and "A Summary of Reading and Mathe-
matics Test Results, Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skiils, Grades 3 - 9," all
dated December 1971.



In these reports, the students in grades 2 through 9 are svapzred te
national norms as well as the large city norms of the Califori*s Twst Bureau,
The report for grade 1 is in terms of national norms for this zicular test
battery. These reports alsov give the results of the testiry Uy +~chool and
cowpara the September 1971 results with those of September i67:. whexe
available.

These D.C. school rcports compare schools and grades based upon median
scuce e They also supply information concerning the quartile poiats both
for the D.C. schonls as a whole and the large city noims of the California
Test Bureau,

These reports show that Title I schools fell below the city averages at
eVery grade level. The overall comparisons are as 'follows:

SEPTEMBER#iQ?I;CITYWIDE TEST RESULTS

Metropolitan ngginessATést (National Norms)

- DiC. Title I
Grade 1 42nd - 35th (percentile rank)

California Test Bureau Tests

Reading Total Mathematics Total"-
p.c.t/ riele ¥ - p.ct Title 12/

Grade 2 {CAT) 1.7 1.5 1.6 1.5
“rade 3 {CTBS) 2.5 2.2 2.6 2.3

4 3.5 3.2 3.1 2.8

5 4.3 4,1 4,2 4.0 -

6 5.2 5.0 5.4 5.0

7 5.1 4.7 5.0 4a7

1/

Based upcx median grade equivalent score for all
D.C. schools. (large city norms) including Title I
schools,

—/ Based upon weighted average grade equiValent score
Lor Title I sahools. :

4
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3.210 Testing - Spring 1972

For various reasons not connectzd with the Title I program, the
citywide testing under the Academic Achievement Plan was not carried out
during the spring of 1972. In order to have a post-test for comparative
purroses, it was decided to use Title I funds to administ~r the tests whirh
would otherwise not have been given. These tests vere given in most of the
Title 1 schools during June 1972, The overall result of this testing was
as follows:

Table 3

RESULTS OF TITIE I TESTING, JUNE 1972
(Based upon Grade Equivalent Scores of Large City Norms)

Large City Percentile Points
Grade N Mean S.D. Norm 10th  25th  50¢ 75tk 90tn
READING
1 3642 1.79 0.97 1.90 0.6 0.9 1.8 2.4 3.2
2 3695 2,63 1.04 2.90 1.4 2.0 2,5 3.2 4.0
3 3440 3.17 1.25 3.¢€0 1.5 2.3 3.2 4,0 4,6
7 1862 5.94 1.83 7.90 3.6 4.5 6.0 7.1 8.7
MATHEMATICS
1 3816 1.587 0.80 1.%0 0.6 1.0 1.6 2.2 2.7
2 3686 2.46 0.83 2,90 1.4 1.9 2.4 3.0 3.5
3 3209  3.47 0.92 3.90 2.4 3.0 3.5 4,0 4.6
7 1861 6.04% 1.69 7.90 3.9 4.8 6.1 7.0 8.3

Comparison of these rezults vwith those from the September 1971 testing
shcvs the following, In grade equivalent uvnits:

Reading Mathematics
Grade Sept. 71 Jume 72 Diff, (Gzin) Sant. 71  June 72 Diff. (Gain)
2 : 1.5 2.5 +1.0 . 1.5 2.‘5 "'039
3 2.2 3.2 +1.0 2.3 3.5 +0.9
7 . 407 6.0 +1.3 4.7 6.1 +134

There was no method of computing gain in terms of grade equivalent
scores for the first-grade students in Title I schools because of the fact
that the tests and the units used for reporting were different, and the
normati ve groups for the two tests were different.
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The normal expectancy for change in test scores for the 50th per-
centile of the large city popilation wouid have been 0.8 yaar (or 8 rmonths)
as measured by these tests. The table above also shows that wkile the
Title I school median student is still below grade level, particularly at
the seventh-grade level, the deficiencles are being reduced.

3.220 Test Score Analysis (Matched Sample)

The foregoing discussion was about the overall results, and was based
upon the overall medians or means for grade levels. The analysis which follows
relies upon matched scores of individual studeats. The Reading Total or Math
Total test score for each student in the September 1971 file was matched with
the test score for the same student from the June 1972 testing. This matching
was dene for thz second, third, and seventh grades. Matched records were put
on tape and Several other variables derived from these data addcd. These vere:

1. Reading and Mathematics Cain Scores - The Septembar grade
equivalent score subtracted from the June scoxz, plus 3.0 (to climinate minus
figures).

2. Reading and yathematics Quartile Indicators - based upon the
Sepitember grade equivalent séore as follcws:

Reading g 2/ R - A
Readinesslj Tezding Total” Mathomatins Ter oL
Gr, 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 7 (Grace 2 Grade 3 Grade 7
1st quartile 00-25 n.6-0.9 1,0-1.7 2,0-3.9 0.6~-1.1 1.0-1.9 2.0-&.8
2nd quartile 26-51 1.0~1.7 1.8-2.5 4.0-5.1 1.2-1.6 2.0-2.6 4.1-5.0
3rd quartile 52.76 1.8-2.2 2.6-3.1 5.2-6.6 1l.7-2.1 2.7-3.0 5.1-6.1
4th quartile 77 up 2.3 up 3.2 up 6.7 up 2.2up 3.1up 6.2 up
1y Percentile units
2/

Grade equivalent units

In the abow. fable the 1limits for the first and second quartiles
correspond to the cut-off points used in the selmction of identified Title I
students, eXcept that any student was considered as identified if EITHER his
reading OR his mathcmatics grade equivalent score placed hin in the first or
second quartiles. Also, if either score was missing it was considered as a
zero score, which categorized him as identified. The table below shows the
percentage of identified students in the upper two quartiles on the reading
and arithmetic scores, by grade: '
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Peading Mathematics
Gragz2 3rd Quartile 4th Quartile 32rd Quartile 4tk Quartile

2 147 47 167 5%
3 17% 107 18% 6%
7 15% 3% 147 4%

3. In addition to these derived varlables, an indicator was used
to show whether the student was attending 2 new or an old Title I school.

3,230 Pretest-Fosttest Comparisons

It was shown above that Title I students in the second and third
grades gained 1.7 year in reading® and 0.9 year in matheratics,™™ and in the
seventh grade gained 1.3 year in rcadirg® and 1.4 year in mathemetics,** as
measured by the median scores in each grade. Olwvicusly each student did nct
ga’s “hicte arsnis, The scores show only what happened - the middle stu-t.nt.
In order to determine what happened to individual students, the scores for the
two adninistrations of tests were matched as explained previously and the dif-
fercnce (or gzin) obtained. Test scores for the two administrations of the
CTB tests Were obtained for the following number of students:

Grade Matched Records Total Enrolliment Percentage

2 2094 - 4347 3%
3 1588 4334 _ %
7 1200 3863 : 317

Matching of these racords was quite a dif ficult job. Because of the
fact that many schools did not use the citywide testing number for the icenti-
fication of the test recorc for individual students on either the September or
the June test, matching in great part had to be performed using the student’s
name, sex, date of birth, or other information available. There was 2n in-
ordinate number of errors made in marking numerjcal and alphabetical parts cf
the optically scanned section of the test record form, which increased tre-
mendously the burden of matching these records by hand. Whole grades of
schools and even whole schools did not test, probably because of the lateness
of the testing date (June 5). As a consequence, the information is not
sufficiently complete to allow analysis of results by schools, or clusters.
However, the analysis by the quartile in which the student scored during the
September testing was carried out. This in effcct groups together those
students who started together as far as the pretest is concerned. The grade
equivalent scores used to establish these quartiles were given previously.

“* By gain in reading is meant gain in the Reading Total test score as
measured in grade equivalent units by the appropriate California Test Bureau
test. B : ' '

** By gain in mathematics is meant gain in the Mathematics Total test score
as measured in grade equivalent units by the appropriate California Test
Burcau test.
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The distribution of the students in the matched scmple, by gquartile
and by identifled status, was as follows:

Idertified Kep-Ydrntifivd
ist 2nd 3rd 4th 3zd 4Lth
Grade Test Q'tile Q'tile Q'tiie Q'tile Total Q'tile Q'rile Total
2 Reading 824 833 290 81 2028 399 337 736
Math 834 776 335 96 2040 369 363 732
3 Reading 729 681 322 118 18590 198 245 443
Math 548 570 269 89 1476 201 242 443
7 Reading 310 325 135 38 809 194 192 386
Math 316 335 120 35 806 183 293 366

This tabulation chows that a considerable number of students who were
classified as "identified" were actually in the top hall of the D.C. school
test score distribution for their grade level, some of them in the top guarter.

For each of these quartile groups, the pretest, posttest, and zverage
zain scores were obtzined. The results are shown below:

. Resading Mathematics
1st 2nd 3xd 4th 1st znd 3rd wihl
Grade Q'tile Q'tile Q'tile Q'tile S'tile Q'tile Q'tile Ntile

2 Post 1.9 2.6 3.1 4.1 1.9 2.4 2.0 3.3
Pre 0.7 1.4 2.0 2.8 0.8 1.4 1.9 2.6
Gain +1.2 +1.2 +1.1 +1.3 +1.1 +1.0 +0.9 +0.7

3 Post 2.6 2.8 3.2 4.7 3.1 3.2 3.7 L.
Pre 1.2 2.2 2.8 3.7 1.4 2.3 2.8 3.4
Gain +1.4 +0.6 +0.4 +1.0 +1.7 +0.9 +0.9 +1.0

7 Post 4.5 5.5 5.6 8.5 4.7 5.7 6.8 8.1
Pre 3.2 4-4 3.2 1.8 3.3 4-6 226 1.9
Gain +1.3 +1.1 +0.7 +0,7 +1.4 +i.1 +1.2 +l.1

This tabulation shows that gains in general, particularly at the third-
and seventh-grade levels, were greater in the first quartils than in the three
higher quartiles. This is contrary to the uszual finding that Title I students
gain only about two-thirds as much as "normail" students and therefore fall back
approximately a third of a year per year. '

These figures are shown graphically in Figure 2, There are four arrows

shown for each grade for both reading and mathematics. These four arrows repre-
sent the four quartiles for each class, the lowest one being the first quartile
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and the highest being the fourth quartile. If the arrow is horizontal, then
the students in that quartile gained 0.8 year (or 8 months), and are as far
behind their grade placement in June as they had been in September. If the
arrow slopes up, then that group has improved wore than expected from the
norms; that is, thay gained more than 0.8 year (or 8 months) between the pre-
test and the posttast. If the arrov slopes down, then that group has not
performed as wvell as expected.

It will be seen that in the second grade all the arrows slope upvard |
except for the 4th quartile in mathematics. In the third grade all the math
quartiles improved, but in reading only the 1st and the 4th did; the 2nd
quartile actually lost 0.2 year (or 2 months) between the two testing periods,
vhile the 3rd quartile lost 0.4 yesr (or 4 months). In the seventh grade all
the quartile groups improved greater than expected in mathematics, but in
reading only the 3rd and 4th quartile groups did.

The above discussion may give the impression that students in the
varicus quartiles performed as a group, which of course ic far from the casce
While those who scored in the lower ranges of the test had more room for
improvement, large gains were made by some students in almost every quartile.
The percentage of students at each grade level who gained or lost is as
follows:

Reading Matheumatics

Gain or Loss* Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 7 Gresde 2 Grade 3 Grade 7
2 yvars more than expected 3% 5% 8% 1% 4% 97
1% years more than expected 10% 12% 9% 5% 12% 197
1 year more than cxpected 267, 25% 297 17Z 28/ 36%
% year more than expected 55% 467, 467% &4% 52% 56%
Same as expected 25% 227 197 31z 247, 207
% year less than exvected 207 347 35% 25% 24% 267
1 year less than expected 67 21% 19% 1% 97 11%
1¥ years less than expected 1% 117% 8% 1% &7 L7
2 years less than expected 0 47 5% 0 2% 1%

* Each grouping contains students within 2 months above or below the center
of the interval. For "same as expected”, this group contains those who
gained 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 months.

This shows, for example, that in the third grade in reading, 12% of
the students gained l% years or more above the expected 8 months, while 21%
gained 1 year less than expected.
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3.240 Cowparison of Identified and Non-Identified Students

On the basis of test scores all students in the lst and 2nd quartiles
vere ldentified, so a comparison of identified and non-identified students
was made of those In the 3rd and 4th quartiles. This analysis vas carried
out in only the second and third grades because of the greater concentration
of Title I services at these grade levels. The mean gain for each of the
groups in the second and third grades in both reading and mathematics is
given bhelow:

Reading Gain (years) Mathematics Gain {(years)
Identified HNon-Id. Jdentiffed Non-Id.
Grade Quartile HMean N Mean _N_ Diff. Mean II Mean _N_ Diff.
2 3rd 1.0% 290 1.15 399 0.1l4 0.79 334 1.09 396 0.30
ath 0,96 31 1.24 337 0.28 0.64 96 0.80 363 0.l6
3 3rd 0.28 322 0.69 98 0.41 0.70 269 0.94 201 0.24
4th 1.01 118 1.15 245 0.1l4 0.63 89 1.05 242 0,42

It will be seen that the non-identified students icored higher than
the identified studenis in every single comperison. When these differences
were tested for statistical significance, it was found that these results
could not have occurried by chance more often than once in 100 times in 6 of
the 8 comparisons, once in 20 times in one comparison (math, second grade,
4th quartile), and in the other case the difference was not statistically
different from chance.

The distributions of gain of identified and non-identified students
by quzrtiles are shown graphically in Figures 3 and & for reading, and in
Figures 5 and 6 for mathematics. Each figure contains six small graphs.

The fcur on the left side of the page represent the four quartiles of
identified students and the two on the right the non-identified students.

The size of each drawing is roughly proportional to the number of students

in each quartile group., The height »f the bars in each drawing represents
the percentage of each group with the amount: of gain or loss more than the
expected 0.8 year (or 3 months) between pretest and posttest. The shaded
bar in each drawing represents that part of the group which showed the
expected amount of gain (8 months plus or minus 2). For example, in Figure &4
the lower drawing at the left represents the part of the third grade matched
sample which was in the lst quartile on the reading test in September. The
shaded bar shows that 22% of this group (N = 548) scored within 2 months of
the normal expected gain, while 257% gained a half year more than expected,
20% gained 1 year more, and 10% 1% years more. It also shows that 2% of this
quartile group scored 2 years LESS than expected; that is, they actually
scored 1.2 years lower in grade equivalent score in the June test than they
had in September.
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3,250 Analysis of Summer S¢haol Attendance

The Master Analysis File also contaimed information as to which
students had or had not attended summer School in 1971, This information was
available for a total of 1236 identified students, of whom 257 had attended
summer school &nd 979 had not. (It should be noted that attendance at summer
school had no bearing on whether or not these students had been identified.)
This information was also available for 317 non-identified students, 61 of
whom had attanded summer school and 256 had not. This is a total of 1563
students, all from the old Title I schools. These students' records of gain
in reading and math were distributed by grade, quartile, and whether or not
they had attended the 1971 summer school., The results are shown in Tables 4
and 5 for reading and math, respectively. The gains are expressed in years
of grade equivalent units, and the differences between the gains of students
who had attended summer school and of those who had not are shown. In addition,
the t-value has been computed based upon the size and distributions of the two
groups being compared, to determine whether or not this difference might have
been obtalined by chance.

In reading, students who attended summer school did not gain as much
a3 those who did not attend, with three exceptions: in the third grade, both
‘the identified and non-identified students in the 3rd quartile who went to
summer school gained more, and the non-identifled students in the 4th quartile
gained more. No comparison was possible with the 4th-quartile students in the
second grade, and the comparison is of doubtful validity for the 4th quartile
in the third grade. The seven comparisons remaining all favor the students
who did not attend summer school. One was significant at the 2% level, three
at the 57 level, and the other three were not significant.

In mathematics, the students who did not attend summer school did
better than those who did in every group except the 3rd-quartile non-identified
students, where those who attended summer school did significantly better. Of
the eleven remaining comparisons, only two were significant at the 5% level;
the others were non-significant.

The reason students who attended summer school did not gain as much as
those in the same quartile who did is difficult to determine. It was found
that those students who had been retained in grade tended to do better on the
pretest than those who had been promoted. A large number of.these students went
to summer school. Another factor is that from the present data it was not
possible to determine just what these students would have achieved had they
not gone to summer School. It is also possible that grouping them by quartiles
is too broad a base to determine differences, although any further subdivision
would have made the groups too small for valid comparisons.

It would seem important to find out why the students who attended

summer school did not achieve as much as those who did not attend. This lis
an area of investigation which needs more in-depth study.
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3.300 STUDENT INFORMATION FORM

The Student Information Form was filled out by elementary school teachers
of grades 1, 2, and 3 of designated Title I schools, for both identified and
non-identified students in these classes. Parochial school teachers filled
out forms for only identified students. The results reported here are for
the elementary public schools; the analysis of the parochial school student
information is reported separately. It was not feasible to analyze the
junfor high school student information, as their forms were retained at the
individual schools,

The purpose of the Student Information Form was to obtain an inventory of
the educational status nf each student in the primary grades, particularly as
related to reading, arithmetic, classroom performance, family supportiveness,
and problems which interfered with educational progress (such as behavioral
problems, communication probiems, grade retention, and absenteeism). In
addition, bacauge the form was filled out by the classroom teachers in April,
after more than seven months' experience with the students in the classroom,
it was thought desirable to ask whether or not the teacher considared each
child to be in need of educational assistance, and if so at what priority.

A copy of the questionnaire form and the distributions of the item
responses for each of the nine questions tabulated by grade, sex, and
identification status are given in the Appendix.

The school enrollment for the first, second, and third grades as of
March 1972 was 13,476. For these students, 11,639 forms were received, a
response rate of 86.47%,

The total responses to each question may not add up to 11,639 for several
reasons, the primary one being the fact that teachers did not always answer
all questions. The two qQuestions most frequently omitted were Q.3 - voluntary
participation in the classroom, and Q.8 - number of days absent, which were
omitted on approximately 4,57 of the forms.

Reading Instructional Level

Q.1 - What is the level of the instructional materials this student
is using in reading?

The distribution of responses to this question are shown in the

Appendix. The tabulation following shows a summary of the distribution of
the responses within the first three grades:
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Reading

Instructional First Grade Second Grade Third Grade
Level N % N 7 N 7
Readiness 610 15.2 113 3.0 Q9 2.7
Pre<-Primer 1488 37.2 366 0.8 126 3.4
Primer L1076, 26,9 660 17.6 270 7.2
11l 531 13.3 509 13.6 383 10.4
12 241 6.0 592 . 15.8. 280 7.5
21 47 1.2 860  22.9 681 18.4
22 7 0.2 535 143 651 17.5
3l - - 87 2.3 508 16.2
32 1 0.0 23 0.6 530 14.2
4 - - - - 88 2.4
5 - - 5 0.2 3 0.1
Total 4001 100.C 3751 100.0 3709 100.0

In this tabulation the figures above the dotted lines show the
number and percentage of children who were below grade level. Thus, those
: students who were using reading materials designed for the second half of
' the grade were reading at or above grade level. This tabulation shows that
only 20.77%of the first grade, 40,3% of the second grade, and 32.9% of the
f' third grade were using reading instructional materials at their grade level

or above,

! The- information in the table above combines identified and non-identi-
%, fled students in each grade. In order to make this comparison, the percentage
columns were further divided into these two categories, as follows:

i Reading First Grade Second Grade Third Grade
' Instructional Non- Non- Non-
. Level Ident. ldent. Ident, Ident, Ident. Icdent.
1' _ Readiness 11.02 4.2% 2.2% 0.8% .12 0,6%
, Primer LAl 12,8 6.7 3.0 6.2 L.l
] 11 4.9 8.4 10.4 3.2 8.7 1.6
12 2.1 4.0 10,6 ... 222, 6.8 0.7
21 0.2 0.9 13.2 9.7 16.1 2.4
| 22 - 0.2 5.6 8.7 14,7 2.8
1 31 - - 0.5 1.8 10.8 503
32 0.2 0.6 7.3 7.0
3 a X - - - 1.0 10“
! Total % 58.67% 41.4% 65.5% 34.5% 76.47% 23.6%
‘ N = 2343 1656 2451 1296 2832 877
i
(-
)
13.17




While there is little doubt that most identified students required
assistance in reading, it would appear that two-thirds of the non-identified
students in the sgcond and third grades also were below grade level in their
reading instructional materials used, and seven-eighths of the first-grade
students were, also. This is shown graphically in Figure 7, where the light
columns show identified students and the dark columns the non-identified
students. This readily shows that the non-identified students were, on the
whole, reading at a higher level than the identified students, In addition,
it shows that there was a considerable spread in reading instructional material
level at every grade¢. The noteworthy aspect of this figure is that there were
so many second- and third-grade students, both identified ard non-identified,
who were reading at the primer level or below (second grade - 38% of the
identified students and 167% of the non-identified, or 30% of all second-grade
students; third grade - 147% of the identified and 10% of the non-identified,
or 137% of all third-grade students). There were 18% of the third-grade
students whe vere still using first-grade~level reading materials,

Mathewatics Instructional Level

Qe2 - What is the level of the instructional materials he is using
in arithmetic (math)?

The distribution of responses as to the arithmetic instructional level
was as follows:

Mathematics
Instructional First Grade Second Grade Third Grade
__Level N _% N % N _%
Readiness L1026 25,1 200 5.3 110 3.0
1 3023 73.9° | 1078 28,6, 405 10,9
2 39 1.0 2669 765.4° | 1114 30,1
3 1 0.0 28 0.7 2066 55,7
4; - - - - 12 003
Total 4089 100,0 3775 100,0 3707 100,0

From this tabulation it will be seen that 74,.9% of the flrst-grade
students, 66,1% of the second-grade students, and 56,.0% of the third-grade
students were at or above their grade level in arithmetic. This is con-
siderably different from the situation in reading.

The information in the table above cembines identified and non-

identified students at each grade level. The following table divides the
percentage columns into these two categories, within each 2rade:
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Mathematics First Grade Second Grade Third Grade

Instructional Non- Non- None
Level Ident, Ident. Ident. Ident. Ident, Ident,
Readiness ‘”_1§=§§...§,§gm_ 3.9% 1.3% 0.2%2 0.6%
1 4000 U939 23,1 5.5, 9.5 1.4
2 0.3 0.6 38.3 27,1 | 25.7.... . 4.3.
3 - - 0.3 0.5 38, 17.1
4 - - - - .2 0.1
Total 70 58.9% al. 170 6506% 34.473 7603% 2307%
IT e 2408 1681 2474 1297 2827 880

The dotted linre in these tabulations indicates that the students above
each line were using instructional materials below their grade level; those
below the dotted line were at or above grade level in their instructional
materials,

Again 1t will be seen that there was a sizable group of identified
students who were at grade level or above - more than two-thirds of the first
grade and more than half of the third grade, On the other hand, there was
also a sizable number of non-identified students below grade level in mathe-
matics instructional materials.

The comparison of the two groups is shown graphically in Figure 8.
Again, as with the reading instructional materials, there were second- and

third-grade students still at the readiness level (5.3% and 3.0%, respeczively).

In the second grade this amounted to 200 children at the readiness level, of
which over three-fourths were in the identified category. At the third-grade
level there were 110 students at the readiness level, and again over three-

fourths of them were identified students, In the third grade there were 405
children in our sample who were still at the first.grade level in arithmetic
instructional materials, over seven-eighths of whom were identified students,

Participation in Classroom Activities

Q.3 - Does he voluntarily participate in classroom activities?

Previous analyses of student attitudes have revealed that the opinion
of the teachers as to the amount of student voluntary participation in class-
room activities was directly related to achievement, dropout, and performance,
‘This question sought to obtain a measure of this opinion.



Teachars responded to this question by putting students in one of the

following five scale categories, as follows:

Participates Scale Total First Second Third
in class Value Sample Grade Grade Grade
Most of the time 35 24,47 27.5% 25.3% 19,.7%

4 24.0 22.9 23.5 25.5

3 26,2 23.4 27.0 27.9

2 17.0 16.5 16.5 18.5

Not at all 1 8.4 9.7 7.7 8.4
100,0% 100,0%2 100,04 100,0%

N » 12,220 4,089 3,764 3,705
Mean scale value 3.38 3.42 3.42 3.30

Standard deviation 1.26 1.31 1.24 1,21

It will be seen that there was very little difference petween grades
in any of the five scale categories; statistically there is no differcnce in
the three distributions., However, when the data were divided into identified
and non-~identified groups, then we found the following differences:

Partic jpates Scale Value Identified Non-~Identified
Most of the time 5 18.47% 36.0%
4 23.0 25.7
3 29.0 20,1
2 20.0 11.6
Not at all 1 9.6 6.6
100.0% 100,07
N = 7,703 3,857
Mean scale value 3.21 3.73
Standard deviation 1.23 1.24

These percentages are shown in Figure 9. It can be seen that in the
most favorable category there was a considerably larger percentage of non-
identified than identified students. However, there were still quite a few
students, both identified and non-identified, who did not participate in class
activities (10% and 6%, respectively), The breakdown between grades for
identified and non-identified students will be found in the Appendix.

There was also a large difference between boys and girls, although not
quite so much as hetween identified and non-identified students. This will be

discussed later in thils report.
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Fam{ly Supportlivenerss

Q.4 - Is his family supportive of his school activities?

Previous aevaluations have shown this question to be related to the
dropout problem and to grade retention, Teachers raesponded to this question
in accordance with indications they could see in the classroom of the support-
iveness of the student's family.

Responses to this question were as follows:

Fami 1y Scale Total Sample First Second Third
Supportiveness Value N % Grade Grade Grade
Most of the time 5 2939 26.3 287% 267 247

4 2392 21.4 20 21 24

3 2741 24,6 24 24 25

2 1824 16.4 16 17 17
Not at all 1 1259 _11.3 12 12 10

11,155 100.0  100% 100% 1007

i Vhen the responses were distributed by whether or not the students
were identifiaed, the following percantages were found:

Family Support. Scale Value Identified Non-Identified

Most of the time 5 22% 347
4 22 22
; 3 26 21
: 2 30 14
Not at all 1 12 9

This is shown graphically in Figure 10, Again it will be seen that
non-identified students tended to be more favorably evaluated as to the
supportiveness of their families than the identified students, but even then
there was a large number of both identified and non-identified students in
the "Not at all" category (12% and 9%, respectively).

|
{

The difference between identified and non-identified students was
larger than between boys and girls, which will be discussed later.




e

Behavioral Problems

Q.5 - Does he have serfous behavioral problems which interfere with
his educational progress?

Overall, the responses to this question were as follows:

Behavior Identified Non-JIdentified Total
Problems (N=7691) (N=3832) (N=11,523)
Yes 11.3% 7.1% 9.9%
Some 22.9 18.0 21.0
No 66,2 74,9 69,1
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

This is also shown graphically in Figure 1l.

Overall, teachers found behavioral problems in approxinately 107 of
the students. The difference between identified and non-identified students
was not great (11% and 7%, respectively). Three-fourths of the students who
had behavioral problems were likely to be in the identified category. The
normal expectation would be two-thirds, .

It was also found that there was very liftle dif ference in the inci-
dence of behavioral problems with grade.

Communications Problems

Q.6 - Does he have sertous problems with being able to communicate,
vhich interfere with his educational progress?

Communication problems exhlbitedAby students to such an extent that
they interfered with educational progress always have been of rather small
incidence, This is the area in which the speech correctionists work.

Teachers responses to this questicn were as follows:

Communica~ Identified Non-Identified Total

tion Probs. _(N=7667) (N=3830) (N=11,497)
Yes . 9.,9% 5.6% 8.47
Some 20.9 14.8 ' 18.8
No 69,2 79.6 72.8
100.0% 100.0% 100, 0%

This is shown graphically in Figure 12,
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There appeared :o be more communication problems in the first grade
than in grades 2 or 3. Teachers reported that 10% of the first-grade children
had this problem, and 7% and 8%, respectivelr, of the second- and third-grade
children. The "some" category included about 19% at each grade level,

There was a tendency for boys to have this problem more than girls (11%
and 6%, respectively), This is discussed further in a later part of this report.

Regeatigg Same Grade

Q.7 - Is he in the same grade this year as last year?

Previous research has shown that this question is directly related to
classroom performance and potential dropout. In the present sample the per-
centage responses to this question by grade were as follows:

Same grade as last year? = No Z - Yes .
1st grade 3297  81.7 737 18.3
2nd grade 3188 87.0 476 13.0
3rd grade 3170 87.6 450 12.4
Total 9658 85.3 1663 14.7

It was found that generally boys repeat more frequently than girls at
most grade levels. This is discussed 1n a later part of this report.

This question concerning repeating the grade has been asked in much the
same form in previous annual evsluations. The figures above are consistent with
the previous findings, as shown below: :

Repeating same grade Gr.l Cr.2 Gr.3 Total

1971-72 18.3%  13.0% 12.42 14.7%
1970-71 . 17.9 15.3 17.2 16.8
1969-70 17.1 12.3 9.9 13.0

1968-69 17.0 10.8 11.0 13.0

It should be emphasized that these data are for all students in Title I
schools whether identified or not, during the years indicated. Students who
have been retained in grade have generally been included among those recelving
Title I services. From the above table it would appesr that there has been a
slight increase in the percentage of students retained in fhe first grade. The
percentages in the second and third grades have variczd a great deal.
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Daya Absgent

Q.8 - How many days has he been absent for any reason from
September 1971 through 17 March 19727

L3

Teachers reported that students were absent as of 17 March 1972 as
shovwn below:

Absent Boys Girls Combined
0-9 days 65.8% 62.3% 64417
10- 19 days 21 .2 23 .O 22 .0
40-89 days 2.3 2.4 2.4
90"’ days 0-3 0.2 0-3
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Mean 10,1 days 10.6 days 10,4 days
Median 7.1 days 7.5 days 7.3 days
20 days or more 13.0% 14,77 13.9%
N - 5847 5339 11,185

This shows that in the first, second, and third grades, two-thirds of
the students were absent less than 10 days, with the average slightly less
for boys than for girls. The median number ¢f days (half higher and half
lower) was 7.1 days for boys and 7.5 days for girls, and an overall median
of 7.3 days, with 13% of the boys absent 20 days or more and almost 15% of

; the girls, ’ :

When these students were divided by their identified étudent status
the results were as follows: '

ariog
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Absent Identified Non-Id. Totai
g 0-9 days 62.7% 25.9% 64 . 1%
C 10-19 days 22.8 20.5 22.0
20-29 days 7.9 7.6 7.8
i 30-39 days . 3.7 2.8 3.4
S0+ days 0.3 0,2 0.3
{ 100.0% 100,0% 100,.0%
! Mean 10,7 days 9.8 days 10.4 days
Madian 7.5 days 7.0 days 7.3 days
20 days or more 14.5% 12.6% 13.9%
N = 7512 3672 11,185



These statistics are shown graphically in Figure 13. It is apparent
that there is no great cdifference between identified and non-identified
students as related to this variable,

There is more difference between grades than there is between identi-
fied and non-identified students:

Absent Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3
0-9 days 52.5% 67.5 67.8%
10-19 days 24,9 20.0 21.0
20-29 days 9.1 7.6 6.7
90+ days 0.4 0.1 0.3
100.0% 103,.9% 100.0%
Mean 11.8 days 9.7 days 6.5 days
Median 8.2 days 6.9 days 6.9 days
11.3%

20 days or more 17.6% 12.5%

Apparently first-grade students'were absent more often than second
ard third. Half of themw were absent 9 days or more, and more than 17%, or
oz in six, were absent 20 days or more during the period reported.

Another way tuv look at the absenteeism is to consider those students
Who were absent 20 days or more. There were 1549 of these, which was 13.8%
of the 11,185 total for first, second, and third graders. .f this 1549,
1090. or 70.4%, were identified students. This exeeeds normal expectation,
"which is based upon two-thirds of the students being identified. In the
first grade 65.9% were identified, in the second grade 69. 2%, and in the
third grade 79.2%. Thkis was better than expected in the first grade and
worse in the sexond and third. It would appear, however, that the desig-
nation of identified students was not highly related to excessive absenteeism.

Priority of Title I Treatment

Q.9 Considering the needs of the students in your school, assistance
to this student should be given the following priority: Highest
priority; Middle priority; Lowest priority; Doesn't need special
help.

Teachers were asked to indicate on a three-point scale their considered
opinion as to the priority of need of each student for special attention, or
to indicate that the student " Efflf/ﬂeed special help." Responses were as

" follows: :
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N %

Highest priority 4534 39,6
Middle priority - 3358 29,3
Lowest priority 1923 16,8
Doesn't need help 1634 14,3

11,649 100.0

It will be noted that the combination of the "Lowest priority' and
"Doesn't need special help" accounts for about one~third of the students,
‘which is approximately the same as the percentage of non-identified students
in the sample. However, when the students were distributed by their identi-
fication status according te the responses to this question, the following
distributions were obtained, and are shown graphlcally in Figure 1l4:

Identified Non-Idgeontified

Highest priority 635.6% 21.7%
Middle priority 30.6 26.8
Lowest priority 14,7 20.8
Doesn't need help 1 24.6
100.0% 100, 0%

In terms of numbers, the following shows the relationship between
ldentification status and the "Low" and "None" categories:

Priority Identified Non-ldentified Total
High and Middle 5812 2080 7892
Low and None 1820 1737 3557

7632 3817 11,449

In other words, there were 1827 students (16%A) who although identi-
fied, wvere judged by thelr classroom teacher to need very low or no priarity
for Title I assistance., On the other hand, there were 2080 students (18%)
who were not identified but were judgzed to need high priority for treatment.

Year of Birth

The Student Information Form also provided the date of birth for each
student, According to the current pollicy cn the entrance of students into
public schools, each student should enter the first grade in the year in
which he has his sixth birthday. This.means that the normal year of bi!rth
for children in the first grade is 1965, second grade 1964, and third grade
19G3.
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A distribution was made of the year of birth by grade and sex; the
percentages within each grade of boys and girls for each year are shown below:

Boys Girls

Gr, 1 Gr. 2 Gr. 3 Gr. 1 Gr. . GLe 3
1966 1% - - 1% - -
1965 74 1% - 78 1% -
1964 23T 682 2 19 71 2%
1963 2 32 s 2 25 68
1962 .- 5 35 - 3 24
1961 - - 8 - - 6
1960 - - 1 - - -
N = 1583 1747 1966 1415 1584 1567

These data were then arranged to show the percentage of students at
each grade level who were svove, below, or at the proper grade level:

Boys Girls
Gr, 1 Gr. 2 Gr. 3 Gr. 1 Gr, 2 Gr, 3
Above grade for age 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 2%
At normal grade for age % . 62 . 54 .18 11 68
1 grade behind 237 732 35 19 25 26
2 grades behind 2 5 8 2 3 6
3 grades behind - - 1 - - -

These percentages show that over a fourth of the boys and a fifth of
the girls in the first grade wesre already one year older than normal for that
grade. It is possible that many of these older children were repeating the
first grade, since other figures show that 20% of the boys and 16% of the
gi. 5 were regzatirg the first grade,

When these age/grade placements were compared with those of previous
years it was found that the percentages in the first and second grades are
quite similar to those of two years ago but that the percentage of older
children in the third grade has dropped.

In order to determine whether or not these percentages are changing,
the corresponding information concerning age/grade placement was abstracted
from the previous two Title I evaluation reports. It should be pointed out
in this comparison, however, that the base groups from whieh the previous
years'! data are obtained are different, because of the increase by 200% in
the number of schools in the Title I program during t%@ 1971.72 school year.
It would be interesting to compare these statistics with corresponding infor«
mation for all D.C. public schools, but this is not possible at the present
time.
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Table 6

COMPARISON OF AGE/GRADE PILACEMENT FOR TITLE I STUDENTS
BY GRADE AND SEX FOR LAST THREE SCHOOL YEARS

Boys
Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3
7 11 1z o it 1z 10 11 12
Above age for grade 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 2% 1% 2%
Normal grade for zge 77 78 74 62 61 62 42 49 54
1 year older 19 18 23 280 29 32 40 36 35
2 years older 2 3 2 7 6 5 15 13 8
3 y.urs older 1 - - i 2 - 1 1 1
Girls .
Above age for grade 17 1% 17 3% 3% 1% 2% 2% 2%
Normal grade for age 81 82 78 68 71 71 53 64 68
1 year older 16 15 19 25 22 25 35 28 24
2 years older 2 - 2 4 3 3 10 6 6
3 years older - - - - 1 - - -
Nfg = Boys 740 702 1583 815 729 1717 832 744 1666
Girls 752 707 1415 716 742 1584 83X 701 1567

From the table above it will ke seen that the sum of the percentages
below the dotted lines (that is, those boys and girls who were older than normal
for their grade) tends to increase in the first grade over the three years
(boys: 2%, 21%, 25%; girls: 18%, 15%, 21%, respectively) and to decrease in
the third grade (boys: 56%, 50%, 44%; girls: 4S7%, 34%, 30%, respectively).

As the data from SIF Q.7 indicate that 18.3% of the first graders were Trepeat-
ing the grade, and the data above indicate that 22% of the boys and 18% of the
girls in the first grade are older than "normal,” it would appear that over age
on entering the 1lst grade is not a major factor,

3.310 Differences in Yeacher Evaluations of Boys and Girls

As mentioned previously, one of the very noticeable aspects of teacher
evaluations of classroom performance of Title I students has always been the
dif"arence in ratings of boys and girls. This section will briefly outline
differences found in this analysis. The questions of the Studest Information
Form were distributed by sex as well as by identified and non-identified stu-
dents for each grade ir the appropriate Appendix table. The following dis-
cussion is based upon these tables., '
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Q.1 - Reading In.tructional Level

Table A-l in the Appendix shows that there were more boys than
girls below their grade level in the reading instructional materials they
vwere using in the first, second, and third grades, both identified and non-
identified. For cxample, identified second-grade boys who were reading at
the reading readiness (R.R,), pre-primer (P-P.) and primer (F) levels amounted
to 43.4%, and another 20.7% of non-identified second-grade boys were also
reading at these levels. However, for the zgirls, the corresponding percentages
were 31,8% and 11.07%, respectively. The tatulation below shews the percentaze
of boys and girls in grades 1, 2, and 3 who were behind their grade level in
reading instructional materials as reported by their classroom teacher:

Below Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3
Grade Level Ident, DNon-1d. Ident. Non-Id. ident. lMNon-ld.
Boys 897 73% 757 417 80% 517%
Girls 86Z 62% 657 33% 69% 337
Difference 3% 11% 10% 147 117% 18%

The samnles upon which thece differences are based were quite
iarge (see Table A-l in the Appendix) and the rifferences are all statistic-
ally significant. As these differenctes were So general they must be recognized
as a characteristic of this ponulaticn.

Q.2 - Arithmetic_Instructional level

Boys also lag behind girls in their arithmetic instructional
materials. The breakdown of the sample for boys and girls on this question
of the Student Information Form is shown in Tabie A-2 of the Appendix. The
tabulation below shows the percentage of boys and girls in grades 1, 2, and
3, both identified and non-identified, who were behind their grade level in
the arithmetic instructional materials they were usings

Below Grade 1 __..Grada 2 Grade 3
Grade Level Ident. Non-Id, Ident.. Kon-Id, ~ Iden%. DMNon-Id.
Boys 35% 19% 427 2%% 507 35%
Girls 287 137 407 16% 487% 207
Dif ference 1% 6% 27 7% 2% 15%

Although these differences were not quite as large as for the
reading instructional materials, they were still consistent in direction,
thile the difference was quite similar between identified and non-identified
boys and girls at the first-grade level, there would usppear to ba & larger
difference between non-identified boys and girls than between identified.

3-33



Q.3 - VYol-mcary Participation in Classroom Activitics

Again, the differsiice between the ratings of teachers of boys
and giris in grades 1, 2, and 3 showed the girls in a more favorable light
than the boys in every grzle for both identified and non-identifiec students.
Tha tabulation below is based upon Table A-3 of the Appendix:

Identified Non-Identified
N Mecan S.,D. t-wvaluc Siea, N  Mean S.,D, t-valve Sis.

First Grade

Boys 1304 3.10 1.30 827 3.56 1,29
Girls 1101 3.34 1.28 857 3.89 1,22
Diff. 0.24 4.53 0.1% 0.35 3.72  0.1%
Second Grade
Boys 1333 3.14 1.22 638 3,63 1.25
Girls 1138 3.36 1.19 655 3.92 1.18
Diff, 0.22 4,53 0.1% 0.29 4.29 0.17%
Boys 1511 3.03 1.17 428 3.50 1,24
Girls 1314 3.34 1.18 452 3.87 1.19
Diff. 0.31 6.99 0.1% 0.37 4.52 0.1%

All of the differences were statistically significant at one tenth
of one percent, whkich means that such differenices would not have happened by
chance more than once in a thousand times. The difference between boys and
girls was not as great as it was between identified and non-identified students,

however, It will also be seen that there was not much difference betveeti grade
lavels on this item.

Q.4 - Family Suppnrtiveness

Girls were reportcd by their classroumn teachers as having more
supportive families (more favorable) than boys. When t-values were computed
for the differences, they were all significant at the 1Z levei. From a
practical point of view, this mzans that teachers in the first, second, and
third grades in general rated 7 girls as having supportive families to every
6 boys so rated; or 5 boys as having non-supportive families for every 4 girls
so rated. There appeared to be very little difference between identified and
non-identified boys or girls,
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Q.3 - Behavioral Problems

The greatest difference between boys anrd girls vas rcrorted by
the classroom teachers with regard to behavioral problems. (verall, they
re~>rted almost three times more boys than girls with bekavioral problcms
which interfered with educational progress, and almos. twice & many vith
“some® problems, There were 865 boys (14.4%7) with severe problems and 27
girls (5.1%). In the “some’ probiems category there were 1552 boys (25.87)
and 857 girls (15.8%). These distributions (frcm Table A-5 in the Appendix)
wvere as follows:

Severe Behav- Crade 1 Graue 2 Grade 3 All

1oral Problems  Id. Non-1d. 1d, Non.id. 1d. bon-ld. Id, Nerold.

Boys 15%  11% 1% 107 187 14% 167 117

Girls 7% 4% 52 3% 67 3% 6% 3%

Ratio (Boys/ 2.1 2.7 3.0 3.4 3.5 4.7 2.6 3.4
Girls)

It will be seen that not only do many more boys than girls have
behavioral problems but that the ratio of boys to girls with problems in-
creased with grade level., It will also be seen that the percentages were
greater with non-identified students than with identified. These differences
were similar for the some" problems category, also.

Q.6 -~ Communications Problems

There were fewer boys with severe communications probiems than
with severe bchavioral problems (658 or 10.9%). However, the number of girls
with severe communications problems was almost the seme (313 or 5.7%). The
overall percentage was 8.5% for grades 1, 2, and 3, as compared with 9.9%
for behavioral problems. -

The percentages of students with serious communications problems
that interfered with educational progress for boys and girls by grade and
identified status are given below, as well as the ratio between boys and girls
within each category:

<. ..z Communi- Grode 1 Grade 2 Gra. - 3 All
cations Problems Id. Nuu-Id. Id. Non-Id. Id. Non-Id. id. Non-Id.
Boyvs 15% 9% 107 7% 127 1% 127 8%
Girls 10% 5% 6% 2% 6% 27 77%. 3%
Ratio (Boys/

Girls) 1.5 1.8 1.7 3,1 o 2.1 2.9 1.8 2.3
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Again, the :: “ferences were greater for the non-identified stu-ents
than the identified, and the ratios increased with grade level.

Grade Retention

The differcences in grade retention between boys and girls in grades
1, 2, and 3 were as follows:

Gr.l Gr.2 Gr.3 Total

Boys (% repeating) 20.9% 15.5% 16.0% 17.6%
Girls (% repeating) 15.6%Z 10.2% 8.67Z 11.5%
Ratio (boys/girls) 1.5/1  1.7/1 2.0/t 1.7/1

In order to understand better the relationship between the riumbcr of
girls and boys repeating the same grade, the total number of boys who were re-
peating was divided by the total number of girls, for each class. It appears
that the ratios vary from 3 boys to 2 girls repeating the first grade, to 2 boys
for each girl repeating the third grade during the last school year.

This proportion of girls to boys repeating grades has held fairly

constant over the last four years, as shown by the percemtages below (taken
from previous annual reports):

Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3

Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls

1971-72 212 157 167 102 .. 16% 9%
1970-71 19 17 20 11 22 12
1969.70 20 15 135 10 12 8
1968-69 20 14 13 8 10 10

From an inspection of these percentages it would zppear that there
was approximately a 5% difference betwcen the total percentage of boys and girls

repeating in each of these three prirary grades, It would also appear that, on

the average, the percentage of boys and girls who repeat dropped off as grade
level increased- '

Days Absent

This question was asked as of 17 March 1972, when approximately
two-thirds of the year had passed. The frequency of absenteeism of cver
20 days during that period was given by classroom teachers as follows:

Absent 20 days Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3
or more Ident. Non-I1d. Ident, Non-1d. Ident. Non-Id.
Boys 197 14% 127 11% 11%Z 9%
Girls 21% 16% 14% 11% 12% 11%
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Non-identified students were absent less than identified students,
vhich is consistent with other patterns in this apalysis. However, girls
w°r" absent more than boys in grades 1, 2, and 3,

When the number of days absent is increased to 30 or more, then
th2 following frequei.cies ave found:

Absent 30 Days Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3
or More Ident. Non-Id. Ident, DMNon-ld. Id=nt. Non-ld.
Boys o7 7% 5% 47 6% KIA
Girls 10Z 7% 67 3% 67 37

While the difference is less, there are still a number of groups
in which there werce more girls absent than boys, particularly among the
identified students.

Q.9 - Priority of Title I Treatment

In this comparison, also, the boys were higher in priority sug-
gested for Title I treatment than the girls in the same grade, whether
identified or not. Ir the following distribution the mean scale value is
inversely proporcionzl to the priority assigned; in other words, priority 1
has a scale value of 1, and "Doesn't need special help" has a scale value of
4,

Identified Non-Identified
N Mean S.D. t-value Sig. ~ N Mean S.D. t-value Sig.

First Grade

Boys 1303 1.74 0.95 818 2.12 1.0¢0

Girls 1089 1.97 1.00 844 2,50 1.15

Diff., .23 5.62 0.1% 0.38 7.01 0.1%
Second Grade

Boys 1312 1.78 0.92 631 2.35 1.12

Girls 1116 1.94 0,95 648 g;gg 1.12

Diff. 0.16 4,19 0.1% 0.31 4,95 0.1%
Third Grade

Boys 1503 1.77 0.95 425 2.32 1,17

Girls 1307 2.09 1.02 451 2.69 1.10

Diff. 0.32 8-57 0.1% 0.37 a.81 001%

dla
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All the differences weres significant at a level which Indicates
that such a difference would not have occurred by chance more cften than
once in a thousand times., The differeonces were in favor of the girls in
every case. This also 1s consistent with previous findings that boys have
more problems than girls and do : ot perform as well.

The tabulation above also shows that there was very 'ittie dif-
ference betuzen the priority assignments by grade, and that there was less
difference between the scale scores of girls and boys than there was between
4. acized ol aca-idoentified ciéudents.

3.311 Surmery of Differences in Teacher Evaluati .is of HKovs and Girls

From information derived from the Student Infprmation Form, it
would appear that teachers in grades 1, 2, and 3 ir the District of Columbia
Title I schools felt the boys in their classrooms had more problems thzn
girls, did not participate as well in class, were not as advanced in the in-
structional materials they were using in both reading and arithmetic, had
less supportive parents, and repeated grades more often than girls. The
teachers also recommended that the boys be assigned a higher priority for
treatment under Title I programs than the girls. The only item on the Studert
Information Form where girls were not favored over boys was in the number of
days absent, This was conslistent with the findings of previc.s studies whare
primary-grade girls were often found to be absent more than boys.

3.320 Relationship of Identified Status to
Student Information Form Variables

During the 1971-72 school year, students were “identified™ if they
were in the bottcm two quartiles on either the reading or the mathematics
test administered in September 1971, This classification process resulted

in designating as "identifioed" approximately two-thirds of the students in
the Title I schools in grades i, 2, 3, and 7.

One of the first questions raised by the use of test scoras for the
!-neifjcation of students fer participation in the Ti*le I program was what
was the relationship betuecen ~hildren with low test scores and those Witi

other problems - how does this identification methed relate to the method
used previously? o

In order to investigate this question, the teachers' responses to
Question 9 of the Student Information Form (priority rating for Title I
assistance) were distributed against the reading and mathematics pretest

quartilos -~ based upon the same scores that had been used to determine the
identification status of the students.
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It was found that, had the teachers' “highest® and “middle" priority
ratings been used for the designation of identified students rather than low
test scores, then about 697% of the students in grades 1, 2, 3, and 7 of the
Title I schools would have baen identified, OCnly 76% of the same students
would have been identified using the two methods, and over half of the non-
identified students would have been included.

An investigation was also made of the relationship between the teacher
priority recommendation criterion and the test score criterion as they relate
to the first question of the Student Information Form - reading instructic-cl
level, A distribution of the responses to this question showed that, using
the test score criterion, 77.1% of the identified students and 52.2% of the
non~identified students were well below grade levelj and using the teacher
priority criterion, 82,2% of the identified and only 39.27% of the non-identi-
fied students were below grade level, which is an improvement in both cate-
gories - more children reading below grade level would have been included in

the identified group and fewer who were below grade level in the non-identi-
- fied group,

The same findings resulted from an investigation of the arithmetic
instructional level (SIF Q,2). Using the test score criterion, 41,2% of the
identified and 19,7% of the non-identified students weire below grade levelj
while using the teacher priority criterion, there were 57.8% of the identi-
f*~d and 13.6% of the non-identified students below grade level in arithmetic
instructional materials, an improvement in both categoriecs.

The third SIF question, which relates to academic perforuance, had
five options, with scale values assigned to each. The favorable end of the
scale was assigned a value of 5 and the -unfavorable end a value of 1, On
this question the average score for identified students was 3.21 and for
non-identified students 3.73; in other words, non-identified students scored
0.52 scale points higher (better) than did identified students. Using the
teacher priority criterion, identified students scored 3.02 and non-identified
students 4.19, a difference of 1.17 scale points., This means that, vsing the
teacher priority criterion for sclection of identified students, a much larger
percentage of students who were low on the "voluntarily participates in class"
scale would have been included as identified students, and fewer who were
higher on the scale,

The pattern for the fourth SIF question, concerning family support-
iveness, was quite similar to that for the third question. Had the teacher

priority criterion been used, the difference in scale values would have
been 0.94 instead of 0,36,
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In question 5, concerning behavioral problems, there were 10.1% of
t+ idontifiz” strdents with severe problems among the ‘-entified eroup and
6.47% among the non-identified, using the test score criterion. Had the
teacher priority criterion been used, the percentages would have been 14.77
and 2.4%, respectively, which is a reduction of approximately two-thirds.

Another way of examining this was to find out the difference in how
the two criterion methods would distribute the students with behavioral
problems. In the matched sample there were 1127 students with severe problems.
Using the test score criteria, 76% of these were identified. Had the teacher
priority criterion been used, then 937% would have been identified.

In question 6, concerning communications problems, the result was .
much the same. There were 9,9% of the identified students and 5.6% of the®
non-identified students with this problem. Had the teacher priority criterion
been used, this would have been 11,9% and 1.0%, respectively.

There were 964 students with severe communication handicaps. The

test score criterion identified 78%; the teacher priority criterion would
have identified 96%.

The largest difference found was in question 7, "Is he in the same
irade this year as last year?® Using the test score criterion, there are
larger percentages of students repecating the same grade among the non-iden-
tified students than among the identified (18,2% and 13.0%, respectively).
Had the teacher priority criterion been used, the percentages would have
been 17.9% for the identified group and 7.7% for the non-identified group.

There were 1643 students in the matched sample who were repeating
tte same grade., Using the test score criterion, only 59% were identified,
but using the teacher priority criterion, 84% would have been identific.d.

SIF question 8 concerncd the nunber of days the student had been
absent, When the differences in the percentages of students who were absent
20 days or more were investigated, it was found that, with the test score
criterion, 14.5% of the identified students and 12.67% of the non-identified
students were absent 20 days or more, vhich is a difference of only 1.9%.

If the teacher criterion had been used, then 19.0% of the identified students

and 8.9% of the non-identified students would have been absent 20 days or
more, a difference of 10.1%.

There were 1746 students in our sample who had been absent 20 days
or more, 70% of whom were identified. Had the teacher priority criterion
been used, 82% of them would have been identified.
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3.321 Summary of Relationship of Identified Status to SIF Variables

It would appear that the use of teacher evaluations as to the
priority of need of their students for Title I assistance (SIF Q.9) would
have resulted in the inclusion amonz the identified student group a larger
proportion of students with educational problems than occurred using test
gc -~2e as the basis for selection of identified students. This difference
occurred not only with the subjective evaluations of student problems by
teachers but also when grade retention and days absent were considered.

3,330 Students with Both Severe Behavioral Problems and
Severe Cormunications Problems

In the Master Analysis File there were 4575 second- and third-grade
students for whom there were responses for both SIF question 5 and SIF
question 6, behavioral and communications problems, respectively., The
tabulation below shows how these responses were distributed on these two
questions:

SIF Q-6 _ SIF Q-5 Behavioral Problems

Compunications lone Some __ Severe Total
Problems N A N_ % N7 N %
None 2772 61 509 11 199 4 3480 76
Some 334 7 362 8 118 3 814 13
Severe 99 2 57 1 125 3 281 6

Total 3205 70% 928 20% o422 10% 4575 100%

This tabulation shows that in the matched sample of 45375 second and
third graders for whom the answers to both SIF Q-5 and Q-6 were known, there
were 442 (approximately 10%) who had severe behavioral problems. The tabu-
lation also shows that there were 281 {6%) who had severe communications
problems. However, only 125 (3%) students had BOTH severe behavioral AND
g¢ - v copmun?!cations problems.

For those with "“some" problems, there were 928 (20%) who had "some"
behavioral problems, and 814 (18%) who had “some" communications problems,
a total of 1742 students. However, 362 (8%) of these had BOTH '"'some' be-
havioral problems AND 'some" communications problems.

Because these figures were obtained from a sample of the second-
and third-grade students, the percentages may be extended to the vhole
population of 4347 second-grade and 4334 third-grade students, a total of
8561 students. This would indicate that 839 (10%) of them would have severe
behavioral problems, and 533 (6%) would have severe communications problems,
and 237 (3%) would have both kinds of problems,
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By similar projection, 1757 (20%) of the total of 8661 second and
third graders would have Ysome' behavioral prcblems and 1341 (18%) wculd
have “some” communications problems, and there would be 685 (8%) who would
have *some™ of both.

3.331 Relationship of Sex and Identification Status
to Behavior and Communications Problems

In order to determine how behavioral problems were related to sex
and identification status, the following distributions were obtained. 1In
each grouping the figures have been ccnverted into percentage of the whole
group. ’

Communications IDENTIFIED NON-IDENTIFIED
Problems Behavioral Problems Behavioral Problems
BOYS No  Some Yes Total No Some Yes Total
No 47% 15% 7% 69% 667 11% 3% 80%
Some 7 12 4 22 5 7 3 15
Yes 3 2 4 9 1 1 3 5
Total 57%  28% 15% 100% 72% 197 9% 100%
N 1828 521
GIRLS ‘ : '
No 66% 0% 2% 17% 86% 5% 1% 92%
Some 9 7 2 18 3 4 0 7
Yes 2 1 2 5 1 0 0 1
Total 774 17% 6%  100% 90% 9% 1% 100%
N A 1656 569

The tabulation above shows that there were much larger percentages
.0f identified students who had behavioral and communications problems than
non-~identified, and also that they were mostly boys. Of the 125 students vho
were described by their teachers as having both severe behavioral and severe
communications problems. 93 were boys and 32 were girls. Of the 93 boys,
78 were identified and 15 were not; of the 32 girls, 31 were identified and
1 was not. The identification process apparently did a better job of classi-
fying the girls with problems than the boys,

A correclation coefficient might be calculated for each of these
distributions in order to find out the relationship between the two variables.
The overall Pearson Product moment correlation coefficient was r = 0,384,

For the four distributions above, the correlations were r = 0.322 for identi-
fied boys, r = 0,516 for non-identified boys, r = 0,366 for identified girls,
and r = 0,569 for non-identified girls. Predicting communications problems
from behavioral problems based upon these correlations would be misleading.
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3,400 RELATIONSHIP OF READING AND MATH GAINS TO
STUDENT INFORMATION FORi QUESTIONS

In order to determine the relationship between reading and math gain and
the various aspects of the target population as defined by the Student Infor-~
mation Form, distributions of these gains were obtained from the Master
Analysis File and distributed for each questionnaire item by the student
quartile on the appropriate subject. Grouping by quartile resulted in com-
paring students whose September test scores put them in the same fourth of
the student population, but for whom the teacher evaluations and test score
gains were different.

Q.1 -~ Readinz Instructional Materials Level

Data for this question were further subdivided by grade level, and
because the matched test scores were available only for the sccond and third
grades, the discussion is confined to these grades. 1his distribution showvs
the gain made in reading by the students in each quartile who were classified
by their classroom teacher as being at various inmstructional levels in
T, .-i.l“xg. .

READING CAIN (Months)

let Quartile ! _2nd Quartile rd Quartile Lch Quarcile

Reading Mean Mean Mean Mean
Instruc'l N Gain S.D. N Gain S.D. N Gain S.D. N G2in S.D.
Level SECOND "GRADE

RR, PP, P 371 10.2 6.7 }163 8.5 6.9 43 5.6 6.9 4% =3.5 3.2
11, 12 195 14.1 6.0 {258 10.8 6.3 }|143 8.6 6.0 40 6,1 7.5
21, 22 79 17.7 6.0 {237 13.5 6.4 (360 12,8 7.0 1234 12.4 8.1
3l, 32 1* 24.0 - 4% 15.2 6.6 12*% 11.8 2.8 49 15.6 7.2

THIRD GRADE

RR,PP,P 73 8.9 8.8 57 1.4 8.3 3% <7.1 8.2 1%-10.0 -
11, 12 115 9.9 8.1 {110 1.4 8.3 42 -3.8 9,0 3% 1,0 4.1
21, 22 199 14.5 9.0 {197 7.3 8.6 |156 3.0 8.4 14* 5,2 10.7
31, 32 67 12.8 6.7 |104 12,0 6.9 |154 9.9 6,5 |[221 1l.5 9.3
4 - - - - - - 2% 11.0 3.0 29 12.8 7.0

#* Mean score unreliable due to small size of sample

In the above tabulation the data for samples of size 20 or less are
given for information only, as the standard error of measurement is about
+ 4.0 months on samples of this size. )
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The tabtulation shows that as the reading level rises so does the
reading test g4in in each quartile almost without exception, in both the
second and third grades. On the other hand, it can also be seen that
within each rcading instructional level, as the quartile goes up the reading
zain goes down. Several of the groups actually lost ground on the reading
t = drring th2 year - these students were reading behind their grade level
by at least a year, and tested above their grade level on the pretest. inhe
obvious conclusion is that the pretest was not a reliable indicator of their
performance.,

Q.2 - Arithnetic Instructional Materials level

No pretests were available for the first grade, so only second and
third grades were compared for average gain on the Arithmetic Total grade
equivalent scores for the students in each quartile at each arithmetic
instructional level as defined by question 2 of ttez Student Information Form.

ARITHMETIC GAIN (ionths)

_ist Quartile _2nd Quartile 3rd Quartile Lth Quaczti le

Arithmetic Mean Mean Mean Mean

M Gain S.D. | N Gain S.D. { M Gain S.D. | N Gain S.D.
Instruc?l
Level SECOND GRADE '
A.R. 316 9.3 6.3 |169 7.3 6.1 76 6.2 7.0 20 2.1 7.0
1 197 12.0 5.7 [212 9.4 5.9 |159 ©¢.0 5.4 68 5.9 6.0
2 118 14.3 6.9 255 9.6 5.9 {303 1,5 5.6 |234 8.2 5.8
3 3% 11.3 1.9 7* 15.7 7.4 18% 14,6 4.1 33 9.3 5.8

THIRD GRADE

A.R. 76 12.7 9.3 | 61 2.8 8.4 | 23 1.5 5.7 5% 3.4 5.1
1 112 13.2 7.7 87 7.0 6.6 56 3.8 6.7 15% 4.6 8.2
2 178 17.8 7.6 {183 9.7 7.2 {l&7 7.2 5.7 58 5.6 6.3
3 74 22.0 5.9 |124 13.3 5.6 |162 11.1 6.0 |186 11.0 7.5
’ 1% 23,0 - 3% 13.3 1.2 10* 15.0 5.4 17% 12.8 5.3
5 - - - ~ - - - - - 1% 17.0 -

* Mean score unreliable due to egmall size of sample

The pattern of these gains 1s very similar to the galns in reading;
that is, gain increases within each quartile as the instructional level goes
up, and the gain decreases within each instructional level as the quartile
goes up, : :
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Q.3 - Q.6 - Other Items of the Student Information Form

Reading and math gains were also obtained for studeiits in each
quartile for the other items of the Student Information Form. The results
were quite similar to those obtained for the reading and math instructional
level questions; that is, the gains went up within each quartile for the
more favorable responses to each item, and went down with the higher quar-
tiles. The only exception to this was in the fourth quartile in reading
gains where the students tended to gain more than those in the third quar-
tile who had the same questionnaire item responses.

In the case of behavioral problems.(Q.5), the gains of students
marked "some" were no better than those who had 'severe problems, in aluost
every quartile, This similarity was much wore evident in reading than in
math,

The performance of stuilents within quarti les was also studied sub-~
dividing the students in each quartile by their teacher evaluations for the
other items of the Student Information Ferm, and obtaining the reading and
math gain for each subdivision. In these distributions the second- and
third-grade students were not separated as the grade differences within each
item was relatively minor. The results were quite similar to these obtained
fr - the rezding and math Iinstructional level questions: that is, tre go’ns
went up within each quartile for the more favorable responses to each ques-
tion. When similar responses were compared across quartiles, the higher the
quartile the lower thx gain, except for the fourth or highest quartile with
reference to reading gains, where for some reason the mean gains were higher
than for corresponding item options in the third quartile,

Another interesting relationship was found pertaining to the group-
ings obtained from the data on behavioral problems. The means, standard
deviations, and sample sizes are given in the-following tabulation for the
matched sample subdivided by pretest quartiles on reading and math for both
SIF Q.5, behavioral problems, and SIF Q.6, communications problems: (tabu-
lation at top >f next page).

These data are shown graphically in Figure 15 for Q.5 and Figure 16
for Q.6. The graphs show the amount of gain in reading or math made by
each subdivision of the data. In each case the group which gained the most
contained those students in the first quartile whom the teachers marked as
having no behavioral or communications problems, for both reading and math.
These students, more than 700 in each case, gained on the average of 1.4 years
in terms of gSrade equivalent points during the eight months of instruction.
It will also be seen that the groups that gained the least were those students
who were marked "yes" (severe problems) by their classroom teacher for the
two types of problems, with those marked as having "some® problem in between
the "yes" and "no" groups, with just one exception, in the case of reading
gain for those with behavioral problems. This is shown in the left part of
Figure 15, where it will be seen that there is practically no difference
between the teading gain of students marked "some" and those marked "yes."
The sizes of the samples of students are so large that it is unlikely that
this could have occurred by chance.,
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Severe
P ~“loms
No

Some
Yes

No
Some
Yes

No
-Some
Yes

No
Some
Yes

Q.5 - Behavioral Problems
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ist Quartile 2nd Quartile 3rd Quartile 4th Quarrile
N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S’D'i N Mean S5.D.
READING Galn
922 13.7 8.2 | 746 10.2 7.8 | 718 9.5 8.3 ‘ 523 12.2 8.9
1256 11.2 8.0 | 262 6.7 8.4 |163 4.6 8.8 | 58 7.4 7.5
{135 11.1 7.6 | 122 7.2 8.7 64 3.5 10.6 | 14 8.3 6.1
MATHEMATICS GAIN
749 14.0 7.9 | 794 10.3 6.8 {73% 9.6 6.0 {542 9.2 6.8
279 12.0 7.2 | 241 8.0 6.3 |184 7.5 6.0 ‘ 83 4.4 6.1
146 10.6 7.6 | 112 7.1 7.2 75 5.9 7.4 30 4.4 6.8
Q.6 ~ Communications Problems
READING GAIN
761 14.0 8.2 1857 9.9 7.9 |775 9.4 8.2 545 12.0 8.9
261 11.3 7.4 {214 6.5 8.8 |137 4.0 9.7 ‘ 49 . 6.9 8.0
107 8.6 7.7 6“ 6.0 8.6 <33 0.2 9.7 !
MATHEMATIC?® GAIN
788 14.3 7.7 |860 10.5 6.6 {816 9.6 5.9 |587 8.8 6.9
266 11.3 7.5 | 221 6.8 6.3 1164 7.0 5.7 62 4.6 6.7
117 9.2 7.6 | 67 5.0 7.0 | 40 2.0 8.6 6 2.5 5.4
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3.500 PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES TEAMS EVALUATION FORMS

3.510 Background

The Pupil Personnel Services Teams Evaluation Form (PPF) used in this
year’s evaluation was identical with the form used during the 1970-71 school ‘
year. A copy of this form will be found in the Appendix. & description of
the development of this form, as well as an analysis of the dats obtained
from it, will be found in Chapter 6 of the 197C0-71 evaluation report.

The caseload for the Pupil Personnel Teams was, by definition, the
identified student population. For a description of the procedure used to
enlect these students, see page 1-3 of this report,.

There was a good deal of slippage between the number of identified
students and the number of PPF's received, due to a number of reasons: there
were many new schools added to Title I during the last half of the school year,
which meant a tremendous change in the Pupil Personnel Team caseload; this also
necessitated a considerable amount of reassignment of workers and aides to
these new schools, and many of these changes were accomplished so late in the
year that very little change in test performance could be expected as a result
of the services of the Teams; many names were addad to the list of identified
students due to the change in the identification procedure; all of which re-
sulted in a low response rate for the evaluation form, which in turn limited
the scope of the analysis which could be carried out.

2.520 Axciysis of the Pupil Personnel Services Tea-s Evaluatirn For~s

Distributions of the PPF's received for analysis, by publi¢ and non-
public schools, and by grade and sex, were as follous:

Public Schools _ Non-Public Scheols
1 2 3 &4 Total 1 2 3 & 5 6 1 8 [Total
Boys 303 358 337 288 1286

37 31 &5 32 29 30 20 10 239
Girls 222 287 211 205 925 28 26 28 36 23 22 15 11 190
Total 525 645 548 493 2111

™3

——— g

65 55 73 68 52 52 35 21 - 429

o fwwu IR

These data show that in the public schools 61% of the forms returned
were for boys and 397% for girls. In the non.public schools the percentage
was 56% for boys and 44% for girls. The overall percentage of boys and girls
among the identified students was 54% and 46%, which indicates that the forms
returned by the Pupil Personnel Teams had a larger sampling ratio for beys
than for girls in both public and non-public schools.
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The percentage distributions of the PPF questions for both boys and
girls are given in the Appendix. As with the 1970-71 analysi:s, it was founa

that girls were evaluated more favorably than the boys on questiors 1 throuzh
12, with the exception of the item concerning family structure. The responses
for boys and girls are significantly differeat (using the Chi-square test) at
the 5% level or better, except for Q.5 - structure of the family, and Q.10 -
followar--leader, where the girls averaged more than boys toward the “leader"
end of the scale; however, in boath instances, the differences are below the
level of significance.

As in 1971, the student characteristics whicl. " “e Teams again found
most often in their caseload were:

The students were "fajirly positive" in their sclf-image.

They were "friendly" in their behavior toward other students.

They were "fairly favorable® in their attitude toward school.

Mcre of them came from families with only one parent than with
both parents.

Their families were "fairly supportive" of their school efforts,

None of these respcnses were in the most favorable category. It was
also found that less than 10% of the students were in the most unfavorzble
category.

In the personal characteristics section of the form, items 7-12, the
Terms found identified students to be more on the favorable side of the five-
po.i... scale theo on the unfavorable side on ail itews exc.pt ti.e foliowe.--
leader scale, where almost half of the students were placed in the middle
category, with slightly more students placed on the "follower" sicds of the
scale than on the "lcader" side. These scales weie:

Uncooperative--Cooperative
Alert.-Dull
Irresponsible--Responsible
Follower--Leader

Positive attitude--Negative attitude
Friendly--Unfriendly, hoctile

Questions 13 through 16 concerned the number of contacts the Teams
had had with and concerning these identified students, This was very difficult
information to evaluate, as the overall number of contacts was probably more
in proportion to the amount of trouble the child was having ("squeaky whee 1")
than relatad to any improvement in classroom performance or school adjustment.
The following tabulation summarizes the number of contacts with both boys and
girls reported by the Pupil Personnel Teams in this section of the Evaluation
Form:
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Summar: Ta aunber of contacts with and concerning students:
Boys Girls

Avg. N % Avg. N %

‘PPF Q.13 Contacts with students 8.89 42 9.62 46

PPF Q.14 Contacts with family 4,08 20 3.98 19

PPF Q.15 Contacts with community 1.18 6 1.42 7

PPF Q.16 School personnel contacts _6.68 32 5,88 28

Total ‘ 20.83 100% 20,90 100%

N = o 1451 1035

This shows that almost 21 contacts were made by the Pupil Personnel
Teams for each student reported on,

While the average number of contacts for boys ani girls was almost
identical, it will be seen that the distribution of the contacts between A
categories was slightly different. It was also found tc be different within
each category - of contact, as shown in .the following tabulation of percentages:

ey

Boys Girls ) Boys Girls
Contacts with Students School Personnel Contacts
' ?irect one-to-one 63% 57% Principal 12% 11%
. In groups 37 43 A Principal 5 5.
- T00% 100% sst. Principa
Contacts with Families Teacher, classroom 35 35
At school 27% 30% Teacher, other 12 14
At home 37 37 School nurse 5 5
By phone _36_ _33 Counselor 9. 9
c L 100% 1007 Title I staff 8 - 17
onmunity Contacts _ Other school .
Health agency/clinic 33% 38% 4 4
Covial seivices 40 42 personnel —
Emp loyment 4 3 100% 100%
- Other ' _18 17

100% 100%

No attempt was made -to define "contact’ other than to divide them
according to type. For the specific instructicns given the Pupil Personnel
Teams regarding how to £ill out the questionnaire, please refer to the copy
of the questionnaire in the Appendix.

In the above tabulation, no difference is made between multiple con-
tacts, e.g., 6, for a single child, and just one contact with 6 children.
For a tabulation of multiple contacts of each type, please refer to Table A-11
in the Appendix.

Tabulations in the ¥other' category were as follows: Q.15 - procure-

ment of clothing; Q.16 - diagnostic (48%), attendance officer (20%), speech
(15%), tutoring (14%), and the rest miscellaneous.
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The average number of contacts per student and the percentage in each
category, by grade level, is also interesting:

Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 7
Q.13 Contacts with students 7.17 40% 9.21 45% 12,12 47% 5.83  39%
Q.14 Contacts with family 3.79 21 4.15 20 4,96 19 2.61 13
Q.15 Community contacts 1.36 8 1.46 7 1.52 6 0.62 4
Q.16 School personnel 5,51 31 5.89 28 7.29 28 5.87 _39
Average total per student 17,83 100% 20.71 100% 25.89 100% 14,93 1C30%
N = 555 648 563 527

It will be seen that the average number of contacts per student in-
creased from the lst through the 3rd grade but dropped for the 7th. When the
types of contacts were divided within each category the distributions were as
follows:

ist 2nd _3rd _7th | lsf: 224 3vd _7&h
Contacts with Students Contacts with School Personnel
Direct one-to-one 69% 647% 54% 75% Principal ‘ 97 9% 10% 0%
In groups 31 36 46 25 A Princi 3 3 4 15
100% 100% 100% 100% sst. Principal
° Teacher, class, 35 34 38 30
Contacts with Family Tezcher. other 18 16 38 12
A+ gehool 29% 277 29% 24% SmTee , -
S~haol nurse 5 4 ] §
At home 40 40 40 34 8 9 0 5
By phone 31 33 31 4  counselor 101
Title I staff 18 20 20 7

7 s 0/ Y
100/3 100/0 ].OO/) 100/} Othe'&' School

Community Contansts 4 5 6 2

- 1
Health agency 31 &8 40 21 persomne z v o 7
Social service 49 38 3¢ 55 1007 100% 1007 100% .
Employment 1 H 2 21
Other 19 13 24 _ 3

U

100% 100% 100% 100

Contacts with students on a one-to-one basis decreased through the 1st,
2nd, and 3rd gradss, but went up again In the 7th grade, where contacts with
students in groups went down, Contacts with the family at home appeared to be
the most frequent type in the primary grades, but te lephone. contacts were the
most frequent in the 7th grade. The number of contacts with parents at school
appeared to average about 27% in the four grades of Title I,

Community contacts with the 7th graders vere quijte different thean for
primary grades, particularly as employment becomes an important consideration
as the students become older,

School personnel contacts were also-different by grade level. The
combined contacts with principal, assistant principal, and counselor accounted
for 40% of the efforts of the junior high school Teams, while in the elementary
grades it was only half that large a-percentage. '
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49 variables obtaincd from the PPF, the SIF, from the test score information.
The factor analysis obtainad from the correlation matrixz showed that the
variable: obtained from the PPF were, in general, not related to tha variables

obtair ‘am either the teacher evaluations (SIF's) or thz test scores. In
adu cion, st of the variables obtained from the PPF divided themselves L@
twee: ', actors, one containing PPF items 1 through 12, and the other con-

taining PPF items 13 through 13. It should be noted that Q.4, family structure,
vas omitted from the factor analysis because the options did not constitute a
continuous variable., The factors and their percentage of the total variance
were as follows: '

% of Toxal

Factor Variable ' Variance
I PPF student characteristics (Q.1-3, 5-12) 29.16%
1I PPF contacts with and regarding students (Q.13-16) 21.858%
III Student performance in reading and math (test scores)  20.09%
» 1v Student school adjustment (SIF items) 14.97%
} v Summer school attendance 6.56%
: VI Reading and math gain (test score differences) '7.35%

In order to determine the reluatlonship between gain in reading and
math and the PPF items, a partial corrclation was computed for each PFYF item
H and these two variables, holding constant the correlations of the pretest
| scores in reading and math with these items, This technique eliminates the
influence of the pretest score on the PPF items, and statistically controls
for the difference in gains associated with the pretest score. These partial
correlations and the correlations from which they were derived are shown in
Table A-12 in the Appendix., The results of this analysis are summarized in
the tabulation below, selecting from Table A-12 those partial correlations in
i which the value of r is greater than 0.100, Anything smaller than this value
Yy would not have been significantly diffcrent from zero With a sample of this
sizn (B = 730).

i s 4

.g ' © Partial Correlations of Reading and Math Gains with Selected PPF Items

Reading High gain associated with: r= Math Hinh gsin assoclatad with: re=
{ Q.3 Very favorable attitude 214 Q.1 Very positive self-image . 140
! toward school ‘ Q.8 Alert .136
Q.8 Alert .193 . Q.4 No change in student's 134
i Q.1 Very positive self-image .178 school situation *
: Q.11 Positive attitude .140 Q.16D Few contacts with teacher
' Q.9 Responsible ' .135 other than classroom - ,122
Q.15G Few contacts with Title I 134 teacher
school staff e Q.10 Leader 117
Q.6 Very supportive family .124 Q.3 Very favorable attitude - 106
Q.7 Cooperative .118 toward school '
7 Q.4 No change in student's 105
school situation *
Q.12 Friendly .101
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Values associated with gain in reading and mathematics test scores
are shown. Each variable is given whose partial correlation was greater than
-(.100. While these partial correlations are very low, they do indicate that
Liul.v 0L the positive characteristics that the Fupil Per.....nel Teans foui® in
ie ified students were associated with gain in reading and math, as was
“ ;rue of the classtoom teachers on the Studcnt Information Form,

There were only two items from the contacts section of -the PPF
(Q.13-16) that had partial correlations greater than 0.100 on either reading
or math, high rcading gain being associated wicth few contacts with the
Title I staff (Q.16G) (this could be assumed to be few contacts with the
speech ard hearing therapists, or the psychologist, which seems reasonable),
and high math gain beirg associated with few contacts with "“teacher, other”
(Q.16D) (the Team members having few contacts with the math and/or reading
specialists would probably mean that there were no serious problems in these
areas, and hence gain),

3.540 Comparison of Classroom Teacher and
Pupil Personnel Team LEvaluations

Previous evaluations have pointed out differences between classroom
teachers' and Pupil Personnel Teams' evaluations of the same students. In
1970-71 a number of items were worded the same way on the SIF and the PPF;
however, due to the shortened form used in 1971-72 by the teachers, such
comparisons were not possible except for two questions - these concerned
family supportiveness and the student's attitude toward school.

The two questions concerning family supportiveness were:

PPF Q.6 - How supportive is his family of his school efforts?
Very supportive
Yairly supportive
Wot very supportive
Not supportive at all

SIF.Q.A - Is his family supportive of his school efforts?

Most of . : Not
the time at all
5 4 ' 3 2 1

The Master Analysis File contained 604 cases for whom there were
answers to both of these questions. The distributions of these responses
in terms of percentage of this sanple were as follows:
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Teacher Evaluation ‘SIF)

Pupil ‘Most - of Not
Personnel the time at all
Evaluation (PPF) 5 4 3 2 1 "Total
Very supportive © 2,37 2.6%  5.3%  7.0% - 8.6%  25.8%
Fairly supportive 6.3 9.6 13.7 10.9 9.8 50.3
Mot vory supnortive 4,8 | 4.8 5.0 2,0 2.2 18,7
Not at all supportive 1.2 1.8 1.2 0.8 0,3 5.2
4.6% 18.9%  25.2% 20.6% 20.9% 100.0%

Total 1

This shows a good deal of differesnce in the avaluations by the
teachers and the Pupil Personnel Teams, the Teams placing larger percentages
of the students at the favorable end of the scale than did the teachers., If
half of the students that teachers marked in the middle category wverse alaced
with the upper two groups, theh a little over 30% of the students’ families
would be considered supportive by both teachers and Teams, There is aven

" less agreement as to which families were not supportive., Again assigning
half of the middle category of the teachers® evaluations to the lower evalu-
ations, the table shows that there were8.4%of the 604 student sample, or
51 students, marked adversely by both teachers and Teams.

The actual product-moment correlation betwzen the .two evaluations
is r = -0,288, which, while statistically different from:zero, has very
little predictive value, as was seen from the comparison of the evaluations
above. ‘ ‘

The other items common to both the SIF and the PPF, while not really
t... same, did both relate to classroom perfoxrmance, and have been found to

be quite related in their characteristics. These were:

"PPF Q.3 - How favorable is this student's attitude toward
school?
Very favorable
Fairly favorable
Fairly unfavorable
Very unfavorable

SIF Q.3 - Does he voluntarily participate in classroom activities?

Most of Not
the time _ at all
5 4 3 2 1

Answers wera available to both of these questions for 687 studants.
The distribution of these responses in terms of percentage of this sample
was as follows:
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Teacher Evaluation (SIF)

oy

Pupil Most of Not
Personnel the time at all
Evaluation (PPF) 5 4 3 2 1 Total
"Very favorable 0.6% 2,6 5.1 4,5% 7.7 20.57%
Fairly favorable 3.1 12.5 19.8 15.4 8.7 59,5
Fairly unfavorable 1.3 4.9 4.5 2.8 2.0 15.5
Very unfavorable 1.3 1.3 0,5 0.7 0.4 4.3
Total 6.5% 21,3% 30.0% 23.4% 18,8%Z 100.0%

In this example, teachers again tended to spread their responses over
the scale a good deal more than the Pupil Personnel Teams, who placed 807 of
the students in the two most favorable categories to 28% in these two cate-
gories by the teachers. Again, as in the previous comparison on family
supportiveness, when haif of the students that teachers marked in the middle
category were placed with the top two groups, it was found that 327 of the
sample were considered by both teachers and Teams to have favorable attitudes
toward school. There were 8.5% of our sample of 687, 58 students, considered
by both teachers and Teams to have unfavorable attitudes toward school.

The actual product-moment correlation between these two variables is
r = -0,036, which is not statistically different.from zero. In other words,
the same distribution of data might have been obtained by chance, and there
appears to be no relationship between the responses of the Pupil Personnel
Teams to PPF Q.3 and of the teachers to SIF Q.3.
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3.600 SECONDARY SCHOOLS

During the 1971-72 school year the Title I programs within secondary
schools were limited to the seventh-grade level in eleven junior high schools
(four of these schools had been in the Title I program sinc2 its inception
and seven had been added during the 1971-72 scheol year). Principols in rhe
junior high schecols were given considerable lati: (1 o operation of the
program within their own school. The result was that change in performance
of students within these schools could not necessarily be attributed to any
speciflc Title I activity, and therefore the analysis which follows should be
viewed as a summary of the status of the students in these schools as of the
end of the school year. The measurements of the September and the June testing
program, and -the gains or losses observed, can serve as benchmarks for the
measurement of future gains.

The statistical data available concerning Title I junior high school
students consist of the September 1971 CTBS (Comprehensive Tests of Basic
¢ ....s) test ciores, the June 1972 CIBS test scores, and a 1imited numb~T of
Pupil Personnel Team Evaluation Forms. The analysis of the data for the
seventh grades has been included in the discussion of both test scores and
the PPF information. Data from the Student Information Form were not avail-
able. A form similar to the Student Information Form used by the elementary
schools was given out to junior high schools &pproximately in January, priox
to the actual commencement of the 1971-72 Title I program, but these forms,
at the request of the principals, were retained in the schools and were not
available for evaluative analysis.

3.610 Test Score Information

In September 1971, the median grade equivalent scoresz for the 7th grade
in reading and mathematics, as compared to all D.C. school students, were:

7th Grndes D.C. Title I
Reading Total 3.1 4.7
Math Total 5.0 - 4,7

This indicates that the Title I 7th graders averaged four months bahind
the D.C. school 7th graders in reading, and three months behind them in math.

When the Title I students were tested in June' 1972, . the median reading
score on the same test was 6.0 and the medlan math score was 6.1, indicating
a gain of 1.3 years in reading and l.4 years in math, which are considerably
above the norms of one month increase per month of instruction.
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An examination of the distributfon of these test scores, however,
reveals that only a small percentage of the 7th-grade students perfc'u
grade level or above, The percenttle dirtribiation of the June 1972 tioiing
shows the following: :

Percentile Points as of June 1972
10th 25th 50th 75th 90th

Reading (in grade equivalents, years) 3.6 4.5 6.0 7.1 8.7
Math (inzrade equivalents, years) 3.9 4.8 6.1 7.0 8.3

These data indicate that, as measured by the CTBS, 17% of the 7th
graders im Title I schools scored at or above grade level (7.8) in reading and
15% scored at or above grade level in mathematics.

It should be noted that, while the usual interpretation of standard-
ized test mmores is that the grade equivalents accurately reflect the reading
ability mear the center of the distribution (in this case, near the 7th grade)},
the intexpmmetations are often mi#sleading at the more extreme ranges. In the
above disstritbutions the data imdicate that 10% of the 7th.grade students had
grade equivaflent scores of 3.6 or below, whichare lower than the-middle of the
31 ° grade., This does not:mean that these 7th.grade stuc.iuts should reac 3rd-
grade materiml, but rather-that there were some 3rd-grade students who would
have scored this High on the 7th-grade test. One of two inferences is likely
from the faet that 10% of these 7th~grade students scored so low: the first
is that thew were very poor readers, and the second is that the test did not
adequately measure their reading ability. It is not possible from the data
available im this analysis to determine which inference is correct.

3.620 Matched Sample

The previous discussion concerns the performance of the 7th-grade
class as a wholesxather than the performance of individual students. As
previously described, records on individual students, including the pretest
and posttest infopmation, were placed on the Master Analysis Tape. In this
file there were IZ00 students for whom both a September and a June test score
were available (amt of a total enroliment of 3863 Title I 7th-grade students).
The sample of 1200 represents students from seven of the eleven Title I
junior high schools, with a combined enrollment of 2428 (as of 2 March 1972),
which gives a sampling ratio of 49,4%. The remaining schools did not test,
for a variety of reasons, the most important one being the lateness of the
designated testing date in the school year (the last week of May).

When these cases were divided by the quartile in which they were

grouped on the September pretest {see page 3-4 of this chapter), the gains
within eabd quartile were as follows: '
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1st Juartile 2nd Quartile 3rd Quartile 4th Quartile

Reading +1.3 +1.1 +0.7 +0.7
- Math +1 .4 +1,1 +1,2 +1,.1

All of these gains except the top two quartiles in reading were well
" above the expected one month gain per one month of instruction. However, when
the Large City Norms for the CTBS were examined it was found, assuming that a
student in June would be at the same percentile level within the 7th-grade
population as he was in September, that the expected gain for students dis-
tributed as they were in this sample would not be one month per month of
instruction., The usual expectation is that students above the median gain
more than ‘“normal® and those below the median gain less, It would appear that
the Title I 7th-grade students, particularly those in the lower half of the
grade, performed well above eXpectation in both reading and math.

3.630 Age-Grade Placement

A distribution was made of the year-of-birth information taken from
the CTBS forms, in order to compare grade retention rates with those of pre-
vious years., Year of birth distributed by sex showed the following:

1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 Total N
Boys 1%  S5% 24%  45%  26% 1017% 711

Girls - © 2%  13% 46%  39% 100% 848

If students had entered the first grade in the year in which their
sixth birthday occurred, then the students whose birthday was in 1959 would
be at the proper age for the 7th grade if they had been promoted each  year,
It will be seen from the above tabulation that 26% of the - boys and.39% of
the girls appeared to have been promoted each year. It can also be seen that
30% of the boys and 15% of the girls in the 7th grade were two years or more
older than normal for this grade.

In order to compare these figures with those of previous years, the
comparable data were abstracted from the 1969-70 and 1970-71 evaluation reports
as follows:

Dov s Girls

Age/Grade 1970 .1971 1972 1970 1971 1972
1 year younger - - - 1% 1% -
At age for grade 21% 19%  26% 42%  30%  39%
1 year older 38% 40%  45% 357 43% L6%
2 years older 34 32 24 19 23 13

3 years older 6 8 5 3 3 2

4 years older 1 1 1 - - -

N = 581 365 711 601 308 848
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It should be noted that the basis for the 1972 data was different from
that for 1970 and 1971. In 1970 and 1971 the information as to year of birth
was derived from the Studerit Identification and Evaluation Form (SIEF) sup-
plied by homeroom teachers, while the year of birth information for 1972 was
taken from the CTBS form.

Sixty percent of the girls and 75% of the boys in the 7th grade in

Title I schools were a year or more older than if they had been promoted each
year since entering the first grade at age six. It has not been determined

if these students entered school late or whether they had been retained one

or uwre times. Some of the retention occurs within the 7th grade itself. In
prior years it has been found that approximately 16% of the boys and 7% of the
2irls were repeating the 7th grade. This figure for the 1971-72 schoo] year
is not avaxlable for Title I schools for this analysis.

3.640 Relationship of Year of Birth to Reading and Math Test Score Quartile

The 7th-grade students were distributed by the quartile in which their
reading and math scores in the Septembar pretest placed them with reference to
the entire 7th-grade D.C. school population. The cutoff points for these
quartiles can be found on page 3-4 of this chapter. When these data were dis-
tributed by year of birth, the following tabulation resulted:

Readi n g ' Mathematics
1956&57 1958 1959 1956&57 1958 1959
N oz ® oz @ A B x U A N %
lst Q. 144 52 168 27 65 14 111 47 168 28 66 15
2nd Q. 68 24 183 29 115 25 70 30 181 31 104 24
3rd Q. 43 16 . 161 26 119 26 33 16 151 26 137 . 31
4eh Q. 21 8 .109 18 159 35 18 _7 _90 15 133 30

Total 276 1007 - 621 100% -458 100% . 237 100% 590 100%Z 440 100%

This tabulation shows that 767 of the students born in 1956 and 1937
were in the two lowest quartiles in reading, and 77Z were in the two lowest
quartiles in math, and would therefore be identified students. The distri-
butions for the 1958 group were more nearly the expected 25% in each quartile,
wk*?2 for tha 1959 group, 617% of the students were in the 7op two guartiicz.

>

3.650 Relationshipn between-Readiné-Quartile and Math Quartile

Because of the fact that during the current school year the primary
identification of the students to receive Title I services depended upon
Wwhether or not they were below citywide medians in reading or math, it is
important to know the relationsh1p between the scores on these two variables,
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The 7th-grade students in tho sample were therefore distributed by quartiles

on both the reading and math grade equivalent scores.

The following distri-

butions resulted (all figures are in percentage of the total sanmple):

Math _ Reading Quartiles
Quartiles 1st Q. Znd Q. 3rd Q. 4th Q, Total
1st Q. 13.7% 7.9% 4,0% 0.8% 25,47
2nd Q. 8.5 9.9 7.3 2.4 28.1
3rd Q. 3.2 7.1 10.5 4.7 25,6
4th Q. 0.5 2.4 5.5 11.4 19.9
Total 25.9% 27,3% 27.5% 19,.3% 100.0%

This tabulation can be used to estimate the number of students who
would be included as identified for various cutoff levels, as shown below:

A 133 C p]
Below Below ‘
- City Quartile Cutoff in Cutoff in 7 Common

Percentile Groups Reading Math to Both Total
25th Q1 25,9% 25.47% 13.7% 38.5%
50th QL + Q2 53,2% 54 .5% £0.0% 67.7%
75th QL + Q2 + Q3 80,7% 80.1% - 71.2% 89.5%

Formula: Column A + Column B - Column C = Column D,

If these percentages had been known before the Title I program
started, it would be expected that, for the 25th, 50th, and 75th percentile
cutoff levels, of the 3883 7th-grade students there would have been approxi-
mately 14901, 2615, or 3461 identified students, respectively.



3.700 NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS
3.710 Background

Prior to the current year, the identification of students for Title I
intervention was the same in non-public as in public schcols; that is, it was
based upon teacher and principal evaluation of educational needs and potential
dropout. The grade levels involved were also the same. For the 1971.72
school year, test scores were used as the basis for identification of those
students who were below grade median for the city, the parochial schools having
their own testing program. Another difference was that the parochial schools
were required by the guidelines to consider as identified only those students
residing in the same attendance areas as regular Title I schools.” Another
difference was that the parochial schools designated identified students from
all eight grades rather than limiting them only to the lst, 2nd, 3rd, and 7th
grades, as was done in the public schools. '

3.720 Student Information Form

The same Student Information Form was used to assist in the evaluation
in both the public and non-public schools, There were 639 of these forms
received from the non-public schools, distrituted as follows:

Grades

12 3 4 5 6 1 8 Totsl
Holy Comfortez 10 7 12 5 12 8 8 16 78
Holy Nawe . 11 2 10 12 7 20 22 19 103
Holy Redecmar 23 14 18 17 16 15 0 O 103
Immaculate Conception 15 8 17 10 9 2 0 O 61
Our Lady of

Perpetual Help 0 0o 0O O 6 13 9 6 34
St, Martin's 11 7 10 110 11 11 11 8 79
St. Paul & St, Augustine 6 14 1.4 15 9 11 2 2 73
St. Peter's 15 15 10 29 17 12 0 10 108
Total 91 67 91 98 87 92 52 61 639

In the following analysis the responses for all these students will
be given except where, for.comparison, the distributions are limited to
grades 1, 2, and 3,

Responses to the first question of the Student Information Form are

tabulated in Table 7 (next page) -~ this question concerns the level of the
reading instructional materials being used by the student,
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“Table 7

DISTRIBUTION OF IDENTIFIED NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS
‘ BY READING INSTRUCTIONAL LEVEL 4&ND BY GRADE LEVEL

Reading ] Grade

Instructional level 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Reading Readiness (RR) 4 2 6

Pre-Primer (PP) 26 1 1

Primer (P) .30 3 1 3

Grade 1 -~ first half (11) 30 ;7 1 1 2

Grade 1 - second half (12) 9 i18 2
: Grade 2 - first half (21) 1 18 16 1 3
| Grade 2 ~ second half (22) 46 16 1

Grade 3 ~ first half (31) 6 25 : 2 2

Grade 3 - second half (32) 40 .1 10 11 2 3

Grade 4 S 1 7315 20 22 7

Grade 5 11 54 §_29”1 12 2
- Crade 6 1 45 : 26 7
: _ Grade 7 1 1 32 22
; Grade 8 8 6 59
. Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 1007% 100% 100%
| N = " 91 67 91 97 78 92 50 59

g 1 year or more above
grade level

At grade level 39 64 65 73 36 45 32 59

1 year of more below
grade level

12 6% 1% 11% 102 1% 6% -

ENRSVETeN

60 30 36 156 36 5S4 62 41

% 2 years of more below
grade level

Ra T TN

The percentafses in the upper part of the table which are below the
dotted line represent those students at or above grade level in the reading
instructional materials they were using. The lower half of the table shows
the percentages of students within each grade at various levels above and
below grade level. It will be noted that in the lst, 2nd, and 3rd grades
there were 40%, 707%, and 66%, respectively, reading at grade level or above.
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Distributions by grade level for SIF Q-2 concerning the mathematics
instructional level, were as follows:

1 2 3 4 5 6 _1_ _8

2 — o v

Ahead of grade level 12 - 1%2 4% 7% - -
At "normal¥ grade level 96 87 82 78 63 66 35 49
Behind 1 year or more 3 13 17 18 -30 34 65 51
Behind 2 years or more - 3 - 4 15 14 35 18
N = . 91 67 90 93 87 92 48 55

From this table it will be seen that in the lst, 2nd, and 3rd grades
there were 97%, 87%, and 83%, respectively, reading at grade level or above.

There were 637 responses to SIF Q-3 concerning voluntary participation
in classroom activities, which distributed as follows:

Scale Value Boys - GQirls Total
Almost always 5 20% 31% 26%

4 26 27 27

3 29 28 28

: 2 20 11 15
Not at all 1 5 3 B
100% 100% 100%

N = 291 348 653
Mean Scale Value ’ 3.36 3.71 3.56

S.D, 1.11 1.09 1.14

The mean scale value for girls was higher than for boys, and the
difference is statistically significant at greater than the 1% chance level,
When the averages by grade were examined it was found that the mean scale
values decreased as grade level increased; in other words, teachers found
students at the lower grade levels were participating more than students in
the upper grades.

. SIF Q-4 concerning family supportiveness also showed more favorable
scores for girls than boys. The following tabulation (next page) shows this

idis;ribution by sex.

The tabulation shows that over 60% of the parents of these Title I

" students were in the two most favorable categories on this question, with a

significant difference between the parents of boys and girls. As in Q-3, the.
higher the grade level the lower the mean scale values by grade; in other
words, teachers found parents of students in the lower grades more supportive
than in the higher grades,
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Scale Value Boys Girls Total

Most of the time 5 35% L67. L2%

4 22 21 21

3 30 20 24

2 11 11 11

Not at all 1 2 2 2
100% 1007 1007%

N = 282 334 632
Mean Scale Value 3.76 3.98 3,89
S.D. ’ 0.95 1.16 1.13

SIF Q-5 and Q-6 concerned two of the primary problems contributing to
poor educational progress, behavioral problems and communication problems.
The frequency of these problems were reported as follows for non-public school
students:

Behavioral Problems Communication Problems
Grades 1-8 Boys Girls Total Bovs Girls Total
Severe problems = 15% 4% . 9% 147 &7 9%
Some problems 31 18 25 26 17 21
No problems 54 78 66 60 79 - 70
N = 291 346 653 289 346 651

The above tabulation is for grades 1 through 8 combined. There
appeared to be very little difference between grades in each category for
behavioral problems, but in the communication area the percentage of students
with problems increased somewhat with grade, as can be seen by a comparison of

_ the above tabulation for grades 1 through 8 with the tabulation btelow for

grades 1, 2, and 3 combined:

Behavioral Prohlems Commuﬁication Problems
Grades 1-3 Bovs Girls Total Beys  Girls Total
Severe problems 15% 6% 10% 9% . 0% 47
Some problems 28 12 20 26 14 19
No problesis 57 82 70 65 86. 717

N = 118 130 248 116 131 247

This shows that non-public school teachers found 6% of 130 identified
girls in the lst, 2nd, and 3rd grades with severe behavioral problems, and
none with severe communication problems. However, 15% of 118 identified boys
had severe behavioral problems, and 9% had severe communication problems.
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In order to find out the relationship between behavioral and communi-

c: . ".a proklzr=, a2ll the responszs for SIF Q-5 were dist—ibuted by the rr-nonses
for SIF Q-6:
Behavioral Problens
" Communication No Some Yes Total
Problems N % _H % N % N 7
No . 354 54 89 14 14 2 437 70
Some 58 9 57 8 22 4 137 21
Yes 20 3 16 3 20 3 _35 9
Total 432 66 162 25 56 9 650 100%

This shows that, for this small sample, while 9% had severe behaviora
problems and 9% had severe communication problems, only 3% of the same stu-
dents had both problems.

SIF Q-7 concerned students repeating grades. By grade and sex, these
percentages were as follows:

Grades
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total

Boys 217 19% 19% 5% 3% 2% 2% 0%  11%
Girls % 12 6 9 4 . 0 3 o 6
Total 18% 15% 12% 7% 4% 1% 12% 0% 8%

Although the overall percentages above are probably fairly reliable, the

sample sizes by grade are so small that these may be unrelisble.

In order to determine the relationship of age to grade, the Year of
birth was tabulated for boys and girls in each grade., This table (next page)
assumes that a student entered the first srade during the year in which his

sixth birthday occurred, '

These distributions show that more girls were at the proper grade
level for their age than boys, The difference is less noticeable in the
primary grades than in the higher grades,

The average number of days absent appeared to drop for both toys and
girls from the lst to the 5th or 6:h grades and then increase in the 7th and
8th grades. However, as the scale used on the form at the lower levels of
absence was rather broad, it is more meaningful to show the pesrcentage of
students at each grade level who were absent 20 days or more,

Absent 20 Days+ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total

Boys 8% 1% 5% 9% 0% 3% 6% 9% 6%
Girls 7 5 6 2 0 6 4 6 4
Total 8% 6% 5% 5% 0% 5% 5% 7% 4.5%
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1965
1965
1964
1963
1962
1961
1960
1959
1958
1957
1956

Total N =

2 years
alhiead

1 year
ahead

At grade
level

1 year
behind

2 years
behind

3 years
behind

Table 8

DISTRIBUTION OF YEAR OF BIRTH BY GRADE LEVEL
FOR BOYS AND GIRLS IN MON-PUBLIC SCHCOLS

N's - Boys N's - Girls
1l 2 3 4 5 6 71 8 L 2 3 4 5 6 1 8
2 3
32 26 5
9:18 2 726 1
7:26 1 1 8 42 2
2 11°1¢ 4335
4 17 116 1 13° 26
4 14016 2 1627
' 3 18 111 2 1015
1 2 415 8 ‘23
2 2 8 1 2 9
1

43 27 43 40 35 38 17 23

Percentages - Boys

36 39 48 52 44 38 26 32

3

74 67 60 45 45 42 65 65
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Percentages - Girls

19 20 8 25 36 26 31 28
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SIF Q-9 asked whether this student should receive priority Title I

treatment. The distribution for boys and girls, all grades combined, follows:

Priority for Boys Girls Total

Title I Treatment
Highest 35.5% 20,9% 28.0%
Middle : 32.1 33.4 32.3
Lowest 16.2 19.4 17.7
o trectment 1€.2 26-4 22.0
Total 100.0 100.0 - 100.0
N = ‘ 290 345 651
Mean 1.13 2.51 2.34
S.D. 1.07 1.09 1.11

This shows that teachers felt that 22% of the identified students
were in no real need of special treatment. However, they did feel that 60%

of them should have priority in receiving treatment (boys, 67.6%; girls,
54.3%).

3,730 Summary

Student Information Forms were received for 639 identified students
in grades 1 through 8 of the non-public schools of the District of Columbia.
All of these students resided in the attendance areas for Title I public
schools, but only 477% of them were in grades 1, 2, 3, and 7.

More than half of the students in most grades were using reading in-
structional materials at or above grade level. 1In the 1lst, 2nd, 3rd, eand
7th grades, these percentages were 40%, 70%, 66%, and 38%, respectively. In
mathematics instructional materials, these percentages were 97%, 87%, 837%,
and 35%, respectively.

The ievel of voluntary participation in clazsro 1 activitics wa-
quite high, with 43%, overall, of the identified students in the two highest
categories on a five-point scale. The level of family supportiveness of the
student’s school activities was also quite high (63% in the top two cate-
gories on a five-point scale).

There were 9% of these identified students whose teachers felt they
had severe behavioral problems, and another 9% with severe communication
problems with interfered with educational progress. Approximately 3% of the
same children had both behavioral and communication problems to a severe
degree,
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The percentage of identified students who were repeating the grade
decreased with grade level. The percentages in the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, and 7th
grades who were repeating the grade were 18%, 15%, 12%, and 12%, respec-
tive ly.

The p.rccotoge of studonts who were ahcent for 70 davs or more curing

the evaluation period decreased with grade until the 5th grade, then in-
creased through the 8th grade. The percentages for the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, and
7th grades were 8%, 6%, 5%, and 5%, respectively.

The percentage of identified boys and girls in the non-public
schools who wcre over age for grade increased from approxinately 29% in the
1st grade to 58% of the boys in the 6th grade and 43% of the girls in the

7th grade.

When asked to indicate the priority of treatment for the identified
students, non-public school teachers put 287 in the highest priority (1) and
another 32% in the middle priority (2). Twenty-two percent were indicated as
not needing Title 1 treatment.

In every item of the SIF, girls were rated by their teachers more
favorably than boys.
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CHAPTER 4

4,000 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

4.100 OVERVIEW

The 1971-72 ESEA Title I program for the District of Columbia was a
distinct departure from the previous Title I programs. It was designed to
capitalize on the success of the "learning center" concept of the 1971
summer program, when significant gains in both reading and mathematics were
achieved, through the use of a saturated learning environment in which all
school activities were focused upon improving reading and math skills.

While the number of Title I schools during the 1971-72 school year was
increased to 65 from the 34 of the previous year, the number of students
wac ~=duced from 18,400 to approximately 14,300 by providing Title I services
for only identified students in grades 1, 2, 3, and 7 of the public schools
and grades 1 through 8 of the non-public schools in the 65 schools designated
as Title I schools. These identified students were selected on the basis of
their low test scores in reading and/or mathematics. All the efforts of the
Title I staff went into alleviating the educational problems of these stu-
dents, either directly through special instruction and assistance or in-
directly through the provision of additional personnel and through staff
development and training.

4,200 OBJECTIVES OF THE PROGRAM

The overall objectives of the 1971-72 program, as stated in the Plan of
Operation, ESEA Title I, FY1972, Department of Federal Programs, D.C, Public
Schools, for the full school year were, in brief:

.. To ralse reading and mathematics achievement level one Yyear five
months.

.. To reinforce, enrich, and extend skill mastery through integration
of the special subject areas.

.. To broaden the experiential backgrounds of the children.
.. Secondary objectives to include:

.. To recognize and accept the values and contributions of each
subject to reading and mathematics.
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.. To increase teacher competecncy in such aspects as learning
diagnosis, prescriptive teaching, individualization of instruction,
organizing the classrocom for learning, discriminatory selection
and efficient use of learning materials, etc., and in the use of
resources such as workshops, resource people, parents and conmunity
persons, outside consultants, professional materials, etc.

>-2-use tl.» pregram did not operate for a full schon® vear, it was r~*
reasonable to expect to raise reading and mathematics achievement levels one
year ard five months. In addition, many of the secondary objectives, par-
ticularly as they required additional staffing and training, could be caly
partially realized.

4,300 BASIS FOR THE EVALUATION

The statistical evaluation attempts to relate change in student performance
in reading and mathematics between administrations of standardized tests in
September 1971 and June 1972 to student characteristics obtained from the
subjective evaluations by classroom teachers and the Pupil Personnel Teams.

Other aspects of the program not directly related to student gain in test
performance have been evaluated by means of conferences, interviews, and
observations by the evaluation teazm, and the analysis of responces to quas-~
tionnaires of the various personnel involved in the Title I progran.

4.400 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

4.410 Statistical Analysis of Test Results

In the eight months between the fall 1971 and the spring 1972 testing,
the median grade equivalent scores for students in the Title I schools in-
creased as follows: :

Reading Gain _ Mathematics Gain

Grade 2 1 year, O months 9 monihs
3 1 year, 0 months 9 months

7 1 year, 3 months 1 year, & months

These gains are based upon the large dity Norms of the California
Achievement Test in the 2nd grade, and of the California Test of Basic
Skills in the 3rd and 7th grades. :

42
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When the pretest and posttest scores of individual students were
matched and gain computed for each individual student, it was found that
students in the lowest fourth (quartile) of theix class, compared to all D.C.
school students in the corresponding grade based upon grade equivalent scores
of the CAT (grade 2) and CTBS (grades 3 and 7), gained more in both reading
and mathematics than in all but one of the other quartiles. The average
gains in this lowest quartile were:

Averaze Average
Reading Gain Mathematics Cain
Grade 2 : 1 year, 2 months 1 year, 1 month
3 1 year, &4 months 1 year, 7 months
7 1 year, 3 months 1 year, 4 montls

Ther~n gains are all well in excess of the exnected one mouth per
month of instruction.

17}
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When the matched scores for siudents in the lower middle quartiil
their grade (upper half of the identified students) were checked, it was
found that they averaged more than one month per month of instruction in
both reading and mathematics except for the 3rd.grade students in reading.
The average gains of these identified students in the next-to-botton quarcile

weres

Average Average
Reading Gain Mathenatics_Gain
Grade 2 1 year, 2 months 1 year, O months
3 6 months 9 months
7 1 year, 1 month 1 year, 1 month

Within gracdes it was found that there was considerable variabillty
as to how much students gained or lost. In the 2nd grade, 55% of the stu-
dents,. regardless of being identified or not, gained at least a half year
more than the expected onc month per month of instruction in reading.
There were 447% who gained at least a half year more than expected in math-
ematizs. In the 3rd grade, these percentages vwere 44% in reading and 52%
in mathematics, and in the 7th grade, were 467 in reading and 56% in math.
On the other hand, there were large percentages of students who did not
show the expected gain. The percentages of students in each grade whose
grade equivalent scores on the posttest in June were only 5 months or less
higher than on the pretest in September were: 2nd grade - 20% in reading
and 25% in mathematics; 3rd grade - 34% in reading and 24% in math; 7th
.. 3o - 357 in reading and 247 in mathematics. ‘



A comparitson of the gain in rcading and mathematics of identified
and non-identified students is possitle only for those students in the two
highest quartiles, since all students in the two lowest quartiles were
identified. In each of the two highest quartiles on both reading and math,
in both the 2nd and 3rd grades the non-identified students gained more than
the identified ones. The only grcup of identified students that did not
gain at least one month per mcuth of instruction was in the third quartile
of the 3rd grade where the average gain was only 7 months.

4.420 Student Information Form Analysis

In responding to the questions of the Student Information Form,
classroom teachers reported that only 21% of the lst-grade students, 40% of
the 2nd.grade students, and 33% of the 3rd-grade students were at or above
their grade level in the reading instructional materials they were using.
There were 30% of the 2nd-grade and 13% of the 3rd-grade students who were
still using reading materials for the primer or lower lovel. DMost of these
(827%) were identified students.

. In arithmetic instructional materials used, teachers reported that
757% of the lst graders, 667% of the 2rd graders, and 567% of the 3rd graders
were using mzterials at or above their grade.level. There were only 5% of
the 2nd grade and 3% of the 3rd grade still at the Arithmetic Readiness
level. Three-quarters of these students (767%) were identified.

Non-idzntified students vere =2valuated by their tcachers as volun-
tarily participating more in classroom activities than identified students.
However, there were still large numbers of identified students in the "most

of the time" category, as well as non-identified students in the "not at
all" category,

" Non-identified students were evaluated by theoir teachers as having
more supportive families than identified students, although there were many
identified students whose families were considered to be supportive "most of
the time’ and large numbers of non-identified students whose fzmilies were
not at all' supportive.

More identifled than non-identified students hau serious behavicsal
problems that interfered with their educational progress (11% and 7%,
respectively). There were also more identified than non-identified students
who had behavioral problems that interfered "some" with their educational
progress (23% and 18%, respectively). It was also found that three-fourths
of the students who had severe bchavioral problems were in the identified
category. Had the distribution been made on a strictly chance basis, the
percentage would have been approximately two-thirds.
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More identificd than ron-identified students had serious cormunica-
tion problems that inteirfered with their educational progress (10% and 3%,
respectively). There were also more identified than non-identified stuagents
who had behavioral problems that interfered "some® (2:% and 14%, respectively).
It was also found that 78% of the students with severe communication problems
were in the identified category. Had the distribution been made on a strictly
chance basis the percentage would have been approximately two-thirds.

The percentages of students repeating the grade were: lst grade -
18.3%, 2nd grade - 13.0%, and 3rd grade - 12.4%, The percentage repeating
thesc grades appears to have increased slightly since 1968-69.

The percentage of students absent 20 days or more between September
1971 and March 1972 was greater for identified students than for non-
identified (14.5% and 12.6%, respectively). The percentage absent 20 days
or more decreased by grade level (17,.6%, 12.5%, and 11.3%, respectively, for
the lst, 2nd, and 3rd grades), and girls were absent more than boys in these
three grades. There was more difference between grades than there was be-
t~~n identified and non-identified students.

When asked what priority they would assign to the educational needs
of their students, teachers assignad higher priority to fdentified than to
non-identified students. However, there were still large percentages of
identified students for whom teachers recommended little or no priority for
treatment; and on the other hand, there were large percentages of non-
identified students whom teachers thought should have the highest priority
or the middle priority for treatment.

1t was found that there were sizable numbers of students who were
older than normal age for grade, based upon entrance into the 1lst grade in
the year each child became six years sld. The percentages of boys who were
a year or more clder in zrades 1, 2, and 3 were 25%, 37%, and 447, respec-
tively, For girls, these were 21%, 28%, and 30%, respectively.

_ As in all previous studies of teacher evaluations of Title 1
students, it was found that the ratings for girls were higher (more favor-
able) than those for boys, on most of the items of the evaluation form..
Girls were ahead of the boys in reading and arithmetic instructional
materials level; they participated significantly more in the classroom;

; and fewer girls than boys had behavioral or communication problems which

' interfered with educational progress. There were fewer girls than boys
repeating the grade, at every grade level, whether identified or not.

: Teachers also felt that fewer girls than boys were in need of high priority

! Title I treatment.
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On two items of the Studernt Information Form there was very little
dif fercnce in the teacher ratings tetween boys and girls. The supportiveness
of the families, although in favor of the girls, was only slightly different
fron the boys; and the percentage of girls absent more than 20 days during
the period of the evaluation exceeded that of boys (157 for girls and 13% for
boys).

It was found that a larger percentage of students with educational
problems as rated by teachers on the SIF would have been designated as
“jdentificd students® had the top two priorities (*highest? zand “middle%)
of SIF Q.9 been used as the critericn for sclecting identified stucents
jn-*~ead of the test score criterion actually used. Thic difference occurred
not only with the subjective evaluations of student prooiems by teachers but
also when grade retention and days absent were considered,

Approximately 10% of the 2nd- and 3rd-grade students had behavioral
problems which interfered with educational progress, and 6% had communication
problens; however, only 3% of these had BOTH behavioral and communication
problems. More boys had behavioral and communication problcms than girls,
both identified and non-identified.

A tabulation of gain in reading score measured in grade equivalents
against reading instructional materials lazvel showed that as the reading
instructional level rose, so did the gain in all four quartiles of the 2nd
and 3rd grades. However, within each instructional level, less gain was
found at the higher quartiles than at the lower ones.

The ssme was true when gain in arithmetic score was tabulated against
arithmetic instructional materials level; and less gaim was also found at
the higher cuartiles than at the lower quartiles of the 2nd and 3rd grades.

The same was also true concerning the relationship of the other
questions of the SIF to reading and math gain; that is, the gains went up
within all quartiles for the more favorable responses to each question.

Also, when simllar responses were compared across quartiles, the higher the
quartile the lower the gains. One exception was found to this relationship -
the gains found for students with “some" behavioral problems were no better
than those with "severe" bchavioral problems in aimost every quartile. The
similarity was more evident in reading than in mathematics.
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4,430 Pupil Personnel Team Evaluaticn Form Analysis

Pupil Personnel Teams, as in the previous year, found the students
in their caseload to have positive characteristics, such as: they were
f. . uusy in their belhavior toward otaer siudclls, fairi, Zavcolblz Iatl '
attitude toward school, had fairly positive self-images, and were from
families who were fairly supportive of their school efforts. Fewer then 10%
of the students were evaluated as being in the most unfavorable of the cate-

gories on the evaluation form.

The Teams, again as in the previous year, rated the students in their
caseload to be on the favorable side of the personsality characteristics, on
a five-point scale. This included such ckaracteristics as: cooperative,
alert, responsible, positive attitude, and friendly.

Pupil Personnel Teams reported an average of over 21 contacts with or
about each student in their caseload. The largest number of contacts was
with the student himself, either direct ore-to-one or in a group. The second
largest number of contacts concerning the student was with school personnecl,
the largest percentage being with the classroom teacher. The 21 contacts
divided roughly as 9-10 with the student himself; 4 with the student's family,
either at school, at their home, or by telephone; 1 community contact; and
6-7 with school personnel. Contacts with or concerning students increased
with grade level in the primary grades but decreased for the 7th grade. The
number of contacts for grades l, 2, 3, and 7 averaged 18, 21, 26, and 15,
respectively. In general there was very little difference in the number of
contacts for boys and girls.

Factor analysis of the Pupil Personnel Team information in conjunction
with classroom teacher evalivations and test score information indicated that
there was very little relationship between the three sources of information.
It was found that the variables obtained from the PPF tended to divide them-
sr*ven into tvo ports - those relating to student charar-2risties, and *hose
cdéncerning student contactse.

, The highest relaticanship betwcen the Pupil Personnel Team evaiuaticas
of student characteristics and gain in reading and math was found in favor-
able ratings of attitude toward school (PPF Q.3), alert (Q.8), very positive
self-image (Q.1), and no change in the student's school situation (Q.4).

Other items which showed a positive relationship to gain in reading and math
were positive attitude (Q.11), responsible (Q.9), very supportive family (Q.6),
cooperative (Q.7), and friendly (Q.12). One other item showed a positive
relationship to gain in math: leader (Q.10).
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In general, the Pupil Persornel Teans tended to find the students’
families more supportive of their school efforts than did the teachers.
There was very little agreement between the Teams' rating of a student’s
attitude toward school and that of the classroom teacher.

4.440 Secondary Schools

Test scores for Title I 7th grades in reading and mathematics
placed the median student four months btehind the D.C. school mcdian student
in reading and three months behind in mathematics at the beginning of the
1971-72 school year. These Title I 7th-grade students were almost 2.5 years
behind the large City Norms of the Cazlifornia Test of Basic Skills (CTBS);
however, during the year the 7th-grade students ga2ined 1.3 years in reading
and 1.4 years in mathematics, an increase of 5 months in reading and 6 months
in math more than the normal one month gain per month of instruction.

When 7th-grade students were grouped by the quartile of the class in
which their September test score placed them, it was found that those in the
tottom quartile gained the most in both reading and mathematics. However,
even after this gain, these students in the bottom quartile of the 7th grade,
all of whom were identified students, were still more than 3 years behind
the Large City Norms in reading and math. The students who were in the
second- lowest quartile averaged gains of 1.1 years in both reading and math,
and at the end of the school year they wecre still slightly more than 2 years
behind normal grade level as measured by the lLarge City Norms of the CTBS.

Approximately 17% of the Title I 7th-grade students were at or above
grade level in readinz as measured by the CTBS large City Norms, and 15%
scored at or above grade level in mathematics.

Sixty percent of the girls and 74% of the boys in the Title 1
7th grades were a year or more older than if they had been promoted each
year since entering the lst grade at age six. Thirty percent of the boys
and 15% of the girls were two year: older than "normai.”

4,450 Non-Public Schools

Information was availlable for 639 identified students in the eight
non-public schools in the Title I program in the District of Columbiax
These students were in grades 1 through 8 and resided in the attendance
areas of the regular Title I public schools.

The percentage of students in grades 1-8 who were at or above their
grade level in the reading instructional materials they were using were
40%, 70%, 66%, 84%, 55%, 46%, 38%, and 59%, respectively. In the arithmetic
instructional materials used, teachers reported that the percentages at or
above grade level for grades 1-8 were 97%, 87%, 83%, 82%, 70%, 66%, 35%, and
497, respectively.
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Cver half of the students were evaluated by their teachers as
voluntarily participating in classroom activities above the niddle of the
five-point scale, with relatively few (4%) in the "not at all” category.

Teachers found that 637 of the families of these students were
supportive of their child's efforts in scheol, while only 13% were thought
to be on the lower end of this scale.

Nine percent of these students had severe behavioral problems and
another 9% had severe communication problems that interfercd with educa-
tional progress., DJore of these students were boys than girls.

Repeating the grade was more frevalent in the primary grades than in
the higher ones., For the lst, 2nd, and 3rd grades the percentage repeatirg

L Katad

w. 17%, 15%, ond 15%, respectively. In the 7th grade % was 12%.

There were approximately &4.5% of these identified students who had
been absent 20 days or more during the evaluaticn period. The largest per-
centage was in the lst grade, with 8%. The other grades shcwed 0%y 5%, 5%,
0%, 5%, 5%, and 7%, for grades 2-8, respectively.

Non-public school teachers assigned highest priority for Title I
treatment to 25% of these students, more of them being boys than giris. In
the middle priority category the percentage was 32%, while in the 'no
priority® category the percentage was 167% for the boys and 267% for the girls.

4.500 ANALYSIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE INTFORMATION

The previous sections of this chapter have relied primarily upon two
questionnaires and two sets of test scores for the analysis of the Title I
student population. In the present section an attempt has been made to
extract from the many thoughtful respornises and comments of principals,
instructional coordinators, classroom teachers, reading and math resource
teachers, instructional aides, members of the Pupil Personnel Services
Teams, and many others, not only the positive evidences of progress in the
assistance of Title I students but also constructive comments and criticism
of the program. These are taken from the descriptions of the dutics ard
responsibilities of these Title I staff members from Chapter 2 of this
report and from the more complete listing of the responses to the many
questionnaires to be found in the Appendix.,

It is felt that many of the suggestions and comments will help to

pioduce a better program through improved administratica and plani.ing o.
in.service training for all achelons of Title I personnel.
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4.510 Instructional Coordinators

The instructional coordinators provided leadership in the group of
schools which composed their cluster, and were responsible for insuring that
everything possible was done to carry out the objectives of the Title I
program. They acted as liaison between school perscnnel and Title I admin-
istrators, and assisted with in-service training at all levels. In spite
of the late start of the program, slowness in recruiting essential personnel,
and frustrations connected with lack of clerical assistance and procurement
of supplias, the coordinators managed to instill enthusiasm for the program
in the majority of their staff and in the teachers and principals with whom
they worked,

Amonr~ the recommendations made by the instructional coordinators to
improve the program were:

.. Full day released time for staff development rather than half-day.
.. More workshops for instructional aides.

.. Training in the use of special classroom materials to be provided
before rather than after the program is imp lemented.

.. Better system of communication established throughout the Title I
program to include not only the rersonnel within the Title I
school but the Title I staff, department heads, and Pupil Personnel
workers and aides. v

.. More local authority to make decisions.

.. Smaller clusters of schools.,
' \

4,511 Readiﬁg'Resonrce Teachers

Within each Title I school the major instructional resource person
was the reading resource teacher. These teachers attended workshops before
reporting to their schools, and additional in-service training was supplied
on the job by the imstructional coordinators and other staff meirbers,

There was a considerable difference in the workload of the various
reading resource teachers, ranging from 21 to 250 students, with a median of
approximately 50 students. Nor was there any particular pattern as to the
number of students in her working group or the times per week she met with
her students. Working conditions were often far from ideal. While approxi-

~-1v 40% of them said they had their own room in which to work with their
students, many shared a room, others occupied a part of a regular classroom,
and others used the teachers! room or made other arrangements.
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Every reading resource teacher said she had used *teacher-made”
materials and instructional aids, and most of them found students Yyery
responsive’ to these materials, especially where used to remediate a
specific skill deficiency or learning difficulty.

Among the positive aspects of the program most frequently cited by
these teachers were: small group instruction, reinforcement of classroom
teachers’ work in areas of student weaknesses, providing remedial help, and

the flexibility of the program.

The most frequent suggesticns for improving the program were $

Iiplementing the program in September.

Better system for obtaining materials and equipment.

++» More workshops.
More resource teachers, so instructional groups could be smaller
and working periods could be leonger and more frequent.

-

)

~ter communication between regular and Title I personnel.

Responses differed considerably from school to school as to the
nature of the relationships between the resource teacher and othex scheol:
persornel. For the most part, they described their contacts as being
“excellent," "helpful,® ¥cooperative,” etc., but there were also instances
of little or no contact, or lack of cormunication. In ceanacticn with
contacts with parents, the usual comment was “very infrequent® where

reported at all.

4,512 Mathematics Resource Teachers

The mathematics resource teacher was the major instructional resource
person for math within the Title I schools for both teachers and identified
students. As with the reading teachers, the average teaching experierce of
this group was about 5 yezrs, and they were given specific instructions in
their responsibilities at workshops before reporting to their schools.

There was a considerable difference in the workload of these teachers,
varying from a low of 18 students to a high of 146, with 2 median of about
65, DMost of them worked with groups of students ranging from 3 to over 10,
with a median group size of 5-6 students. The time spent with each child

per week varied from 35 minutes to 150 minutes.
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As with reading resource teachers, working conditions were far from
jdeal in many cases. Although many of them had their own room in which to
work, others used a separate area of a classroom, shared a room with another
teacher, or made some other arrangements. One math resource teacher met her
students in the hall outside a classroom, and another used a cloakroom.

Among the positive aspects of the program most frequently cited by
maih resource teachers were: working with students in small groups, providing
remedial help that students were unable to get in the classroom, materials and
activities which were interesting and exciting, and close personal contact
with the children. '

They reported that most of the teaching aids they used for instruction
were teacher-constructed. These included games, charts, f lash cards, puzzles,
and a great many other materials and learning packages. They also felt the
students were ‘'very responsive” to these materials, although many found the
degree of responsiveness depended a great deal upon the type of material and
subject matter. '

Recommendations for improvement of the program included the following:

.» Start the program at the beginning of the year.

«s More teéchers, so each teacher would have fewer children to work
with, plus smaller groups and longer periods with each group.

ee Separate room for each teacher. ,
.. Materials on hand when the program begins.
s Clearer guidelines for the program and for the roles of the

personnel involved. - Lot

In describing their contacts with other Title 1 personnel, their
responses generally were ‘excellent," ‘cooperative,’ etc. There were only
limited contacts with parents, with “no contact” reported from 18 of the 38
math resource teachers, and blanks from 8 others.

4.513 Classroom Teachers

There were more than 500 classroom'teachers involved in the Title I

program. While the funds for these teachers came from the general budget,

the additional staff development training, teacher aides, and additional
materials and equipment came from Title I funds. Each 3rd-grade teacher was
scheduled to have a full-time aide, and teachers of -lst and 2nd grades were
to have a half-time aide. Delays in filling vacancies for the program ser-
jously interfered with reaching these objectives prior to the end of the
school year. Altogether, 45% of the teachers had no teacher aide at the end
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of the program, 42% had a part-time aide (usually half-time), and the re-
mr2ining 13% had a full-time aide. There were more aides in the older Title I
schiwols than in the schools newly added to the program, p.oimacily as the
aides were carried over from the previous year,

Teachers found the reading and math resource teachers 'very" and
"moderately" useful in helping meet the objectives of the program. They
found the Pupil Personnel Teams next most useful. Teachers reported in many
cases only infrequent contact with the instructional coordinatozs and with
other members of the Title I staff.

Teachers found the addition of the resource teachers the most positive
aspect of the program, since they provided extra help for children needing
special help in reading and math, and thereby freed them (the classroom
teachers) to work more with the other students. They also liked the Title I
cultural enrichment activities, the additional educational aides, and the
Pupil Personnel Teams. Most of them found the workshops to be very help;uL.
(See Appendix for complete list.)

Teacher recommendations for improving the Title I program included:

«s Start the program in September.

.« Provide more instructional aides.

.. Use a different procedure for selecting identified students, using
more teacher judgment, as the most needy children were not always
identified using test scores.

++ More experienced and better trained personnel.
.. More resource teachers, so all Title I children could bc seen daily.

eo Dcticer guidalines for resource percins, aide , and tearbers. ~s to
responsibilities, duties, spheres of work, etc.

.. Better conmunication among all facets of the program.
.+ More cultural enrichment trips.
.. liore equipment and supplies, more readily available.

.+ More workshops.

4,514 Instructional Aides

There were 245 instructional aides (teacher aides) assigned to the
Title I schools during the 1971.72 school year., Many of them in the old
Title I schools had been there since the beginning of the school year, while
most of those in the schools added to Title I during 1971-72 had to be re-
cruited and trained after the program became operational., Aides reported
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that their most frequently assigned task was to work with individual students
on a one-to-one basis or with small groups of students. Performing house-
keeping duties was the least frequent task performed, with clerical and
non-instructional duties next to last. This is in contrast to reports for
previous years when housekeeping duties occupied a considerable portion of
aides® time.

The majority of the aides had attended workshops during the current
year, with more in the new schools than in the old schools. Almost three-
fourths of them wanted additional workshops and suggested that the subjects
covered should include: reading and math, particulary readinz and math games,
phonics, and modern math methods; handwriting and printing; arts and crafts;
how to work with and relate to slow children and problen clii ldren; workshops
for teachers and aides together; various skills and techniques in ways to
reach children; homework centers; and approaches to behavioral modification.

Eight out of nine aides felt that their skills were being utilized.
Many had suggestions for making the program more effective, among which were:

e Hire more aides so that every Title I teacher could have a full-time
alde.

.. The program would be more effective if principals would not take
the aide from the classroom so often; the teachers were afraid to
give aides certain children to work with wher they were taket out
of the class so often.

.. More workshops and staff development meetings.
.. Teachers should plan their work along with their aide.

.. The program would be more effective if there wexe an established
career ladder - some definite promotion and salary schedule.

_ The instructional aides thought the program was “wonderful,” and that
they were contributing to it. Quite often aides thought they were able to
reach some of the children that the teacher could not because they had more
time to give individual attention to specific children, They felt that they
need to develop more skills for helping within the class, and they want to
be a recognized part of the program.

4.515 Health Aides

This limited and experimental program provided health services within
some of the schools. The health aides felt they were assisting the program by
helping to improve the health and well-being of the students, and relieving
other personnel from such duties as hearing and vision screening, measurement
of height and weight, assisting visiting physicians, and making home contacts
to urge parents to have students' detected defects corrected.

Le14
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4,516 Pupil Personnel lorkers and Aides

The assistance of the Pupil Personnel Teazms to the Title I program has
been a positive factor since the beginning of Title I in 1966. The length of
time the workers and aides in the 1971-72 program had been working in their
particular school varied from less than a month to six years.

The Teams in the newer Title I schools mentioned most frequently as
their .main activity making home visits and procuring clothing for the children,
while in the older schools more mention was made of contacting parents by
phone and escorting children to clinics and other appointments.

The problems most often encountered by the Teams in carrying out
their duties were: inadequate working space and facilities; inadequate com-
munication between regular school staff, Title I personnel, administration,
parents, etc.; identified students whose siblings needed services but were
not eligible; lack of funds to provide special or emergency assistance (see
the Appendix for a more complete list),

Many workers and aldes suggested topics for workshops, such as work
in child development, nutrition, and for parental training programs to assist
their children. Many regretted their inability to follow up on identified

‘'students of previous years such as those in the &4th, 5th, and 6th grades in

the same schools with whom they had done so much work in previous years.

4,517 Speech Correctionists

: These members of the Pupil Personnel Teams attempted to serve between
5 and 10 schools each, and to assist an averagz of 125 students each. In
addition to recommending that there be more Title I speech correctionists,
they also emphasized the need for more private working areas, more materials,
and fewer meetings to attend.

4,518 Cultural Enrichment - Student's Questionnaire

In this small sample of student opinion concerniug the cultural
enrichment program, it was found that most of the 3rd and 7th graders in the
sample had seen a play, listened to a concert, seen a dance program, been to
the zoo, seen a circus, and been to a museum, either through a school visit
or with their family or a friend. Of these six activities, 3rd graders
thought they were more fun then did 7th graders, except for the museums,
which was the lowest on the fun list. A large percentage of 3rd graders
thought that music, dance, plays, poetry, and art could help them in their
school subjects, particularly reading, history, and social studies. While
the percentages for the 7th graders were highest in these three subject areas,
they found very little connection between these cultural activities and
science, math, or spelling.
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There was quite a contrast between 3rd graders and 7th graders in

regard to poetry. The 3rd graders thought poetry was fun (64%) or interesting

(39%), with only 14% finding it boring. The 7th graders, on the other hand,

found poetry mostly boring (62%), with only 3% finding it fun, and 37% finding

it interesting.

When asked for one special activity they would like during the year,
the largest percentage for both 3rd and 7th graders was for a visit to an
interesting place in Washington, D.C. Listening to a concert or seeing a
ballet were way down on the popularity list.

Most 3rd graders wanted to take lessons in “dance® (71%), with art
second (51%), and music third (48%). WUith 7th graders, dance was first (667%),
with music a close second (65%), and art third (54%). The type of dance
preferred by the 3rd graders was ‘‘tap,” but by the 7th graders was “modern,®
In the music category, instrumental music was preferred over vocal. In the

art lessons, 3rd graders showed a slight preference for painting over sculpture

while this was reversed by 7th graders.

4,519 Principal's Questionnaire

‘Principals' comments concerning the Title I program were requested in

such a way as to . indicate what they thought of the effectiveness of the various
components of the program. From the 29 questionnaires received from principals

the following summary is made:

Very doderately Not

Effective Effective Effective _NA Blank
Instructional Coordinator 52% 417 0% 0% 7%
Staff Assistant 31 1¢4 ' 7 31 14
Reading Resource Teacher 45 38 14 0 3
Math Resource Teacher 45 48 3 3 3
Educational Aide 45 21 3 31 0
Workshops 52 24 19 10 3
Speech Correctionists 3 45 24 7 21
Pupil Personnel Services 59 41 0 0 0

Some principals remarked that the program had not been in operation
long enough to give a reliable evaluation of its effectiveness, which was
u=ually the reason given for the evaluations in the "moderately effective”
column. The low ratings for the speech correctionists ref lected the over-
extension of these specialists with large workloads and lack of continuity
within schools, rather than lack of expertness.
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Principals had definite ideas as to what aspects of the Title I
program they considered to be the most positive this year. Among them were:
‘instructional aides; the additional resource people such as the instructional
coordinators, reading and math resource teachers, and the Pupil Personnel
Teams; the workshops and the new reading materials; and as statea by one
principal, “the spirit and enthusiasm extant in the workers in the program
that have gotten the program up and racing ahead after a very late start,®

Vhen asked what types of services other than the existing ones they
would suggest as meeting the needs of the identified students in their schools,
principals came up with a long list of suggestions. Many of these are thought-
ful suggestions but many could probably not be implemented without a comp lete
reatructuring of the Title I program. Many of them want more of the same kind
of services now offered, but sooner and more cfficiently operated. iany prite
cipals felt the services are spread too thin. Additional kinds of assisting
personnel are suggested, such as parent aides, counselor aides to assist
pupils and parents, security aides, etc. Another principal suggested more
language arts, art teachers, music teachers, and librarians. One principal
felt that an important consideration was complete health (including mentai)
and dental services, including a physician. Another thought that Title I
should deal with the family as a unit. Some suggested additional worksheps
in such subjects as ways of handling the disruptive child and turning negstive
behavior into positive behavior. Another emphasized the necessity of identi-
fying the emotionally disturbed child earlier. All of these suggestions have

merit, and should probably be considered by both the administrative staff znd
by the Citywide Advisory Council.

4,520 Sullivan McGraw-dill Reading Materials

Of the 62 teachers who responded to the questionnaire concerning the
McGraw-Hill reading materials, there were 37 who had started the program in
April and 20 who started in May. The other 5 did not state. Less than half

of these teachers had an instructional aide, most of whom were only part-time
with them,

These teachers were not at all unanimous as to whether or not the
workshop program had adequately prepared them to use the materials. More of
the 3rd-grade teachers said ‘no* (54%) than ‘yes” (46%). In the 2nd grade
there were 47% who said “no," but the others said ‘yes" (42%) and "helpful”
(11%). The reasons for the negative answers appeared to be that the workshops
2'~ne were not enough, but actually working with the students and also study-

ing the teacher's manual were essential, Another aspect was the late start
of the program.
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Most of the teachers vwho responded to the questionnaire were not
using the McGraw-Hill materials exclusively {2nd grade - 60%; 3rd grade -
54%). There were 13 other types of materials listed as being used in con-
junction with it. DMNor did the teachers fecl they had received all the
materials they needed - there were 75% “no® answers in the 2nd grade and 81%
in the 3rd grade. One of the items most frequently mentioned as being needed
was the Teacher's Manual for Series III, :

The placement test was not used in grade 2, all students being started
in Book 1. Some of the teachers at this level used a trial-and-error method
to determine the proper book to use with their students, For grade 3, the
teachers were divided as to the validity of the placement test. One said that
the test was valid if given orally. Many found that the test placed the chil-
dren too loW. Another said that the children who were poor spellers did
poorly. Another said that the pictures in some of the boxes were misleading
and caused the wrong responses to be made. One teacher found that the in-book
test was better than the placement test. ' )

then asked whether they would consider the program as their major

reading program for the following year, most of the responses were *yes" (2nd
grade - 81%; 3rd grade - 88%). The others responded either “no" or ‘'undc-
cided.” One teacher felt that the program was a great motivator and that it

. did a thorough job of teaching spelling, language, and reading skills, and said
that the slower students were excited over being able to help the sliowest ones.
Another teacher liked the program because the students could see immediate
success, and that it helped develop a positive self-image, and also that
achievement seemed to carry over to other areas. Another teacher liked the
program because it was a systematic way to teach a class with a wide range of
abilities, providing as it does for complete individualization of the reading
pi-srane O the megative side, teachers felt that the “ricsbulary was no:
appropriate for these children, and that reading comprehension was being
sacrificed by the emphasis on linguistics, Another teacher observed that the
program was so structured that it required a great deal of time.

Teachers were in agrecement that the pregram was most effective for the
slow or average students rather than the advanced ones. There were more who
thought it was better for the slow students than for the average, in both the
2nd and 3rd grades. '

There were three suggestions most often given for masking the program
more effective during the coming school year, These were to provide a
trained teacher aide for each classroom, to begin the program in September
with all the materials ready and available, and to have better orientation
and training, such as more workshops, on-the-job training, and class deron-
strations.
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In general the respondents to this questionnaire were favorable to
the program and wanted to make it work.

4.521 Categorical Sounds Reading Materials

There were 24 teachers who responded to this questionnaire. Only
3 of them had started using the program in April, and 19 had started in May;
of the other two, one had started during the summer of 1971 and the other
didn't say. Less than half of them (46%) had an educational aide, by far
the most of whom were part-time.

When asked about the usefulness of the workshops, most of them (62%)
said the workshops had adequately prepared them to use the materials in their
classroom, while 33% said that they had “helped.”’ The remaining &% (one
teacher) said that the workshops had not prepared her adequately.

Only 12% of these teachers were using the Categorical Sounds reading
materials exclusively in the classroom. There were 13 different varieties
of supplementary materials mentioned as being uced, along with *library books,"
“my own phonetic program,” and *teacher-made materials.”

More than half of these teachers {(34%) said the. had recelivid & tha
materials needed. There was no one item in particular which was needed but
had not been received.

The placement test was considered both valid and not valid by differ-
ent teachers. Perhaps further workshop explanations for the use of the place-
meat test are indicated.

Almost all of these teachers (92%) stated a desire to use the Categor-
ical Sounds materials as the major reading program during the coming year.
The two teachers who didn't want it as the major program wanted to use it as
a supplementary program.

The responding teachers felt that the program was more ‘appropriate for
slow learners than for either average or advanced ones (79%, 46%, and 17% Zor
these three categories, respectively). '

There were two principal suggestions as to how the make the program
more effective for the 1972-73 school year: to have a full-time trained
teacher aide, and to begin the program in September with ali the materials
availablee. '
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4,600 RECOMMENDATIONS
As a result of this study it is recommended:

1. That the Titie I program continue to utilize the %“learning center®
concept through the use of a saturated learning environment in which all
school activities are focused upon improvement in reading and mathematics
skills, as in the plan for the 1971-72 school year.

2. That the cluster concept for groupinz schools be continuad, and that
more authority be given to the Title T instructional coordinators to adapt
the program within the clusters to the particular needs of the students in
these schools.

3, That the use of reading and mathematics resource teachers within
each Title I school be continued and that the skills of these teachers be
strengthened by both workshops and in-service training, and that definite
steps be taken to insure that successful ideas and procedures be communi-
cated from one area to another.,

4, That the number of aides be increased with the ultimate objective
of providing one instructional aide for each Title I teacher.

5. That instructional aides be given training through workshops, in-
service training, or in special summer programs, to increase their usefulness
in the classroom. Part of this training should include both the aides and
the teachers, to promote better tcamwork in the classroom.

6. When the method of designating identified students is based upon
{..t scores, soie provisicn should be mad> for includir~> all students who
are repeating the grade, regardless of their test scores, as well as those
who are two years or more older than their normal age for grade, based upon
entry into the first grade during tha year in which their sixth birthday
occurred. :

7. Because the evaluation of educational programs within the D.C. schools.

depends to a great extent upcn knowing the characteristics of the student
population, it is strongly recommended that a positive citywide system for
storing and maintaining student information, such as the "Evaluation System®
of the Department of Research and Evaluation, be supported and fully imple-
mented. While the present system of assigning testing numbers to students’
test booklets used in machine scoring assists somewhat in assembling infor-
mation about students, there is no system-wide computer-based source of such
basic student information as sex, date of birth, grade, school attended, etc.
An adequate data base is necessary in order to establish comparison groups,
discern trends, and to supply a reliable basis for educational declsions.
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8. Because parent and community participation has long been recognized
as an important consideration in the improvement of the educational oppor-
tunities of Title I students, it is recommended that the interchange of
information between tle classroom teacher and the Pupil Personnel workers
and aides be facilitated. Not only is it important that the Pupil Personnel
Teams be aware of the educational problems that the teacher sees in the
c lassroom but also, through their contacts with the parents and the homes,
they should make every attempt to bring about more parent participation with
the school and the tcacher. Some adjustments in the working hours of some
Team members might be beneficial to increase the number of Team contacts
with parents, as approximately half of the identified students have only
one parent in the home. ’

9. Many of the principals, teachers, and other Title I personnel have
made constructive suggestions for the improvement of the Title I program.
These suggestions should be considered in detail by the Title I administrators
¢ 7ty members or a committee of the Citvwide Advisory Ceuncil.. A summary of
these suggestions are contained in the Appendix to this report.
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Note:

APPENDIX A

The first part of Appendix A contains distributions
of responses to data-gathering questionnaires used
in the evaluation of the Title I program for 1971-72
in the District of Columbia schools.

These distributions primarily show only the diversity,
of responses. No attcempt has been made to present a
quantitative analysis herc, other tha.: :hat the
responses near the top of the list are those occurring
most frequently, A more quantitative analysis is
discussed in Chapter 2 of the report,



1.

3.

Summary of Responses to
INSTRUCTIONAL COORDINATOR QUESTIONNAIRE

PLEASE OUTLINE BRIEFLY YOUR AREASOF RESPOMSIBILITY.

.. To provide leadership to the personnel in the inscructicnal program
in the cluster, including the reading and mathematics resource
teachers, teacher aides, Pupil Personnel workers and aides, program
assistants, and health aides.

.. To keep records of identified children, an inventory of all Title I
materials and equipment, and a record of services provided to Title 1
students. :

.. To assist teachers in completing forms.
.. To assist the parent councils:

.. To assess instructional and support necds of teachers and provide
entree for the appropriate resources.

.s To arrange for staff development of personnel.

WHAT HAVE YOUR PRIMARY ACTIVITIES BEER THUS FAR?

.. Helped Title I math and reading teachers begin their program.
.« Maintained different types of records.

.. Acted as liaison between school personnel and Title I school
administration.

.o Distributed information and supplies.
.. Participated in and assisted with in-service workshops.
.+ Contacted parents to inform them of services available.

.. Coordinated field trips.

WHAT PROBLEMS HAVE YOU ENCOUNTERED THIS YEAR?

.. Implementation of the -Title I program so late in the school year.

-

«e lLack of adequate.ﬁork space and telephone facilities for Title 1
personnel in the school building.

.+ Concern of teacheré about students they felt should have been
identified but for various reasons were not identified. :

.+ Inclination of some principals and teachers to redirect the roles
and duties of Title I personnel.’

L / A-5



instructional Coordinator Questionnaire (Continued)

3. (Continued)

.. Loosely supervised educational aides and Pupil Personnel workers.

+« Assigned to the coordination of too many schools to do an effective
job in any school.

.. Lack of coordination of teacher aides (sometimes due to administration
in the particular school).

4, WHAT CHANGES WOULD YOU RECOMMEND TO IMPROVE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THIS
PROGRAM?

a. STAFF DEVELOPMENT:

.. Keep visual and written records of staff development activities sv
that others may benefit from what has been done.

.. Exposure to more reading and mathematics programs and more input into
the selection of these programs. The staff development programs that
were conducted were most helpfuls.

.+ Training in use of special classroom materials before implementation
of program rather than after implementation.

.. More workshops for teacher aides. Define their roles more definiteily.

«s A more concentrated effort in the use of special reading materials
for classroom teachers.

.. Some workshops held in the local schools to meet the needs of
individual schools.

.. Coordinators should have a complete knowledge of all reading programs
provided- through Title I services.

.+ Teachers feel that a full day of valeased time for staff development
would be more beneficial than one half-day.

b. COMMUNICATION
«+ Better telephone service in bulldings.

.+ Clearinghouse for changes in directives (building changes,'etc.) to
shorten length of time lapse between change and dissemination of
notice of change. C

- v+ Designated monthly meetings with educational aides, chaired by
administrative staff.

+» Provide written notices for all Title I personnel - announcements,
dates, wtc. ‘

A-6
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Instructional Ccordinator Questionnaire (Continued)

1
i

4.b. (Continued)
.. More secretarial help.

.. Better communication between heads of different groups - i.e., edu-
cational aides, Pupil Personnel workers and aides; alsc batween
Title I administrative staff and school adninistrators.

.. Title I teachers need to be contacted directly concerning programs,
to prevent lack of communication between the school office and the
classroom teachers.

.. Be sure that all Title I personnel have the same information at each
school.
c., ORCANIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION

.. Plans should be organized far enouszh in advance to allow all par-
ticipants in the Title I program to be involved.

.+ Reduce size of cluster units.

.. Give Title I local level personnel more authority to make decisions
to make the program successful.

.. Directives for principals and coordinators should have same input.

.+ Continue parent involvement in tutorial, planning, and volunteer
services.

.« Regular staff in each school should be made more aware of Title 1
operations. '
d. OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS

.. Precise information concerning the purchasing of imstructional
materials and supplies should be made available to principals.

.. dave qualified and capable educational aides.
.. Secure the services of volunteer aides whenever possible.
.. Closer supervision of educational aides and Pupil Personnel workers.

.. The services of teacher aldes should be more evenly distributed
among all Title I schools.

5. COMMENTS.
.. Work with volunteers and enlist their services to give individual
attention to pupils who are emotionally disturbed.

.. A different selection method for educational aldes should be
established.




Summary of Responses to
READING TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

HOW MANY YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE HAVE YOU HAD?

Years of Teaching Experience 0]d Schools New Schools Total
None 3 3 6
1-5 years 9 10 19
6-10 years 3 3 6
11-15 years 0 -0 0
16-20 years 1 1 2
Over 20 years 0 0 4]
Substitute teacher 2 3 )
Total 18 20 38

WHAT TYPE OF IN-SERVICE TRAINING HAVE YOU HAD?

Tvpe of Training 0l1d Schools New Schools Total
Coursea work 8 o120 L 20
Workshops 16 17 33
Staff development 9 9 o 18

Other 1 1 2

PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY THE WORKSHOPS WERE OR WERE NOT USEFUL T0 YOU.

Informative, beneficial, helpful
Gained many useful ideas
Constructed teaching aids
Exchanged ideas with other reading teachers
Discussed problems with workshop leaders
Became familiar with materials beforehand
Motivational-device

- Relearned basic skills in reading instruction
learned expectations of the program
Learned to administer an<d score tests
Instruction in phonetic areas

Too much lecture-listen; not enough actual participation

Some topics irrelevant; orientation for new teachers not useful to all
Of little value when participants Were not actually involved .
Basically a commercial presentation

Group too big for discussions

Shortage of materials

Occasionally dull




i Reading Teacher Juestionnaire
Page 2

e ]

PLEASE OUTLINE BRIEFLY THE MANNER IN WHICH YOU HAVE ORGANIZED THE READING

a PROGRAM IN YOUR SCHOOL. (INCILUDE THE NUMBER OF STUDENTS WITH WHOM YOU WORK,
AND WHZTHER OR NOT YOU WORK WITH THE STUDENTS INDIVIDUALLY OR IN GROUPS, IN
THE CLASSROOM OR IN A SEPARATE AREA, EIC.)

Total Number

of Students Size of
Serviced Group Work Space N
250 : 1-7 (1) Separate room ' 14
w17 2-6  (2) Separate roor 3 day 1
e 2-15 gi; Share room with Math, Reading,
90 5;5 2) or Mind teacher

84 (2) 3-8 (1) Unable to categorize 8
78 A (2)

23 2:2 E;; Office or smaller space than

68 47 (0 for groups (for individual

67 5 (2) students) 2
66 5-6  (2) '

60 5-7 (1) Unknown 8
50 (3) 5-8 (1

48 (2) 6 (5)

45 6 or less (1)

42 8 (L)

41 Up to 11 (1)

49 15-2a (1)

38 .

37 Medign. 5

30 (2)

25

21

Median: 50

WHAT ASPECT DO YOU CONSIDER TO BE THE MOST POSITIVE FEATURE OF THE PROGRAM?

Orportunity to work with children in small groups or on individual basis
Reinforcement of classroom teacher's skills in areas of pupil’s weaki.esses
Can stay with one skill and drill on.it until child has grasped it
Flexib1lity of the program

Enthusiasm of children toward program

Can provide additional motivation for learning in regular classes
Chiild doen't have to compete with those above his level

Various workshops .

Cultural enrichment programs at school and other 1nst1tutions

Total acceptance of program by entire faculty

Discussions with other teachers on reading problem areas

McGraw-Hi1ll reading program
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Reading Teacher Questionnaire
Pz, 3

WHAT PROBLEMS DID YOU ENCOUNTER IN SECURING MATERIALS?
Problem 01d Schools New Scheols Tota

Material not in stock 8 9 i?
Delayed arrival of materials 3 9 i2
Administrative complicatiens 1 2 3
Other 2 i 3

WHAT "TEACHER-MADE" MATERIALS HAVE YOU CONSTRUCTED AND USED?

Flash cards (alphabet; word; vowel; consonant; phrase, etc.)

Games (Bingo-type; crazy snzke; lollipop town; treasure hunt; hopscotch;
homonym rummy, etc.)

Puzzles (crossword, etc.)

Wheels (word; alphabet; blend, etc.)

Charts

Posters

Strips (sentence; phrase, etc.)

Word tasks (words to rhyme, find opposites and likenesses, matching, etc.)

Booklets

Dittoes (worksheets, etc.)

Bulletin board

Pictures

TV and materials

Life stories (*Living Witness")

Sound box

Vocabulary testing and scoring materials

Pupil-made materials constructed into objects

HOW RESPONSIVE HAVE ThZ STUDENTS BEEN TO THESE TEACHER-MADE MATERIALS?

Degree of Responsiveness 0ld Schools New Schools Total
Very responsive 12 16 28
Moderately responsive 6 4 10
Not responsive at all 0 0 0
Don't know 0 0 0
Didn*t use any 0 0 0

HOY EFFECTIVE WERE THE TEACHER-MADE MATERIALS AS COMPARED TO COMMERCIAL

MATERIALS?
Degree .of Effectiveness 01d Schools New Schools Total
More effective 9 11 20
No difference 8 6 14
less effective 1 1 2
Don't know 0 1 1
Didn't use any 1 2 3
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Reading Teacher Questionnaire

Page &
OVERALL PROBLEMS 014 New
Problen Schools Schools Total
Lack of time to develop program adequately 15 13 28
Communication problems with teachers 1 2 3
Communication problems with other staff members 1 2 3
Cverlapping or lack of definition of authority i 2 3
Other 4 3 7

SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVING THE PROGRAM.

Start the program in September.

Provide supplies, equipment, etc., early (including testing materials).

Need lsrger staff--understaffing was a definit> obstacle to the success
of the program.

Continue workshops--better workshops.

Keep student groups small(er).

Provide a separate room for the reading resource person.

Keep communication open between regular reading teacher/Title 1 teacher/
and regular classroom teacher.

Continuity with same children.

Make program year round.

Provide more materials, games, etc., including central supply which can be
checked out, - -

Need more time to d~avelop program adequately,

Moras definite guidelines as to methods of teaching, what should be taught,
etc.; more direction from the top; clarify resource teacher's responsie-

. bility as to ordering supplies, etc.

Hire qualified teachers--better screening.

Better security for teachers as to beiag rehired.

Provide different reading materials from those used Iin the classroom.

Have materials available in schools which were introduced in workshops.,

Would like to see test results and not rely completely on where the class-
room teacher has the pupil in a reader.

Would like to get entire group together (trip?) so they would realize there
are many children with reading problems, not just -their own little group.

Have aide escort children to and from classroom.

Need more time with each child.

List of remedial materials and equipment suggested.

%

*Further suggestions regarding workshops:
Include construction of more teaching aids.
Six-week summer workshop--cover coordination of services, accountability,
teaching methodology, etc.
Workshops on psychology of learning or problem children; theory--"not stuff
we know or can read anywhere%--get qualified University people to do this
More detailed workshop, taking into consideration teachers hired with no
eXperience. :
More discussion in workshops of specific needs, and more input by resource
teachers as to what they are doing. :
Workshop (or other means) for regular teachers suggesting ways they can
work with resource personse.

ERC =




Reading Teacher Questionnaire
Page 5

WHAT HAS BEEN THE NATURE OF YOUR CONTACT WITH THE FOLLOWING:
PRINCIPAL:

_ Very good - friendly, supportive, cooperative, helpful

Helpful and understanding in getting started

‘ Extremely good - suppcrted me on all occasions
Communication excellent
Good
Yelcomes the program
Uary interested in performance of staff
Treated me as a rezular staff member
Discussed use of program
Consulted on children's schedules
Observed my teaching three times
Supportive, non-interfering; but expectations not clear
So much freedom, resulting in vacuum of leadership
Little contact except at staff meetings

CLASSROOM TEACHERS:

Very cooperative ' .

Helpful in giving me information re needs of children

Very good relationships

Good

Generally pleasant

Cooperative but Diisy, SO contacts brief

All cooperative but one, who 2iways sent class 15-25 minutes late or not at
Regular contact re student progress and problems all
Most cooperative relationship for the most part

Cooperative, but didn't really understand program (so late in starting)
Some very cooperative and understanding, others suspicious and skeptical
Varied - none overtly negative .

Cold atmosphere - very little actual contac

INSTRUCTIONAL COORDINATOR

Very good relationships
Extremely helpful in structuring program and helping with problems
Informative and helpful in every capacity
Helpful ~ concerned - about progress and success of pupils and program
Weekly visit - another I,C. visits sc’ anl every other week
Had five formal meetings to discuss plans and progress
Observed several lessons cad commented on children’s responsiveness
Helpful, but little contact
Introduced me to faculty , ‘
Disjointad contact - had temporary I1.C. until mid-May .
I.C. just reccntly assigned '
. Mét only once for discussion of organizational setup
Met her once
. Hardly saw her - no assistance , o
Haven't met present one - met previous one at Malcolm Scates Building
" Who?' ) - - . ' h ’
Blank - 5
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‘ Reading Teacher Questionnaire
Page 6

READING SPECIALIST (Regular school staff)

Fantastic - always there when I needed her

Excellent ,
" Very helpful re problems of some children

Good ~ helpful ~ informative

Friendly and eager to assist

Close contact (share room) - found anything 1 wanted
Loaned me materlals and offered suggestions

Talked over program schedule and planned communication with absentees
Offered assistance when needed

Regular contact

Little contact

Overlap of roles confusing

Don't have one (non-public school)

No contact « &

Blank - 3

MATH SPECIALIST (Regular school staff)

Very helpful

Very friendly

Cooperative in planning schedules so there would be no overlaps
Good

Gave moral support

Only introductory

Hostile - felt more experienced teachers should have jobs.

No contact - 5

Not applicable ~ 2

Blank - 11

TEACHER AIDES

Very good - very helpful
" Told me problems they saw in working with children
Friendly - casual conversation .

Limited contact - no assistance

Poor « no communication - resented my presence on the staff
No contact ~ 6

No aides - 4

Not applicable ~ 3

Blank ~ 5

PUPIL PERSONNEL WORKERS/AIDES

Enriching - beautiful rapport - fantastic communication frequently

Very helpful in discussing problems of children

Good - cooperative - helpful - informative

Interviewed my children, to get information to help me understand problems

(continued)
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Reading Teacher Questionnaire
Page 7

PUPIL PERSONNEL {(Continued)

nefarred peedy children
Shared notes on prozress of specific children at lunc.. time and wveforc
school
ffered services and asked for referrals of problems
Various talks - gave them class list
Conference about a student having difficulty
Friendly - actual contact small
Limited contact -~ received some information re a few pupils
ot much contact yet - PPT just assigned
?

No contact - 3
Blank -~ 2

LIBRARIAN (Regular school staff)

Great .
Good - cooperative - helpful ~ informative
Obtained records from her

Plcasant

Friendly (social basis)

No contact - 5

None - 1

Blank - 7

PARENTS

Many visited classroom

Cooperative in respect to study habits of childron

Met a few ~ seemed cooperative

Fair - met only 2

One contact -~ good support in this case ,

Saw only very few - muost don't seem to care much - some are happy with any
extra help we can give their children

Met only some who happened to be in the building on other business

Not much contact

Infrequent

No contact - 12

Blank - 5

TITLE 1 ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF

Excellent

Really sincere in trying to solve problems

Available to help any time needed

Good - helpful - warm - supportive - enthusiastic ~ cooperative
Friendly but. brief

Shared schedule with Title I teachers in workshop

Seen only at workshops

Who are they?

No contact =~ &

Blank ~ 8
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OTHER:
211 cooperative
Assistant principal: Got supplies ZIrom her - one link with administration
Counselor: Cooperative, informative
Office Clerk: Excellent - always helpful

Custodial staff: Always came when needed
Needs improvement

Practice teachers: Comnented on children's progress
Nurse: Cooperative, informative

Blank ~ 23

COMMENTS.

Garrison a wonderful school to work in (from a teacher with 16-20 years'
experience).

Think Title I can be a good program.

Basically a good program - if started earlier would show greater progress.

Need room alone {(now share with Math teacher).

Feel as if I don’t belong - no one to turn to for advice and help except
other Title I tecacher.

Blank - 21
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Summary of Responses to
MATHEMATICS TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

BU. .J50 YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE HAVE YOU HaD?

Years of Teaching Experience 01d Schools New Schools Total
None 4 30 14
1-5 years 3 2 5
6-10 years 4 1 5
11-15 years 1 1 2
16-20 years 0 5 5
Over 20 years 1 0 1
Substitute teacher 0 _S 2

Total 13 24 37

WHAT TYPE OF IN-SERVICE TRAINING HAVE YOU HAD?

Type of Training 01d Schools New Schoole Total
Course work ' 5 12 17
Workshops 10 16 26
Staff development 7 9 16
Cther 2 1 3

PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY THE WORKSHOPS WERE OR WERE NOT USEFUL TO YOU.

Learned about and constructed teaching aids.

Gave me ideas on how to set up and operate my class.

Gained a lot of insight into teaching methods, etc.

Chance to share ideas and opinions.

Title I program explained; aspects clarified; questions answered.
rrofessionals brought in to lead workshops. '

Created atmosphere of "togetherness.'

Exposure to materials used to facilitate learning math.
Enjoyable, productive, most interesting, informative, helpful.

Too much time wasted.

Much (some) not relevant.

Sometimes long and repetitive.

Disorganized and poorly planned.

Too much time given to "possible problems" and too little time to
substantive training in math and reading.

Sessions attended never challenged or directed in analyzing what math
goal we had in making a game...No stress on critical thinking...
Should have been intensive...

O ‘ . A‘lﬁ




Math Teacher Questicnrzire
Page 2

PLEASE OUTLINE BRIEFLY THE MANNER IN WHICH YOU HAVE ORGANIZED THE MATHEMATICS
PROGRAM IN YOUR 5CHOOL. (INCLUDE THE NUMBER OF STUDENTS WITH WHESM YOU WK,
AND WHETHER OR NOT YOU WCRK WITH THE STUDENTS INDIVIDUALLY OR IN GRCUPS, IN
THE CLASSROOM OR IN A SEPARATE AREA, ETC.)

Total Number

of Students Size of
Serviced Group WorkK Space N
146 3 Separate room 14
igg o ;;ge than & Separate area 4
116 4 (2) Cloakroom off a

115 4 averaze classroonm 1
114 4-5 (3) Halls outside

90 (2) 4-6 (2) 1 1
83 48 classroom

82 5 (2) Share room with:

72 (3) 5 average Reading teacher 5
68 5-6 (3) Math specialist 1
65 (2) "~ 5-8 Reading specialist 1
60 5-10 Science teacher 1
58 Up to 6 Readingz teacher &

56 6 (2) reading specialist 1
49 At least 6 Reading teacher &

45 (2) 6-9 Pupil Personnel worker 1
42 6-12

40 (&) Up to 8 Unknown =2
Iz 8 (2) Total 79
18 8-10

8-12 (2)
Median: 65 10

10 average
Median: 5-6

WHAT ASPECT DO YOU CONSIDER TO BE THE MOST POSITIVE FEATURE OF THE PROGRAM?

Working with small groups.

The children are getting the extra help they need that they haven't been
able to get in the regular classroom.

Trained people are helping the children.

Loose structuring. .

Children in greatest need are most often those who create discipline
problems in regular classrooms; Title I helps these children develop
a better attack of the leaming situation.

Materials and activities avallable are interesting and exciting - the
children seem to enjoy working in the math room.

(Continued)
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Math Teazcher Questiommaire
Page 3

MOST POSITIVE FEATURE OF PROGRAM (Continued)

Workshops.

The honest and sincere desire on the part of those involved to have the
program succeed,

The close personzl contact with the children.

WHAT PROBLEMS DID YOU ENCOUNTER IN SECURING MATERIALS?

Problem C1d Schools New Schools Total
Material not in stock 5 12 17
Delayed arrival of materials 1 6 7
Administrative complicaticns o 1 i
Other 1 A 5

WHAT “TEACHER-MADE® MATERIALS HAVE YOU CONSTRUCTED AND USED?

HOW

Games (bingo, number fact games, undercover, money game, closec-out,
secret door, concentration gamas, etc.)

Number cards, flash cards, fact cards, work cards, etc.

Charts

Puzzles

Number 1lines

Esg box with numbers on it (for counting, etc.)

Geo boards

Clock devices

Measuring devices (different size pans - rice, beans, etc.)

Numeral recognition activitles

Dittoed handouts

Calendars

Feltboard

Bulletin boards

"Fish and Think" box

Shake box

Construction of models from cardboard, based on blueprints made by child

Construction paper flowers (number facts on each)

Arithmetic bugs (containing facts with hidden answers)

"Let's Grow a Garden"

RESPONSIVE HAVE THE STUDENTS BEEN TO THESE TEACHER-MADE MATERIALS?

Degree of Responsiveness Old Schools New Schools Total
Very responsive 9 19 28
Moderately responsive 4 5 9
Not responsive at all 0 0 0
Don't know 0 0 0
Didn't use any 0 0 0
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Math Teacher Questionnaire
.1 Page 4

HOW EFFECTIVE WERE THE TEACHER MADE MATERIALS AS COMPARED TO COMMERCIAL

MATERIALS?
Degree of Effectiveness 0ld Schools New Schools Total
More effective 8 6 14
No differcnce 5 12 17
Less effective 0 0 0
Don't know 0 3 3
Didn't use any (commercial materials) 0 2 2

OVERALL PROBLEMS 0ld New
Problem Schools Schools Total
Lack of time to develop program adequately 8 19 27
Communication problems with teachers 0 3 3
Communication problems with other staff members 0 1 1
Overlapping or lack of definition of authority 0 8 8
Other ' 1 1 2

SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVING THE PROGRAM

Start the program at the beginning of the year.

More teachers, small(er) groups, longer periods per group.

Separate room for each teacher. ‘

Materials - have them available when classes begin; provide more commercial
materials so teachers won't have to spend so much time constructing them
- also, commercial materials are usually more durable; provide budget
for each school or resource teacher for math and reading materials and
supplies.

Roles of people involved should be more clearly defined; clearer guide~
lines for the program (policies and duties).

Improved communication - all levels.

Staff development - more and better planned workshops; more training before
classes start; time for staff development for exchizage of ideas and
suggestions.

More security - if teachers were sure early of their position the next
school term, they could start preparing and gathering materials.

More realistic method of identifying Title I children; choose children
who have enough learning ability to profit from the program; choose
children who have a good attendance record.

Provide adequate storage space in the room so machines, etc., won't have

~ to be moved.
Make aides responsible for delivering children to and from special ¢ lasses.
Classroom teachers should help more in providing children’s records on
: needed skills. o
] Some sort of continuous standard evaluation of progress.
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Math Teacher Qu:stionnaire
Page 5

WHAT HAS BEEN THE NATURE OF YOUR CONTACT WITH THE FOLLOWING:
PRINCIPAL: C

Excellent - understanding, cooperative, helpful, friendly

Willing to assist when need arose

Helped to set up schedule and to secure supplies, discussed problems
Gave me suggestions about teaching and my c lassroom

Visited my class a few times

Gave me information concerning Title I and other building activities
Discussed progress of students several times

Made test scores available, and approved workshops in my are:
Iatroduced me to people I work with

Critical but cooperative

I explained my program to her and showed profiles

Seldom

CLASSROOM TEACHERS:

Excellent - cooperative, helpful, receptive

We work together in trying to help the child

Set up skills, schedules, etc., together, and have on-going conferences
concerning progress of the children

From cooperative but cool, to very warm and extremely helpful

Made suggestions

Shared supplies

Y"Allowed their children to attend class"

Very little contact - no feedback to or from teachers

INSTRUCTIONAL COORDINATOR:

Excellent - positive, understanding, helpful,

Every week, discuss problems and plan activities

Observed my lessons sometimes and gave me helpful suggestions
Checked to see if my: program was moving smoothly

Explained my duties '

First 1.C. very informat1ve, replaced and haven't met replacement
Limited contacts, but pleasant

Met her once

I.C, never been to my school - talked to her at workshop
Never met I.C.

No contact - 2

Blank - 1

READING SPECIALIST: (Regular school staff)

Excellent - positive, friendly, eager to help
Discussed children's problems

Suggested ideas and activities

Checked, to be sure no schedule conflicts

I have tried to be of help to her

Limited contacts

No specific contact

Socially, but not profe551ona11y

No contact - 9 :

Blank - 10
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' Math Teacher Questionnaire
‘ Page 6

MA'L., SPECIALIST: {(Regular school staff)

Excellent - understanding, helpful, receptive, informative, supportive
Helped me make profiles and develi® many lessons

Discussed materials, grouping, and setting up program

Shared some ideas and materials with me

Talked over problems

Observed some of her teaching

I meet with math teachers on Friday for staff development

Limited contacts

No contact - 7

Blank - 2

TEACHER AIDES:

Excellent - cooperative, helpful

Suggested areas in which children could be alded
Talked with one concerning children

Came to assist me for one week

Ran off ditto masters

Friendly - we work together on lunch duty
Limited contacts

None in my class - talked informally about children we both work with
Casual conversations ‘ '

No aides available to me -~ 5

No contact - 13

Blank - 3

PUPIJ. PERSONNEL WORKERS/AIDES: ‘ , :

Excellent - close contact .

Very successful interaction - team interviewed in homes of children I
requested

Helpful in contacting parents when needed

Discussed children®s problems with her

Referrzl of non-instructional problems

Got list of identified children from her; gave her my schedule

Little contact ’

Met them at Title I meeting

Was introduced to her

Only chatting relationship

No contact - 3

Blank - 6

"LIBRARIAN: -(Regular school staff)

Excellent - cooperative, helpful
Helped me find math tooks, films, and other materials
Suggested avsilable library materials
Got magazines from library
~ Helpful and friendly, but not much contact
- Limited contacts
No contact - 8
Blank - 5
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Math Teachar Questionnalre
Page 7

PARENTS ¢

Remarkably cooperative, by phone and visits here
Contacted them through classroom teachers

Contacted them re discipline problems

Three parents came to workshop to be introduced to us
At PTA - talked about children's problems

Limited contacts - very receptive to program

™ o°.

No contact - 18

Blank - 8

TITLE I ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF:

Excellent - "wonderful to work.with," "great help in getting program
started"

"Asked me to give a workshop for new teachers - did so at Malcolm Scates,
with four other math teachers"

"Gave workshop for new teachers on making of materials (in my building)"

Very little contact - nothing related to actual teaching

Saw them only when I entered program, to discuss program and my
responsibilities

Met at workshops (no other contact)

Met most of the members of the innovation team

I haven't seen them as yet

No contact - &4

Blank - 7

OTHER:
Students: Good rapport - all are eager to learn and serious
Blank - 35

COMMENTS. N

I enjoyed the program - it is very rewarding to see the children progress -
1 think the program is really helping most of the children,

I fael tiat a concentrated cffort for the coming yea: will have high’y
rewarding results. :

I am happy and proud to be a part of thls program.

If the program had started in September, the students would have a much
stronger background in mathematics; I think there should be plans made
so the program can start immediately next Septemher. '

The pre-training meant so much to me, to know what to expect and be
prepared. :

The workshops were very helpful.

I really felt that my being new in this system would prompt a Title I
supervisor to observe me.

They (the Title I administrative staff) have no time for the classroom and
their administrative work really does not include us nor the children.
There is total lack of communication for the fulfillment of the program
here. We must know what they want and think, "and vice versa.

A-22
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Summary of Responses to
CLASSROOM TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

WHAT IS YOUR CLASS ENROLLMENT?

HOW MANY STUDENTS IN YOUR CLASS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIZD TO RECEIVE SPECIAL
TITLE I SERVICES?

Since teacher response was not complete, summary figures for enrollment
and number of identified students in the varicus grades can be obtained more
accurately from sources other than this questionnaire. On pages 1-8 and 1-9
of this report, Table 2 shows the number of students enrolled in grades 1,
2, and 3, by school, as of the official enrollment date, as well as the
number and percentage of identified students in each of these three grades,
by ochiool, as obtainsd from the computer records of the Leptember 1971 ¢ st
scores,

'~ HOW DID YOU ORGANIZE YOUR CLASSROOM PROCEDURE TO MEET BOTH THE GENERAL NEEDS
OF THE CLASS AND THE SPECIFIC NEEDS OF THEL IDEWTIFIED STUDENTS5?

It should be noted that teachers used various combinations of the types
of organization and Instructlon listed below.

Individualized instruction

Small{er) groups

Resousce personnel

Ad hoc grouping

Teacher aides

learning centers or stations

Supplementa>y materials :

Had faster child work with slower child

Identified children given instructional time by reading teascher and
other groups functioned as uzual during this time

Diagnosed and grouped accordingly

Behavioral goals set

Followed the Accdemic Achievement Plan

Kept individual profile and papers for each student

Daily and weekly evaluation

Invited parants to come -in to help

Many very general responses, such as "Classroom organized to meet the
individual needs of each child," "Grouped children accoxding to their
level,” "Variety of activities to meet various needs of all the '
children,”" "Provided materials for their deficiencies,™ etc.




Classroom Teacher Questionnaire

Page 2

Very little change in organization needed since there is so little
dif ference between the identified and non-identified children
Minimal teacher effort to meet specific needs of identified students
due tc lack of assistance and materials geared for identified

students
Could not successfully get this done -~ specific needs not met

IN WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING WAYS DID THE READING TEACHER ASSIST YOU?

83.2%
32.7%
29.2%

25.4%
22.1%
12.7%

2.7%

Worked directly with the students

Provided special reading materials

Individual diagnosis of identified student reading skill
deficiencies

Provided individual consultation

Provided prescriptive strategies to correct deficicncies

Provided group teacher consultations

Other

IN WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING WAYS DID THE MATHEMATICS TEACHER ASSIST YOU?

85.0%
30.7%
27.1%
23.6%
20.4%
16.2%

2.47%

Worked directly with the students

Provided spzcial math materials

Provided individual consultation

Individual diagnosis of identified student math skill deficiencies
Provided prescriptive strategies to correct deficiencies

Provided group teacher consultations

Other

DO YOU HAVE A TEACHER AIDE?

4. 5%
41.9%
13.0%

No
Part time
Full time

WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING DUTIES WERE PERFORMED BY YOUR TEACHER AIDE?

49.0%
43.1%
42 &%
23.9%
120.1%

3.5%

Working with individual students

Working with small groups of students

Clerical and non-instructional duties

Assisting the teacher with the whole group in class recitation
Housekeeping tasks :

Other
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WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING PROBLEMS DID YOU ENCOUNTER?

46,07 Meeting the specific needs of the identified students
45.1% Obtaining appropriate materials

24.5% Receiving adequate guidance from resource staff

6.,5% Other

ARE THE IN-SERVICE WORKSHOPS HELPING YOU TO MEET YOUR TITLE I OBJECTIVES?
PLeASE STATE THE NUMBER OF WORKSHCPS YOU iaVE ALTENDED ..JS FAR.

Many tcachers did not state how many workshops they had attended. The
following percentages apply to the responses received:

% of those responding

No workshops 20.0%
1 workshop 24,6%
2 workshops 26.2%
3 workshops 24 ,6%
&4 workshops 3.1%
5 workshops 1,5%

There were only six teachers who felt the workshops had not been helpful.
Most of the teachers made very enthusiastic comments about them.

ARE YOU ENROLLED IN THE D.C. TEACHERS' COLLEGE DIFFERENTIATED INSTRUCTION
COURSE? ' :

77 .6% No
22.4% Yes

PLEASE INDICATE HOW USEFUL THE FOLLOWING TiTLE I PERSONNEL HAVE BEEN IN
HELPING YOU MEET YOUR OBJECTIVES. ("+" = Very useful; "0" = Moderately
userusl; "' = Not useful; "NA" = Not applicable)

+ 0 - NA Blank
Instruciional coordinator 15.3% 22.7%  7.t% 34.5% 20.1%
Reading teacher ' 36.6 46.6 6.5 4.4 5.9
Mathematics teacher 42.5 41.0 4.7 6.8 5.0
Pupil Personnel worker/aide 41.6 31,9 L.t 12.4 9.7
Teacher aide 36.6 13.6 2.4 36,2 13,2
Title I staff 16.5 29.5 3.8 19.5 30.7
Speech therapist 18.6 32.2 9.1 28.0 12.1
Health aide : 23.3 14.5 2.1  42.5 17.6
Other 1.5 0.6 0.6 11.8 85.5
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WHAT ASPECT DO YOU CONSIDER TO BE THE MOST POSITIVE FEATURE CF THE TITLE I
PROGRAM THIS YEAR?

Resource teachers (providing extra help for children needing special help
in reading and math, and providing an opportunity for the classroom
teacher to work more with other children)

neiryral enrfchment activities

Teacher aides

Workshops

Pupil Personnel Teans

Reading program (McGraw-Hill)

Attention given to children with educational, economic, cultural, etc.,
needs ‘

Instructional coordinator

Health aide

Innovative teaching programs and materials, with intensified help given
to Title I identified children

Enthusiasm of the administration in tackling students® needs

Extra funds for purchasing materials and supplies

Staffing the schools within & cluster unit

Having a very neecded and valuable summer program. It was most inspiring.
It is unfortunate that the regular school year could not be patterned
more after this model.

Use of buses to visit areas of the city

Course: Differentizted Education in the Elementary School

None - it could have been effcctive if started on time

Stzorted too late to see any improvement

None - poorly run - programs scheduled then cancelled - told to do some-
thing, then told not to do it.

DID YOUR CLASS PARTICIPATE IN ANY TITLE I CULTURAL ENRICHMENT ACTIVITIES
OUTSIDE YOUR SCHOOL THIS YEAR?

64.87% Yes
CLI.2% Mo

DID YOUR CLASS PARTICIPATE IN AMY TITLE I CULTUPAL ENRICHMENT ACTIVITIES
INSIDE YOUR SCHOOL THIS YEAR?

88.1% Yes
11.9% No
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WHAT CULTURAL ENRICHMENT ACTIVITIES DID YOU FIND TO BE OF MOST VALUE FOR YOUR
STUDENTS? PLEASE INDICATE WHETHER THESE WERE INSIDE OR OUTSIDE YOUR SCHOOL.

Library Theater (puppet show, dance routine, drama) (inside)
Kennedy Center visit (outside)
Lisner ballet ("Peter the Wolf") (outside)
Music Festival at Kennedy Center (outside)
Back Alley Theater Group ("End of the Rainbow®) (inside)
Brass Quintet from Kennedy Center (inside)
Drama Guild (creative drama) (inside)
lrip to the farm (outside)
Chekhov's "The Boor" (inside)
Washington Theater Club (inside)
Washington Performing Arts (inside)
Columbian Choral Group (African concert) (inside)
Language Arts specialist come to class to work with children (inside)
Visit to Storybook land (outside)
Capital Ballet (outside)
Artist's performance (inside)
Musical revue "Songs My Mother Taughu Me¥ (outside)
Alice in Wonderland (outside)
Zoo (outside)
Smithsonian tour (outside)
Art gallery (outside)
Arboretun (outside)
Nature Center (outside)
Ellipse (outsidsz)
Vhite House (outside)
Train ride to Alexandria (outside)
Trip to National Airport (outside)
String quartet (inside)
Visit of ecologist during Ecology Week (inside)
All of them - these children need the benafit of all experiences,

WHAT CHANGES WOULD YOU RECOMMEND FOR IMPROVENMENT OF THE TITLE I PROGRAM?

Start the program in September.

More teacher aides.

Use difierent procedure for selecting identified students - test sco.as
not always best procedure ~ us2 more teacher judgment -~ the most needy
were not always identified.

More experienced and better tiained personnel.

More resource teachers, so all Title I children can be seen daily,

Better. guidelines for resource people, aides; and teachers, as to their
responsibilities, duties, sphere of work, etc.

Better communication among all facets of the program,

More cultural enrichment trips,

More equipment and supplies, moxe readily available.
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More workshops.

Extend program next year to fourth grades, since third "raders received
Title I help such a short time this year.
~lude £i.50 arades in cultural enrichmont activit® 3 outside the ~-%ool,

Smaller number of students in classroom - lower pupil:teacher ratio,

Homogeneous grouping (all ‘identified children in same classroom).

Provide funds in each school so materials can be purchased.

Pay admission fees for children for cultural enrichment activities (in
addition to buses),

Too much clerical work.

Provide a separate room for all resource teachers.

More help from Title I persons involved in the program at your school,.

Distribution of personnel (e.g., aides) to all schools should be equal -
all or none.

Instructional coordinator should be assizned to bullding first, before
other Title I people, to guide the program properly.

Resource teachers should spend more time with the children rather than
going on trips with c lassroom teachers and attending so meny workshops.

Extension of courses for graduate credits,

More parent participation, to make them aware of the Title I program - .
informzl meetings, workshops, etc.

Stop scheduling things for staff that don't filter down to benefits for
the children.

Stop spending money for workshops for people who aren't involved in that
workshop area.

COMMENTS,

The Title I program has been very beneficial and worthwhile.

Please continue the program - we need more of this sort of program.

I'm very happy with the Sullivan McGraw-Hill program and materials.,

Fuepils s2ca to enjoy the cenrichment activities, esp.:ially drama. Tiese
activities were very well planned and I wish there were more of them,
I've enjoyed much of the extras provided ty Title I, and so have nmy pupils.

The Title I program has been a help to the classroom teacher, who would
have, without an aide, had to spend more time with pupils with learning
problems, The aide enables the teacher to spend more time with other
class members,

The math and reading resource teachers have been invaluable, Their time
was spent wisely in that they were actively involved with the children,
and their feedback to me has been very helpful.

Title I began too late to be evaluated.

Services were either late in coming or did not come at all.

Plans for next year®s program should begin now (April, May).

All personnel, materials, and new programs should be in the schools when

- they open in September.

There is a great need for more efficient communication among the Title I

personnel.
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Test results are not the best criteria for picking Title I students
(cites example).

Uhat hapi.ned to the aides?

Teachers desperately need a full-time aide.

Should get more assistanco from aldes (One teacher's comment: I cannot
say having a teacher aide helped. My aide hasn't been in class long
enough for the children or the teacher to get to know him. I feel he
has wasted a lot of time doing nothing. I think I would rather not
have an aide than to have to be a policeman and checking up on him.)

Teacher aides should not be used to hold classes when teachers are out.

Aides werec not assigned fairly.

When children must constantly adjust to new people and new programs, it
sometimes does more harm than good.

Need more realistic personnel. ‘

Experienced teacher personncl should be hired to instruct the very slow
child. It takes skill and know-how in reaching these children.

Materials and methods should be up-to-date. Our children are bored with
the same type of materials that ave presented to them year in and year
out in the same old formality. There are so many dynamic programs
being presented today in the areas of reading and mathematics that the
same old basal type of teaching is out-dated and uninteresting. Let's
get these materials to the teachers and make the work more interesting
for both the teacher and pupil.

This is my First experience as a Title 1 teacher. There is a wealth of
services being offered but I can't see where they have actually come
into the classroom that much. I think the Title I staff of a school
should meet and talk with each teacher in the c lassroom and have work-
shops together so that they may get to know the needs of the teacher.
In turn, the teacher can find exactly what specific Title I staff can
do to help. .

The reading and math teachers help but all the others are paper snufflers,

There seem to be a lot of promises, plans, etc., buc tittle fiiters down.

The reading teacher needs to be more agreeable and interested in the needs
of our children.

A lot of money has been wasted in this program because of poor planning!
(see me if you want a follow-up explanation).

The 1972 Title I program has been most unsuccessful, It has disrupted my
classroom activities.

Is the Title 1 Program a help or a hindrance? 1 wonder.
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Summary of Responses to
TEACHER AIDE QUESTICNMNAIRE

WITH HOW MANY TEACHERS DO YOU WORK?

1 teacher N = 351
2 teachers 57
4 teachers 1

6 teachers

e

Total N = 112

TT Ut WORYX WITH MORE TUAN ONT TFACHER, HOW TS YCUR TIM™ DIVINED BETWEFM
THEM?

Ona half-day with each teacher N =23 7%= 35.7

Every other day with a teacher 12 19,7

Other 15 24.6
Total N = o1 100.0%

HAVE YOU WORKED AS A TEACHER AIDE BEFORE THIS YEAR?

0ld Schnols New_Schonls Total

A % N A N %

Yes 66 . 99 21 47 87 73
No . 1 1 26 _53 25 22
Total 67 1CO 45 100 112 100

: N
IF "YES," IN WHAT WAYS HAS YOUR WORK THIS YEAR BEZN DIFFERENT FROM PREVIQUS
YEARS?

Worked with higher grades before.

Did clerical Wwork before - now working with children.

Worked only in summer before.

Worked with several teachers - now with one teacher - more effective when
working with one teacher, '

More time to devote to working with children now.

Now working with individual children.

Batter to work with two teachers than four,

More problems because now work for more rteachers.

This year am working in classroom; before that I worked for teachers but
in an office.

Before, worked only for teachers; this year I am working with the childre::.
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1T~Trn BELOV ARE FIVE DUTIES WHICH AIDES GENERALLY PEREORM, PLEASE RANK
THESE FROM “1" TO #5" ACCORDING TO THE AMOUNy OF TIME YuU SPEND ON THEM.

Rark Duty

1.5 Working with individual students on a one-to-one basis

1.5 Working with small groups of students

3 Assisting classroom teachars with entire class in recitation
4 Performing clerical and non-instructional duties

5 Performing housekeeping duties

EAVE YOU ATTENDED ANY WORKSHOPS THIS YE&R?

01d Séhools New Schools Total
N % N A N %
Yes " 29 43 38 84 67 60
No _ ag 57 7 16 45 40
‘Total 67 100 - 45 100 112 100

DO YOU FEEL THAT ANY ADDITIONAL WORKSHOPS THIS YEAR WOULD BE HELPFUL TO YOU?
IF SO, WHAT WOULD YOU LIKE FOR A WORKSHOP TO COVER?

0l1d Schools New Schools Total
N % N % N %
Yes b4 €8 30 79 74 72.
No 21 32 8 21 _29 28
Total 65 100 38 100 103 100

Would like workshops to cover:

Reading and math. including reading and math games, phanics,
modern math methods

Handwriting and printing

Arts and crafts

How to work with and relate to slow children and problem children

Workshops for teachers and aides together

Various skills and techniques in ways to reach children

Homework centers

Approaches in behavior modification
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DO YOU FEEL THAT YOUR SKILLS ARE BEING UTILIZED AS EFFECTIVELY AS POSSIBLE?

0ld Schools NMNew Schools Total _

N % N % N %

Yes 59 89 40 89 99 89
No 7 11 3 11 120 11

Total 66 100 43 100 111 100

HOW WOULD YOU CHANGE THIS PRCGRAM TO MAKE IT MORE EFFECTIVE?

li.ve more wzides so they will be full-time instead of fust half-time with
one teacher.

The program would be more effective if principals would not take the aides
from the classroom so often., The tcachers are afraid to give us certaln
children to work with because we are taken out of the class so often.

More communication between the supervisor and the aildes.

The program should have started in the beginning of the year if i was to
have an effect on the children,

More workshops for the aides.

More staff development meetings.

Teachers should make definite suggestions to help aide become more
effective.

Stop using aldes as substitute teachers.

More equipment in the classroom, such as movie projectors, listening
centers, and a little place where the aides can show small groups of
children filmstrips, movies, etc.

Teachers should plan their work along with the aide so the aldas will know
ecach day what they plan to teach. :

Courses offered to aldes to give them college credit.

The program would be more effective if aides had a career ladder. The aide
position is at a standstill. Few if any changes have been made in the
program since its begirning. -- Should be some sort of promotion system.
Have been an ajde for six years - have had no advancement - causes
frustration.

I would change the discipline rules to be a bit firmer. If the discipline
isn't effective, then we are kidding curselves abecut teaching.

More cooperation from staff members, including custoliens.

Maybe change the titie in such a way that children would give you the
respect vou deserve. Some children won't do what you tell them because
you are just an aide and not their teacher.

I would make sure that any teacher who doesn't want an alde doesn't get one
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COMMENTS.

I think the program is wonderful, I really enjoy working in it.

I like being an aide for Title I. The program is very flexible and I
like nu.Xirz with the children.

I work with teachers who allow me to work freely to reinforce their
teacii' - ckills and to wczk in whatever way I fcel I czn reach very
slow : aers, or children with short attention spans, or high rates
of absenteeism.

Aides are a great help to children, teachers, and the school in general,
for their duties cover a wide range and they do sc¢xriously contribute
great efforts toward helping schools to function. Quite often aildes

" are able to reach children, espec1a11y those with problems of different
sorts, more so than teachers. Due to a slightly more flexible progrem
children can reach an aide more easily sometimes because teachers have
very little time for individual attention because they're so busy
putting over their subject matter. Many aides are very observant of
children's physical conditions and other problems, of which the teacher
is sometimes unaware....l strongly recommend the continuation of the
Aide Program in the school system and look forward to its beconing a
permanent facet in the educational setup.

I work with a very understanding, efficient, we11 organized person. I
wish all the aides were as well blessed.

I enjoy the program very much. I do see results with the individual
instruction that I've giver children. I hope I'11 be able to continue.

If the school is a Title I school, I feel all the children in the class
should be able to receive your services if they need it. It really
hurts when you see a child needs help very much and you can't work
with him because he is not identified.

If aides are to be expected to cover classes, they should be given monetary
compensation,

There should be a better relationship betwzen teachers, principal, and
aides.

I like working under the program because it helps me to learn new things
and many things that I can help the children with.

If we keep changing our progcams we den't have a chance to get used to
any one thing. The children stay confused and also can't learn as much
by making changes so often. We should work hard with the program we
have and make it more effective.

I love this work dearly, and I started out with the program, but this year
I feel as though I haven't accomplished very much, to my regret. I'm
hoping the future will be better.
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Summary of Résponses to
QUCSTIONNAIRE FOR AIDZIS (OTHER THAN TEACHER AIDES)

Health Aldes

FLEASE GIVE A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF YOUR DUTIES (INCLUD.s#: IN WHAT WAY 1.0
HAVE CONTACT WITH THE CHILDREN).

Emergency care for illnesses and injuries to children - first aid

Vision screening

Take heights and weights

Assist phvsician with health appraisals

Make home visits to urge parents to get detected defects corrected
early '

Conferences with children concerning different problems

v

PLEASE EVALUATE THE IMPACT YbUR SERVICES HAVE HAD ON THE EFFECTIVENESS OF
THZ TITLE I PROGRAM.

Have helped to improve the health and well-being of the children so
they can become more productive students,

Have enabled mecical probiems that could possibly be learning blocks
to be identified and corrected. :

Have more time to work with children's health problems, since I am
here full time,

WHAT PROBLEMS, IF ANY, HAVE YOU ENCOUNTERED IN YOUR JOB THIS YEAR?

Better communication between the health team and the school staff
should be encouraged.
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Summary of Responses to
PUPIL PERSONNEL QUESTIONNAIRE

HOW MANY MONTHS HAVE YOU BEEN WORKING IN THIS SCHCOL?

Workers Aldes

1 month or less

1% months

2 months 1

2% months

3 months

8 months

9 months
13-18 months
20-24 wmonths
25-30 months
30-~35 months
36 months
42-48 months
5 years

6 vears
Blank

Total N

PR WD PO
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PLEASE. OUTLINE BRIEFLY YOUR ACTIVITIES THIS YEAR IN THE TITLE I PROGRAM.

Atteniding to clothing needs of children - visits to Perry Center

Contacting and working with parents - home visits

Taking students to clinic

Working with students who have attendance problems

Administering first aid (in schools where there was no health aide)

Screening students for vision, heigzht, weight (where no health aide)

Conferences with teachers and othey staff members re problems of children

Cultural enrichment activitics - recreational, field trips

Attending meetings, local and citywide

Assisting teachers with testing

Establishing student clubs and groups (good grooming, knitting, etc.)

Counseling students

Tutoring students

Identifying and dealing with. specific problems of children

Familiarization with resources available for helping children (inside
and outside sthool) .

Paper Work (daily records of all services performed, etc., etc.)

Referrals (studsnt and parent) ~ also accompanying student and/or parent

to community agency
Escorting students to special programs in community
Participated in workshop and staff develcpment
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PLEASE INDICATE WHAT YOU CONSIDER TO BE THE GREATEST PROBLEM-AMONG THE
IDEWTIFIED STUDENTS IN YOUR SCHCOL.

Economic need

Absenteeism - truancy

l.ow academic achicvement

Family problems - no male image, lack of parental rosponsibility and
involvcment

Heal th problems

Yoor nutrition

Lack of motivation

Behavior

Neecd to develop bestter self -image

Lack of interested person to listen to them

Too many programs going on at same time resulting in confusion

APPROXIMATELY HOW MANY PARENTS OF TITLE I STUDENTS HAVE YOU- CONTACTED

THIS YEAR?
Workers Aides

6-~10 parents 8 3
11~20 6 1
21-30 3 3
31-.9 4 3
41-50 5 3
51-60 3 2
61-70 - 1
71-80 2 -
81-90 3 1
91-100 3 -
101-150 - -
151-200 1 1
Blani - 2
- Total N 37 20

FOR WHAT REASONS WAS IT NECESSARY TO CONTACT THESE PARENTS?

Absenteeism
Health problems
Behavicral problems
Clothing
Clinic appointments
Counseling of parents
: School activities - Youth Serving Youth Model Cit*es
" Economic needs -
To encourage greater involvement on part of’ parenv
To get parental permission for Children to participate in act1v1ties
Home visits made when parents ‘failed to keep appointments
Introduction of services to individuals or groups
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Pupil Personnel Q.
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To get inf¢~ 7 about students

Students take . w12 i1l or injured

Academic problems '

To obtain permission to test and work with child

WHAT DIFFICULTIES, IF AXY, HAVE YOU ENCCUNTERED I¥ YOUR JOB THIS YEAR?

Inadequate work space and facilities (telephone, YSY materials, office
su-plies, electrical outlets, etc.)

Inacequate communications between regular school staff, Title I pefsonnel,
administration, parents, etc.

Identified children whose siblings need services buc are ineligibic (in
upper grades - awkward to work with parents under these conditions)

Delay in identification of studecnts

Lack of direction in terms of administrative decision-making

Lack of transportation support

Lack of sufficient funds to provide special or emargewy assistance

Too much clerical work

Parking

" Inability to find clothing and other services for neady children

PLEASE DESCRIBE BRIEFLY WHAT YOU CONSIDER TO BE A TYPICAL DAY'S ACTIVITIES,

The day's activities vary 5o greatly from day to day and from school to
school that there really is no “typical® day. However, a day could very wri.
include the following:

Sign in

Check% with tcachers to find out any immediate problems

Check. on absentees

Check my records for unfinished activities

Conferences with children

Home visits

Make appointments for children and parents

Take children to clinic, to obtain clothing, to barber, to dentist,
or other appointments

Telephone contacts and follow-ups

Necessary written work

COMMENTS

I think the Pu:il Personnel Services are very helpful to the students
and thei- ~:-vats and families., I hope this program will continue.
I believe it has really helped a lot of students to stay in school.

“opefully this arwa of the D,C., Public Schools will continue and not be
abolished,
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Pupil Persocnnel Q.

Fage

4

Since working with Pupil Personnel Services, I have found the program
to be very interesting, enjoyable, and at times scmewhat excitine.
I feel thpt my efforts have been helpful to families in many ways,.

Enjoy the wor% very much.

I enjoy the work and feel sirongly that much can be accomplished, if
we are clear on the direction the administrators are taking. Uore
parents are understanding the thrust of the lower grades, but are
concerned for their fourth through sixth graders,

Sometimes there just isn't enough time in the day to attend all the
needs of our students!

Salaries should be commensurate with the activities of the workers and
aides. There should be grade promotions and salary promotions,

Are ve spreading ourselves too thin?

In this area of the city., it is evident that family economic status is
extremely low. There is very little incentive to keep up surroundings,
which tends to reflect in the outlook Ywhy try?¥

More bus services, and funds earmarked for emergencies and special
activities, would be most helpful,

Suggest training programs for parents in Child Development, Nutrition,
Availability and Use of Community Facilities, Family Relaitions, etc.

Hor having a private telephone line is a hindrance.

I feel there is a great need for more organized communjcation between
regular school staff, Title I personnel, and the community for more
effective and realistic services,

I feel that concentration on a small group of identified students is
ideal, but eliminating grades four, five, and six for supportive
personnel services makes it ditficult for follow-up and to continue
\.ith ongoing services.

I feel there is a need for continuing with the third-grade students
when they pass to the fourth grade. It is not easy to discoentinue
working in our capacity, and the emotiovnal impac. on some studern.s
will increase the possibility of more dropouts - this was intended
to be a Dropout Preventative Program initially,

The method of identifying children was not totally understood this year,
as it previously had involved economics, health, absentecism, and
retardation in réading and math. This year the reading and math
scores were the only criteria for identifying children sad thiz has
defeated some of our purposes.
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Summary of Responses to
SPEECH CORRECTICNIST QUESTICNNAIRE

WHICH SCHCOLS HAVE BZEN ASSIGNED TO YOU, AND HCW MANY STUDERTS DO YQU WCRX
WITH IN EACH?

All of the public elemcntary schools were covered by seven speech
correctionists, with work loads reported as follows:

Number of Schools Numher i Studeuts

113

97
149

87
141
108
177

OO MmO~ WU

1
1
There were a number of cases where the school assignments for speech

correctionists were shifted during the year, resulting in the same schools
being counted by more than one correcticnist.

WHAT ARE THE SPEECH DEFECTS FQUND MOST FREQUENTLY AMONG THE STUDENTS WITH
WHOM YOU WORK?

Articulation

Lisps

Delayed speech

Stuttering

Voice disorders (pitch, quality)
Frontal emissions

Substitutions

‘Distortious

ON A FIVE-POINT SCALE, HOW WOULD YCU RATE YOUR EFFECTIVENESS [N HELPING
THESE STUDENTS?

5. Very effcctive

4!

3!

2!

1. Not effective at all

Ruls
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Speech Correctionist Q.
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HOW CCULD THE SPEECH CORRECTIOW SERVICES OFFERED BE MCRE EFFECTIVE?

Need additional speech correctionists so that each would have fewer

schools to cover and could thus spend more time with ecach child
More private work arsas

More materials offered

If the program was better organized it weuld be more effective

Fewer meetings to attend

New criteria should bLe sat up for speech correctic...sts so tley ca-
work with children across grade levels in order to help children who

are in the same family as identified children - these o*her children
should not be neglected.

'WHAT DIFFICULTIES HAVE YOU ENCCUNTERED IN YOUR JOB THIS YEAR?

Inadequate space tg work

Lateness in beginning the program

Addition of new schools near end of the school year, and deletion of
other schocls

Lack of supplies

Lack of organization ia department

Ho opportunity to fully develop programs in schools - inadequate time
allotments - too 'many schools to cover

Lack of overall school discipline

Lack of cleanliness in schools

Parking at some:- schools

The teachers® resentment at attempting to start a program SO late in
the year

Changes in assignment of schools has interrupted service for children
who were showing improvement in Speech

Had I been in these particular schools all year then I might have been
very effective} however, since ] have been here only since April,
the effectiveness of my therapy has been decreased,

I am able to sce my casas only an average of ¥ hour per week, which is
not enough to be very effective.
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Summary of Responses to
CULTURAL ENRICHMENT--STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Gr.3 Gr.?7 Gr.3 Gr.?
133 65 Total N 133 65 Tetal N
HAVE YOU EVER SZER A PLAY? I THINK PLAYS ARE:
5% 1272 no 83% 51%Z fun
89 52 yes, through school 16 45 okay
40 43 yes, with friends or family 2 3 not zuch fun

HAVE YOU EVER LISTENED TO A CONCERT?

I THINK CONCERTS ARE:

19% 35% no 497 157 fun
61 32 yes, through school 43 43 okay
29 34 yus, with friends or family 8 42 not much fun
HsV™ YOU EVER SRZEN A DANCE PROGRAM? I THINK DANCE PROGRAMS ARE:
7% 29% no 727 68% fun '
68 40 yes, through school 25 23 okay
36 42 yes, with friends or family 4 8 not much fun
HAVE YOU EVER BEEN TC THE Z007 1 THINK ZOOS ARE:
5% 5% no 71% 55% fun
47 58 yes, through school 18 38 okay
79 68 yes, with friends or family 7 6 not much fun
HAVE YOU EVER BEEN TO THE CIRCUS? I THINK CIRCUSES ARE:
14% 9% no - 89% 787 fun
36 20 yes, through school 8 17 okay
63 75 yes, with friends or family 1 5 not much fun
HAVE YOU EVER BEEN TO A MUSEUM? I THINK MUSEUMS APE:
8. 3% no 51%Z 51% fun
68 66 yes, through school 38 49 okay
45 51 yes, with friends or family 10 2 not much fun

MUSIC, DANCE, PLAYS, POETRY, AND ART CAN HELP LISTENING TO POETRY 1S:

ME TO LEARN MORE ABOUT: 467 3% fun
59% 327 reading 14 62 boring
56 42  history 39 37 interesting
25 8 science
35 9 mathematics 1 WOULD LIKE TO TAKE LESSONS IN.
32 8 spelling 71% 697 dance
51 35 social studies 18 5 ballet
: . 18 49 rdern
IF YOU COULD ONLY DO ONE SPECIAL ACTIVITY 35 20 tap
THIS YEAR, WHICH WOULD YCU CHOOSE? 48 66 music
22% 9% see a play 16 29 vocal
11 2 listen to a congert ' 31 38 instrumental
48 55 visit an interesting place in 50 54 art
Washington, D.C. 23 22 painting
14 5 see a becllet 20 31 scuipture
4 29 none of these 26 18 play acting
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Summary of Responses to
TITLE I QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PRINCIPALS

PLEASE $IVZI YOUR FRANK APPRAISAL OF 1:i% EFFECTIVENESS CF TFE'SERVICES CF EACH
OF THE FOLLOWING TITLE I STAFF MEMBERS AI'D ASPECTS OF THE PRCGRAM IN MEETING
THE NEZEDS OF THE STUSENTS IN YOUR SCHOOL, USIRG THE FOLLOWING SCALZ:

2 = very &ffective; 1 = moderately effective; 0 = not effective; N = non-
applicable,

INSTRUCTIONAL COORDINATOR:

Rating of 2 - 15

1 - 12
0 - 0
N - 0
Blank - 2

Reasons or explanations for the rating:
2

Blénk:

Excellent understanding of aims of the progi.m

Sincere effort to fulfill responsibilities

Ability to work well under many different kinds of pressures

Is competent, consclientious person

Because of leadership ability, was able to immediately coordinate
staff and services

Well-informed and has a good rapport with everyone

A well-organized, efficient, dedicated person

Has provided invaluable service in keeping the principal knowledge-
able regarding Title I - directly assisted ail Title I persc.amel,
providing leadership and direct supervision

Handles situations well = is highly experienced - is extremely inter-
ested in doing the job well,

Has insufficient time clloted to the school - cannot possibly render
service to all identified pupils or Title I staff

Lateness of appointment to the position - has made fine beginning in
arganizing and coordinating the Title I program

Could use her services on a daily basis; when shc is here, she is
effective, but when she is not here, duties of coordination fall
on other personnel! in the building

Teachers need orientation and time to adjust - this hindered the
coordinator from being more effective,

Gross injustice to rate effectiveness as coordinator served scliool
only one day a week - unfortunate that her serviges could not be
at least three days a week. :
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Principal Q.
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STAFF ASSISTANT:

Rating of 2 - 9
1 - 4

o - 2

N - 9

Blank - 4

Reas as or explanations for the rating:

2: Effectively carried out the responsibilities to better implement

the goals and objectives of the program

Did a beautiful job despite inexperience - to be co—iacnded

Very good worker, willing, able and ready to do wh_t is necessary
to get the job done

During ¢ he two weeks she was here she took completes charge of the
testing program; sent out, checked in, and submitted the 125
summer school forms, and sent in other forms regquested by the
Title I office,

Dependable and an asset to the Title I program

Is highly motlvated and is trying very hard to do a rood job

1: ~ rforms tasks well but has been assigned for a very short time
zhe job only since May 1 - after a longer time on the job,
effectiveness will undoubtedly improve

Distributes and collects forms, evaluations, and follow-up
activities for cultural enrichment program. All-inclusive
evaluation impossible since position filled too recently.

0: Worked only one day
Served % day.

N: Position not filled.

Blank: No one in this position.

READING TEACHER:

Rating of 2 = 13
1 - 11

0 - 4

N 0

Blank - 1
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Principal Questionnaire
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Reasons or explanations for tul). rating:
<

2: I am very impressed with the way she moved in, set up a program, and
really worked. The children really WANT to go to her, and that
says a lot.

She has been able to z2sscmble schedule effectively to mecet the needs
of the identified students; she works effectively with all the
students; she has a very sincere relationship with other tcachers
and staff members; and she evaluates and makes appropriate games
and materials to assist iastruction of pupils.

She has made progress with a few "hard-core" pupils who cannot finc-
tion well in a classroom situation., The children respond to her
and are beginning to open up. One child smiled for the first time.

The reading teacher has been one of the most efiective components of
the Title I program. Her program meets the needs of each pupil.
Visible improvement has been noticed in a short time.

She puts a lot of time and energy into the job - works hard, plaus
well, accepts suggestions well, is very cooperative.

Children enjoy gecing to reading, which infers she has made reading
enjoyable; rocm atmosphere good; attitude very healthy; personality
with everyone rare; very cffective.

We can see much improvement in the children she teaches.

1z She is very cooperative, and the children look forward with great
anticipation to wocrking with her, However, I feel this position
should have been filled as originally stated with a reading
RESOURCE teacher, a person with more experience.

She has the potential of becoming an effective reading teacher. She
reiates well to young children, and is beginning to establish
rapport with her fellow faculty members,

She is a new teacher and needs to improve on techniques of tea:i:ing.

She came on board too late to be very effective.

She was not able to work with all students every day because of the
large numbers of identified students. This rating does not re-
flect teacher performasnce.

She is very enthusiastic, but needs to plan more to meet specific
needs of individual students and to provide more of a variety of
activities,

The general attitude of the classroom teachers was that the children
realized little or no gain from this service.

More experienced personnel are needed in these positions. There are
too many students to be seen for effective instructional utili-
zation of the reading teacher.
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Principzl Q.
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e

Not industrious; lacks perception.

Sesmingly needs much more training and help in understanding her
role, Has faziled to accept her position as a member of the
Titie T team, Certainly some of weaknesses can be attached to
hastz in employwent, lateness of implementation of program, and
other factors.

Teacher without teaching experience,

Teacvner appeared to lack the initiative to carry out an effective
program, She needed much in-service training.

LI TUZIATICS TZACIER:

Rating of 2 - 13
1 - 14
0o - 1

Blank - 1
Reasons or explanations for this rating:

2: She is well liked by both staff and pupils. She is reliab}e, has a
stable personality, and is a most conscientious member of the
staff, She works well with teachers and pupils, and has excellent
math qualifications,

Her experience and skillfui use of materials and techniques have
heiped pupils improve markedly in mathematical knowledges and
understandings.

The children show interest and ability to relate in a one-to-one
situation - they were lost In the classrooum.

Is skillful in every way,

Has effective techniques, ’

The ' small group attention given identified pupils by this teacher
has provided the specialized, individualized attention sc many
of these children need.

The teachers and I saw much improvement in the children she taught.

-As with the reading teacher, the math teacher has set up an impres-
sive program and worked very hard, The cbildren really WANT to

~ 8o to her, and that says a lot.

She has been a definite asset to the program.

1: She has been associated with the program a very short time, o 1 has
not had orientation program. I am sure she will be more sffective
when she gets more training.

Period of serving has been too short o determine real effectiveness.

The position has merit. It would be desirable to have cach teacher
a specialist in the field of mathematics.

Is new to teachking - is trying, and improvinz. Feel he is not as
effective as he might be - uses “soft sell® - sometimes wonder
if pupils miss the point,
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Principzl Questiomnzire
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Experience needed in refinement of teaching techniques.

She worked well with the children; has potential for further grouth,

She came on board too late to be very offective.

Too many identified students fer teacher to work effectively with
all of them.

Teacher was not resourceful in ctilizing = variety of learning paths
and instructional materials at first - she seems just beginning
to understand what is needed, Perhaps next year she will be
better able to provide a more dynamic pregram.

o
o

Teacher without teaching experience - difficulty in adjusting to a
“lexible program. -

EDUCATIONAL AIDES:
Rating of 2 - 1

[
O ™ Oy W

1
0o -
N

Reasons or explanations for this rating:

2: All perform well with both students and teachers. Many students
have been tutored on a uamie-to-one basis by aides and progress has
been made. Personal interest taxen in stiddents by aldcs has im-
proved theilr self-image,

Aldes do a good job with the children and teacher:.

The aldes are one of the strongest and most effective features of
the program. They are able to work with small gZoups as well as
with individuals, They tutor and supervise homework centers.,

Are very effective, experienced, werk well with children, and perform
most tasks well,

Our aides had served for three years in the classroom as Community
Reading Assistants, and the training received in this capacity is
invaluabie - their present performarice reflects this.

Aides have adjusted to a difficult situation of children who need
tender care, guidance, and concern for their many problems,

Alde was concerned about the ptogram and functioned effectively
wherever she was placed.

1: All but one alde have beén cooperative and sincerely concerned about
the educational prngram for our pupils. One alde has been in-
effective in the classroom, has been chronically absent, and is
apparently unable to adjust to the elementary lavel,

Had only two part-time aides until June 12 when twe additional
full-time aides were hired,
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Page 6

Aides have received training in assisting pupils with reading and
math, but this in no way should affect their attitude toward
other duties prescribed by Title I, such as housekeeping and
duties relating to supervision of children in lunchrooms and on
the playground, etc., Suggest a massive program of training in
human relations skills for both teachers and aides.,

Aides help a great deal from 9 to 3, but some have not bezn diligent
from 8 to 9 in the morning and from 3:15 to 4:30 in the afternoon.

0: Came on board 6/12/72 - not really effective so far,
N: As of today (6/5/72) we have not received any educational aides.
Have had them two days ~ can’t evaluate their effectiveness yet,
They came too late in the school year to be evaluated,
WORKSHOPS:
Rating of 2 - 15
1 - 7
0 - 3
N - 3

Blank - 1

Reasons or explanations for this rating:

2:

All teachers attending these have gained ideas and methods in
teaching the pupils they serve, They have been enthusiastic
about all workshops attended.

Very effective; teachers have been very profuse in their praise of
the workshops which {hey have attended. They especially like to
make things which they can use in their classrooms.

Workshops for principals were very informative.

Teachers and aides have declared that they have received great bene~
fits from Title I workshops in phonics, math, c¢-ibbyhole teaching,
etc, )

The privilege of teachers to chcose workshops that they felt would
prove most beneficial to them and to the children, and the fact
that substitutes are employed when teachers are released, pro-
motes satisfying conditions, Workshops related to use of new
materials have been beneficial to all, v ‘

From reports of persons attending, there is a need for more work-
shops. Those attended were very good.

Meaningful, thought-provoking, and gave new ideas for teachers,

Information gained has stimulated the thinking and motivated higher
performance of teachers and aides,

A-47



ti.ucipal GQuestionnaire
Page 7

[
e

Teachers attending workshops noted that they were beneficial, but
limited in scope.

The feedback from teachers indicates that they feel that meaningful
instruction, skills, and current educational trends are being
provided for them. Some felt that the meetings are not as highly
structured (organized) as they possibly could be,

The teachers expressed favorablz comments about the workshops;
they found them quite helpful as well as interesting.

The teachers enjoyed the workshops and seem to employ some of th=z
techniques introduced.

The two workshop sessions I attended gave me some insight into tha
content of two new reading programs, It would have been helpful
if I had the time to engage in some of the successive workshop
sessions, ' The teachers who attended the workshop sessions felt
that they were helpful.

o

According to reading and mathematics teachers, the workshops weren't
very effective,

I did not attend any. This rating, therefore, is based on reports
I received,

H: I cannot evaluate these, never having attended one, The teachers and
- aldes have made favorable comments,
I cannot evaluate the workshops because they were open only to the
classroom teachers,
Have not seen or participated in any,

SPEECHE CORRECTIONISTS:

Rating of 2 - 1
1 - 13

0o - 7

N - 2

Blank - 6

Reasons or explanations for this rating:

Extended services to more children, with less loss of teaching time.

| Lo L)

Has been able to assist regular speech teacher and eliminate s;'me
waiting list needs,

She comes only once a week, but she has worked out an effective
program with identified children,

She could provide greater service if she had more time with the
identified children.

Have not had a fully operational speech correctionist long enough
to evaluate the effectiveness of her program. She spends one
half-day per week with our pupils,




Principal Q.
Page 8

Teacher assigned late and to too many schools to be very effective.

Due to lateness of beginning the program, services were receivad by
the children too late to be of much value,

Time will permit a greater effect on the problems.

The services of the Title I speech correctionist have been functional
in supplementing the services of the regularly assigned speech
teacher, However, I feel one day a week is not sufficient, but
could be more advantageously spent working with groups in a more
comprehensive speech exercise program with individuals or groups
for those needing special attention. .

The service, although effective when available, was only in this
building. one day a weelt - not enough to really make a meaningful
impact,

She just isn't here often enough - she has too tig a lodd.
Not assigned to our building enough hours to be effective.

(Reasons blank)

I have had no opportunity to observe the speech correctionist,

She and I did confer on several occasions about che children and her
program, but I have been unable to see her at work - she comes
only one day a weelk,

No contact,

PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES:

Rating of 2 - 17
1 -~ 12

0 - 0

N - 0

Reasons or explanations for this rating:

Ve

Lo

-—

She has an excellent interpretation of her role in the Title I
program, and carried out her services in an admirable manner,

Her efforts in dealing with the non-academic impediments to
learning were effective, '

Supportive services are really moving under the guidance of these

- fine workers. I am especially impressed by the relationship
developed between them and the children,

She came well trained and ready for the working circumstances. She

.has had groups of parents in, visited homes, conferred with
teachers, parents, and students, etc.

She has done a very effective job, even though she has done the job

~alone - we have no aide to assist her,

During the short period assigned, services from the Pupil Personnel
Team have proved that this is an invaluable approach to the needs
of identified children, She has provided significantly important
support to the children, parents, classroom teachers, counse.ors,
and principal, acting asaliaison between home, school, and com-
munity, Has been effective in minimizing evident impediments to
learning.
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One member organized the Student Council and worked regularly with
them, Another has worked with older girls in a "Good Grooming®
group. All have been Ysubstitute” counselors during 2/3 of the
year when we had no counselor on thz staff,

Most efficient - tackles all problems presented immediately. Very
useful. Have made wmany contacts by going into the homes.

Pupil Personnel aide rendered axcellent service meeting nceds of
children, building better home-school reclations.

The total involvement of these persons hava been reflected in the
attitudes of parents and children. Home visits and involvement
of parents in the program has had positive effects.

Worked diligently, above and beyond the 2all of duty. Very willing
and cooperative,

jr—=
we

Team has a tendency to wait for each crisis to develop and then try
to deal with it. The Team is very good in providing clothing
and services to children, :
The P,P., worker and aide are shared with another schonl, They are
very cooperative and helpful when they are with us.
~Thase persons would do a more effective job if they worked directly
under the supervision of the school principal, This program is
too loosely structured with no guidelines,
Insufficient feedback,
Their services could be more effective if one worker could be
stationed here full time,
This service provides a cushion for pupils in need of ‘clothing, health
action, and a motivation for good attendance,
Thaiv presenze is being felt as far as home visits and dissemin-tion
of Title I information and services are concerned,
Worker has done the best he could under the circumstances, but his
caseload is so large, aides definitely are needed.
The whole Title I Pupil Personnel Service needs improved coordination
with the school before any P.P. worker can be very cffective.

OTHER (such as Community Aides, Library Aides, Health.Aides, etc.):
Rating of 2 -~ &

1 - 3
6 - O
N - O

Blank - 21
Reasons or explanations for this rating:

2: Health aide is very conscientious and dedicated, who prides herself
on having the interests of Yher? children at heart,
Health aide is an integral part of the school program, It would be

difficult to manage our health ploblems and followup routine
vi thout her. : s )




Principal 4.
lQage 10

l: Health aide relieved principal of caring for daily injuries, otc.
Feel need for reviewing responsibilities, since much- f£ime not
constructively used after completion of screening in fall and
early part of winter.

Health aide new on the job,
OTHER:

Cultural Enrichment: N =4 . Rating of 2 -

Z O
]
OO W

Reasons or explanations for this rating:

P

23 Programs and trips helped pupils become aware of typas of cnter-
tainment and advantages within or near our city which otherwise
they could not have exXpericnced,

Variety of cultural opportunities; listening skills enhanced;
audience behavioral objectives good.

1l: (No explanations given)

Urban Service Corps (Shoe needs): N =1 -- Rating of 1
.{No explanations given)

AudioVisual: ¥ =1 -- Rating of 1
- (No explanations given)

WHAT ASPECT DO YOU COMSIDER TO BE THE MOST POSITIVE FEATURE OF THE TITLE I
PROGRAM THIS YEAR?

Educational ajdes

Instructional coordinator and staff assistant, together

Instructional coordinator

‘Reading and mathematics resource teachers

‘Pupil Personnel Services workers and aides

Cultural Enrichment activities

Workshops, and substitute service while teachers attend them

The McGraw-Hill reading program

The spirit and enthusiasm extant in the workers in the program that have
‘gotten the program up and racing ahead after a very late start

The receptive attitude of thechildren and parents toward the additional
help being given

Having persons become involved in a structured, highly organized form was
the catalyst needed to insure the desired movement on the part of

teachers, parents, and students toward a more meaningful educational
experience.
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WHAT TYPES OF SERVICES, OTHER THAN THE EXISTING ONES, WOULD YOU SUGGEST FOR
BEST MEETIN: THE NEEDS OF THE ™IDENTIFIED" STUDENTS IN YOUR SCHOOL?

Would like to see services for total school ~ to be able to deal with
family as a unit. Things are just spread too thinly to deal with the
-kinds of problems pupils bring to school.

The services of a Language Arts teacher, an Art teacher, and a Music

teacher, and a Librarian to work exclusively with the identified
students in my school.

Full~time health aide.

Complete health (mental) and dental services, including a physician,

More staff in the areas of reading and mathematics,

Speech therapist more than a half-day twice a week.

Parent aide for each Title I classroom, paid,

Increased ways. of involving parents in the school program - programs
"involving family units - parents and children; parent workshops dealing
with a variety of family problems.

" More males needed!
More clerical help, especially typists,

Mini-physical fitness program, after school two or three times a week,
for both boys and girls.

Counselor-aide to assist with pupils and parents.

Sensitivity program for all staff members involved in the program.

Security aide for each school during the regular school day.

Assistant Principal for Title I services?

Cultural experiences geared to primary level,

Overnight and/or weekend trips of cultural zud/or educational nature.

Space - offices for Title I staff, set aside and labeled.

Workshops on handling disruptive children (turning negative behavior to
positive behavior,

Some method should be devised to get the most out of the services we have.

Instead of initiating additional services, the present services should be
closely monitored to see that they remain effective.

The identified children should be assessed more frequently to see if the
supplementary services are effective,

The existing services would be adequate if started early enough with all

personnel on board so that the program could get off the ground at one
catapult,

Early identification of the emotionally disturbed child is a must, Add
to this aspect a prescription for him and some staff development.

The criteria for selection of children needs re-evaluation,

This year much of tha principal's time was needed to keep account of
Title I affairs, which poses a tremendous burdem on the school and
its entire operution. If we had been fully staffed with Title I
workers, I feel we would have been more successful this year.

sduitional facilities for Shoes, undergarments.,
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Summary of Responses to
QUESTICNNAIRE FCR CLASSROCH TEACHERS USING THE
SULLIVAN McGRAW-HILL PRCGRAMMED READING MATERIALS

Al...CWilATE DATE YOU STARTED USING THE McGRAW-HILL PRCGI.U.L:

12 -~ April (no day stated) 9 - May (no day stated)
10 ~ April 10-15 _ 8 - May 1
5 « April 17-24 1 - May 10
10 - April 25-30 5 « Blank 2 - May 15
DO YOU HAVE AN EDUCATIONAL AIDE? IF $YES*:
Gr, 2 Gr, 3 Gr. 2 GCr. 3
Yes 47% 467 Full time 67% 33%
Mo 53% 547 Part time 047% 617%
N = 36 26 il = 17 12

PLEASE EVALUATE THE PROGRAMMED READING WORKSHOPS YOU ATTEWDEL. DID THZ
WORKSHOPS ADEQUATELY PREPARE YCU TC USE THE MATERIALS IN YOUR CLASSROOM?

Grade 2 Grade 3

Yes 427 437
o 47% 54%
“Helpful® 117 -

Evaluations were as follows:

Yes (no further comments) -~- il = &

Very good (no further comments) -- ¥ = 3

Yes - many ideas were suggested on how to help the children enjoy the
program and how to challenge the advanced child.

Very informative, and prepared me very well for teaching the program.

Very helpful in preparing me to use Programmed Reading, and I was able
to have many of my questions answered,

Excellent, but we need more workshops and training.

The workshops helped, of course, but only experience with your particular
class will really prepare the teacher, '

Workshops helped some, but I found I learned more by reading the teacher's
manual, which was very clear and easy to follow.

Yes, the facts given seemed quite adequate, but once I started using the
program I found it best to use some of my own techniques.

The workshops were very helpful, but wish mors information on grouping
had been given at the beginning, making class organization easiex.

The workshops were very helpful, but I would like to see demonstrations
in a classroom, to observe teachers who are already familiar with the
program,

(Evaluations continued on next page’
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ARE
ARE

No. Most of the help I received came from my studying the wanuals and
a trial-and-error period with my class.

The workshop I attended did not prepare me adequately to use the mater-
ials in my classroom. I had many questions that needed answering,
‘which should have been dealt with, Using the program was like trial-
and-error, Also, the late date in receiving it had much to do with
this,

No. The program was new to the teachers involved, We were unable to

find out a lot of problems until we started working with individual
children.

YOU USING THIS PROGRAM EXCLUSIVELY? IF NOT,'WHAﬁ OTHER READING MATERIALS
YOU USING?

Grade 2 Grad= 3

Yes 407 L67
No : 60% 547,
Supplemental materials used included the following:
Bank Street readers Harris-Clarke
Sheldon readers Basal readers
Ginn 100; Ginn 3606 Sullivan (Project Read)
Macmillan readers Skills teaching - AAP
‘Harper-Row Basal Series Curriculum Series
SRA Library books
ITa

HAVE YOU RECEIVED ALL THE MATERIALS YOU NEED? IF NOT, WHAT MATERIALS DO

You

NEED?
‘. Grade 2 Grade 3
" Yes 25% 19%
No . : 747 817%

Materials needed included the following:

Teacher's Manual for Series III (N = 13)
Alphabet Cards - Student (1= 7)

Alphabet Cards - Teacher (i1 = 5)

Filmstrips (1-7, 8-14, Series I, Series II, etc.) (N =17)
Teacher's Guide for filmstrips (N = 4)
Teacher's Guide for end-uf-book tests (i1 = &)
Teacher's Guide 15-21 (N = 4)

Teacher's Record Book (il = 3)

Word Cards (il = 6) '

Sound-Syubol Cards (i1 = 4)

Storybooks (N = 5)

(List continued on next page)
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Answer booklets (various) (N = 3)
Pre-reading materials (N = 2)
Reading books (various) (N = 7)
Inventory sheet N = 2)

"Some important items were late."

VALID WAS THE PLACEMENT TEST IN GROUPING YOUR STUDENTS? PLEASE EXPLAIN.
For grade 2, the placement test was not used.

The workshop leader instructed us to place all students in Book 1.

It was suggested that the seccnd grade not use placement test but use
the test in the test booklet as a means of determining what book
to go into. :

There wasn't a test for grade 2 placement and this made starting the
program mcre difficult. I had to use the books with some of the
children until I found a working level for them.

For grade 3:

The placement test served as a very good indicator of the child's
reading ability.

They were very valid and helped very much with correct placement.

Good. It gave me a general idea of where to place the children.
However, after the students understood the program better, some
had to be placed on a higher level.

The test is as valid as most tests, and along with teacher judgmc.at,
was effective in grouping the students.-

Test is valid if read orally. Otherwise children tend to be misplaced
too low.

Accurate as far as ability to sound out and blend words but not in all
cases accurate in reading ability kecause some children depend more
on sight vocabulery than others.

I do not think the placement test was good for many children because
they tested lower than they should have been. I found the in-book
test better to aid in placement of children.

Not very valid; many of my pupils scored much lower than their reading
levels and abilities. Had I placed them in the books on which they
scored, it would have been no challenge to them and would have been
a waste of time. I found the oral tests to be of more value.

The childrer zcored much lower than I had anticipated. This could have
been because of the fact that they were not used to this apprecach.

I had to use my judgment in placing the children. -The children were
poor spellers and did poorly on the test.

The pictures in some of the boxes were very misleading and caused wrong
responses to be recorded.
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McGraw-Hill Reading Program
Page 4

" WOULD YOU LIKE TO USE THIS PROGRAM AS YOUR MAJOR READING PROGRAM NEXT YEAR?
PLEASE POINT OUT THE SPECIFIC ADVANTAGES OR DISAIIVAN”AGES. ARE THERE ANY
SPECIAL REQUIYEMENTS FOR THE EFFECTIVE OPERATION OF THIS PROGRAM IN YOUR

CLASSRQOOM? «
Grade 2 Grade 3 e
Yes 81% 887
No 11% 12%
Other¥* 8% -

* "0ther"” included one “Undecided,” one "NA,"” and one blank.

Advantages and disadvantages:

The program is a great motivator. It does a thorough job in teaching
spelling, language, and reading skills. The slower learners are
excited about helping the slowest. Every child seems to be really
involved. However, the vocabulary isn't reflective of the children.
Furthermore, reading comprehension skills are sacrificed by the
emphasis placed on linguistics.

Pupils can see irmediate success. There is a great improvement in word
attack skills and comprehension. Pupils who were failing in reading
and math begin to develop a positive self-image. There is a great
improvement in all subject areas. Pupils develop good readingz nhabits.

It is a systematic way to teach a class with a wide range.

It is excellent for the slow and avarage pupils who need the repetition.

It allows for complete individualization of the reading program.

The child is highly motivated; pictorial presentation of content;
children feel and see success; child works on his own level; program
teaches many language skills.

The structure of the program is such that it requires a great deal of
time.

I am hesitant to use it as my only reading program without the basal
reader - I feel that the basal reader is important.

I feel it is very good as a reredial program but not as a major programe.
It should be noted that a very large number of teachers expressed a need

for a teacher alde since there are so many reading groups when using this progra..

WITH WHICH GROUR OF YOUR STUDENTS WAS THIS PROGRAM MOST EFFECTIVE?
= Grade 2 Grade 3

Stow © 10% 6%
Average 53% 427%
Advanced 8% 47

Note: These percentages do not add up to 100% since many teachers
marked more than one group.
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Mosraw B oo LT

I Page.S

WHAT RECOMMENDATIONS WOULD YOU MAKE FOR THE EFFECTIVE USE OF THIS PROGRAM IN
THE 1972-73 SCHOOL YEAR?

Teacher aide for each classroom (trained) (N < 21)

Begin the program in September, and have materials there then (N = 27)

Better orientation and training for teachers; more workshops; more on-the-
job training; class demonstrations; etc. (N = 16)

Provide enough materials; replacement materials when needed (N = 7)

Entire class should be Title I; entire class use the program (N =17)

Start the program in kindergarten and continue it through grade 3, for
continuity with the children (N = &) '

Provide visual aid equipment (N = &)

More teaching aids (N = 3)

Provide consultation services (N = 3)

Teachers should WANT to use the program, to make it more effective (N = 2)

*t~r~ teachiars, so classes could be smaller

Materials for activities when not in programmed readers

Extent program to grade 4, for continuity of beneficial program

Limit program to ncn-combination grades

Use the McGraw-Hill program alone, for greater impact

Better communication (notify teachers of meetings, etc.)

More supplies

"] suggest that teachers allow themselves to discover uhat McGraw-Hill can
do to develop high reading standards for our below-level Title One
students who so badly need to develop a positive self-concept.”
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Summary of Responses to
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CLASSROOM TEACHERS USING THE
CATEGORICAL SOUNDS READING MATERIALS

APPROXIMATE DATE YOU STARTED USING THE CATEGORICAL SOUNDS PROGRAM:

- April (no day stated)
- April 25

- May (no day stated)-

- May 1-5 .
May 10-15

- May 20-25

- Summer 1971
- Blank
24 - Total

lw - NOOVWM =N
t

DO YOU HAVE AN EDUCATIONAL AIDE? IF ¥“YES*: (

467, Yes : 9% Full ¢
547% No 91% Part

=2
il
[
—
b d

[ S 4
[ e
g
o

PLEASE EVALUATE THE CATEGORICAL SOUNDS READING WORKSHOPS YOU ATTENDED. DID
THE WORKSHOPS ADEQUATE PREPARE YOU TO USE THE MATERIALS IN YOUR CLASSROOM?

627 Yes
47 No
337% ‘‘Helped®

Evaluations included the following:

Excellent., The workshops were very helpful and informative. Because
¢f the workshops I was able to start the proqram immediately after
‘T received my materials,

The workshops were very helpful. I was able to get off to a good
stairt without any difficulties. I am really enjoying the materialrn.

Yes, very much, especially the workshop that the children demonstrated.

Yes: I received enough ideas; listened to enough suggestions to begin
the program. ‘

Yes; explained testing, placement, and use of [ ..zles, practice books,
and readers.

Yes, However, the program was so late starting that the children had
been exposed to other materials. I am anxious to start out in the
fall using CSS with no previous exposure.

The last workshep was very beneficial in that we saw the program in
actual use. The progress shown by the children was really inspir-
ing. The innovative approaches used by the teacher were helpful,
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Clategorical Sounds
Page 2

Informative but I st.ll feel that more demonstrations with children
are needed, . .

Yes, they did lay a foundation for my using the program; however, my
actually beginning the program and working with the children seemed
-0 be even more beneficial,

Reading the manual and attending the workshops helped me to use the
program more effectively.

ARE YOU USING THIS PROGRAM EXCLUSIVELY? IF NOT, WHAT OTHER READING MATERIALS
ARE YOU USING?

1272 Yes
88% No

Shpplementary materials being used included:

P

Bank Street readers Open Highways

Sheldon Basic Series Faraway Places

‘Ginn Reading Series Big Boy

SRA ' : Allyn and Bacon e
Project Read materials Scotts-Foresman . o
The Can Read Program .Harper-Row

Phonovisual Library books

My own phonetic developmental program
An individualized reading program
Teacher-made materials

' HAVE YOU RECEIVED ALL THE MATERIALS YOU NEED? IF NOT, WHAT MATERIALS DO
YOU NEED? . :

547 Yes
467% HNo

Materials needed included the following:

More reading books (N = 4)
More workbooks (N = 4)
More puzzles (N = 4)
More teacher's manuals (N =2)
More materials from G on (N = 2)
More records (N = 2)
~ More alpHabets '
More mats -
More practice books
Record player
More supplies

*Had materials emnough for only half my class®
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Categormcal Sounds Reading Program
Page 3

- HQW VALID WAS THE..PLAGEMENT TEST IN GROUPING YOUR STUDENTS? PLEASE EXPLAIN.

© Very much s6! Eaéh child was identified very closely to his ability range

Very valuable. It pointed out the specifics that each child needed.

The placement test helped me to find the best working level for each
pupil. The test pointed out the weaknesses of the children and gave
me a better knowledge of what level to work on with euch pupil,

Valid' since my class of second graders were at various levels.in-a
-‘phonetic program, 'I was able to pinpoint a starting point. .

Very valid, The children who were slow in reading in other programs
showed up low in the placement test,

Quite valid, I tested only thosé¢ pupils who were ‘not progressing under
traditional basal reader approach, They were still in readiness and

_ the activities in Book A were what they needed,

Fair., Under phonovisual presentation the children had been exposed mainly
to short vowel sounds, The result was that all children were placed in
Book A because they didn't: know long vowel sounds,

I feel there should have been more examples for each test, to eliminate
guessing, . :

The placement test if,used-according to printed directions, is not valid.
The child may be.able to match beginning sounds and pictures, identify
rhyming pictures, say and write.the long vowels -- and still not be
able to blend the sounds and read'in the books.

I don't feel the placement test was valid in that it did not present
enough material to justify the children's placement on the various
levels. I had to test them on other pages besides those assigned-

. Some children tested on different 1evels. :

WQULD YOU LIXE TO USE THIS PROGRAM AS YOUR MAJOR READING PROGRAM NEXT YEAR?

92%, Yes
8% 'No

I would like to continue this reading program, Pupils have made rapid
gains and are very competitive.

Each pupil can work on his own level and the program appeals to the
interests of the children, - .

The puzzles are very exciting to the ch11dren. . .

This program is most effective with the slower pup11%. It really helps
when they are required to sound and write- letters.‘ After these skills
are acquired, it makes the rest of the reading processes easier. v

The phonetic approach that this program seems to emphasize is most bene-
ficial - especially the way the vowels are presented. .

I would like to use CSS as my major reading program at the beginning of the
year, but would like:to ‘branch out and use other programs (mainly SRA)
in addition to CSS.
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I like the CS5 as a phonics program, but along with “his program I tould
like to continue to use a reading series. Advantages of CSS - the
puzzle and record approach of teaching the alphabet, and the phonics
approach. '

This program would be most beneficial to all but especially the slower
learners. The more advanced students could go into another reading
program, using CSS as a phonics program. :

I like these points of CSS: the phonics approach, the rhyming skills,
and the ways the pupils can work individually on their own,

I would like to use this program with kindergarten children as the ma jor
reading program. I would like to try it in September with first
graders before I could determine if it would be the major program.,

Yes, but only with the children who are not on grade level. (I an a
third-grade tzacher,)

No, not as a major program, but as a number one supplementary program.

I am in love with BRL; I prefer teaching short vowel sounds first and
long sounds next, along with consonant Sounds.

lloj as a supplementary reading pregram.

WITH WHICH GROUP OF YOUR STUDENTS WAS THIS PROGRAM MOST EFFECTIVE?

79% Slow
467  Average
17%  Advanced '

(It is obvious that some teachers marked more than one group.)

17" 4T RECOMMENDATIONS WOULD YOU MAKE FOR THE EFFECTIVE USE OF THIS PROGRAM
IN THE 1972-73 SCHOOL YEAR?

Begin program in September; have materials there in September (i=10)
Teacher aide (trained) (il=7)

Teacher aides, more effective use of (i==1)

Use program with kindergarten level (il=4)

Use program with entire class (M=1)

Use program in all schools (il=1)

More workshops, more orientation (N=3)

More materials

"Eliminate red tape of getting materials through administration
Visual aid equipment in every room

Space to lay out 11 puzzles in a crowded classroom

Observation between classes using program

Cive teachers released time to see demonstration classroom in September
Constant feedback

Set up learning centers on activities
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APPENDIX A -~ Part 2

1971-72 Student Information Form - Distribution of Item
Responses by Grade, Sex, and Identification Status -

Q.1 - Reading Level « o o o ot ¢ s o 6 ¢ o ¢ o o o s & ¢ v &
(.2 -~ Arithmetic Level « o ¢ ¢ o a2 o s o o o 8 o o o o o &
- Class Participation « s ¢ « o o o o o o s ¢ ¢ o ¢ o «
~ Family Supportiveness « « ¢ o« o o s o o o o ¢ s ¢ o o
- Behavioral Problems « « o+ ¢« s ¢ ¢ o o o o o o« ¢ o o
Communications Problems « « o o o o o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o &
- Repeatinzg Grade o« « o ¢ « « ¢ & e e e e e v e e e e
= DaYS ADSENE + + o ¢ o ¢ o o o s o o s ¢ ¢ o 4 2 0 o
~ Priority for Title I Assistance « « « ¢ ¢« o o« o o o &

folloRoPoololo)
VCo~NOU W
’

N's, Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for
Variables from Student Information Forms, Standard Test
Scores in Reading and Mathematics, and Other Information
for Title I Students in Grades Two and Three

A-10~a. Names of Variables, N's, Means, and
Standard Devi&tions o« « o« o ¢ o o o o s s o o o o

A-10-b. Correlation of Variables from Student Information
Forms, Pupil Personnel Forms, Test Scores, and
Other Student Information - Second Grade . + « . .

A-10-c. Correlation of Variables from Student Information
Forms, Pupil Personnel Forms, Test Scores, and
Other Student Information - Third Grade . . « o &

Pupil Personnel Services Teams Evaluation Form - »
Distribution of Responses, by Sex, 1971-72 . ¢ & ¢ ¢ « o &

Partial Correlations of PPF Questionnaire Items with
Reading and Math Gains, Holding Constant the Correlations
with Pretest Scores - Grades 2 and 3 . ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o & o &
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Table A-1

1971-72 STUDENT INFORMATION FORM

DISTRIBUTIONS OF ITEM RESPONSES BY GRADE, SEX, AMD IDENTIFICATION STATUS
Q.1 - What is the level of the instructional materials this student is using in

R.R. = Reading Readiness; P-P, = Pre-Primer; P, = Primer. 1
Scale values: R,R, = 003 P-P, = 023 P, = 05; 11 = 10; 12 = 15; 2% = 20;
22 = 25; 31 = 30; 32 = 35; 4 = 40.
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reading?
Grade . 1 Grade 2

BOYS Jdentified Not Id. Total Identified Not Id. Total
— N % N % N % N % N % N %
R.R. 277 21.8 99 12,2 376 18.1 55 4.1 23 3.6 78 4.0
P-P. 565 &44.4° 242 29.9 807 38,8 198 14.9 45 7.1 243 12.4
P. 287 22.6 251 31.0 538 25.8 324 24,6 64 10.0 388 19.8
1-1 94 7.4 138 17.0 232 1l1.1 212 15.9 - 75 11.8 287 14.6
1-2 43 3.4 67 8.3 110 5.3 205 15.4 91 14.3 296 . 15.1
2-1 5 0.4 12 1.5 17 0.8 227 17.1 181 28.4 4n8 20.8
2..2 - - - - - - 94 7.1 135 21.2 229 11,7
341 - - < - - - 8 0.6 17 2.7 25 1.3
3-2 I 1 0.1 3 0.2 7 1.1 10 0.5
4 N - - - - - - - - - - -
Total 1272 ° ~ = = 810 2082 1330 638 1964

Mean '3.37 = = 5.42 ° 4,17 - 11,07 16,11 12,59

s.D. .3.69 " 4.68 4.22 -.8.37 8.39 . 8.32
GIRLS -

R.R. 164 15.3 76 8.3 234 12.2 27 2.4 8 1.2 35 2.0
P-P. 485 - 45.2 196 23,2 681 35.5 105 9.3 18 2.7 123 6.9
P. 278 25.9 260 30.7 538 28.0 - ' - 226 '20.1 47 7.1 273 15.3
1-1 101 9.4 198 23,4 299 15.6 . .177 .15.7 45 . 6.8 222 12.4
1-2 39 3.6 92 10.9 131 6.8 - 193. 17,2 103 15.7 296 16.6
2-1 S 0.5 25 3.0 30 1.6 267 23.7 185 28.1 452 25.3
2-2 1 0.1 5 0.6 6 0.3 116 10.3 190 28.9 306 17.2
3-1 - - - - - - 10 0.9 52 7.9 62 3.5
3-2 - . - - - - 4 0.4 9 1.4 13 0.7
4 - - - - - - - - 1 _0.2 1 0.1
Total 1073 846 1919 1125 658 1783

Mean 3,80 6.71 5.08 . ' 13,05 19.20 15.33

S.D. 3.72 - © ° 5.19 4.66 7.81 7.71 8.33
TOTAL (Boys + Girls) _

R.R. 441 18.8 169 10.2 610 15.2 82 3.3 31 2.4 113 3.0
P-P. 1050 44.8 438 26.4 1488 37.2 303 12.4 63 4.9 366 9.8
P. 565 24.1 511 30.9 1076 26.9 550 22.4 111 8.6 661 17.6
“1-1 195 - 8.3 336 20.3 531 13.3 389 15.9 120 .9.3 509 . 13.6
1-2 82 3.5 159 9.6 241 6.9 398 16.2 194 15.0 592 15.8
2-1 10 0.4 37 2.2 47 1.2 494 20.2 366 28.2 860 23.0
2-2 1 0.0 6 0.4 7 0.2 210 8.6 325 25.1 535 14.3
3-1 - - - - - - 18 0.7 69 5.3 87 2.3
3-2 1 0.0 - - 1 0.0 7 0.3 16 1.2 23 0.6
4 - - - - - - - - 1 _0.1 1 _0.0
Total 345 1656 4091 24751 5386 - 2747

Mean 3.57 6.08 4,61 11.89 17.68 13.89

s.D. 3.71 4,99 4,46 7.84 8.20 8.43



Table A-1 (Continued)

Grade 3 Total
BOYS Identified Not Id. Total Identified Not Id. Total
= N % N % N % N % N % N %
R.R. 60 4.0 13 3.1 73 3.8 392 9.5 135 7.2 527 8.8
P-P. 65 4.3 22 5.2 87 4.5 829 2n.1 309 16.5 1138 19.0
P. 159 10.5 .29 6.8 188 9.7 771 18.7 344 18.4 1115 18.6
1-1 - 206 13.6 33 9.0 244 12,6 512 -12.4 251 13.4 763 12,7
1-2 147 9.7 15 3.5 162 8.4 306 9.6 173 9.2 559 9.5
2-1 313 20.7 44 10,6 357 18.4 545 13.2 237 12.7 782 13.1
2-2 265 17.5 57 13.4 322 16.6 359 8.7 193 10.3 553 9.2
3-1 171 11.3 88 20.8 259 13.& 179- 4.3 105 5.6 284 4.7
3.2 113 7.5 102 24,1 215 1l.1 117- 2.8 109 5.8 226 3.8
4 15 1.0 16 3.7 31 _1.7 15 0.3 16 9.9 31 _0.5
Total 1514 424 1938 4115. . 1872 5988
Mean 18.34 23.51 19.47 11.31 13,16 11.89
S.D. 10.17 11.75 10.75 © 9,96 10.86 10.29
GIRLS
R.R, 18 1.4 8 1.8 26 1.5 209 5.9 86 4.4 295 5.4
. P-P, 36 2.6 5 1.1 39 2.2 624 17.7 219 11.2 843 15.4
P. 70 5.3 12 2.6 82 4.6 574 16.3 319 16.3 893 16.3
1-1 117 8.9 22 6,9 139 7.8 395 11.2 265 13.5 660 12.1
1-2 106 8.0 12 2,6 118 6.7 338° 9.6 207 10.6 545 10.0
2-1 279 21.2 45 9,9 324 18.3 551 15.7 255 13.0 806 14,7
2-2 283 21,9 &6 10,2 329 18.6. 400 1l.4 241 12,3 64l 1l.7
3-1 229 17.4 110 24,3 339 19.1 239 6.8 162 8.3 401 7.3
3-2 160 12.1 155 34.2 315 17.8 164 4.7 les 8.4 328 6.0
4 22 1.7 38 8.4 60 3.4 22 J.6 39 2.0 6L 1,1
Total 1318 453 1771 3516 1957 5473
Mean 22.l4 28.29 23.69 13.64 15.89 14.44
S.D. 9.42 9.66 9.85 10.67 11.34 10,96
TOTAL (Boys + Girls)
R.R, 78 2.8 21 2.4 99 2.7 601 7.9 221 5.8 822 7.2
P-P, 99 3.5 27 3.1 126 3.4 1453 19.0 528 13.8 1981 17.3
P. 229 8.1 41 4,7 270 7.3 1345 17.6 663 17.3 2008 17.5
1-1 323 1l.4 60 6.8 383 10.3 907 11.9 516 13.5 1423 12.4
1-2 253 8.,9. 27 3.1 280 7.5 734 9.6 380 9.9 1114 9.7
2-1 592 20.9 89 17,1 681 18.4 1096 14,4 492 12.8 1588 13,9
2-2 548 1.3 103 11.7 651 17.6 759 9.9 434 11.3 1194 10.4
3-1 490 14.1 198 22.6 598 16.1 418 5,5 267 7.0 685 6.0
3-2 273 9.6 257 29.3 530 14.3 281 3,7 273 7.1 554 4.8
4 37 1.3 54 6.1 91 2.5 37 0.5 55 1.5 92 0.8
Total 2832 877 3709 7631 3829 11461
Mean -20.11 25,93 21.49 12.38 14.55 13.11
S.D. 10.01 10.98 10.54 10.36 11.19 10.69




Table A-2
1971-72 STUDENT INFORMATION FORM
DISTRIBUTIONS OF ITEM RESPONSES BY GRADE, SEX, AND IDENTIFICATION STATUS

Q.2 - What is the level of the imstructional materials this student is using in
arithmetic (math)?

Grade 1 Grade 2
ROYS Identified Mot Id. Total Identified Not_ Id. Total
J2I it % N % B % N . _N % N %
AR, 458 35.1 154 18.7 612 28,7 03 7.2 34 5.3 127 6.4
1 843 64,5 659 80.0 1502 70,5 473  35.3 113 17.7 536 29.7
2 5 0.4 10 1.2 15 0.7 764 57.1 486 76,2 1257 63.3
¢} - - 1 0.1 1 0.0 5 0.4 5 0.8 10 0.5
4 - - - - - - 1 0.1 - ~ 1 0.1
Total 1306 824 ’ 2130 1340 638 1974
Mean 0.65 0.83 0.72 1.51 1.72 1.58
S.D. 0.48 0.42 0.47 0.64 0.57 0.62
GIRLS
AR, 303 27.5 111 13.0 414 21,1 56 4.9 14 2.1 70 3.9
1 791 7l.8 730 85.2 1521 77.6 308 35.0 94 14,3 492 27.4
2 8 0.7 16 1.9 24 1.2 680 59.8 538 81.6 1218 67.8
3 - - - - - - 4L 0.4 13 2.0 17 0.9
4 - - A - - - - - - - - -
Total 1102 857 1959 1138 659 1797
Mean 0.73 0.89 0.80 1.56 1.83 1.66
S.D. 0.6 0.37 0.43 0.59 0.47 0.57
TOTAL (Boys + Girls)
AR, 761 31.6 265 15.8 1026 25.1 149 6.0 48 3.7 197 5.2
1 1634 67.9 1389 82.6 3023 73,9 871 35.2 207 16.0 1078 28.6
2 13 0.5 26 1.5 39 1.0 &bt 58.4 1024 79.0 2468 65.4
3 - - 1 0.1 1 0.0 9 0.4 18 1.4 27 0.7
4 - - - - - - 1 0.0 -~ - " 0.0
Total 2408 1681 4089 - 2474 1297 3771
Mean 0.69 0.56 0.76 1.53 1.78 1.62
S.D. 0.47 0.39 G.45 0.62 0.52 0.60

A,R. = Arithmetic Readiness.
Scale Values: AR, =03 1= 1; 2 = 2; etc.




Table A-2 (Continmed)

Grade 3 Total

BOYS Identified Not I4. Total Ieanttified Not Id. Total
—= N % ) % N- % w % N % N %
A.R. 50 3.9 16 3.8 75 3.9 63 14.7 204 10.8 Bl4 13.5
1 209 13.8 37 8.7 246 12.7 1S58 36.7 809 42.8 I335 38.6
2 492 32,6 97 22.8 589 30.4 1252 30.4  Lvs 3l.4 1355 9.7
3 744 49,3 273 64.1 1017 52,5 %9 18.0 279 14.8 1028 17.0
4 6 0.4 3 0.7 9 0.5 7 0.1 3 0.2 10 0,1
Total 1510 426 1936 s 1888 6042
Mean 2.28 2.49 2.33 132 1.51 1.52
S.D. 0.85 0.81 0.85 0.5 0.83 0.93
GI RLS
A.R. 27 2.0 8 1.8 35 2,0 @ 10,9 133 6,8 519 9.4
1 143 10.9 16 3.5 159 9.0 1132 37.4 840 42.6 2172 39.3
2 457 34.7 68 15.0 525 29.6 ImEs 3I2.2 622 31,6 1767 32.0
3 688 52.2 361 79.5 1049 59,2 @92 19.5 374 19.0 1066 19.3
4 2 0.2 1 0.2 3 0.2 2 0.1 1 0.1 3 0.1
Total 1317 454 1771 =57 1970 5527
Mean . 2.38 2.73 247 1.50 1.63 1.61
s.D. 0.76 0.61 0.74 0,22 0.87 0.90
TOTAL (Boys + Girls)
A.R. 86 3.0 26 2.7 110 3.0 oo 12.9 337 8.7 1333 11.5
1 352 12,5 53 6.0 405 10.9 2868 37.1 1649 42,7 4507 39.0
2 949 33.6 165 18.8 1114 30.1 @7 31.2 1215 31.5 3622 31.3
3 1432 50.7 634 72.0 2066 55.7 mA1 18.7 653 16,9 2094 18,1
4 8 0.3 4 0.5 12 0.3 9 0.1 4 0.1 13 0.1
Total 2827 880 3707 7704 3858 11569
Mesn  2.33 - 2.61 2.40 1.56 1.57 1.56
~8.,D. 0.81 0.73 0.80 T 0.87 0.92
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Table A-3

1971-72 STUDENT INFORMATION FORM

DISTRIBUTIONS OF ITEM RESPONSES BY GRADE, SEX, AND IDENTIFICATION STATUS

Q.3 - Does he voluntarily participate in classroom activities? (Scale: 35 =
Most of the time; 1 = Not at all)
Grade | I Grade

BOYS Identified Not 'Id. Total Identified Not Id. - Total

— N 7 N A N 7 N % N 7 N %

%*5 249 19.1 252 30.5 501 23.5 228 17.1 205 32.1 433 22.0
4 262 20,1 197 23.8 459 21,5 279 20.9 167 26.2 L6 22.6
3 335 25.7 193 23.3 528 24.8 416 31.2 140 21.9 556 28.2
2 291 22.3 113 13.7 404 19.0 271 20.3 79 12.4 350 17.8
1 167 12.8 _ 72 _8.7 _239 1l.2 139 10.4 _ 47 _7.4 _186 _9.4

Total 1304 827 2131 1333 638 1971

Mean 3.10 3.54 3.27 3.14 3.63 3.30

S.D. 1.30 1.29 1,31 1.22 1.25 1.25

GIRLS o

*5 263 23.9 360 42.0 623 31.8 243 21.4 277 42.3 520 29.0
4 251 22.8 226 26,4 477 24.4 273 24.0 168 25.6 44l 24.6
3 288 26.2 140 16.3 428 21.9 344 30.2 116 17.7 460 25.7
2 194 17.6 78 9.1 272 13.9 202 17.7 66 10.1 268 14.G
1 105 9.5 53 6.2 158 8.1 76 6.7 . 28 4,3 104 5,8

Total 1101 857 1958 1138 655 1793

Mean 3.34 3.89 3.58 3.36 .-3.92 3.56

S.D. 1.28 1.22 1.28 1.19 1.18 1.21

TOTaL (Boys # Girls)

*5 512 21.3 612 36.3 1124 27.5° 471 19.1 482 37.2 953 25.3
4 513 21.3 423 25.1 936 22.9 552 22.3 335 . 25,9 . 887 23.6
3 623 25.9 333 19.8 956 23.4 760 30.8 256 19.8 1016 27,0
2 485 20,2 191 11.3 676 '16.5 . 473 _19.1 145 11.2 618 16.4
1 272 11,3 _125 _7.6 _397 _9.7 215 8.7 _.15 _5.8 _290 _7.7

Total 2405 1684 4089 ' 2471 1293 3764

Mean 3.21 3.72 3.42 .3.24 3.78 3,42

S.D. 1.29 1.27 1.31 1.21 1.22 1.24

* 5.point scale: 5 = Most of the time; 1 = Not at all.

A-38



Total
Mean
s.D.

TOTAL

Total
Mean
S.D.

* S.point scale:

Table A-3 (Continued)

Grade 3 Total
Identified Not Id. Total Identified Not Id. Total
N % N % N % N % N % N - %
183 12.1 116 27.1 299 15.4 660 15.9 573 30.3 1233 20.4
344 22.8 113 26.4 457 23,6 886 21.3 477 25.2 1363 22.6
473 31.3 99 23.1 572 29.5 1224 29.5 432 22.8 1656 27.4
354 23.4 70 . 16,4 424 21.9 917 22.1 262 13.8 1179 19.5
157 10.4 30 7.0 187 9.6 463 11,2 _149 7.9 _612 10.1
1511 428" 1939 4150 1893 6043
3.03 3.50 3.13 3.09 3.56 3.24
1.17 1.24 1.20 1.23 1.27 1.26
251 10.1 179 39.6 &30 24.3 757 21.3 816 41.5 1573 28.5
365 27.8 122 27.0 487 27.6 889 25.0 516 26.3 1405 25.5
379 . 28.8 86 19.0 465 26.3 1011 28.5 362 17.4 1353 24.5
220 16.7 41 9.1. 261 14,8 616 17.3 185 9.4 801 14.5
99 7.5 24 5.3 123 1.0 280 7.9 105 5.3 385 _17.0
1314 452 1766 3553 1964 5517
3.34 3.87 3.48 3.35 3.89 3.54
1.18 1.19 1.20 1.21 1.20 1.24
(Boys + Girls)
434 15.4 295 33.5 729 19.7 1417 18.4 1389 36.0 2806 24.3
700 25.1 235 26.7 944 25.5 1775 23.0 993 25,7 2768 23.9
852 30.2 185 21,0 1037 28.0 2235 29.0 774 20.1 3009 26.0
57¢ 20.3 111 12.6 685 18.5 1533 19.9 447 11,6 1980 17.1
256 9.1 54 _6.1 _310 8.4 743 9.6 254 6.6 997 _8.6
2825 880 3705 7703 3857 11560
3.17 © 3.69 3.30 3.21 3.73 3.38
1.18 1.23 1.21 1.23 1.24 1.26

A-69

5= Most of the time; 1 = Not at all.



Table A-4

1971-72 STUDENT INFORMATION FORM
DISTRIBUTION OF ITEM RES?ONSES BY GRADE, SEX, AND IDENTIFICATION STATUS

Q.4 - Is his family supportive of his school -efiorts? (Scale: 5 = Most o the
time; 1 = Not at all) -

Grade 1 e T Grade 2

BOYS‘ Identified - __ Not Id. Total =~~~ Identified Not Id. Total
22 N % N % N %~ N % N % N %
%5 277 22.0 237 30.5 514 .25.2 284 21.7 197 31.9 481 25.0
4 236 18.7 161 20.7 397 ..19.5 236 18.1 140 22,7 376 19.6
3 347 27.5 169 21.8 516 25.3 339 26.0 120 19.6 459 23.9
2 219 17.4 130 16.8 349 17.1 271 20.7 81 13.1 352 18.3
1 182 4.4 79 10.2 261 12,8 176 -13.5 70 12.8 255 13.3
Total 1261 776 . 2037 1306 617 1923
Mean 3.16 3.45 . 3.27 3.14 3,48 3.25
s.D. 1.34 1.34 1.35 1.33 1,39 1.36
GIRLS o .
*5 266 25.1 329 39.6 595. 3L.5 250 23.5 234 36.8 493 28.4
4 213 20.1 174 20.9 387 20.5 241 21.9 143 22,5 . 384 22,1
3 283 26.7 164 19.7 447 -23.6 204 26.7 136 21.6 430 24.8
2 170 16.0. 97 11.7 267 14.1 187 17.0 72 11.3 259 14.9
1 128 12.1 67 8.1 195 10.3 120 10.9 . 51 _8.0 _171 9.8
Total 1060 ' 831 1891 1101 636 1737
Mean 3.30 3.72 . 3,49 3.30 3.60 - . 3,44
s.D. 1.33 1.31 1.33 1.29 - 1.29 1.31

'TOTAL (Boys + Girls) . _ -
1109 28.2 543 22.6 431 34,4 974 26.6

*5 543 23,4 566 . 35.2
4 ‘449 19.3 335 20.8 784 20.0 . 477 19.8 283 22.6 760 20.8
3 630 27.1 333 20.7 963 24.5 633 26.3 - 256 20.4 889 24.3
2 3890 16.8 227 14.1 616 15.7 , 458 19.0 - 153 12,2 61l 16.7
1 310 13.4 146 9.1 _456 11,6 206 12.3 - 130 10.4 _426 1l.6

Total 2321 1607 . 3028 2407 1253 : 3660

Mean 3.23 3.59 3.38 3.21 3.58 3.34

S.D. 1.33 1.33 1.35 1.32 1.34 1.29

*Five-point scale! '5 = Most of the time; 1 = Not at all.
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BOYS

b

Total
Mean
3.D.

TOTAL

% 5
4
3
2
1

Total
Mean
S.D.

Table A~4 (Continued)

‘G.r ade 3

Total
Identified Not Id. Total Identified Not Id. . Total
N % N 7% N 7 N 7% N 7 N 7%
290 20.0 125 30.5 415 22.3 851 21.2 559 31.0 1410 24.2
333 22.9 92 22.4 425 22.8 803 20.0 393 21.8 1198 20.6
359 24.7 89 21.7 448 24.1 1046 25.0 378 21.0 1424 24.4
297 20.5 61 14.9 358 19.2 787 19.6 272 15.1 1059 18.2
173 11.9 43 10,5 216 11l.6 532 13.2 201 1ll.1 733 12.6
1452 410 1862 4021 1803 5824
3.19 3.48 3.25 3.16 3.46 3.26
1.29 1.34 1.31 1.32 1.36 1.34
288 22.7 153 35.3 44y 25.9 813 23.7 . 716 37.7 1529 28.7
319 25.2 104 24,0 423 24,6 7713 22.5 421 22,2 1194 22.4
339 26.8 101 23.3 - 440 25.9 . 916 26.7 401 21.1 1317 24.7
183 1l4.4 54 12.4 237 13.6 540 15.8 223 11.7 763 14.3
138 10.9 22 5.1 160 9.4 386 11.3 140 7.4 526 9.9
1267 434 1701 3428 1201 - 5329
3.34 3.72 3.44 3.32 3.71 3.46
1.27 1.21 1.27 1.30 1.28 1.30 -
(Boys + Girls)
578 21.3 278 32.9 856 24.0 1664 22.3 ‘1275 34.4 2939 26.4
652 24.0 196 23.2- 848 23.8 - 1578 21.2 814 22.0 2392 21.4
698 25.7. 190 22.5 888 24.9 < 1962 26.3 779 21.0 2741 24.6
480 17.7 115 13.6 595 15.7 1327 17.8 495 13.4 1822 16.3
311 11.4 65 7.7 376 10.6 018 12.3 341 9,2 1259 11.3
2719 844 3563 7449 3704 11153
© 3,26 3.50 3.34 3.23 3.59 3.35
1,29 1.28 1.29 1.31 1.32 1.33
scale: 5 = Most of the time; 1 = Not at all.

¥* Five-point

A-71



Table A-5

1971-72 STUDENT INFORMATION FORM
DISTRIBUTIONS OF ITEM RESPONSES BY GRADE, SEX, AND IDENTIFICATION STATUS

Q.5 - Does he have serious behavicral problems which interfere with his
educational progress?

Grade 1 Grade 2
BOYS Identified Not Id. Total Identified Not Id. Total
—— N A N % N % N % N % N T
Yes 196 15.1 88 10.8 284 13.4 194 14.5 64 10.0 258 13.1
Some 305 23.4 187 23.0 492 23.3 345 25.9 - 138 21.7 483 24,5
No 800 61.5 538 66.2 1338 63.3 705 59.6 435 68.3 1230 62.4
Totaud 1301 813 2114 1334 637 1971
Mean 1.54 1.45 1.50 1.55 1.42 1.51
S.D. 0.74 0.68 0.72 0.73 0.67 0.72
GIRLS
Yes 78 7.1 32 3.8 110 5.7 56 4.9 19 2.9 75 4.2
Some 178 16.3 114 13.4 292 15.0 191 16.8 77 11,7 268 14,9
No 839 76.6 704 82.8 1543 76.3 890 78.3 560 85.4 1450 80.9
Total 1095 850 1945 1137 656 1793
Mean 1,31 1.21 1.26 1.27 1.18 1.23
S.D. 0.60 0.49 " 0,55 - 0.54 0.45 0.51
TOTAL (Boys + Girls)
Yes 274 1ll.4 120 7.2 394 9.7 250 10,1 83 6.4 333 8.8
Some 483 20.2 301 18.1 784 19.3 536 21.7 215 16.6 751 20.0
No 1639 68.4 1242 74.7 2881 71.0 1685 68.2 995 77.0 2680 71.2
Total 2396 1663 4039 2471 1293 3764
Mean 1.43 1.33 1.39 1.42 1.29 1.38

S.D. 0.69 0.60 0.66 0.67 0.58 0.64

Scale Values: Yes = 3; Some = 23 MNo = 1,




BOYS

Yes
Some
No

Total
Mean
S.D.

Total
Mean
s.D.

TOTAL

Yes

Some
No

Total

Mean
SQD.

Table A-5 (Continued)

Grade Total
Identified Not Id. Total Identified Not Id. Lotal
N % N % N % N yA N % N %
264 17,5 58 13.6 322 16,7 655 15.8 210 11.2 865 la.b4
458 30,4 118 27.8 576 29.8 1109 26.8 443 23.6 1552 25.8
785 52,1 249 58.6 1034 53.5 2380 57.4 1222 65.2 3603 59.8
1507 425 1932 4144 1875 6020
1.65 1.55 1.63 1.58 1.46 1,55
0.76 0.72 0.75 0.75 0.69 0.73
80 6.1 13 2.9 93 5.3 214 6.0 64 3.3 278 5.1
252 19.2 55 12.2 307 17.4 621 17.5 -246 12.6 867 15.3
981 74.7 383 84.9 1364 77.3 2710 76.4 1647 84,2 4357 179.2
1313 451 1764 3545 1957 5502
1.31 1.18 1.28 1.30 1.19 1.26
0.58 0.45 0.55 0.57 0.50 0.54
(Boys + Girls)
3446 12,2 71 8,1 415 11,2 869 11.3 274 7.2 1143 9.9
710 25.2 173 19.7 883 23.9 1730 22.5 689 18.0 2419 21.0
1766 62.6 632 72.1 2398 64.9 5090 66.2 2869 74.9 7960 69.1
2820 876 3696 7689 ' 3832 11522
1.50 1.36 1.46 1.45 1.32 1.71
0.70 0.63 0.69 0.69 - 0.60 0.66

A-73



Table A-6

1971-72 STUDENT INFOPMATION FORM
DISTRIBUTIONS OF ITEM RESPONSES BY GRADE, SEX, AND IDENTIFICATION STATUS

Q.6 - Does he have serious problems with heing able to communicate, which inter-
fere with his educaticnal progress?

Grade 1 Grade 2
Identified Not Id. Total Identified Not Id,. Total

BOYS N yA N % N YA N 7% N 7 N A
Yes 193 14.9 72 8.8 265 12.6 132 9.9 46 7.2 178 9.0
Some 285 22.0 146 17.9 431 20.3 304 22.8 117 18.4 421 21l.4
No 815 63.0. 596 .73.2 1411 67.0 896 67.3 476 76,4 1370 69.6
Total 1293 814 2107 1332. 637 1969
Mean 1,52 1.36 1.46 1.43 1.33 1.39

Ss.D. 0.74 0.64 0.71 0.67 0.60 0.65

GIRLS '

Yes 103 9.5 41 4.3 144 7.5 67 5.9 15 2.3 82 4.6
Some 194 17.9 102 12.0 296 15.3 204 18.0 73 11.1 277 15,5
No 786 72.6 704 83,1 1490 77.2 863 76.1 568 86.6 1431 79.9
Total 1083 847 1930 1134 656 1790

Mean 1,37 1.22 1.30 1.30 1.16 1.25

S.D. 0.65 0.52 0.60 0.57 0..2 0.53

TOTAL (Boys + Girls) |

Yes 296 12.5 1i3 6.8 409 10,1 199 8.1 61 4,7 260 6.9
Some 479 20.2 248 14.9 727 '18.0 508 20.6 190 14.7 698 18.6
Ne 1601 67.4 1300 78.3 2901 71.9 1759 71.3 1042 380.6 2801 74.5
Totz? 2376 1661 4037 2466 1293 3759

Mean 1.45 1.29 1.38 1.37 1.24 1.32

S.D. 0.70 "~ 0,58 0.66 0.63 0.53 0.60

BOYS 7 Grade 3 Total

Yes 185 12.3 30 7.0 215 . 11.1 510 12.3 148 7.9 658 10.9
Some 353 23,4 81 19.0 434. . 22,5 ouL 22.8 344 18,3 1288 21.4
Mo 969 64.3 _315 73.9 1284 66.4 2680 64.8 1385 73.8 4065 67.7
Total 1507 426 1933 4134 1877 6011

Mean 1.48 1.33 1.45 1.48 1.34 1.44

S.D. 0.70 0.60 0.69 0.70 ' 0.52

GIRLS

Yes 76 5.8 i1 2.4 87 4.9 246 7.0 67 3.4 313 5.7
Some 256 19,5 . 47 10.4 303 17.2 654 18.3 222 11.4 876 16.0
No 982 74,7 302 87.1 1374 77.9 2631 74.5 1664 85.2 4295 78.3
Total 1314 450 1764 3531 1953 5484

Mean 1.31 1.15 1.27 1.32 1.18 1.27

S.D. 0.57 0.&2_ 0.54 0.60 0.47

TOTAL (Boys + Girls)

Yes 261 9.3 41 4.7 302 8.2 756 9.9 215 5.6 972 8.5
Some 609 21.6 128 14.6 737 19.9 1598 20.8 566 14.8 2164 18.8
No 1951 69.2 707 80,7 2658 71.9 5311 69.3 3029 79.6 8360 72.7
Total 2821 876 3697 7665 3830 11496

Mean 1.40 1.24 1.36 l.41 1.26 1.36

S.D. 0.65 0.53 0.63 0.66 0.55 0.63

Scale Values: Yes = 33 Some = 2; No = 1,



DISTRIBUTIONS OF ITEM RESPONSES BY GRADE, SEX, AND

Table A-7

1971-72 STUDENT INFORMATION FCRM

Q.7 - Is he in the same grade this year as last year?

IDENTIFICATION STATUS

Grade 1 Grade 2

Identified Not 1d. Total Identified Not Id. Total
BOYS N % N 7 N 7% N VA N 7 Jy %
No 1093 84.3 566 70.7 1659 7¢9.1 1109 84.8 505 83.6 1614 84.5
Yes 204 15.7 235 29.3 439 20.9 198 15.1 99 16.4 297 15.5
Total 1297 801 2098 1307 604 1911
Mean 1.16° 1.29 1.21 1.15 1.16 1.16
s.D. 0.36 0.46 0.41 0.36 0.37 0.36
GIE. :
No 952 87.0 686 81.5 1638 84.6 1013 91.0 561 87.7 1574 89.8
Yes 142 13.0 156 18.5 208 15.4 100 9.0 79 12.3 _179 10.?
Total 1094 842 1936 1113 640 1753
Mean 1.13 1.19 1.15 1.09 1.12 1.10
S.D. 0.34 0.39 0.36 0.29 0.33 0.30
TOTAL (Boys + Girls)
o 2045 85.5 1252 76.,2 3297 8l.7 2122 87.7 1066 85.7 3188 87.0
Yes 346 14,5 391 23.8 737 18.3 208 12.3 178 14.3 476 13.0
Total 2391 1643 4034 2420 1244 3654
Mean 1.14 1.24 1.18 1.12 l.14 1.13
S.D. 0.35 0.43 0.39 0.33 0.35 0.34
BOYS Grade Tot 1
No 1249 84.6 334 82.1 1583 84.0 1453 84.6 1405 77.5 4859 82.4
Yes 228 15.4 73 17.9 301 16.0 630 15.4 407 22.5 1037 17.6
Total 1477 407 1884 4083 1812 5896
Mean 1.15 1.18 1.16 1.15 1,22 1.18
S.D. 0.36 0.38 0.37 0.36 0.42 0.38
GIRLS
No 1184 91.3 403 91,8 1587 9l.4 3149 89.9 1650 85.9 4799 88.5
Yes 113 8.7 36 _8.2 149 8.6 355 10,1 271 1l4.1 626 11.5
Total 1297 439 1736 3504 1921 5425
Mean 1.09 1.08 1.09 1.10 1.14 1.12
S.D. 0.28 0.27 0.28 0.30 0.35 0.77
TOTAL (Boys + Girls)
No 2433 87.7 737 87.1 3170 87.6 6602 87.0 3055 81.8 9658 85.3
Yes 341 12.3 109 12,9 450 12.4 985 13.0 678 18.2 1663 1l4.7
Total 2774 846 3620 7587 3733 11321
Mean 1.12 1.13 1,12 1.13 1.18 1.15
S.D, 0.33 0.34 0.33 0.34 0.39" 0.35
Scale Values: Yes = 2; No = 1,
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Table A-8

1971-72 STUDENT INFORMATION FORM
DISTRIBUTIONS OF ITEM RESPONSES BY GRADE, SEX, AND IDEMTIFICATION STATUS

Q.8 - How many days has he been gbsent for any reason from September 1971
through 17 March 19722 (1 = 0-9 days; 2.= 10-19 days; 3 = 20-29 days;
4 = 30-39 days; 5 = 40-89 days; 6 = 90+ days)

Grade 1 S Grade 2
BOYS Jdentified Not Id, Total Identified Not 1Id. Total
N % N % N % N % N A N %

*1 718 56.7 488 62.2 1206 58.8 900 68.6 438 72,0 1238 69.7
2 314 24.8 188 23.9 502 24.5 257 19.6 101 16.6 358 18.6
3 118 9.3 54 6.9 172 8.4 89 6.8 42 6.9 131 6.8
4 71 5.6 32 4.1 103 . 5.0 36 2.7 15 2.5 51 2.7
5 40 3.2 21 2.7 61 3.0 28 2.1 12 2.9 40 2.1
6 6 _0.5 2 _0.3 8 _0.4 2 0.2 ~ - 2 0.1

Total 1267 785 2052 1312 608 1920

Mean 1.75 1.62 1.70 1.51 1,46 1.49

S.D. 1.09 0.99 1,05 0.91 0.88 0.93

GIRLS .

*1 560 52.7 491 60.6 1051 56.1 709 62.9 437 69.1 1146 65.2
2 281 26.5 193 23.8 474 25.3 256 22.7 123 19.5 379 21.5
3 114 3.7 7 8.8 185 9.9 9, 8.3 53 8.4 147 8.L
4 52 4.9 33 4,1 85 4.5 51 4.5 12 1.9 6o 3.6
5 51 4.8 19 2.3 70 3.7 16 1.4 7 1.1 23 1.3
6 4 0.4 3 _0.4 7 0.6 . 1 0.1 - - 1 C.1

Total 1062 810 1872 1127 632 1759

Mean 1.84 1.65 1.76 1.59 1.46 1.55

S.D. 1.14 1.00 1.09 0.93 0.81 0.89

TOTAL (Boys + Girls)

*1 1278 34.9 979 61.4 2557 57.5 1609 66.0 875 70.6 2484 67.5
2 595 25.0 381 23.9 976 24.9 513 21.0 224 18,1 737 20.0
3 232 10,0 125 7.8 357 9.1 183 7.5 95 7.7 278 7.6
4 123 3.3 65 4.1 188 4.8 87 3.6 27 2.2 114 3.1
5 91 3.9 40 2.5 121 3.3 44 1.8 19 1.5 63 1.7
6 - 10 _0.4 5 _0.3 15 _0.4 3 __0.1 - - 3 0.1

Total 2329 1595 3924 2439 1240 3679

Mean 1.79 1.63 1.73 1.55 1.46 1.52

s.D. 1.11 1.00 1.07 0.92 0.85 0.90

*# 1 = 0-9 days 4 = 30-39 days

2 = 10-19 days 5 = 40-89 days
3 = 20-29 days 6 = 90+ days



Table A-8 (Continued)

Gr ade 3 Total

ROYS ~ 'Identified Not 1Id. Total Identified Not Id. Total

—= N % N % N % _N % _ T _N_ % N 7

*1 997 67.9 301 74.3 1298 69.3 2615 64.6 1227 68.2 3843 65.7
2 312 21.3 68 16.8 380 20.3 883 21.8 357 19.9 1240 21.2
3 94 6.4 24 5.9 118 6.3 301 7.4 120 6.7 421 7.2
4 27 1.8 7 1.7 3 1.8 135 3.3 54 3.0 189 3.2
5 33 2.2 3 0.7 36 1.9 101 2.5 36 2.0 137 2.3
6 5 _0.3 2 _0.5 7 _0.4 13 _0.3 4 _0.2 17 _0.3

Total 1468 655 1873 4048 1798 5847

Mean 1.50 1.39 1.48 1.58 1.51 1.56

S.D. 0.90 0.81 0.89 0.98 0.92 : 0.96

GIRLS

*1 826 64.7 3064 70,4 1130 66,2 2095 60.5 1232 65.7 3327 62.3
2 292 22.9 81 18.8 373 21.8 829 23,9 397 21.2 1226 23.0
3 87 6.8 32 7.9 121 7.1 295 8.5 158 8.4 453 8.5
4 42 3.3 3 0.7 45 2.6 145 4.2 48 2.6 193 3.6
5 26 2,0 10 2.3 36 2.1 - 93 2.7 36 1.9 1.0 2.4
6 3 0.2 . - - 3 0.2 8 0.2 3 0.2 11 0.2

Total 1276 ¢32 . 1708 . 3465 1874 5339

Mean 1.56 1.46 1.53 1.65 1.54 1.61

S.D. 0.93 0.85 0.91 1,01 0.91 0.98
TOTAL (Boys + Girls)

¥*] 11823 66.4 605 72.3 2428 67.8 4710 62,7 2458 67.0 7170 64.1
2 604 22.0 149 17.8 753 21,0 1712 22.8 .754 20.5 2456 22,0
3 181 6.6 58 6.9 239 6.7 596 7.9 278 7.6 874 7.8
4 69 2.5 10 1.2 79 2,2 279 3.7 102 2.8 381 3.4
5 59 2.1 13- 1,6 72 2.0 194 2.6 72 2.0 266 2.4
6 8 _0.3 2 0,2 10 0.3 21 - 0.3 7 0.2 28 0.3

" Total 2744 837 3581 7512 3672 .. 11185

Mean 1.53 1,43 1.50 1.62 1.53 . 1.59

S.D. 0.92 0.83 0.90 0.99 0.62 0.97

* 1 = 0.9 days 4 = 30-39 days

2 = 10-19 days 5 = £0-.89 days
3 = 20-29 days 6 = 90+ days




Table A-9

1971-72 STUDENT INFORMATION FORM
DISTRIBUTIONS OF ITEM RESPONSES BY GRADE, SEX, AND IDENTIFICATION STATUS

Q.9 - Considering the needs of the students in your school, assistance to this
student should be given the following priority: 1 = Highest priority;
2 = Middle priority; 3 = Lowest priority; &4 = Doesn't need special help.

- Grade 1 Grade 2
BOYS Identified Not Id. Total Identified Not Id. Total
—_— N yA N % N 7 N s N 7% N. %
*] 702 53.9 296 36.2 998 47.1 648 49,4 184 29.2 832 42.8
2 350 26.9 254 31.1 604 28.5 401 30.6 181 28.7 582 30.0
3 143 11.0 145 17.7 288 13.6 173 13.2 125 19.8 298 15.3
4 108 8.3 123 15.0 231 10.9 90 6.9 141 22.3 231 11.¢9
Total 1303 818 2121 1312 631 1943
I‘iean 1.7‘5 2.. 12 1.88 1;78 2.35 1.96
S.D. 0.95 1.06 1.C1 0.92 1.12 1.03
GIRLS
*1 451 41,4 217 25.7 668 34.6 446 40,0 134 20,7 582 32.9
2 338 31.0 224 26.5 562 29,1 391 35.1 151 23.3 542 30.8
3 184 16.9 167 19.8 351 18.2 179 16.1 164 25.3 343 19.%
4 116 10.7 236 28.0 352 18,2 98 8.8 199 30.7 207  16.S
Total 1089 844 1933 1114 648 1762
Mean 1.97 2.50 2,20 1.94 2.66 2.20
S.D, 1.00 1.15 1.10 0.95 1.12 1.08
TOTAL (Boys + Girls)
¥*1 1153 48.2 513 30,9 1666 41.1 1094 45.1 318 24,9 1412 38.1
2 638 28.8 478 23,8 1166 28.8 792 32.6 332 26.0 1124 30.3
3 327 13.7 312 18.8 639 15.8 352 14.5 289 22.6 641 17.3
4 224 9.4 359 21.6 583 1l4.4 188 7.7 340 26.6 528 14,3
Total 2392 1662 4054 2426 1279 3705
Mean 1.84 2.31 2.03 1.85 2.51 - 2.08
s.D, 0.98 1,12 1.07 0.94 1.13 1.06
*Scale: 1 = Highest priority
2 = Middle priority
3 = Lowest priority
4 = Doesn't need special help
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Table A-9 (Continued)

Grade 3 . Tota 1

BOYS Identified Not Id, Total Identified Not Id. Total

~ N s N 7 N 7 N % N 7 N %

*] 766 51.0 145 34.1 911 47.3 2118 51.4 625 33,3 2744 45.8
2 428 28,5 95 22.4 523 27.1 1179 23.6 550 238.3 1709 Z8.5
3 192" 12.8 87 20,5 279 14,5 508 12.3 357 19.0 865 14,4
4 117 7.8 98 23.1 215 11.2 315 7.6 _362 19.3 677 11.3

Total 1503 425 19028 4120 1874 5995

Mean 1.77 2,32 1.90 1.76 2.24 1.91

Ss.D. 0.95 1.17 1.03 0.9 1.11 1.02

GIRLS

%] 464 35,5 81 18,0 s45 31,0 1361 38.3 432 22.2 1793 32.9
2 423 32.4 118 26,2 541 30.8 1152 32.8 493 25,4 1645 20.C
3 254 19.4 110 24,4 364 20.7 617 17.6 4n1  22.7 1058 19.4
4 166 12,7 142 31.5 308 17.5 380 10.8 577 29.7 957 17.5
Total 1307 451 1758 3510 1943 5453

Mean 2.06 2.69 2.25 2.00 2.60 2.22

s.D. 1,02 1,10 1.08 1.00 1.13 1.09

TOTAL (Boys + Girls)

w1 1230 43.8 226 25.8 1456 39.5 3479 45,6 1057 27.7 4537 39.6
2 851 30.3 213 24,3 1064 28.9 2331 130.5 1023 26,8 3354 29,3
3 446 15.9 197 22.5 643 17.4 1125 14.7 798 20.9 1922 16.3
4 . _283 10.1 _240 27 .4 £23 14,2 €95 9.1 939 24.6 1634 14.3

Total 2310 876 3686 7630 3817 11448

Meen 1,92 2.51 2,06 1.87 2.42 2.06

S.D. 1.00 1.15 1.06 0.98 1.14 1.06

*] = Highest priority
2 = Middle priority
3 = Lowest priority
4 = Doesn't need special help
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Table A-10

N'S, MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND CORRELATIONS
FOR VARIABLES FROM STUDENT INFORMATION FORMS, STANDARD TEST SCORES
IN READING AND MATHEMATICS, AND OTHER INFCEMLTION
FOR TITLE I STUDENTS IN GRADES TWO AND THREE

Table A-10-a. Names of Variables, N's, Means, and
Standard Deviations o« o« o o o o o ¢ o o o A‘81

Table A-10-b. Correlation of Variables from Student
Information Forms, Pupil Personnel
Forms, Test Scores, and Other Student
Information - Second Grade . « ¢ ¢ o o & A-82

Table A-10-c. Correlation of Variables from Student
Information Forms, Pupil Personnel
Forms, Test Scores, and Other Student
Information -~ Third Grade « « « + « « » o A-84

Q A-80




&\1.

Variables

Table A-10-a

Secondl Crade

S CF VARIABLES, N's, MEANS, AND STANDARD T IVIATIONS

'_'"wjrd (‘r—sﬁp -

i
s

!
i
'

No. Name Positive Value {_ N Mean _S.D. N_ Mean _S.D.
1 Sex Female 13015 1.48 0.50 12642 1,50 0.50
2 1Identified student Identified 2577 1,72 0.45 ;2067 1.8l 0.;,
3 Level of rdg. material High level {2563 13,52 8,64 ;2060 21,36 10.0°
4 Level of math material High level 12565 1,64 0,58 2056 2,44 0.7.
5 Voluntary participation Most of the 12565 3.40  1.22 2055  3.37 1

in class time ! _ ;
6 Supportive family ~ditto- {2699 3.3¢ 1.33 11977  3.40 1.3,
7 Bechavioral problems Yes (most severe): 2561 1,35 0.63 ;2053 1.45 0.5
8 Communication problems Yes 2559 1.29 0,57 ;2059 1.32 0.59
9 Repeating grade Retained 2513 1.11 0.31 52022 1.11 0.3"

10 Days absent . Absent 2523 1.50 0,90 ;1996  1.44  O.c

11 Title I treatment Low priority 2515 2.12 1.07 {2048 2,10 1,06

12 New/old Title I O1d Title I

. 0.44 {2646 0,33 0.47
school indicator school _30&1 0.27 1

13 Rdg. Total, June 1972  High raw 2870 85.69 17.44 |2338 34.54 16.0:

raw score, CIB score

14 Rdg. Total, June 1972 ~ High g.e. 2870 26,70 10.32 {2338 31.48 12.5(

grade equivalent score Score )

15 Reading score quartile 3rd&4thq'tile 12880 2.21 1.05 2361 2,20  1.0¢

16 Rdg. Total, Sept. 1971  High rav 2922 60.14 15.97 | 2398 22.69 10.66

raw score score i

17 Rdg. Total, Sept. 1971  High g.e. 2022 15.16 7.51 {2398 22,50 9.20

grade equivalent score score

18 Reading Gain (+ 30) High gain 2764 41.47 7.22 12293 39.00 10,3f

LY M'u-..tl Lotal, June 1972 High raw 2854 62.98 16-3“ 2178 53.52 20.2

raw score score

20 Math Total, June 1972  High g.e. 2854 264.88 8.16 12178 34.58 9.0

....... grade equivalent score score . | - TCCC CTC T

21 'Math score quartile " 3rd&4thq'tile |2876 2.25 1.07 2138 2,19 1.0f

22 Math Total, Sept. 1971 High raw 2046 38.12 13.22 12126 30.09 10.7

raw score score ‘

23 Math Total, Sept. 1971  High g.c. 2046 15.17 6.55 [2126 23.43  7.67

grade equivalent score score

24 Math Gain (+ 30) High gain 2772 39,70 6.27 {1919 40.90 8,3l

25  Summer school indicator Attended §.S....}.659 0,23 0,42} 716 0.2l 0.41

26 Rdg.std.score, June 72 High std.score 2870 497,07 99.41 {2338 497.14 98.6C

27 Rdg.std.score, Sept.71 High std.score |2922 503.33 98.82 |2398 497.22 98,4:

28 Rdg.std.score--gain High gain 2764 292,58 77.33 {2293 299.96 81.4C

29 Math std.score, June 72 High std.score {2854 494.37 99.90 {2178 497.18 99.:

30 Math stdscore, Sept.7l High std.score |2046 502,45 99.82 |2125 496,77 96.8:

31 "Math std.score--gain ) High gain 2660 301.56 109.60 | 2082 348.99 179.84
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Tzble A-10-b

CORRELATICH OF VARIABLES
o . FROM o
STUDENT INFORMATION FORMS, PUPIL PERSCHNEL FORMS,
TEST SCORES, AND CTHER STUCENT INFORMATIOIN

SECCND SRADE

1

]
(R
©»
w
(o))
~J

& 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 1%

. ~042 150 064 114 €89 -210 -124 -083 019 100 061 167 168 089 104
-042 -380 =257 ~299 -171 133 137 005 042 -369 -020 -431 -473 ~841 -57%
150 -380 515 474 302 -170 -259 -102 -121 517 -070 588 595 560 58¢
054 -257 515 447 292 -154 -326 -056 ~113 431 -070 496 471 408 454
11& <299 474 447 506 -265 -418 =091 -194 492 054 500 &92 423 45°

<
VD™ W W
8
»

089 -171 302 292 506 -229 -225 -104 ~223 298 -024 310 315 284 305
-210 133 -170 -154 =265 -229 © 366 115 058 -265 -043 -178 -186 =167 -131
-124 137 -269 -326 -418 -225 366 095 096 -335 -019 -282 -276 -242 -266

*-083 005 -109 -066 ~091 -104 115 095 040 -152 045 -143 -147 -040 -067

019 042 -121 -113 -194 -223 058 096 040 -129 -046 -098 -102 -088 -11:

OCVwO~N

p—t

11 100 -369 517 431 492 298 -265 -335 -152 -129 -008 501 515 457 492
12 061 -039 -070 -070 054 -024 -043 -019 045 -0456 -008 -085 -055 034 030
13 167 -431 588 496 500 310 -178 -282 -143 -098 501 -085 9L9 637 684
14 168 -473 596 471 492 315 -186 -276 -147 ~102 515 -055 949 662 715
15 089 -641 560 &08 423 284 -167 242 -040 -088 457 034 637 662 915

16 104 -575 586 454 458 305 -181 -266 -067 ~111 492 030 684 715 915

17 115 -613 582 425 4535 209 -180 -248 -060 -101 438 023 668 713 942 957
18 130 -046 237 233 242 130 -092 -139 -155 -059 229 -109 656 682 -018 016
19 04l -408 477 484 470 264 -167 -294 -076 -108 422 -078 682 659 540 59:
20. 050 -455 489 470 473 267 -180 -290 -076 -113 442 -024 676 G687 562 607

71 "70 LR20 4&PA 392 389 185 -142 -230 033 -095 404 023 493 - 511 584 599
22 045 -612 457 415 416 203 -161 -246 014 -081 432 021 540 566 600 650
23 046 -604 456 410 4110 199 -159 -241 020 -080 430 018 529 559 601 642
26 027 032 169 183 214 142 -080 -127 =126 -037 142 -056 337 316 103 ..

25 -088 020 -106 -098 -050 ~055 032 020 108 033 -095 -020 -136 ~126 -057 -066

26 167 =432 590 497 502 311 -179 -233 -143 -098 502 -085 1.0 947 639 582
27 104 -577 588 455 460 306 -182 -267 -068 -111 493 030 684 714 918 1.0
28 092 168 012 076 082" 015 -019 -034 -110 -018 032 -140 394 300 -322 -396
29 042 -409 478 486 471 265 -167 -295 -076 -~109 423 -0738 681 637 542 50T
30 045 -614 458 417 417 204 -162 -246 014 -082 434 021 539 565 602 64¢

31 <029 225 014 075 057 053 -012 -063 -095 003 -011 -113 110 072 -074 -08°7

Decimals omitted




17

18

SECCND CRADE (Continued)

Decimals omitted

A-83

19 20 21 22 23 2& 25 26 21 28 29 30 31 Ver.
115 130 041 050 039 045 046 027 -088 167 104 092 042 045 -0y 1
-613 -046 ~4L08 -455 -620 -612 -604 032 020 -432 -577 168 -409 -614 225 2
588 237 477 489 435 457 456 169 -106 590 588 012 478 433 0Oib 3
425 233 484 470 392 415 410 183 -098 497 455 076 486 417 075 4
455 262 470 478 389 416 411 214 -060 502 460 082 471 417 057 5
309 130 26& 267 185 203 199 142 -055 311 306 015 265 204 053 6
-180 -092 -167 -180 -142 -161 -159 -080 032 -179 -182 -019 -167 -162 -012 7
2248 ~139 ~294 -200 -230 =246 -241 =137 020.-283 ~267 -034 -295 -246 -063 8
-060 -155 -076 -076 033 -014 022 -126 108 -143 -068 -110 -076 014 -095 9
-101 -059 -108 -113 -095 -081 -080 -057 033 -098 -111 -018 -109 -082 003 10
498 229 422 442 4O4 432 430 142 -095 502 493 032 423 436 -011 11
028 -109 -078 -024 023 - 021 018 ~056 -020 -085 030 -140. -078 021 -113 12
668 656 682 676 493 540 529 337 -136 1.0 684 394 681 539 110 13
713 682 659 687 511 566 559 316 -126 947 714 300 657 565 072 14
042 -018 540 562 584 600 601 105 =067 639 918 -322 542 602 -074 15
958 016 591 607 599 650 642 128 -066 682 1.0 -396 590 649 -089 16
~026 563 590 598 636 640 110 -072 667 959 =364 562 636 -093 17

-026 337 1360 098 141 129 350 -085 650 .009 806 341 135 197 18
563 2347 961 603 630 623 595 -102 681 590 115 1.0 629 309 19
590 360 961 624 660 654 613 -087 673 605 090 960 658 252 20
598 098 6903 624 ~ 936 947 -169 -058 495 602 -141 605 939 -397 21
636 141 630 660 936 986 -175 -053 538 649 -134 629 999 -446 22
640 129 623 654 947 986 -197 -059 527 641 -135 623 987 -432 23
110 350 595 613 -169 -175 -197 -069 330 122 278 589 -182 880 24
“Usz =085 =102 =087 -G53 -053 -059 ~069- -136 -066 ..3& =132 -CZ3 -7.2 25
667 650 681 673 495 538 527 320 -136 680 393 678 535 108 25
©'959 009 .590 605 602 649 641 122 Q066 G680 400 587 646 -uv2 2,
.364 806 115 090 -141 =134 -135 278 -084 393 -400 113 -138 260 28
562 341 1.0 960 605 629 623 589 -102 678 587 113. 626 308 29
63¢ 135 629 658 932 999 987 -182 -053 535 646 -133 626 -450 30
-093 197 309 252 -397 -446 -432 880 -092 108 -092 260 308 -450 31



Var. _1_ _2

1 -043
2 04>

3 211 -307
4 072 -188
5 147 -243
6 058 -164
7 -253 119
8 -122 118
9 -119 -008
10 010 068
11 165 -280
12 025 062
13 119 -420
l4 113 -385
15 090 -510
16 097 -493
17 096 -491
18 055 -031
19 079 -370
20 077 -351
21 035 -558
22 028 -538
23 027 -500

246 070 058

Table A-10-¢
CORRELATION OF VARIAHELES

FROM

STUDENT INFORMATION FORMS, PUPIL PERSONNEL FORMS,
TEST SCCGRES, AND OTHER STUDENT INFORMATION

THIRD GRADE

3

4

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

211
~307

631
569

409
-322
-350
-177
~-169

575
-037
646
631
459

465
463
352
570
566

339
397
383
252

072
-188
631

548

341
-267
-395
-068
-158

462
-046
436
436
271

251
260
293
522
524

278
318
316
282

147
-243
569
548

523
-277
~402
-150
-203

517
-063
500
481
346

345
347
269
527
520

314
369
355
261

25 -0*" 067 -100 -055 -055

26 119 =421
27 107 -497
28 019 096
29 079 -371
30 022 -516

31 053 221

646
469
201
571
380

121

Decimals omitted

437
256
206
523
307

109

501
348
168
528
370

118

058
-164
409
341
523

-254
-262
-122
-169

374
-049
353
341
225

233
232
205
349
346

188
242
227
168
010

353
2364
129
350
206

081

-253

119
=322
-267
-277

=254

401
153
084

<341

044
-313
-302
-172

-166
-165
-211
-306
-305

-126
-174
-152
-218

067

=314
-163
-163
~307
-163

-108

-122

118
-350
-395
~402

-262
401

138
046

=351

029
-307
-309
=172

-169
-168
-219
-331
-343

-126
-159
-145
«235

082

-308
-168
-158
-332
-149

-103

A-84

-119
-008
=177
-068
-150

-122
153
138

-013

-175

002
-173
-166

-076

-083
-078
-128
-083
-078

101
051
075
-131
050

-174
-0862
-101
-083

058

-113

010
068
-169
-158
-203

-189
084
046

-013

-191

030
-133
-142
-111

=074
-104
-069
-117
-108

-106&
-10¢
-121
-025

052

~133
-096
-028
-117
-110

027

165
-280
575
462
517

374
~-341
-351
=175
-191

-066
- 492
470
359

328
339
257
466
449

316
369
349
177
-017

494
332
166
467
371

066

025
062
-037
-046
-063

=049
044
029
002
030

-066

-059
=057
-040

042
-049
-024
-026
-024

003
-027
0?23
-010
-C55

-059
-055
-015
-026
-029

036

119
-420
646
434
500

353
=313
-307
-173

-133

492
-059

965
576

649
605
627

692

670

368
497
438
320
-138
1.0
636

418 .

692
470

143

113
-385
631
436
481

341
-302
-309
-166
-142

470
<057
965

538

622
581
690
673
661

351
477
420
326
-140
965
604
406
673
450

132

G-0
-510
459
2n
346

225
~172
-172
-076
-111

359
-040
376
538

842
S36
-180
409
393

366
430
389
066
-014

578
854
-343
410
412

~-061

097
-493
462
251
345

233
-166
-169
-083
-074

328
-042
647
622
842

922
-087
460
451

392
528
435
086
-049

648
958
=407
459
487

-090



THIRD GRADE (Continued)

17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 Var

096 055 079 077 035 028 027 070 -010 119 107 019 079 022 053 1

-491 -031 -370 =351 -558 -538 -500 058 067 -421 -497 096 -371 -516 221 2
463 1352 570 566 339 397 383 252 -100 646 469 201 571 380 121 3

260 293 522 526 278 318 316 282 -055 437 256 20&¢ 523 307 109 A

347 269 3527 520 314 369 355 241 -055 501 348 168 5286 370 118 5

232 205 360 346 188 242 227 168 010 353 234 129 350 264 081 6

-165 -211 =306 -305 -126 -174 -152 -218 067 -314 -163 -163 -307 ~-163 -108 7
-168 -219 -321 -343 -126 -159 -145 -235 082 -308 -168 -158 -332 -149 -103 8
-078 -128 -083 -078 101 051 075 -131 050 -174 -082 -101 ~-083 058 -113 9
104 ~-069 -117 -108 -106 =109 ~-121 -025 052 -133 -096 -028 -117 ~110 027 10
339 257 466 449 316 369 349 177 -017 494 332 166 467 371 056 11

-049 -024 -026 -024 003 -027 -028 -010 -055 -059 -055 -015 -026 -029 036 12
605 627 692 670 368 497 438 320 -138 1,0 636 418 692 470 143 13

581 690 673 661 351 477 420 326 -140 965 604 406 673 4SO 132 14

936 -180 409 393 366 430 389 066 -014 578 854 -343 410 412 ~-061 15

922 -087 460 451 302 528 435 086 -049 648 958 -407 459 487 -090 1€

-188 424 415 373 483 419 064 -034 604 916 -413 423 448 -088 17

-188 437 432 094 145 133 345 -142 625 -091 856 434 141 240 18
&24 437 973 476 582 527 572 -095 691 447 275 1.0 552 213 19

415 432 973 457 576 512 615 -096 668 433 2561 972 538 191 20

3/ UL4 470 457 877 924 -302 -072 359 385 -y.3% 477 835 <&T. 21

483 145 582 574 877 937 -238 -063 495 504 -046 581 926 -464 22

419 133 527 512 924 937 =362 -059 436 419 -014 526 890 -456 23

064 345 572 615 -202 -238 -362 -052 316 078 297 570 -234 881 2

~034 -142 -095 -096 -072 -063 -059 -052 -138 -037 -117 -095 -055 ~055 25
604 625 691 668 369 495 436 316 -138 633 416 689 467 142 26

916 ~091 447 433 385 504 419 078 -037 633 -390 444 461 -085 27

-413 856 275 261 -034 -046 -014 297 -117 416 ~399 275 ~030 285 28
423 643G 1.0 972 477 581 526 570 -095 689 444 275 550 212 29

448 141 55 538 866 926 890 -234 -(055 467 461 -~030 550 -409 30

-088 240 213 191 -451 -464 -456 881 -G55 142 -085 285 212 -409 31

Decimals omitted



Table A-11

PUPIL TERSONIEL SERVICES TEAM EVALUATION FORM
Distribution of Responses, by Sex, 1971-72

Boys Girls Boys Girls
YA YA A %
1458 1082 Total N 5. WHAT IS THE STRUCTURE CF KIS FAMILY?
- - . ) 40.4 40.9 3oth parents in the home
. W}M 'S > - 2\ ?

1 T IS THIS STUDERT SELF-IMAGE . 50.5 50.0 Only one parent at home
13.2 18.2 Very positive 5.9 6.8 Extended family home
51.0 53.0 Fairly positive ) » 1.8 1.7 Substitute familv home
19.5 17.0 HNeither positive/negative 0.4 0,56 Other
12,6 9. Fairly negative

2.63 2.2 HIS SCHOOL EFFORTIS?
0.99 0.9

0
3.7 2.9 Very negative 6, HOW SUPPORTIVE:IS HIS FAHILY OF
5 HMean

5 S.D. . 19.1 24.4 Very supportive
S 53.4 50.8 Fairly supportive
2, WHAT TYPE OF BEHAVIOR DOES HE 23,

2 20.0 1ilot very supportive

EXHIBIT TCWARD OTHER STUDEHTS? 4,3 4,8 ilot supportive at all

4,2 1.8 ‘Hostile, antagonistic 2.13 2,05 Mean

5.2 3.2 Unfriendly 0.76 0 0 s.D.

22,9 22,0 Heither friendly/hostile

60.3 64,5 Friendly "7 . UNCOOPERATIVE.-COOPERATIVE

7.3 8.6 Very friendly, outgoing 3.8 2.1 Uncooperative

3.61 3.75 DMean : , 13.9 9.5

0.86 0.73 S.D. . . 25.0 23.6 .

37.8 37.7
3. HOW FAVORABLE IS THIS STUDENT'®S 19.4 27.0 Cooperative

ATTITUDE TOWARD SCHOOL? 3.55 3.78 Mean

15.3 21.7 Very favorable 1.07 1,02 S,D,

60.1 60,3 Fairly favorable '

18,4 12,5 Fairly unfavorable §. ALERT-~~-DULL

6.3 5.5 Very unfavorable 9.3 14.7 Alert

2,16 2,02 Mean 30.2 31.8
0.75 0.75 S.D. 34,4 33.5
. 20.1 16.4 ¢
4, IN YOUR OPINION, WOULD THIS STUDENT'S 6.0 3.6 Dull
EDUCATIONAL ADJUSTENT [IAVE BEEN e 2.83 2.63 Mean -
IMPROVED HAD HE BEEN IN A DIFFERENT 1°04 1°04 s.D
SCHCOL SITUATION THIS YEAR? . ' * * o ,
21,5 13.8 Yes : 9. IRRESPONSIBLE--RESPONSIBLE

78.4 86.2 No 6.8 4.1 Irresponsible

. 1.78 1,86 Mean 20,3 15.1 ¢
0.41 0.34 sS,D, 36,0 36.6 .
28,5 30.7 ¢

8.4 13.5 Responsible

3,11 3.34 Mean
1,04 1,02 s.D,
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Table A-11 (Continued)

Zoys Girls ' 3oys Cirls
yA 7 A A
10. FOLLOWER--~-LEADER 14, CONTACTS WITH FAMILY
7.4 6.1 Follower A At school:
25.5 23.9 ¢ 0.0 0.0 10th percentile
43,7 47.1 . 2.0 0,0 25th percentile
16.9 17,0 0.3 0,3 5Gth percentile
5.5 5.3 Leader 1.2 1.3 75th percentile
. A .
2.87 2.94 lean 2.5 3.2 090th percentile
0.97 0,95 S.D. 1.10 1.20 Mecan
. 2.51 2.27 S.D.
11. POSITIVE ATTITUDE--NEGATIVE ATTITUDE
9.7 16.4 Positive attitude B At home:
32.2 35.5 ¢ 0.0 0.0 10th percentile
35.8 33.8 ¢ 0.1 0.1 25th percentile
17.0 11.9 . 0.7 0.7 50th percentile
4,3 2.3 DNegative attitude 2.0 1.¢ 75th percentile
[OPR i i ]
2.74 2.48 Mean 1.0 3.2 90th percentil
0.99 0,28 S.D, 1.51 1.43 Mean
2.73 2,88 5,D.
12, FRIENDLY--UNFRIENDLY, HOSTILZE
25.4 31.9 Friendly € Dy phone:
38.3 37.0 . 0.9 9.0 10th percentile
"’.5 25,7 0.0 0.0 25th percentile
5.6 4.6 . 0.4 0.5 luth percencile
1.2 0.9 Unfriendly, Hostile 1.8 1.8 75th percentile
l'*o - (9 ) MY Cet il=
2.20 2.06 Mean el 3.8 90th percenti
0.93 0.92 S.D. 1.47 1.30 Mecaa
2,93 2,26 S.D.

13, CCNTACTS WITH STUDENTS
A Direct one-to-one: 15, COM-UNITY CONTACTS
A Health agency or clinic:

0.7 0.3 1Cth percentile

1.4 2.2 25th percentile 75.4 73.3 0 contacts
3.0 3.1 50th percentile 13,5 14.2 1 contact
5.6 6.2 75th percentile 5.2 6.1 2 contacts
12,4 11.7 ¢0th percentile 4.9 5.4 3 up

5.683 5.46 Mean 0.45 0.54 DMean
7.83 8,10 S.D, 0.98 1.21 S.D.

B Direct contact in a group: B Social services:

0.0 0.0 10th percentile 74.2 72.8 0 contacts

0.0 0.0 25th percentile
2 t
0.3 0.4 50th percentile 12.4 12,2 1 contac
. 8.8 8,1 2 contacts
1.9 1.1 75th percentile 46 6.0 3
5.4 3.7 90th percentile e * up
3.26 4,17 Mean 0.07 9.0 Soan
12.49 12'60 S.D. . . LR ]
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Table A-11 (Continued)
Boys Girls Boys Girls
S T S
15. COMMUNITY CONTACTS (Continued) 16. SCHOOL PERSONNEL (Continued)
C Employment: D Teacher, Other:
96.5 97.2 O contacts 72.6 67.5 0 contacts
2.5 1.4 1 contact 8.8 10,3 1 contact
0.6 1.1 2 contacts 7.1 9,5 2 contacts
0.6 0.3 3 up 11,5 12,7 2 up
0.05 0,04 Mean 0.80 0,85 Mean
0.30 0.29 S.D. 1.78 1,67 S.D,
D Other Contacts: E School nurse:
90.5 89.8 0 contacts 83.3 84,2 0 contacts
3.8 4.6 1 contact 8.7 7.1 1 contact
3.2 2.5 2 contacts: 5.4 7.1 2 contacts
2.5 3.1 3 up 2,6 1.6 3 up
0.21 0.24 Mean 0.30 0,27 Mean
0.83 0.93 s.D. 0.80 0,69 S.D,
16, SCHOOL PERSONNEL CONTACTS F Counselor:
A Principal: 69.5 72.7 0 contacts
73.3 76.2 0O contacts 16,0 13,8 1 contact
9.0 8.1 1 contact 7.3 7.5 2 contacts
6.8 8.2 2 contacts 7.2 6.0 3 up
10.9 7.5 3 wp 0.64 0,53 Mean
0.78 0.63 Mean 1,33 1.12 S,D,
1.74 1.55 S,D.
& G Title I staff:
B Assistant Principal: 65.1 69.7 O contacts
83.3 85.6 O contacts 11.4 8.9 1 contact
6.5 6.7 1 contact 7.7 7.1 2 contacts
6.4 4.5 2 contacts 15.8 14,3 3 up
3.8 3.2 3w 1.17 1.01 Mean
0.37 0.28 Mean 2.25 2.12 S,D.
.10 0.83 s.D. .
. H Other school personnel:
C Teacher (Classroom, Homeroom) 89.6 89.7 O contacts
28.9 35,4 0O contacts 3.6 3.6 1 contact
19,8 18.0 1 contact 2.8 4.0 2 contacts
18,0 16.6 2 contacts 4,0 2.7 3 up
33.3 30.0 3 wp 0,29 0.25 Méan
2.33 2,06 Mean 1.07 0,98 S.,D,
2,59 2.49 s.D,

« ' . A-88




’ Table A-12

PARTIAL CORRELATIONS OF PPF QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS
WITH READING AND MATH GAINS, HOLDING CONSTANT THE
CORRELATIONS WITH PRETEST SCORES - GRADES 2 AND 3

Reading Gain Mathematics Gain
PPT S e ¥ Yeom oqe b $%qa b
Tteu T12 B T2z "F12.3 Y12 Ty Y23 T12,.
1 -.1532 -,2409 .,0800 -,178 -.1179 -.1989 -,0945 -.140
2 L0808 -.2409 L0807 .004 0109 ~-.1989 .0363 .013
3 -.1950 -,2409 -,0514 -,21& -,0056 .,1989 -,0399 -,100
4 .0808 -.2409 .0870 .105 .1063 -.1989 .1192 .134
6 -.1005 -,2409 -,0787 ~.124 -.0513 -.198¢ -,0437 -,0061
7 .0035 -,2409  ,0870 .118 .0370 -,1989 .1012 .059
8 -.1311 -,2409 -,2146 -~.193 -.0001 -.,1980 -,2013 -.,13%6
9 .1026 -.2409 L1152 .135 .0513 -,1939 1254 .079
10 -.0112 -,2409 .1409 024 .0817 -,1009 L1591 0 117
11 -.1006 -,2409 -,1421 -~,140 -,0526 -,1009 -,13656 -.032
12 ~,0698 -,2409 -,1133 -.101 -.0435 -,1980 -,09089 -.008
13A -.0484 -,2409 -,0702 -,.068 -.0122 .-..,1989 -,1010 -,023
13B -,0516 =.2409 .0309 -~.046 -,0733 -,1989 .0238 -.070
14A ~-,0702 -.2409 .0621 ~,057 -.0137 ~-,1909 ,0039 -,013
148 -.0167 .-.2609 ~.,0519 -,030 ,0021 -,1939 -,0595 -,010
14C .0223 -,2409 -~,0332 015 -.0327 -,1989 .,0091 -,032
15A L0194 -.2409 .0553 .036 -,0394 -,1939 .1657 -.007
15B - 0263 -.2L09% -,0773 .008 -.0604 -.1989 -.0573 -,053
15C ~-.0160 -,2409 0026 -.016 .0200 -.1989 -.03938 .013
15D 0095 ~.2409 .0969 034 L0505 -.1989 .0901 .070
16A -.0448 -,2409 .0385 -,037 -.0089 -.1989 0404 ~,001
16B -.0546 ~.2409 .0971 ~.032 .0188 ~.1989 .0782 .035
16C -.0776 ~.2409 0242 -.074 L0164 -~.,1989 .,0362 .009
low .0130 -,2409 -,1050 -.013 -,1126 -.1..9% -.,0365 -.1.:
16E -.0122 -,2409 .0229 -.007 .0272 -~.1989 .0359 .035
16F -,0693 -,2409 -,0321 -.079 -.0100 =~.198% -.0459 -.020
16G -.1229 -,2409 -,0301 -.134 -,03355 -.1989 -,0315 -.028
16H -.0619 -,2409 -,0877 -.086 -.0096 -.1989 -.0882 .008
1 = Reading or Math (grade equivalent scores)
2 = PPF item
3 = Pretest (grade equivalentscores)
Formula: r

_ 12 T Ti13%es

12.3

. 2.~ [1-r2
”\\/1 r13-\/1”23

Reference: McNemar, Quinn. Psychological Statistics. John Wiley &
' Sons, New York, 1949.

r
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APPENDIX B

FORMS

Student Information Fomm

Pupil Personnel Services Tcams Evaluation Form - for Workers and Aldes

Instructional Coordinator Questionnaire

Reading and Mathematics Teacher Questiocnnaire

Classroom Teacher Questionnaire

Teacher Aide Questionnaire

Questionnaire for Aldes (Other than Teacher Aldes)

Pupil Personnel Questionnaire

Speech Correctionist Questionnaire

Cultural Enrichment --Student Questionnaire

Community School Questionnaire - for Program Directors

Community School Questionnaire - for Teachers/Teacher Aides

Community School Questionnaire - for Students

Community School Questionnaire - for Parents and Other Adults

Title I Questionnaire for Principals :

Questionnaire for Classroom Teachers Using the Sullivan McGraw-Hiil
Programmed Reading Materials

Questionnaire for Classroom Teachers Using the Categorical Sounds
Reading Materials .

Survey of Title I Elementary Schools -~ for Program Evaluation

Survey of Title I Secondary Schools =~ for Program Evaluation

Survey of Title 1 Non-Public Schools - for Program Evaluation

Title I School Council Member Questionnaire



The George Washington University
' ' Education Division, SRG

March 1972
] Student Title I
‘ Testing No. STUDENT INFORMATION FORM
- (1-6)
' Student M Birth
Name Sex F Date [/
i (7-28, Last - First Middle  (29) (30-35) Mo./Day/Year
School . School Code __ Grade
(36-38) (39-40)

(R

INSTRUCTIONS. PLEASE INDICATE YOUR ANSWER TO THZ FOLLOWING QUESTIONS RELATED TO
THE EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF THIS STUDENT:

, 1. What is the level of the ‘ RR____ 11 3l 6
! (42- instructional materials this PP 12 32 7 5 ‘
: 43) student is using in reading? P 21 4 8 :Don't
22 5 _ ‘know______(44)
; ;
P 2. What is the level of tke AR 3 6 ;
(45) instructional materials he is 1 4 7 :Don't \
T using in arithmetic (math)? 2 5 8 ‘know_____(46)
%. I Most of Not :
3, Does he voluntarily participate the time at all jDOﬂ't .
- (47) in classroom activities? 5 4 3 2 1 gk“OWL_———(ao)
4, Is his family supportive of ‘Don't .
(49) his school efforts? b5 4 3 2 1___ iknow__ (50
5. Does he have serious beha§iora1 é
N :Don't
(51) problems which interfere with Yes Some ° : ? 59
3 2 1 : ‘know ( .
his educational progress? I L T
6. Loes he have serious problems with
(53) being able to communicate, which : '
interfere with his educational '?es Some No EDon t ey
” 3 2 1 ‘know (zL
__progress? B —
7. Is he in the same grade this Yes No _ :Don't
(55) year as last year? 2 1 ‘know, (5¢
8. How many days has he been absent ) §
(57) for any reason from September '71 0-9 ___ 20-29___ QO-BQ;;~_§Don't 5¢
through 17 Mafch 19722 10-19____ 30-39___ 90+ know, ¢
9. Considering the needs of the 1 " Highest priority
- (59) students in your school, assist- 2 Middle priority
A ance to this student should be 3 Lowest priority :
‘ given the following priority: 4 Doesn't need special fDon't_
i help . ‘knovw (60

SEE INFORMATION AND INSTRUCTIONS ON BACK )

?
Teacher's name Date



INFORMATION AND INSTRUCTIONS
STUDENT INFORMATION FORM, MARCH 1972

Identification Information (heading)

Student Testing MNumber. This is the number used in identifying this student's
answer shects vhen sent in for machine scoring.

Student Hame. Please print name, putting last name first, then first and
middle namnes.

School Code. This is the BIM number with the first digit dropped. It need
not be filled in by the school or teacher.

Question 1. Check the appropr%ate response. RR = Reading Readiness, PP = Pre-
Primer, P = Primer, 1l and 1- = first and second semesters of first grade, ctc,

Question 2. AR = Arithmetic Readiness, 1 = first grade, 2 = second grade, ctc.
Question 3. This refers to the usual behavior of this student in the classroom.

Question 4., This refers to the degree of family supportiveness in regard to the

student's education., [Evidence of supportiveness would be such things as vhether

the family follows up on notes sent home, comes to school on appropriate occa-

sions (such as PTA, scheduled counseling conferences, school or class programs,

etc.), or any other indications known to the teacher of interest or encourage-
ment by the student's family toward his school efforts (for cxample, does his
family see that he does his homework?),

Question 5. If his behavior is usually disruptive or otherwise prevents his
satisfactory learning, then mark "Yes." If this is very rarely a problen,
mark “No." If his behavior is somewhere between the two, mark *Some,*

Question 6. This does not refer to speech defects, but rather to the degree
with which the student's speecch pattern interferes with classroom speaking,
listening, reading, and writing.

Question 7. This is to determine whether or not the student is repeating the
same grade as last school year. :

Question 8. This question is very important, as absenteeism is an important
indication of many educational problems. ‘

Question 0. Since all students needing special help cannot receive the maximum
desirable’ in ecach instance, it may be necessary to choose which students nead
most the type of help provided by Title I efforts.

et g
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' : Public Schools of the District of Columbia
' Division of Planning, Research and Evaluatiu:
1 ' 1971+72 School Year

PUPI),_PERSONNEL SERVICES TEAMS EVALUATION FORM ~ FOR WORKERS 4ND AIDIS

Student
I.D. Nou . o Sex ___M __.F
(Logy e (29)
" Student Birth
NI et e ettt e Date oo
(7-28) Last First Middle (30-35) Month/Day/Year
SChOOl o oot ermemamvmrenvee School Code._ _._._._._._.. . Grade ........
(36-38) (39-40)

. B e ww mME e @ @ ME W G e ee BTe S 6% SR G eoe WY Ne S ow e e 96 @9 ae Sa

INSTRUCTIONS: This part of the form should reflect your Team's considered judgment
as to the student's scheol and home problems as they affect his educational develop-
ment, at the end of the school year. If you are unable to evaluate any character-
istic from your contacts with him and/or his family, please check the "Don't know"
line. DO NOT SKIF ANY QUESTIONS.

1. What is this student's self-image? 4. In your opinion, would this student's
(41) a. Very positive (47) cducational adjustment have been im-
b. Fairly positive proved had he been in a different
C. Neither positive nor negative school situation this year?
d. Fairly negative a. Yes
e, Very negative ' b. No
(62) f£. Don't know (48) c. Don't know
2. What type of behavior does he 5. What is the structure of his family?
- (43) exhibit toward other students? (49) a. Both parents in the home
a. Hostile, antagonistic b. Only one parent in the hom

b. Unfriendly . C. Extended family home
C. Neither friendly nor hostile d. Substitute family home
d. Friendly e. Other (specify: ...
e. Very friendly, outgoing R e, )
(6a) f£. Don't know. (50) f£. Don't know
3. How favorable is this student's 6. How supportive is his family of his
(45) attitude toward school? (51) school efforts?
a. . Very favorable : a. Very supportive
b. Fairly favorable b. ____ Fairly supportive
c. Fairly unfavorable C. Not very supportive
_ d. _ Very unfavorable d. Not supportive at all
: (46) e. Don't know (52) e Don't know

M @E S e PW @M RMe BE mm ®Em MG SEm @% e WS e e BN GG e" e @e wE R Ee - as Fo

PLEASE INDICATE WHERE THIS STUDENT STANDS ON EACH OF THE FOLLOWING SCALES:

7. Uncooperative : Cooperative (53)
8. Alert Dull (54)
9, - Irresponsible Responsible : (55)
10. Follower - Leader (56)
) 11. Positive attitude Negative. attitude (57)
d' 12, Friendly Unffiendly, hostile (58)

— ‘ ‘ GWU-C25-8-41




INSTRUCTIONS: 1In this section, indicate the sorts of intervention your Team has had
vogarding this student. This is intended to be a summary of routine reports you

submit on this case and not an exact accounting. PLEASE FILL IN THE WUMBER urf
CONTACTS UNDER EACH CATEGORY:

How_many? How many?
13. Contacts with Student 16. School Personnel
Direct one-to-one (59) Principal . (68)
Direct contact in a group (60) - Assistant Principal (69)
Teacher (classroom
14. Contacts with Family and/or homeroom) (70)
At school (61) Teacher, other (71)
At home (62) School Nurse (72)
By phone (63) Counselor ___a3)
: Title I Staff (74)
15. Community contacts Other school personnel
Health agency or clinic (64) (specify: (75)
Social services _ __ (635)
Employment (66)
Other (specify: S
_ . ) 67)

- Me B W mm me wm GE eSS mEe GO @6 wE as e ew v =S S Sw mEm Am e wm Ww =T mw =

INSTRUCTIONS: Consider each problem areca below as it affects this student's educa.
tional development, even if this area has not been reported for this student.

(1) Indicate the Severity by circling the appropriate code number, (2) Indicate
your Evaluation by circling the appropriate code number as to whether you think
there has been evidence of change during the school year. (3) If you are unable

to evaluate either Severity or Change, check the Unknown column, indicating that
you have been unable to obtain reliable information on that problem,

same; no change

PhLLEM DESCRIPTION SEVERITY EVALUATION UNKNOWN
17. Below grade level in reading 0 1 2 (4l) + 0 - (42) R U
18, Below grade level in mathematics 0 1 2 (48). + 0 - (45) N I
19, Severe economic need 0 1 2 (47) + 0 . (48) . (as,
20, Family situation .0 1 2 (50) + 0 - (51) (52
21. Absenteeism 0 1 2 (53) + 0 - (54) __ (55]
22, Behavioral problems 0 1 2 (56) + 0 - (57) — (38)
23, Physical/health problems--hearing 0 1 2 (59) + 0 - (60) (61
24, " n --sight 0 1 2 (62) + 0 - (63) (64,
25, " " --speech 0 1 2 (65) + 0 - (66) (67,
26. " " ~--dental 0 1 2 (68) + 0 - (69) - (70)
27. n " aonutrition 0 1 2 (71) + 0 - (72) (713)
28. " " ..other 01 2(4) + 0 - (75) (76
(specify: )
29, Other educational problem (specify: 0 1 2 (77) + 0 - (78) (79
- )
CODES. SEVERITY O = not a problem EVALUATION: + = better than at first of yea:
1 = moderate 0 =

severe

2 worse; regressed

- mE Me ww ™ mw S Eme W BE S W% WE AS S me ®E Be S8 Cw Eme A% B M eam wmm S -

REMARKS: (Include items of special importance concérning the educational problems
of this student which you believe require special attention and which are not
adequately covered elsewhere in this questionnaire.)



School Date

George Washington University
Education Division, SRG
April 1972
INSTRUCTIONAL COORDINATOR QUESTIONNAIRE
Title I Evaluation

PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONNAIRE AND RETURN IT TO THE MALCOLM SCATES
BUILDING IN THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE DEFORE 26 MAY,

1.

2.

1F¥

Please outline briefly your area of responsibility.

.aat have your primary activities been thus far?

What problems have you encountered this year?

What changes would you recommend to improve the effectiveness of this
program?

a) Staff Development:

b) Communication:

¢) Organization and Administration:

d) Other:

Comments,

YOU NEKD MORF SPACR FOR ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE USE BACK OF PAPER.
‘ GWU-C27-10-42
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George Washington University
Education Division, SRG

Date April 1972
READING AND MATHEMATICS TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE
Title I Evaluation
Name Reading teachér
Math teacher
School

PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONNAIRE AND RETURN IT TO YOUR SCHOOL OFFICE
IN THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE BEFORE 26 MAY.

1. How many years of teachingz experience have you had?

None ’ | 11-15 years Substitute
1-5 years 16-20 yzars teachnr

6-10 years Over 20 years

2. If a substitute teacher, how many years have you been a substitute teacher?

Years

3. What type of in-service training have you had? Please indicate the. number

of hours,
Course work hours
Workshops hours
Staff development hours
Other hours

(specify: )

4. Please explain why'the workshops were or were not useful to you,

IF YOU NEED MORE SPACE FOR ANY ANSWERS, PLEASE USE THE BACK OF THE PAPER.

GWU-C27-13-42



Reading & lMath Teacher Q.
Page 2

5. Please outline briefly the manner in which you have organized the reading
or math program in your school. (Inciude the number of students with whom
you work, and whether or not you work with the students individually or in
groups, in the classroom or in a separate area, etc.)

6. What aspect do you consider to be the most positive feature of the program?

7. Which, iIf any, of the following problems did you encounter in securing
materials? (Check as many as apply.)

Material not in stock

Delayed arrival of materials

Administrative compiications

Other (specify: )

il




Reading & Math Teacher Q.
Page 3

8. What 'teacher-made" materials have you constructed and used?

9, How responsive have the students been to these teacher-made materials?

Very responsive
Moderately responsive

Mot responsive at all
Don't know

Didn't use any

1]

10, How effective were the teacher-made materials as compared to commercial
materials?

More effective
No difference
Less effective
Don't know

Didn't use any

i

{1

11, problems. (Mark as many as apply.)

Lack of time to develop program adequately

Communication problems with teachers

Communication problems with other staff members

Overlapping or lack of definition of authority between Title I
and non-Titla I segments in the School _

Other (specify: )

]

12, What are your suggestions for improving the program?




Reading & Math Teacher .
Page 4

13. What has been the nature of your contact with the following?

Principal

Classroom_ teachers

Instructional Coordinator

Reading Specialist

Mathematics Specialist

Teacher aides

Pupil Personnel Team

Librarian
Parents

Title I administrative staff

Other (specify:

14, Comments.




' George Washington University
Education Division, SRT
April 1972

CLASSROOM TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE
Title I Evaluation

School ___ 7 Grade

PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONNAIRE AND RETURN IT TO YOUR SCHOOL OFFICE
IN THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE BEFORE 26 MAY.

1. What is your class enrollment: Boys
’ Girls
Total

i 2. How many students in your class have been identified to receive special

Title I services?
Boys
Girls
Total

l

f‘ 3, How did you organize your classroom procedure to meet both the general
needs of the class and the specific needs of the jdentified students?

4. 1In which of the following ways did the reading teacher assist you? (Mark
as many as apply.)

? Individual diagnosis of identified student reading skill
deficiencies .

Provided prescriptive strategies to correct deficiencies

Provided individual consultation

Provided group teacher consultations

Worked directly with the students

- ‘ Provided special reading materials

Other (specify:. )

IF YOU NEED MORE SPACE FOR ANY ANSWERS, USE THE BACK OF THE PAPER,

GWU-C27-12-42




George Washington University
Education Division, SRG
April 1972

CLASSROOM TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE
Title I Evaluation

School Grade

PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONNAIRE AND RETURN IT TO YOUR SCHOOL OFFICE
IN THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE BEFORE 26 MAY.

1. What is your class enrollment: Boys
Girls
Total

i

2. How many students in your class have been identified to receive special
Title I services?
Boys
Girls
Total

I

3. How did you organize your classroom procedure to meet both the general
needs of the class and the specific needs of the identified students?

4, In which of the following ways did the reading teacher assist you? (Mark
as many as apply.)

Individual diagnosis of identified student reading skill
deficiencles

Provided prescriptive strategies to correct deficiencies

Provided individual consultation

Provided group teacher consultations

Worked directly with the students

Provided special reading materials

Other (specify: )

IF YOU NEED MORE SPACE FOR ANY ANSWERS, USE THE BACK OF THE PAPER.

GWU-C27-12-42




i i ) . Classroom Teacher Q.
Page 2

' 5, In which of the following ways did the mathematics teacher assist you?
(Mark as many as apply.)

Individual diagnosis of identified student math skill
l deficliencies
Provided prescriptive strategies to correct deficiencies
Provided individual consultation
Provided group teacher consultaticns
Worked directly with the students
Provided special math materials
Other (specify: . )

1]

6. Do you have a teacher aide?

Yes, full time
Yes, part time
No

7. Which of the following duties were performed by Your teacher aide? (Mark
as many as apply.)

Cleriral and non-instructional duties

Housekeeping tasks

Working with individual students

Working with small groups of students

Assisting the classroom teacher with the whole group in class
recitation

Other (specify: )

1]

8. Which of the following problems did you encounter? (Mark all that apply.)

Meeting the specific needs of the identified students

Obtaining appropriate materials

Receiving adequate guidance from resource staff

Other (specify: ' 2

9. Are the In-service workshops helping you to meet your Title I objectives?
Piease also state the number of workshops you have attended thus far.

10. Are you enrolled in the D.C. Teachers' College Differentiated Instruction
cource? .

Yes
No




11.

12.

13,

14,

15,

Classroom Trxther Q.
Page 3

Please indicate how useful the following Title 1 personnel have been in
helping you meet your objectives. (draw a circle around the *+" for
very useful, around the 0" for modurately useful, or around the B
for not useful. If You have not come into contact with any of these
persons, circle the "ilA" for not applicable.)

<

<

+

+ + + + +

0

o O O 0 © 0o © O

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

Instructional coordinator

Reading teacher B B 4
Mathematics teacher

Pupil Personnel worker/aide
Teacher alde

Title I staff

Speech therapist

Health aide

Other {specify: | : )

What aspect do you consider to be the most positive feature of the
Title I program thils year?

Did your class participate in any Title I Cultural Enrichment activities
outside your school this year?

Yes
o

Did your class participate in any Title I Cultural Enrichment activities
inside your school this year?

Yes
No

What Cultural Enrichment activities did you find to be of most value
for your students? Please indicate whether these were inside or outside
your school.



Classroom Teacher Q.
Page &

16. What changes would you recommend for improvement of the Title I program?

17. Comments.




Ceorge Washingtenm Tniversity
Zducation Division, SQG

April 1972

-
-~

TEACHER AIDE QUESTICINIAIRE
Title I Evaluation

School ' Date

PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONMAIRE AND RETURN IT -TO YOUR SCHCOL OFFICE
I THE ENCLOSED ENVEZLOPE BEFORE 26 MAY.

1, With how many teachers do you work? : teacher(s)

2. If you work with more than one teacher, hov is your tire divided betweem
them?

Cne half-day with each teacher
Every other day with a teacher
Other (please explain:

3. Have you vorked as a teacher aide before this year?

Yes
_Ho

4, If "Yes", in what ways has your work this year been different from
previous years?

5. Listed below are five duties which aides generally perform, 2lease rank
these from “1" to 5% according to the amount of time you spend on them
(write a "1% in front of the one on which you spend most of your time, a
#91t in front of the one on which you spend the next greatest amount of
time, continuing to a “53" in front of the one on which you spend the least
amount of time).

Performing clerical and non-instructional duties

Performing housekeeping duties

Worling with individual students on a one-to-one basis
Workingwith small groups of students

Assisting classroom tecachers with entire class in recitation

Hli

| mdiva MR M AL ket g =T

IF YOU NEED MORE SPACE FOR ANY ANSWERS, PLEASE USE BACK OF PAPER.

O

GWU-C27-14-42



10,

Teacher Ai
Page 2

(L
(1]
e

Have you attended any workshops this year?

Yes
Lo

Do you feel that any additional workshops this y2ar would be helpful to
you? If so, what would you like for a workshop to cover?

Yes (please spectify:

ilo

.

Do you feel that your skills are being utilized as effectively as possible?

Yes

ilo

I

How wounld you change tiis program to make it more effective?

Comments.



e A

ey sy ey

George Washington University

-

T~ ucation Divisior, SRG
April 1972

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR AIDES (OTHER THAN TEACHER AIDES)
Title I Evsluvation

School e it Date

PLEASE COMPLETE THYE FOLLOWING QUESTIONNAIRS »7/3 UETURN IT TO YOUR SCHOOL OFFICE
IN THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE 3EFORE 26 MAY.

_ Parent Aide
Health Aide
Other (specify: )

1. Please give . uvrief description of your duties (including in what way you
have contact with the children),

2, Please evaluate the fmpact your services have had on the effectiveness of
the Title I program:

3. What problems, if any, have you ancountered in your job this year?

IF YOU NEED MORE SPACE FOR ANY ANSWERS, PLEASE USE THE BACK OF THE PAGE.

QWU-C27-16-42



George Washinzton University
Education Division, SXG
April 1972

ey

Date

PUPIL PERSONNEL -QUESTIONMAIRE
Title I Zvalustion

PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING QUESTICHNAIRZ AMD RETURN IT TO YOUR SCHOOL OFFICE
IN THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE BEFORE 26 NAY.

School Jorker
Aide

1. How many months have you been working in this school?

nonths

2. Please outline briefly your activities this year in the Title 1 program:

3. Please indicate what you consider to be the greatest problen awong the
identified students in your school:

4. Approximately how many parents of Title I students have you contacted
this year?

parents

5. Tor what reasons was it necessary to contact these parents?

Q IF YOU NEED MORE SPACE FOR ANY ANSWERS, PLEASE USE THE BACK OF THE PAPER.

GHU~C27-15-42
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

6-

7.

3.

What difficulties, if any, have you encountered in your job thls year
(such as space, cormunications, etc.)?

Pleasec describe briefly what you consider to be s typical day's activities:

Conntents,



' George UWashington University
Education Division, SRG
April 1972

& -

SPEECH CORRECTIONIST QUESTIONNAIRE
Title I Evaluation

School ) Date

PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONNAIRE AND RETURN TO YOUR SCHOOL OFFICE IN
THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE BEFORE 26 MAY.

1. Which schools have been assigned to you, and how many students do you work
with in each? ‘

2. What are the specch defects found most frequently among the students with
whom you work?

3. On a five-point scale, how would you rate your effectiveness in helping
these students?

5., Very effective

5-

3.

2.
1. Not effective at all

11

4, How could the speech correction services offered be more effective?

|

5. What difficulties have you encountered in your job this year?

IF MORE SPACE IS NEEDED FOR ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE USE THE BACK OF THE PAPER.
GWU-C27-11-42




STUDENT NaME GRADE _____ DATS

CULTURAL ZHRICHMENT--STUDZINT QUESTIOMNATRE

1. Have you ever seen a play? 7. I think that plays are:
no fun
yes, through school okay
yes, with friends or faaily net such fun

2. Have you ever listened to a concert? g, I think that concerts are:

no : fun
yes, through school o Okay
yes, with friends or fanily not much fun

3. Have you ever seen a dance prograw? £, I think that dance programs are:

no fun
yes, through school okay
—___ yes, with friends or family not mnch fun
4, Have you ever been to the 200? 10. I think that zoos ara:
no fun
yes, through school okay
yes, with friends or family not much fun
5. Have you ever been to the circus? 11. I think that circuses are?
no fun

—. yes, through school
——__ yes, with friends or famlly

okay
not much fun

|11

6. Have you ever been to a wmuseun? 12, 1

)

ink that museuus are:

no fun
yes, through school okay
. yes, with friends or fauily not mu¢h fun

1]

13, Music, dance, plays, poetry, and 15. Listeaing to poetry is:

art can help we to icarn more about: fun

reading boring
history : interesting
sclence
—_ mathezatics 16. I would like to take lessons in:
speiling ,
Dance What kind of dance?
ocial d -
S studles ballet wmodern tap

14. If you could only do one special
«ctivity this year, which would
you choose?

Music What kind of music?
vocal jnstrunental

Art What kind of art?

R

see a play painting sculpture
listen to a concert P Actin
visit an interesting place o Play Acting

“in Washington, Doca
see a ballet
none of these




George Washingtron University
Education Division, SRG
April 1972

COMMUNITY SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE
For Program Directors

Name Date

location

1. What are the overall! ovjectives for the Community School?

2, Please list the specific programs or activities being offered, with a

brief statement of objectives for each one.

3. What is the budget for this program? (Please specify as to the sources
of appropriations, including the percentage of Title I funding.)

4., How many participants?

Grade level Male Female Total
Students

Adults

Q 7 _
Eﬂigi;)RE SPACE 1S NEEDED, PLEASE USE THE BACK OF THE PAPER. GWU-C27-6-42



Corzunity School Q.
for Prozrzx= Directors
Page 2

5. Number of staff personnel (please indicate which receive Title I salaries):

6. Please explain how the efforts of the Community School are coordinated with
those of other organizations within the community.

7. Comments:




wme  NNE) PN

George VWashinztcen University
Education Division, S23
Aoril 1972

COMMDNITY SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE
For Teachersf/Teacher aides

Name Date
‘ Teacher Location
Teacher Aide of School
1. Yhat were your overall impressions of the success of this Tommumity School

in meeting its objectives?

2, Plecase give a very brief description 6f your group (students, parents, etc.)
and the nature of thelr Community School activitiles,

3. What would you like to do to better meet the needs of this particular group?

4. What types of activities would you like to see operating in this Community
School to bettir mect the needs of the members of this community?

5. Comments:

)
[ﬂil(j IF YOU NEED MORE SPACE FOR ANY OF THE QUESTIONS, PLEASE USE BACK OF PAPER.

GWU-C27-9-42



George Washington University
Education Division, SRG
April 1972

COMMUNITY SCHOOL QUESTIOMNAIRE
For Students

Name Date

Location

FOR EACH QUESTION, PLEASE CHECK ALL THE ANSVERS WHICH APPLY FOR YOU.

1. What activities did you participate in this year at the Community School?

Homework and study group

Arts and crafts (including shop)
Home economics

— . Typing

Foreign language
Tutoring

Recreation

Sports

Other (please fill in:

]

|

2. 1 come to the Community School program to:

improve my classwork.
eat dinner.,

be with my friends,
learn to do new things.,
have fun,

other (please fill in:

1111

3. I am usually here:

every day.

several days a week,
twice a week,

once a week,

hardly at all.

]

} 4, I think this Community School:

is terrific.

needs more people coming to it.
is better than the day school.
has excellent teachers,

isn't worth coming to it.

1]

o TURN TO THE BACK OF THE PAGE.

GWU~C27-7-42




Community School Q.
For Students
Paze 2

5, Since I've been coming here:

do better work in school.
am happier with myself.
feel I am wasting my time,
like day school batter,
like day school less.,

Lt e =l e

il

6. My family:

doesn't know about the program, .
is very happy about the program.
is disappointed with the program.
none of the above.

|

7. I feel that:

I could not spend my time any better,

I could spend my time better doing something else.
I should participate more.
I
N

should not participate.
one of the above.

1k

8. Comments about the Community School program:




George Washinzton University
Education Division, S5RG
April 1972

COMVUNITY SCHOOL QUESTIONMNAIRE
" For Parents and Other Adults

Na..c ) ) . Date

Location

PLEASE MARK ALL ANSWERS WHICH AFPLY.

i« What activities did you participate in this year at the Community School?

2. I learned about the Community School through:

the principal or assistant principal
the P.T.A.

my child/children

a member of the community

my child's teacher
‘other (plecase specify:

3. I come to this Community School because:

it makes me feel closer to the school.
it helps me to help my child.

I can learn new things.

my child/children want me to come.

it gives me something to do.

other (please specify:

4. I think that other parents and members of this community:

are pleased with this program,

are not pleased with this program.
participate in this program more than I do.
participate in tkis progrem less than I do.
do not really know about this program.

GWU-C27-8-42



Cormunity School Q.
ior Yarcnts/Au...ts
Page 2

5. I think that:

this program is valuable to this community.

this program is not reachinz enough people.

not enough people support this Community School.
this program is most helpful to the children.
this program is most helpful to the adults.

this program is not worthwhile.

]

6. I believe that other schools:

should be open to the community.

have better programs than this one.

bave more parent involvement activities,
bhave fewer parent involvement activities
need the support of outside groups.

change one thing about this program, I would:

1

change the hours.

involve other/more schools.

hire new personnel.

give it more publicity.

involve more working mothers.

other (please specify: )

8. What types of activities would you like to see operating in this Comnunity
School to better meét the needs of all of the members of the community?

9., Comments:
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2. What aspect do you consider to be the most positive feature of the Title I program this year?

3. What types of services, other than the existing ones, would you suggest for best meeting the neads
of the "identified” students in your school? .

Signature
Page 4 of 4
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George Washington University
Education Division, SRG
May 1972

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CLASSROOM TEACHERS USING THE
SULLIVAN McGRAW-HILL PROGRAMMED READING MATERIALS
Title I Evaluation

We realize you have used the Sullivan McGraw-Hill Programmed Reading
materials for only a limited period of time, but we believe that your

percepticias of the program thus far will provide a valuable preliminary
overview of the program.

School - Grade taught

Ap.<oximate date you started using the McGraw-Hill program

Do you have an Educatinnal Aide? Yes Mo

—————

If "Yes': Full time Part time

1. Please evaluate the Programmed Reading workshops you attended, Did the
workshops adequately prepare you to use the materials in your classroom?

2. Are you using this program exclusively? If not, what other reading
materials are you using?

3. Have you received all the materials you need? Yes No

If not, what materials do you need?

IF YOU NEED MORE SPACE FOR ANY ANSWERS, PLEASE USE THE BACK OF THE PAGE.

’



McGraw-Hill Reading Teacher Q.
ioe

4, How valid was the placement test in grouping your students? Please
explain,

5. Would you like to use this program as your major reading program next
year? Please point out the specific advantages or disadvantages. Are
there any special requirements for the effective operation of this
program in your classroom?

6. With which group of your students was this program most effective?

slow average advanced

7. What recommendations would you make for the effective use of this program
in the 1972-73 school year?




’ George washington University
Education Division, SRG
tlay 1972

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CLASSROCOM TEACHFRS USING THE
CATEGORICAL SOUNDS READING MATERIALS
Title I Evaluation

We realize you have used the Categorical Sounds reading materials for only
a limited period of time, but we believe that your perceptions of the program
thus far will provide a valuable preliminary overview of the program.

School _ Grade taught

gt ——

Approximate date you started using the Categorical Sounds program

Do you have an Educational Aide? Yes Lo

If “*Yes*: Full time Part time

1. Please evaluate the Categorical Sounds reading workshops you attended.

Did the workshops adequately prepare you to use the materials in your
classroom?

2. Are you using this program exclusively? If not, what other reading
materials are you using?

3. Have you received all the materials you need? Yes o

If not, what materials do you need?

o
|
O

IF YOU NEED MORE SPACE FCR ANY ANSWERS,. PLEASE USE THE BACK CF THE PAGE.




Categorical Sounds Reading Teacher
Page

4, How valid was the placement test in grouping your students? Please
explain,

5. Would you like to use this program as your major reading program next
year? Please point out the specific advantages or disadvantages. Are
there any special requirements for the effective operation of this
program in your classroom?

6. With which group of your students was this program most effective?

slow average advanced

7. What recommendations would you make for the effective use of this
program in the 1972-73 school year?

[ Ve]



The George Washington University
Education Division, SRG
Mareh 1972

SURVEY OF TITLE I ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS
for Program Evaluation

Name ' - School
: Principal
Date

TO THE PRINCIPAL:

The purpose of this questionnaire is to ascertain information concerning

-Title I operations in the Title I elementary schools. As a result of this in-

formation it will be possible to provide evaluative feedback for more effective
operation of the Title I program and to better coordinate the evaluation of the
program ln all Title I elementary schools.

Please complete the questionnaire and return it by .
A stamped addressed enhvelope has been attached for this purpose, If you have
any questions concerning this form or the evaluation in general, please cail

at 333‘1720.

1. Who has been appointed to serve as Title I Staff Assistant in your school?

Name Office Phone No,

2. What kinds of changes do you anticipate in your students as a result of the
Title I program’ .

3. How maﬁy students, by gradé‘and seX, have been designated to receive Title I
services (identified students) in your school?

Boys Girls Total
Kindergarten
Grade 1
_Grade 2
Grade 3

GWU-C27-3-32 rev,



4.

How many classes, by grade level, are using a specific reading instruc-
tional program, and which program is being used {(e.g., tlcGrav-liill,
Categorical Sounds, others)?

5. To what extent are parénts to be invoived in your program? Please specify.
6. Please £ill in information regarding all personnel concerned with Title I
activities in your school, as indicated below:
What date in 71-72 Was this person
school yr, was this operating in your
person deployed to school prior to
your school for this this date? If so,
- Title Name Title I position? for how long?
Instructional Yes No
Coordinator
Staff Yes o
Assistant
Reading Yes No
Teacher :
Mathematics Yes No
Teacher
Educational ' Yes No
Aide
" Yes No

-2-



6. (Continued) _ What date in 71-72 Was this person
school yr. was this operating in your
person deployed to school prior to
your school for this thls date? If so,

Title Name Title I position? for how long?
Educational Yes ~No
Aide

Yes llo
" Yas No
Pupil ' Yes No
Personnel
Worker
Pupil . : Yes No
Personnel
Aide
Other ) Yaes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
. Yes No
Yes No

-3~




7. What type of evaiuative feedback would be most helpful to you?

8. Comments or remarks:

wlim




George Washington University
gducation Division, SRG
rebrucry 1972

SURVEY OF TITLE I SECODARY SCHOQOLS
for Program Zvaluation

Name School

Positinn Date

TO THE PRINCIPAL:

The purpose of this questionnaire is to ascertain from the principals or
designated project coordinators information concerning Title I operations in the
eleven Title I secondary schools.

As a result of this information it will be possibie to provide evaluative
feedback for more effective operation of the Title I prograx and to better
coordinate the evaluztion of ali Title I secondary schools.

Please complete the questionnaire and return it by
A stamped addressed envelope has been attached for this purpose.

atautonte ul.
WRSWI

1. Who has been appointed to serve as the project coordinator or who is the
person presently responsible for Title I activities in your school?

Nane

Office
Position Phone No.

2. What are the specific objectives for the Title I program in your school?

3. What kinrds of changes do you anticipate in your students as a result of the -
Title I program?

R

GWU-C27-2-22



4a. By what means were students identified to receive Title I services? (If
criteria for eighth- and ninth-grade students differ from those for seventh-
grade students, please specify.)

4b. Please indicate by grade and sex the number of students desiznated to
receive these services:

Grade  Boys  Girls  Total
7 _

8

9

5. To what extent are parents involved in your progran? Please specify,

6. Please list, giving a brief descrxotion of duties, all Title I personnel in
your school. ‘Indicate the number émployed in cach category,

" Number - Duties

«2-




6. {(Continuecd)

Title 1 Suober Dutics

-3




7. Wrat do you consider to be the most important supplementarv service provided
by Title 17 :

9. Do you have &« suggestiotis or comments about the kind of evaluation that
would be most beneficial te yrur particular school?

10. Comments or renarks:

i




l George Washinzton University
Education Jivisicon, 538
March 1972

SURVEY OF TITLE I NON-PUBLIC SCHQOL.
for Procram Evaluation

Name School

Position Date

TO THE PRINCIPAL:

The purpose of this questionnaire is to ascertain from the Drincipals or

designated project coordinators information concerning operations in all non-
public Title I schools.

As a result of this information it will be possible to rrovide evaluative
feedback for more effective operation of the Title I program and to better
coordinate the evaluation of all Title I schools.

Plecase complete the questionnaire and return it ¢
A stamped addressed envelope has been attached for th{ purpose. If you have
any questions concerning this form or the evaluation, pl:aase call

at 333-1720.

wloutaatants
Wl

1. Who is the staff person presently responsible for Title I activities in
your school?

Name

Office
Position Phone No, ___

2. What are the specific objectives for the Title 1 program in your school?®

3. What kinds of changes to You anticipate in your stadents as a result of the
Title I program?

GWU-C27-4-32



4a, By what means were students identified to receive Title I services? (1

criteria for eighth-grade students differ from those for seventh-grade studsntss
please specify.)

4b, Please indicate by grade and sex the number of students designated to
receive these services: ’

Grads Boys Girls Total
K-3
7-8

5. To what extent are parents involved in your program? Please spccify.

6. Please list, giving a brief description of dutles, all Title I personi.! in
your school, 1Indicate the number employed in cach category,

Title Number Dutiag

-2~




6. (Continucd)

' Title I Huober Duties

-3-




7. ¥hzt type of evaluative feedback would be mo._ uclpful to you?

8. Corments or remarks:

wlym




The George washincton University
Tcucstion Division, S.G
20 Aprit 1972
Title I School CTouncil Mezbers:

We would like to know what ~he membars of the local Title I School Council feel
about the Title I srogram in your school. Pleasa help by answering the questions
on this form. Your signature is not necessary. Please return this fora zlong
with tre others from your School Council in the addressed envelope providad.

~OI° AT it o
SCHOOL COUNCIL MTWIBER
- ' DELEGATE/ALTIRNATE

1. Are the parents and cther members of your cormaw ity awa:ie of the Title I

sSarvi Y ?
tces in your school Mast of \hom

" Some of tham
Very few of theu

7. ihat do you recommend for getting more parent participation ~ wvour schisol?

3, llow do you think Title T will help the students in your school this year?

USE THE BACK OF THIS FORM IF YOU NEED MORE SPACE TO ANSWER THE QUESTIOIS.

The George Washington Universit
Zgucation Divisiom, ST
20 April 197
Title I School Council Members:

We would like to know what the mcmbers of the local Title I School Council feel
about the Title I program in your school. Plecase help by ansvering the questions
on this form. Your signature is not necessarye. Please return this form along
with the othars from your School Council in the addressed envelope provided.

. COUNCIL MEMBER
SCHOOL, . DELEGATE/ALTERNATE

1. Are the pirents and other mewbers of your community aware of the Title I

services o ?
ervices in your school Most of them

Some of them
Very few of them

2. What do you recommend for getting more parent participation in your schinol?

3. How do you think Title I will help the students in your school this year?

USE THE BACK OF THIS FORM IF YOU NEED, MORE SPACE TO ANSWER THE QUESTIONS,

meere AAWM 2 4N
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Special Report:

Special Report:

Abstract of Final Report:

Summary of Final Report:

Abstract:

Summary of Final Report:

Summary of Final Report:

Abstract:?

Abstract:
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ATTACHMENTS
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District of Columbia, Summer 1971" - December 1971
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"Evaluation of ESEA Title I Programs for the
District of Columbia - Summer 1967" - March 1968

"Evaluation of ESEA Titie I Programs for the
District of Columbia, 1966 and 1967" -
Decenber 1967



Education Division, SRG
1 XMay 1972

WSIRVEY OF TIT'F® 1 ZLEIZIT.RY SZHCOLS"
Summa-v of Respon:iaes

The "Survey of Title I Elementary Schools" form was distributed by the
members of the George Washington University Evaluation Field Staff during
their visits to all Title I elementary school principals in the latter
part of March and the first part of April. &Hore than half of these forms
have now been returned, and because of the need for timelyv dissemination
of information contained in these forms, this summary is presented.

This summary will deal only with the non-statistical content of the ques-
tionnaire, and wiil sumarize the responses to the followinz questions:

- What kinds of c¢hanges do you anticipate in your students as a
rescit of this Title I program?

- How many classes by grade level are using a specific instructional
program, and which program is being used (e.g., ricGraw-Hill, Cate-
gorical Sounds)?

- To what extent are parents to be involved in your program?
- .Jhat type of evaluative feedback would be wmost helpful to you?

A review of the forms revealed that the great majority of responding
principals have expectations of some student growth in the areas of
reading and mathematics. In addition teo anticipating improvement in
reading and math skills, at least one-third of the respondents expect
some of the students' non-educational impediments to learning to be
alleviated as a result of Title I services, Other possible student
changes cited included improved atis..dance, improved self-image, in-
creased motivation for learning, greater appreciation for the cultural
arts, and decreased behavioral problems, Noteworthy is the fact that a
few responses explicitly pointed out that these changes would be minimal
due to the very late implementation of the program.

Concerning the specific instructional reading programs presently being
vtilized, the principals generally indicated one of the following:

~ Classroom teachers expressed an interest to use the --Hill
or Categorical Sounds in the full of 1972,

- Clascroom teachers expressed a desire to use the McGraw-Hill or
Categorical Sounds for the remainder of the school year but they
were awalting the arrival of the materials.,



i

. Classroom teachers were using other reading prograzs and did not
wish to changz this late in the school year.

- Classroon teachers were using a reading program which had been
designated for the whole building.

For the most part, the tendency in reporting parent involvement was to
cite the Local Title I Councils, and the parent delegates to the Cityvide
Council. In some instances, principals stated that parents were: em-
ployed as aides, volunteering their services in the bullding, operating
parent study groups im reading and mathematics, axd accompanying classes
on cultural enrichment field trips. There were several indicatioas that
there will be greater parental irvolvement as the program progresses.

There was ne general consensus among the principals as to the type of
evaluative feedback which would be most helpful to them. A few principals
questioned whether the program could be evaluated effectively, inasmuch
as the Title I programs Were only recently implemented this year, (Our
response to this concern is that evaluation is possible, in light of the
fact that the six-week summer programs, although concentrated in attack
and linited by swaller numbers of student participants, was successfully
evaluated. However, whether or not there is any actual change in the
~articipating students as a result of Title I efforts may be difficult to
measure, but the evaluation can surely point up very useful and important
aspects of the educational problems of these Title I identified students
and lead to more objective and meaningful treatment of their problems in
the next summer and regular school year programs. In the analysis of the
data, the fact that certain aspects of the program have had only a short
time span in which to bring about changes will be considered in comparing
gains with norms or expectancies,)

A few principals requested that our office provide diagnostic prescrip-
tive information to the schools. (Unfortunately, we cannot provide this
service since it does not fall within our area of responsibility.)

[ 3
A few principals requested that a control group be used in the evaluation
of Title I programs. (While a control group would be desirable, it is
not practical for us at this time. #lso, it should be mentioned that
evaluation, unlike research, doesnot require the use of control groups

since it is possible to measure by other means whether program obiectives
are met.)

Other requests for evaluative feedback included:

- monthly progress reports

- essay sumnaries

- ongoing evaluation

- listing of program strengths and Weaknesses

- 2 -



One princinal suggested that a study be conducted of the effectiveness
of the Title I special reading instructional progran between the date of

its implementatior and the closing of the program. (Such a study is being
considered by our staff.)

The comments of the principals reflected some problems and some positive
aspects of tho program's operation thus far:

"Reading and math reachers are adjusting and performing their
duties in a very affective and effective manner as of this data.™

#"Teachers are enthusiastic about a reading prograw - lategorical
Sounds. They attended the workshop. Then they are told materials
can't be issued until the first week in iHay. It so happened that
my teacher got her materials even though she wasn't supposed {oO.
But when I called to get a manual for her, they said she wasn't
supposed to get materials until May and the cffice refused ¢o
release a manual. DBureaucratic raed tape can't bz justified whan
children are involved."

“This program is most confusing. I do not feel that the principal
should be the one to coordinate the program....l feel that in
September we will get off to a better start.”

] feel a need for more efficient communication."

“Title I schools should have a librarian assigned at least three days
per week for reading improvement and study skills development,"

A full-time counscior is needed at Title I schools where there is
no assistant principai.”

"A Health Alde is urgently needed at Cieveland Elementary. This
scheol should receive priority in assignment in a Health Alde
inasmuch as rilot programs in Health began here {1967 to present).ec."

‘Je would like to thank each of the principals for their cooperation in

completing the forms, and hope tiiat this summary will be informative and
useful.,

We would also like to express our thanks to the teachers for their
cooperation in filling out the Student Information Forms. An analysis
of the information from this form will be contained in the final report
on the evaluation of the Title I program for the 1971-72 school year.




The George Washington University
Education Division, SRG
' . 15 May 1972

WSURVEY OF TITLE I SECONDARY SCHOOLS"
Summary of Responses

As a pieliminary step in conducting a feasible and effective evaluation of

the Title I program at the junior high school level, each junior high Title I
principal was asked to complete a survey questionnaire, designed to ascertain -
information concerning Title I operations within individual schools. In those
instances where a specific staff member had been designated by the principal
to coordinate the Title I program, the form was completed by that person in
lieu of the principal. It is hoped that the collected responses which are re-
ported herein will provide each of the junior high schools with a general view
of the scope of Title I operations throughout the secondary schools.

This summary will deal only with the non-statistical content of the survey
questionnaire, and will report a summary of the responses to the following
questions:

- What are the specific objectives for the Title I program in your
school ? '

- What kinds of changes do you anticipate in your students a8 a result
of the Title I program?

- To what extent are parents involved in your program?

- What do you consider to be the most important supplementary service
provided by Title I?

~ What type of evaluative feedback would be most helpful to you? Do you
have any suggestions or comment about the kind of evaluation that would
be most beneficial to your school?

In each of the replying junior high schools, major emphasis was being placed
on academic improvement for Title I students in the areas of reading and
mathematics. Also included as specific objzctives in a majority of the
responses were: individualizing instructior, improving school and class
attendance, improving students® self-image, improving students’ attitudes
toward learning, and removing non-academic impediments to learning.

Although there were some principals who expressed concern about student.

changes being only minimal since the Title I program was implemented so late

_ in the year, the majority of respondents indicated that they anticipated some
student improvement in the areas cited as specific objectives.



It was generally reported that parents served on the local councils and as
representatives to the citywide committee. In addition to the local council,
at one school a Mothers and Fathers Club had been formed, with dropout pre-
vention as its major goal. It was mentioned by a few respondents that
parents were being notified of the Title I services their students were re-
ceiving, and were being asked to participate in school activities. In some
schools, parents have already volunteered their services. One response in-
cluded a recommendation that parents of Title I students be employed as aides.

There was no general consensus as to what the respondents considered to be
the most important supplementary service provided by Title 1. One response
stated that "all the supplementary services are very important and we welcome
all of them.” Services identified as being most important were:

- clothinrng

~ library aide

-~ cultural enrichment

-~ Pupil Personnel Services

- "increased specialized personnel?’

-~ funds for paperbacks and other vital materials

It was noted by several respondents that the Reading and Math Laboratories,
where students received special assistance in areas of deficiency, had proved
to be successful. The principals recommended concentrated time periods of
instruction which would entail six weeks of daily instruction in the Reading
Lab followed by six weeks of daily instruction in the Math Lab. Although
this procedurc would require a change in schedule, it was felt that the con-
centrated period of instruction was beneficial to students with learning
difficulties.

Some of the responses in regard to the evaluation were quite lengthy. .Indi-
" vidunl tegnests were made for the following:

- written appraisals of the Title I program by school
at least four times a year

- self-evaluation forms

- lmmediate feedback

- on-site one-day visits

- pre- and post-analysis of test scores

- criteria for evaluation

(This year's evaluation will include self-evaluation forms to be completed
by Title I'personnel, In addition, on-site visits are being made to each of
the junior high schools. Last year the citywide testing was the basis for
pre- and post-test analysis of Title I students' scores. Unless tests are
administered at the end of this school year, no indication of changes in test
scores will be available until citywide testing is again held, presumably in
September 1972, Written appraissit of the 1972 Title I program will be found
in the final evaluation report,)
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Almost every respondent sought information concerning the scope and effective-
ness of Title I operations at the local and national levels, According to
these responses, a view of what is and is not effective in Title I programs
would be beneficial to most of the junior high schools, Answers to such
questions as ‘Do students benefit from increased teacher personnel and smaller
classes?” might be obtained from the Research Information Center of the D.C,
Schools Division of Planning, Research and Evaluation, through a search of the
ERIC System, This office is also available to develop literature searches

for information on such subject areas as dropouts, absenteeism, remedial
education, etc,

We would like to thank each of the respondents who were so cooperative in
completing the forms. We hope this summary will be of some assistance to
you,



The George Waship~tnn Univevsity
Education Livision, -sawu
25 May 1972

ANALYSIS OF
TITLE I SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBER FORM

The Title I School Council Member Questionnaire was distributed to
school groups at the Citywide Title I Advisory Tommittee meeting in April
1972 with a request that each of the schools distribute the form to members
~® the local school councils and send them back to the George Washington
University Title I evaluation steff by the first week of May.

From the 70 Title I schools, 114 forms were returned from 13 different
schools. The respondents were distributed as follows:

N E

Delegates/Alternates - 27 24
Council Members 64 56
Unknown 223 _20
Total 114 100

Question 1 was designed to ascertain the degree of community awareness
of the Title 1 services offered imn the school. Responses were as follows:

N %
Most of them 47 42
Some of them 45 40
Very few of them 22 _18

Total 114 100

Responses to question 2, concerning recommendations for getting more
parent participation, are shown in order of frequency in the attached table,
Tt will be seen that the most frequent suggestion was to "send newsletters
or flyers to homes, churches, and other gathering plac:3," folloved by the
suggestion to "have a Title 1 representative explain the program's operation
to the parents."

The numerous suggestions made in response to question 2 should each be
given consideration in planning for better parent and community participation
in the schools.



Responses to question 3, concerning ways in which council members feel
Title I services will help the students, are alsc shown in order of frequency
in the attached table. The most frequent response was that the students
would "improve in their basic mathematics and reading skills,” followed by
"the effects of Title I will be limited as a result of the brief period of
time covered to date."

It should be noted that the overwhelming majority of the responses to
question 3 were positive and that they expressed a great variety of ways in
which Title I was effective. The negative aspects of the responses concerned
primarily the short period of time the Title I program has been in operation
in the schools this year.

[



RESPONSES TO
TITLE 1 SCHCOL COUNCIL MEMBER FORM

Total number Of I'eSpPONSES ., ¢ « o o ¢ o o o o o

Question 1. Are the parents and other members of
your community aware of the Title I services in
your school?

Most of them

Some of them

Very few of them

Question 2. What do you recommend for getting more

parent participation in your school?

Responses:

- Newsletters, flyers to homes, churches. other
gathering places

-~ Have a Title I representative explain the
program's operation to the parents

- Regular parent/faculty meetings--group outings
- Hire parents to assist staff as teacher aides '

- Inaugurate "Parents Day" in the school for
observation and information

- Engage the children in more programs, skits,
talent shows

- Contact the parents by telephone
- Reorganize the PTA

- Request volunteer workers (parents) from the
community

(Continued)
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RESPONSES TO
TITLE I SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBER FORM
(Continued)

Question 2 - Responses (Continued)

Police protection and safe streets near schools

Have more realistic persons in staff positions,
more competent personnel

Have meetings in the neighborhoods with a teacher
or Title I person explaining Title 1

More literature from George Washington University's
Education Division

Implementation of the 1972 Title I proposals, to
give parents motivation and confidence that Title I
will help their children

Demand parent participation for their children's
benefit

An evaluation of each student's progress--sent
directly to the parents by a Title I representative

No recommendutions

Question 3., How do you think Title I-will help the
students in your school this year?

Responses:

The students should improve in their basic
mathematics and reading skills

The effects of Title I, if any, will Le limited
as a result of the brief time covered to date

By diagnosing individual student needs and giving
necessary remedial help

(Continued)
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RESPONSES TO
TITLE 1 SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBER FORM
_ (Continued)

Question 3 - Responses (Continued)

Teacher aides, tutors, Pupil Personnel workers

The program is essential to the low-income
community in which the school is located

Students will improve in their capacity to learn
while raising their level (academically)

The cultural enrichment component of the program
I don't think it will help this year

A change from low self-concepts found in many
students should occur

Improved health care for the children

Speech and oral advancement programs as a
major gain

The program is benefitting and assisting the
teachers to do a better job

\

Title I shows the children that the pafents and
teachers are concerned about them

Clothing provisions for the children

Southwest students will get virtually nothing
from Title I this year

No response

NOTIE: Percentages are computed on the basis of the

total number of raesponses for that column.
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EVALUATION OF ESEA T: 'LE I PROGRAMS
for the District of Coluabi-. Summer 1971

Abstrzect of Final Repert

PURPOSE

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the 1971 summer programs in
the public and non-public schools of the District of Columbia funded under
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 as amended.
The results of this evaluation will be used in decision-mzking by school
administrators, project directors, principals, and teachers, as well as by
the various Title I advisory committees and the District of Columbia Board
of Education.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The 1971 Title I summer school program was conductad using a total
‘learning center concept *n which a saturated learning cuviroiment with
emphasis on improvement in reading and mathematics skills was provided for
pre-selected students. There were fifteen centers -- eight elementary,
‘three junior high, and four non-public schools, with a total enrollient of
approximately 2600 students, most of Whom were one year or more retarded in
reading and/or mathematics,

The staff was carefully selected and, in addition to the classroom
teachers and aides (teacher aides, parent aldes, and community aides),
included many resource personnel in the areas of reading, mathematics,
language arts, Science, social studies, art, music, physical education, and
library., The result was a very favorable adult-to-pupil ratio, and a con-
centration of resources available to the classroom teacher. The program
also included a dynamic staff development program encompassing workshops
for the presentation of new materials and procedures, and professional
development in terms of graduate credit,

Another aspect of the program was the use of standardized tests for
diagnostic purposes.

There were siX programs other than the Total Learning Centers conducted
during the summer of 1971 which were funded by Title I: Project CARE (Cul-
tural Arts Relevant to Education), Special Education program, Pupil Personnel
Services (including Youth Serving Youth), Environmental Outdoor Laboratory
School (Camp Round Meadow), Garnet-Patterson and Harrison Community Schools,
and Learning by Doirz (Shaw Junior High School).




EVALUATION PROCEDURE

Because the summer program was experimental and short-term, and had a
great deal of potential impurtance for future decisions regarding Title I,
attempts were made to view the program from as many diffcrent perspectives
as possible. The program directors and their staffs were consulted wherever
possible in designing evaluative procedures znd instruments in order to pro-
vide ongoing and continuous feedback to all those involved in the program.

The primary emphasis in the evaluation was the measurement of changes in
test scores using subtests of the Metropolitan Achievement Test. In addition,
the programs were cbserved in operation, and interviews were ccnducted with
center directors and assistants, tecachers, and others. Information was also
collected from questionnaires of various kinds.

FINDINGS

1. In reading, the average gains exceeded the exXpected three months®
growth in all Learning Centers except the non-public schools,

2. In mathematics, the average gains exceeded the expected oOne month's

growth in all Learning Centers except the seventh grade of the secondary
schools,

3. Pre-selection before the end of the regular school year for enroll-
w. .t in surmex school of students most in n2zd of remes’:tion was only
partially successful, as many of these students failed to show up for summer
school. However, analysis showed no significant difference between the
pre-selected students and those who were enrolled later.

L, The original goal of enrolling only students who were one Or more
years behind normal grade placement in reading and/or mathematics Was met
fairly well, as 78% of the studepts fell within this category as measured
by the citywide tests administered in May 1971.

5. There was a direct positive relationship between the amount of gain
in reading and mathematics and the number of days students attended the
summer session.

6. Students in the eight public elementary school lLearning Centers

attended the summer session an average of 20 of the 29 days. Half of the
students 2ttended 23 days or more.
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

7. The students in the summer program were goal-oriented and anticipatecd
success, and most of them found the program attractive and cnailenging.

" Parer~s cf the students in the summer nrogram f~1t that their
children showed positive changes and enjoyed the program, and recommended
that the program be continued the next summer.

9. Teachers rated the communications and the teaching/learning environ-
ment aspects of the Learning Centers highest on the scalas of the Weekly
Evaluation Form, and the parent and community involvement aspect the lowest.
The general level of all aspects of ¢ - orogram, including the parent
involvement, improved during the summer,

10, Factors which contributed to the success of the Total Learning
Centers included the following:

- Definitnm performance goals, with specifically stated objectives for
reading and mathematics, but with flexibility of approach.

- Team approach with small class size, which enabled more individualized
instruction,

- Positive leadership, with pervasiva enthusiasm,
- Effective communication, which yielded an esprit de corps.

- Auxiliary personnel, who were resource persons providing specialist
baciz-up,

- Full-time teacher aides, vvho effectively acsisted the classroom
teachers, particularly in small group instruction.

-~ Staff developmerit as a built-in component.

- Challenging and informative workshops, including introduction of
innovative instructional materials. '

- Utilization of test results as a diagnostic instrument.
- In-process evaluation, which provided each Learning Center with

weekly feedback.

RECOMMENDAT IONS

- That the total learning center concept wita its saturation of efforts
for the improvement of reading and mathematics be continued, not only
as the basis for efforts in future summer programs but also be adapted
wherever possible during the regular school year,
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That increased use be made of test results fdr diagnostic purposes,
and that teachers be given in-service trainjng ir the interpretation
of these test results. ;

That continuing efforts be made to increasg the skills of classroom
educational aides as part of the instructional team, through in-service
training and workshops.

That in-service training in the measurement of change and in evaluative
procedures be made a regular part of the staff development of teachers:
and other school staff members.

That teachers and others participating in the summer program be care-
fully screemned to insure that they understand the basic concepts of
the program and accept their responsibilities to enthusiastically and
conscientiously carry them forward, since it was demonstrated during
the 1971 summer program that careful staff selection is essential to a
successful learning center.

That every effort be made to insure that pre-enrolled students and
their parents are well informed concerning the summer program, in order
to have a maximum of cooperation during the full six weeks.

That greater efforts be made to secure more parent participation in the
summer program, ’

That where it is necessary for resource persons to split their time and
efforts between various parts of the program, definite schedules be
established in order to make maximum use of their services.

That greater effort be made to solve the problem‘of procurement of
necessary supplies and equipment, particularly for the first weeks of
the summer session.

That in order to design an evaluation procedure that meets the needs

nf the operating staff of the summer school, the subject of evaluation
be a regular part of the planning as well as the orientation and in-
service training of future summer programs. Only in this way will all
persons involved in the instructional program become aware of how their
efforts will be assessed, and better understand the reasons for and the
background of the evaluative efforts.
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EVALUATION OF ESEA TITLE I PROGRAMS
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 1970-71

Surmary of the Report

I. OBJECTIVES

The primary objective of this resecarch was to evaluate the programs
conducted during the 1970-71 school year in the District of Columbia schools,
which were funded under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965, as amended. The focus of the evalustion was evldence of progress
of the students in the target schools, particularly those students identified
as potential dropouts, relating this procress to the Title I programns in
which they participated. DProgress was neasured arainst standard national
educational norms and also against previous performance of the same or similar
students, Non-academic factors reclated to attitudes, attendance, and behavior
uce also considered,

Another objective of this research was to assist in program planning by
providing information about the educational problems of the students in the
Title I programs that would be useful for administrative purposes and oper-
ational planning.

II. DESCRIPTION OF THE TARGET POPULATION

The Title I target area contained approximately 138,400 students divided
amonZ 23 public clementary schools, 4 junior high schools, 2 senior high
schools, and 5 non-public schools. These participating schools were chosen
_on the feeder schiool principle based upon the 4 junior high schools: ele-
mentary schools were selected which sent most of their students to the &
junior high schools, and the 2 high schools were sclected as the ones which
received most of the students from the 4 junior high schools.,

III. TITLE I PROGRAMS FOR 1970-71

During the 1970~71 school year there werce 28 different Title I programs
and a number of sub-programs, all of which had the genecral intent of supplying
services and instruction, either directly or indirectly, to compensate for
the lack of educational .development of the target-area students,* The

*As in previous years, the size of the Title I programs varied from as
few as 27 students to several thousands. While many of the programs served
Title I students directly, some of them, such as staff development and teacher
training, served students only indirectly.



average expenditure per student for this school year under Title I was

$364, over and above the expenditures of the regular school budget, The
Pupil Personnel Services Team program was  the largest individual progran,
having in its caseload approximately 50% of the students in the target area.

The outstanding development in the D.C. Schools during the 1970-71
school year was the citywide implementation of the Academic Achievement
Program, which had among its objectives to raise the level of academic
achievement of all students in the areas of reading, written and oral com-
munication, and mathematics. Because all students in the D.C, schools were
tested twice during the 1970-71 school year, these test results were avail-
able in the Title I schools for the measurement of changes in academic per-
formance, in addition to the classroom teacher ratings obtained as part of
the Title I evaluation.

IV. PROCEDURE

Evaluations were based upon both statistical and non-statistical infor-
mation. The primary instruments used in the statistical evaluation were
the Student Identification and Evaluation Form (SIEF70) filled out by the
classroom teachers in May 1970 as a pre-test and in May 1971 as a post-test
(SIEF71), the Pupil Personnel Services Teams Evaluation Form (PPF71) filled
out for the students in the Teams' caseload at the end of the school year,
and the results of the citywide testing of D.C. school students in reading
and mathematics in September 1970 for grades two through nine and again in
May 1971 for grades one through nine. Added to this information were the
responses to various special questionnaires concerning specific programs.

The non-statistical information concerning the operation of each program
was obtained through the observations of the Evaluation Staff and through
interviews with program administrators, principals, teachers, students, and
staff members involved in the various programs, The Evaluation Staff was
assisted in these observations and interviews by the staff of the Assistant
Superintendent for Planning, Research and Evaluation of the D.C, Schools.

The statistical .information concerning the students in the target area
was assembled in a Master Analysis File (MAF71), from which various computer
runs were made to obtain data concerning the target population and the
students in the various programs. ’

V. BASIS FOR EVALUATION
Because the overall thrust of Title I programs during the 1970-71 school

year has undergone a considerable change due to modifications in emphases and
guidelines, the assignment of comparative priority ratings to Title I programs

Q . S-2




as was done in previous reports appeared to be no longer appropriate. The
evaluation of each program was discussed individually, taking into consider-
ation the following: '

Objectives ~ Were they attained?

Target population - Were the students served those in the greatest need?

Cost - Was the cost per pupil reasonable for the type of program and its
objectiven?

Operation - Did the program function effectively?
Principal's evaluation - How well did it work in his school?

Test scores ~ How did the student in the program compare with other
similar students on both the pre-test and post-test and in amount
of gain?

Teacher evaluations - What changes were noted by the classroom teachers
as to the school adjustment, classroom performance, and attendance of
the students in the programs compared with other similar students?

VI. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

A, Educational Problem Areas

: ... Title I elementary classroom teachers reported that'the problems
affecting the most Title I students, in order of frequency, were:

economic need (43%) behavioral problems (10%)
reading retardation (27%) communications problems (6%)
mathematics retardation (25%) withdrawn problems (5%)
absenteeism (20%) physical/health problems (4%)

repeating same grade (12%)

... Title I secondary classroom teachers reported that the most fre-
quent educational problems of Title I sccondary students, in order of frequency
were:

absenteeism (61%) . repeating same grade (5%)
economic need (35%) withdrawn problems (4%)
mathematics retardation (24%) communications problems (3%)
reading retardation (23%) physical/health problems (2%)

behavioral problems (10%)

... Girls were found to be evaluated by the classroom teachers more,
favorably than boys in every category of problems in both elementary and
secondary levels. »



B. Grade Retention

... The number of Title I students repeating the same grade increased
over that in 1969-70, with 14% of the boys and 10% of the girls repeating in
elementary schools, and 11% of the boys and 47, of the girls repeating in
secondary schools. ’

... Approximately 80% of the boys and 60% of the girls in the seventh
grade and above were one year or more older than the normal zge for that
grade. Approximately 40% of the boys and 20% of the girls in grades seven
through eleven were two years Or more behind normal grade for their age.

C. Absenteeism

... In the elementary school grades, 20% of the boys and 19% of the
girls were absent from school 20 days or more. .This is slightly less than
i+ the previocus year.

... In the secondary school grades, 65% of the boys and 57% of the
girls were reported absent by their classroom teacher 20 days or more during
the 1970-71 school year, which is higher than in the preceding school year.

D. Reading and/or Mathematics

... The median scores in reading and mathematics for grades two
through nine 'increased more than the normal 7 months! gain as measured by
the large City Norms of the California Achievement Tests and the Compre-
hensive Tests of Basic Skills. Many of these gains exceeded those of
corresponding grades in the D.C. schools as a whole.

... There was considerable variation between schools as to their
scores on the September and May citywide tests; the grades in some of the
Title I schools had median scores on the pre~test at the "chance! or minimum
level, yet on the post-test there was at least one school at each grade
level whose median test score exceeded the large City Nerms.

... There was also a considerable difference between schools in the
amount of gain as indicated by changes in the median scores for their stu-
dents. In reading, 54% of the elementary grades in Title I schools gained
at least 1.2 years, and in mathematics 52% gained at least 1.2 Yyears, as
measured by change in median grade equivalent scores.

... Even though the gains in test scores were well above normal, the
citywide testing in May 1971 showed the median grade equivalent scores for
students in Title I schools to still be below the D.C. School norms and the
Large City norms, by grades, as follows: (next page)
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D.C. Norms Large City Norms
Grade Reading Mathematics Reading Mathematics
1 -2 months 0 months -2 months -1 month
2 -3 months -3 mor “hs -7 wonths -3 Lontho
3. -5 months -7 monti -2 months -4 months
4 -3 months -7 months -3 months -6 months
5 -5 months -8 months ~4 months -7 months
6 -4 months -8 months -3 months -8 months
7 -7 months ~1.9 years -3 months -1.8 years
8 -4 months ~1.9 years -2 months -1.8 years
9 -1.5 years -2.6 years -9 montis -2.6 years

«+. Classroom teachers reported that only about two-thirds of the
students who were retarded in reading were also retarded in mathematics,
and vice versa.

«s« leacher evaluations of reading retardation appeared to bear a
positive relationship to the amount of gain the students made during the
year; that is, those students characterized as having reading retardation
problems gained less between the pre-test and post-test than did students
having no problem or a slight problem,

<+« As a whole, the students in Title I elementary schools stood
at the 35th percentile in reading, and in secondary schools at the 22nd
percentile in May 1971 as measured by the large City Norms of the California
Test Battery.

e+« As a whole, the median student in Title I schools in grades two
throeugh nine stood at about the 40th percentile in reading in May 1971 as
measured by the D.C. School norms.

Test Results for Title I Programs

evs Students in the Title I programs for which it was possible
to compare test results gained more, on the average, than the 7 months in
reading based on the large City Norms, with the exception of the Widening
Horizons program. ‘

.«es Students in ail the Title I programs fur which it was pussible
to compare test scores gained more, on the averagze, then the 7 months in
mathematics test scores based on tha Large City Norms.

ees Of the Title I programs for which it was possible to compare
test scores, Project HAPPY students showed the most reading score gain
(1.2 years based on thie Large City Norms).



v« The students in the followin progra . cofisi “ent
gains in hoth readi - »v' - rhematics:

Interdisciplinary Approach to Reading and Mathematics
Reading and Math Laboratory

Reading Incentive Seminars

Project HAPPY

Youth Serving Youth--Tutees {Math only)

E. Dropout

, .+« Teachers and Pupil Personnel Teams felt that the studenz cimar-
acteristics which were the most indicative of school dropouts were: pmor
attitude toward school, followed by lack of family supportiveness, repeating
tne same grade, and high number of days absent. In general, the Pupil lur-
sonnel Teams appeared to find more positive characteristics in dropmmrs than
did classroom teachers.

F. Family Supportiveness of Student's School Efforts

«s. Family supportiveness of students as observed by classroms
teachers was closely related to school ‘adjustment, for both boys amz girls
at .all levels, f

G. Pupil Personnel Team:! Observations

«ss Pupil Personnel Team workers and aides ewaluated girlssmore
favorably than boys on most measures of school adjustment and attitmade.

" ees Pupil Personmel] Teams found that boys had more problemss of
almost every kind than girils.

ees Pupil Personnel Teams found that the most frequent educztional
prnblem areas, in order of frequency, were:

reading retardation absenteeism
mathematics 7etardation ) behavioral problems
economic need family situation

+e« Pupil Personnel Teams reported that approximately 22% «& their
caseload did not have a reading retardation problem, and that almost 25% did
not have a mathematics retardation problem.

+es Pupil Personnel Teams reported that, of the studemts in their
caseload who had a severe reading problem, 417 were better, 52% were tihe
same, and 7% were wWorse at the end of the year,
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«e» Pupil Personnel Teams found that students characterized as showing
a positive attitude, responsibility, alertness, and to a lesser degree, co-
operativeness and friendliness, improved in reading during the year, while
those who grew worse in reading were characterized as being negative in
attitude, irresponsible, dull, uncooperative, and unfriendly.

ee. Pupil Personnel Teams reported that a larger percentages of the
students in their caseload with a negative self-image was worse ir r-azing
at the end of the year than the percentage of those who did not have -
negative self-image, and that a positive self-image appeared to be related

to positive changes in almost every category of educational problems.

«es Pupil Personnel Teams found that the percentage of students in
their caseload with educational problems increased as family supportiveness
of school efforts decreased,

eso As evaluated by the Pupil Personnel Teams, students with no
economic need problem had families who were more supportive of their school
efforts than students with severe economic need, although there were quite
a number of students with economic need whose families were supportive of
"their school efforts,

vve There was a definite relationship between studen! seif-image as
evaluated by the Pupil Personnel .Tezms and absenteeism as an educational
problem; two-thirds of those students with a negative self-jimage also had a
severe absenteeism problem, as compared with students with a positive self-
- image where only 87 had a severe absenteeism problem.

++e The incidence of severe absenteeism problems was twice as great
in students whose families were not supportive of theixr school efforts as
in students whose families did support their school efforts., Among the
students in the caseload who had nc absenteeism problem there were ten
times as many whose families were supportive as not supportive.

«+s The Pupil Personnel Teams attributed more favorable character-
istics to those students with no absentecism problems as compared to those
with a moderate or severe problem.

As a result of this study it may be concluded that:

1, Title I students as a whole performed somewha%# better on standardized
tests than before. Even though the Academic Achievement Project in the D.C.
Schools placed the emphasis on reading and mathematics for the past year, and
in general test scores did go up, there was evidence that students in sevaral
Title I programs improved in their test scores more than expected and that in
many programs there were improvements in other aspects of classroom perform-
ance and school adjustment,

Q | . S-7
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2, DMost of the Title I programs during the 1970-71 school year affected
the students only indirectly, so no measurable student gains could be deter-
mined for the students in them. Among the programs where measurement was
possible, the fnllowing were found to be most effective in terms of student
gains: Reading and Mathematics Laboratory, Interdisciplinary Approach to
Reading ‘and ifathematics, Reading Incentive Seminars, Project HAPPY, and Youth
Serving Youth--Tutors. Teacher evaluations of students in the Pupil Personnel
Teams' caseload showed definite gains in school adJustment, particularly for
elementary school boys.

3. In this study it was not possible to equate student gain with cost
in terms of Title I dollars. From inspection of tihe costs of the Reading
and Mathematics Laboratory, Interdisciplinary Approach to Reading and Math,
Reading Incentive Seminars, and Project HAPPY Programs, it would appear that
the costs were approximately $250 per student. However, to this should be
added the costs of other programs from which the students received indirect
benefits, such as the Staffing Pattern Support Program, Educational Aides,
teacher training, and Pupil Personnel Services.

4., At every grade level, girls were found to be evaluated more favorably
than boys both by their classroom teachers and by the Pupil Personnel Teams,
in almost every aspect of school adjustment and classroom performance, and to
have fewer educational problems in every category. There were fewer boys than
girls in most of the Title I programs. Only two Title I programs during the
current year were specifically designed to assist boys - the Interdisciplinary
Approach to the Development of Reading and Math Skills Program at Stuart and
Terrell Junior High Schools, and the Gonzaga Preparatory Experiment.

~ 5. Classroom teachers' evaluations of student attitudes toward school,
classroom performance, and educational problem areas were important in inter-
preting changes or lack of change in test scores, particularly in connection

with the determination of secondary causes of educational difficulties and
the development of remedial measures.

V. RECOMMENDATIONS
As a result of this study, it is recommended that:

1. Information about individual students should ccitinue to be obt:ined
from classroom teachers in order to provide useful measures of studenc atti-
tude, classroom performance, and school adjustment in evaluating the effects
of Title I programs and ‘services. These observations will continue to be
needed along with standardized test scores in wmeasuring academic achievement

in order to diagnose the causes of lack of academ1c performance and to measure
the effects of remedial efforts. -
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2, It is evident that boys in Title I schools coniinue to show more
educational problems, are more frequently retained in grade, and arc more
adversely rated than girls at almost every level, Therefore, greater efforts
should be made to assist boys to overcome these difficulties through programs
particularly designed for them, through increasing the awareness of teachers
to the needs of boys by means of in-service training and workshops, and
special studies of needs of boys in the Title I population.

3, Efforts should be made to reduce the number of students who repeat .
the same grade for the second year. In the Title I schools during the 1970-71
school year, 147 of all boys and 107 of all girls were repeating the same
g~"a in the olementary schools, and 117 of the boys and 4% of the girls were
repeating the same grade in the secondary schools., At the elementary level,
every grade with the exception of the first showed an increase over the pre-
ceding school year in the percentage of students retained. Current research
shows that retention in grade, to repecat the same curriculum not learned
adequately the preceding year, is not effective and in many cases is quite
detrimental, F[Failure of students to learn is in many cases an indication
that the teaching methods did not fit the students,

4, TFor complete evaluation of the effects of Title I programs upon
identified students, adequate information should be available concerning all
aspects of the educational system within which he learns. As change in
students is the sum of all the forces acting upon them, both in school and
out of school, the more that is known of these forces the more effective the
diagnosis .and remedial efforts will be. In addition, the evaluative base
for studying the effects of Title I programs should be extended to other
students with similar educational problems outside the Title I school area

in order to establish comparison groups, discern trends, and test educational
hypotheses.
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IVALUATION CF ESEA TITLE I PRCCRAMS
for the District of Columbia, Summer 1970

Abstract of Final Report

PURPOSE

The purpose of this research was to .find out whether tiie Title I prograins
conducted in the District of Columbia Schools during the summer of 1970
fulfilled their stated objectives. The effect of these programs on the
students and teachers who were involved in them was also investigated.

The statement of the objectives for the various programs was obtained from
the proposals submitted to the Citywida Advisory Committees and by inter-
views with program staffs.

PROCEDURE

Information was gathered about the 28 different summer programs by means

of an Administrator®s Questidnnaire, special questionnaires, Student
Evaluation Forms, rosters, and by direct observation of programs and inter-
views with program directors and coordinators.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIOLS

For each of the summer Title I programs, there is reported: (1) a brief
description of the program; (2) the objectives; (3) implementation -- in-
cluding the duration; participants; activities of both staff and students;
materials, supplies, and equipment; and any personnel and logistical
problems; (4) a statement of the budget allocated to the program; (5) an
evaluation of the findings, and conclusions based upoen available evidronce;
followed by (6) the recommendations of the evaluators.

FINDINGS AID CONCLUSIONS

Attached is a list of the summer programs in groups according to the
priority of the effectiveness of the program. Priority l programs are
those which successfully accomplished their objectives, and werec well
organized, efficient, and reasonable in cost. The programs in Priority 1A
were deemed to be slightly more appropriate to the overall Title I summer
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Abstract - Suntmier 1970

program objectives than those in Priority 1B. Priority 2 programs seemed
to be successful in meeting objectives, but they served smaller groups ol
students and teachers, costs appeared high, or in some other way they fell
short of expectations. Priority 3 contains those »rograms which did not
function as planned. Programs in the Special Category were not placed on
the priority scale mainly because they are year-round programs and are
evaluated during the regular school year.

CONCLUSIONS

1. The objectives of most summer Title I programs were consistent with

the overall Title I objectives in that they emphasized remedial reading

and mathematics skills and directly served Title I students. !any summer
programs focused on teacher training in reading and mathematics instruction.

2. The summer months proved to be especially appropriate for teacher
training in allowing greater flexibility and experlanentation. Enthusiasn
and interest were high in many programs.

3. Title I summer programs would have been more effective had funding not
been so late and so complicated. Late funding caused difficulties in
recruiting staff, obtaining participants, and procuring supplies.

4. The complicated procedure of making arrangements for salaries and
suppliecs definitely lowered morale and was one of the most frequently cited
difficulties, as it has been for the past four summers.

5. Vhile a start was made in getting parent and community participation,
much more could be done. Greater lead time and more publicity should be
used in future planning.

6. Many programs served far fewer students than planned. This appeared to
be caused, at least in part, by late funding and inadequate advance pub-
licity.

7. There was competition for attendance of students between Title I
programs and other summer programs, Yhere possible programs should be

planned in such a way as not to overlap in time with other programs held
at the same center.
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Lbstract - Summer 1970

PRICRITIES ASSIGNED TO TITLE I PROGRAMS*
Summer 1970

Priority 1A

Contemporary Environmental Labcratory (ilodel School Division)
Cultural Enrichment (Model School Division)

Developmental Mathematics (iModel School Division)
Developmental Reading (iodel School Division)

Educational Camping (Urban Service Coprs)

Gonzaga Higher Achievement (Secondary)

Mathematics Institute (Elementary) .

Mathematics for Underachievers (Zlementary)

Program Planning (Secondary)

Staff Development Workshop for Project READ (T lemcntary)

Priority 1B

Audiovisual Services (Secondary)

Early Morning Physical Fitness (Elementary)
Mini Yoodwork and llomemaking (Elementary)
Primary Reading Enrichment (Zlementary)
Summer Schelarships (Secondary)

Urban Communications Workshops (Secondary)

Priority 2

Audiovisual Club (Elementary)

Kingshury Laboratory School (Elcmentary)

Mathematics Enrichment (Elementary)

Responsive Environments Corporation Model (Elementary)

Priority 3
Computer Experiences (Secondary)

Instructional Teolevision (ilodel School Division)
Multi-Station HMathematics Laboratories (Secondary)

Special Category

Community Schools (Model School Division)
Dunbar Communications Laboratory (Secondary)
Innovation Team (Model School Division)
Logan Community School (Urban Service Corps)
Pupil Personnel Services

Terrell Community School (Secondary)

*Programs listed ia alphabetical order within priority categories.

A-3




!

SVALUATION OF ESZA TITLE I PROGRALS
for the District of Columbia, 1959-70

Sumnary of the Report

Government of the District of Columbia
: Contract N5-~7089

Clinton A. Neyman, Jr.

ilovember 1970

Education Division
Social Research Group
The George Washington University
Washington, 2.C.



LVALUATION OF ZSE4 TITLE I PROGRAIS
FOR THE DISTRICT CF COLUIBI A, 1969-70

Summary of the leport

I. G3JICTIVES

" The purpose of this research was to continue the evaluation of the
special programs in the District of Columbia schools funded under Title I
of the Zlementary and Secondary Education /ct of 1965, Public Law 89-10,
&8s amended.

As i the evaluations during the preceding three years, the primary
objective was to obtain estimates of changes in student performance and
behavior that could be related to each of the various Title I programs.
Answers were sought to the following questions:

ses Do students perform better in school because of the
expenditure of Title I funds?

«es What programs appear to be the nost effective in terms
- of measurable pupil gains?

««« What programs and services obtain the most student gain
per dollar of Title I funds?

see Do Title I programs f£it the needs of the students in the area?

II. DESCRIPTION OF THE TARGET POPULATION

The number of schools in the Title I target area was reduced in 1968-69
from 84 public and 11 private schools to 31 public and 5 private schools.
This reduced the number of students from about 70,000 to 21,000. The
number of students designated as potential dropouts, and therefore in need
of special attention from these programs and services, was also reduced
from about 25,000 to just over 10,000. The concentration of effort in-
¢reased the average per pupil expenditure from approximately $80 in the
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1967-68 school year to about $240 in 1958-69. This concentration continued
into the 1969-70 school year.

The schools to participate in the program vere chosen on the feeder
school principle based upon four junior high schools. The elementary
schools whicl fed into these four junior high schools were included in
the target arez, along with the two high schools which received most of
the students from these four junior high schools., The five private schools
ctosen drew their students primarily from the target areca.

III, PROCEDURE

Evaluations were based upon both statistical and non-statistical
evidence of change in the performance and attitudes of the .students in the
various Title I programs. The primary instruments used in the statistical
evaluation contained classroom teacher appraisals of student performance
and attitudes obtained in Hay 1969 (used as the pre-test) and again in May
1970 (used as the post-test) for students in the target-area schools. From
the responses on these forms, two sets of scores were computed for all
Students who were in the various Title I programs. The differences between
these scores were assumed to be evidence of changes in the students in each
program. These changes were compared with each other, and were also com-
pared with similar changes occurring in boys and girls in various grade
groups, The average absence rates for students in various programs and
groups were also obtained and compared,

Information about the educational problems of students identified as
potential dropouts was obtained from the Identified Student Forms filled
out by teachers and principals at the beginning of the school year, and from
additional items concained in the Student Evaluation Form this year. In
addition, the evaluations made by the Pupil Personnel Services Teams con-
cerning the educational problems and treatment of the students in their
caseload were also examined,

For Project READ, the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test was used to measure
changes in vocabulary and comprehension. In addition, the students in the
4rh, 5th, and 6th grades were given the STEP Reading Test.

Non-statistical information concerning the opecration of each program
was obtained through interviews with the program administrators, principals,
and teachers, and through observations of the programs by the evaluation
staff and by the staff of the Assistant Superintendent. for Planning, Inno-
vation, and Research of the D.C. Schools.
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Summary 1969-70

IV. BASIS FOR EVALUATION

The primary basis for evaluation of the programs was the changes in the
students in the programs, as measured by the evaluative information obtained
_-om classroon teachers. Sccondary consideration was ~iven to such things
as cost per pupil relative to other programs, the level of absences of the
students in the programs, the extent to which the objectives of the progresns
appeared to be accomplished, and how well these accomplishments coincided
with the overall objectives of Title I.

V. PRICGRITY RATINGS ASS IGHZD

Priority ratings were assigned to these programs and are shown in the
table on the next page. Prioritv 1 programs are those which appeared to be
the most effective in that they tended to improve the classroom performance
and the school adjustment of the students in them. These programs also
appeared to reduce absences and to deal with the part of the target-area
population most likely to drop out of school. In these programs the cost
per puyil compared favorably withother programs. The programs listed as
Priority 1-A are considered to be slightly more effective than those in
Priority 1-B. Priority 2 programs appeared to have merit but did nst ful-
£i1l all of the requirements for effective programs. Priority 3 programs
usually had undesirable characteristics.,

Vi. IMPLICATIONS FOR PROGRAM PLANRING

The following observations of continuing problems in the Title I area
were derived from the analysis of the data obtained for the present report,
and should be seriously considered in future program planning:

... In the 1969-70 school year, 20% of thc lst-grade boys and 15% of
the lst-grade girls were repeating the lst grade,

... Above the 3rd grade, 36% of tle boys and 20% of the girls were
two years or more behind normal year-for-year promction,

... Almost 9% of all Title I students were repeating the same grade
for the second time.

... Fifty percent of the boys at the junior and senior high school
level were more than two years behind their grade level in
reading ability, and 31% of the secondary school girls were
more than two years behind their grade level in reading.
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Surmary 1949-70

PRIGRITIZS ASSIGITED TO TITLE I PROGRLIS™
FOR SCHOOL YZaR 1959-70

Priority 1-4

Pupil Personnel Services (including Youth Serving Youth)
Speech Correction (Public and iion-Public)

Urban Service Corps (including Widening Horizons)
Classroom Assistance (Zlementary)

Priority 1-3

Physical Fitness (Eiementary)

Reading Incentive Seminar (Secondary)
Gonzaga Prep Experiment (Secondary)
Ixperimental Staffing Patterns (Secondary)
Introduction to Data Processing (Secondary)
Urban Journalisa (Cecondary)

Community School (iSD)

Teacher Aide rrogram (1SD)

Cardozo Data Zrocessing (1SD)

Priority 2

fwudio-Visual Cervices

Strengthening Instructional Services (Zlementary)
Health 2nd Psychologiczl Services {Elementary)
Cultural Enrichment (£lementary)

Cultural Enrichment (Secondary)

Cultural Enrichment (iSC)

English in Every Classroom (iSD)

Cultural Earichment (lion-public schecols)

Priority 3

Project RZAD (Zlementary)-
iiathematics Clinic (Secondary)

Projects with Separate Evaluations

Follow-Through Project - iforgan School
, - HNichols :venue School
Elementary and Secondary Staff Develcpment (ISD)

*lo significance to the order listed within priorities.
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Sumiary I1.0.0-0

Forty-three percent of the junior high school boys and 29% of the
junior high school girls were more than one year behind their
grade level in arithmetic.

The teachers in Title I schouls tended to see their girl students
in a much more favorable light than their boy students.

Over 2600 students had behavioral probtlems, the greatest percentage
of these being reported in the 7th grade,

Over 1000 (6%) Title I students had severe physical or health
problems.

Teachers stated that about 8% (1462) of their students had educa-
tional problems because of being withdrawn.

Classroom teachers stated that 37Z of their students had speech
patterns which interfered with their ability to communicate with
adults, and that 15% had speech and language problems which
affected their educatrional develcpment.

Only 20% of the students had parents who were very supportive of
the students!' efforts in school.

Half of the boys in the 10th grade in 1969-70 were absent more
than 32 days, and 10% of them were absent more than 95 days.

Half of the 10th-grade girls were absent more than 18 days, and
107 were absent more than 79 days.

In the elementary schools, grades 1 through 6, half of the students
were absent pore than 9 days, both boys and girls.

In the junior high schools, half the boys were absent more than
22 days, and half the girls were absent more than 16 days.

In the high schools, half of the boys were absent more than 25 days,
and half of the girls were absent more than 19 days.

[>]

Sixty percent of Title I area students were "identified' as potential

dropouts by their principal, as compared with 49.6% for the pre-
vious year,

The problems of the students identified as potential dropouts, listed

in the order of frequency, were as follows: (1) Crucial economic
need, (2) Reading retardation, (3) Emotional/behavioral problems,
(4) Arithmetic retardation, 7(5) Absenteeism, (6) Failure in class

28
subjects, (7) Health probleis, (8) Speech/hearing problems, and
(9) School transfers.
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Summary 198%¢-70

... The Pupil Perscnnel Services Teams found that 527 of the students
in their caseload had both parents in the home, 397 had only cne,
and the other 9% lived in an extended, substitute family, or some
other type of home.

ess The Teams found that 197 of the students in their caseload had no
personal books.

2. The Teams found that 13% of their caseload had no adequate place to
study.

«s» The Teams found that the families of 227 of their caseload wanted
the student to graduate from college, 107 wanted him to get some
college education, and 147% wanted the student to get a technical
education beyond high school, indicating that 46% of the parents
wanted their children to have more than a high school education.

«es The Pupil Personnel Teams felt that they had been very effective
with 29% of their cas2load, fairly effective with 53%, not very
effective with 15%, and not effective at all with 3% of them.

++« Thirty-eight percent of the elementary school teachers who responded
to an anonymous questionnaire said that they had had contact with
the parents of less than half of their students.

+«. Teachers who responded to the anonymous questionnaire said that
only 13% of the parents of their students had attended special
school events when invited.

«++ Teachers felt that parent participation in school activities and
; planning would increase the interest of parents in the education
of their children and improve the educational climate, and that
an effort should be made to provide educational and social oppor-
tunities for the parents at the school, such as adult education
courses and workshops.

VII. RECOMMENDAT IONS

1., Gathering information on individual students from classroom teachers
should be continued on a longitudinal basis in order to determine the effects
of Title 1 programs on the classroom performance and school adjustment as
well as on other aspects of the educational problems of students in the
Title I area.
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Summary 1966-70

2. CGreater efforts should be made tv assist boys in overcoming their
reading and other academic difficulties, particularly in the elementary

grades. There are twice as many boys as girls who are retarded in reading
in elementary schools.

3. Secondary school programs should make a more concerted effort to
assist identified students, particularly those who are two years or more
behind their grade level in reading and arithmetic, as well as those who
ave other educational problems. .Most of the present programs, while highly
desirable for many Title I students, appear toe draw tuieir participant.
primarily from those above average in classroom performance and school
adjustment.

4. Efforts should be made to reduce the aunbér of students who repeat
the same grade a second year. In the target-area schools during the 1969-70
school year, almost 20% of the boys and 15% of the zirls repeated the l1st
grade; also, in the grades above the 3rd, 34% of the boys and 13% of the
girls were two years or more behind normal grade level. (In accordance
with the policy of the D.C. schools, children normally enter the 1st grade
in the calendar year in which they become six years of age.) DMost of the
research concerning grade retention shows that those strudents who are kept
back do not make up their deficiencies by the extra year but actually drop
farther behind, and in addition often develop a habit of failure.*

5. 4 permanent city-wide jdentification number should be assigned to
all students in the D.C. School System. This is needed to efficliently proces
Title I information, and would considerably decrease the clerical load of
gathering, processing, and evaluating information, At present, the movement
of students in and out of the Title I arca substantially increases the diffi
culty in assembling this information, particularly as all Title I elementary
students do not go to Title I junior high schools, nor do the Title I high
schools restrict thelr enrollment to students from only Title I junior high
schools.

6. In addition to the present system of overall assessment of the effect
of Title I programs through the measurement of changes in student classroom
per formance and school adjustment based upon classropm teacher evaluations,
it is reccumended that certain of the Title I progrcms, particularly those
where the interaction of the school and community are involved, be evaluated
in depth. While the ultimate goal of all Title I programs is to overcome the
educational handicaps of Title I students, intermediate goals are necessary
t0 measure Progress.

*Jarvis, 0.T., & Wootton, L.R. The Transitional Elementary School and
jts Curriculum. Dubuque, Iowa: Wie C. Brown Co., 1966.

Dobbs, V., & Neville, D. "The Effect of Nonpromotion on the Achievemer
of Groups Matched from Retained First Graders and Promoted Second Graders,"
J. of Educational Research, Vol. 60, No. 10, July-August 1967,
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TVAILULTICH OF ZC24 TITLEZ 1 PR:GLSLJ
FCI Ti DISTRICT OF COLUIsn, 1938-5

Svmmary of the Ileport

I. OBJZCTIVES !

T

Tite purrose of this researcii uvzs to continue the evaluation of the special
procrams in the District of Columbia schcels funded under Title I of the Cle-
mentary and Secondary Iducatien fAct of 1963, Public lav £2-10, as amended.

45 in the preceding evaluations during the 1965-57 and 1967-63 school
years, the primary o5jective was to obtain estimates df changes in student
performance and behavior that could be related to each of the various Title I
programs. Answers were souzht o tie following questions:

««. Do studerts perform better in school because of the expenditure
of TitlefI funds?

«es ‘hat prqgrams appear to be the most effective in terms of
measurable pupil gains?
1

«es Urat vprograms and services obtain the mosi student gain per
dollar of Titcle I funds?

«ss Do Title I programs prevent dropout? I

¢
{
II. DuSCRIﬁTIOU OF TiiZ TARGIT PCPULATICI ;

The number of schools in the Title I target area was reduced in 1968~6¢
frcm 4 public and 11 private sciools to 31 public and 5 private schools.
This reduced the number of students from about 70,000 to 21,000. The number
of students designated as potential dropouts, and therefore in need of special
attention from those programs and services, vas also reduced from about 25,000
to just over 10,000, This comcentration of effort increased the average per-

nupil expenditures from approximately %80 in the 1967-5C schiool year to about
$240 in 1968-569,

1it
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- . Summary 1938-389,

The schools tu participate in the program tvere chosen or. the feeder
school principle based upon four junior high schools. Twenty-four elemen-
tary schools which fed into these four junior high schools were included in
the target area, along with the two high scihools which received most of tie
students from the four junior high schools, The five private schools chosen
drew their students primarily from the target arez; these schools have con-
tiguous attendance areas centered at approximately .I and .lorth Capitol
S-S, Tit-e I school attendance areas are shown on the map in Chapt-r 3,
page 3-4.)

II1. PROCEDURE

Zvaluations were based upon both statistical and non-statistical
evidence of change in the performance and attitudes of the students in the
various Title I programs. The primary Instruments used in the statistical
evaluation were the Student Evaluation Forus (teacher evaluations of stu-
dent performance and attitudes) obtained in ilay 12568 and agein in iiey 1959
for students in the target-area schools. From the responses to these forms
twvo sets of composite scores, obtzined by combining certain items from the
questionnaires, were computed for all students who were in the various
Title I schools. The difference rbetweenrn these composite scores at the
beginning and end of the school year was assumed to be evidence of changes
in the students in each progrzm. These changes were compared with each
other, and were also compared with similar clhianges occurring in boys and
girls in various grade groups. The average absence rates for students in
various programs and groups were also obtained.

Information about the students identified as potential dropouts was
obtained both from the Identified Student froms filled out by teachers
and principals at the beginning of the year, and from the questionnaires
filled out by the Pupil Personnel Services Teams at the end of the year,

4 speclal test battery was used in the evaluation of the Pre-Kinder-
garten Program. A standardized test was used in the evaluvation of Project
k

L2, cupplcmented by information supplied by the teachars and reading
specialists.

Hon-statistical information concerning the ovperation of each program
was obtained through interviews with the program administrators, princi-
pals, and teachers, and through observations of the programs by the Project
staff and by the scaff of the Associate Superintendent for Planning, Inno-
vation, and LResearch of the D.C. Schools. 7

?
*
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Summary 1973-39

IV, TASIS FCOR CVALUATION

The primary basis {or evaluation of the programs vas consideration of
tiie changes in the studenZs in them, as measured by *he llassroom Ferform-
znce Composite and the Schiool Adjustment Composite, as well as other
evaluative information obtained from classroom teachers. Secondary con-
sideration was given to such things as cost per pupil relative to other
T .. owul3, the lzvel of absences of the students in the i egrans, » 3 tiac
extent to which the objectives of the program appeared to be accomplished
and how well these accomplishmerts coincided with: the objectives of Title 1.

Priority ratings were assigned to these prograas and are shown in the
table vhich follows. Priozity 1l nrograms are those which appeared to be
the most effective in that tiiey tended to improve tihe classroon perf{ormance
and the school adjustment of the students in them. These programs also -
appeared to reduce absences and to deal wirh the part of the target-area
population most likely to drop out of school. In these programs tie cost
per pupil compared favoraobly with other programs. The programs listed as
friority l-4 are considered to be slightly more efiective than those in
Priority 1-B. Priority 2 programs appeared to have merit, but did not
fulfill all of the requirements for effective programs. TCriority 3 pro-
grams usually tad undesirable characteristicse.

V. CCICLUSIOLS

Le 1t was found to be possibvle to devise ané use a statistical model
sensitive erough to detect small changes In evaluated »upil
performance associated with individual Title I programs.

L. ilany Title 1 pragrams wvere found to b2 zssociated wich gains in
bot!y classroom performance and schiool 2djustment. The following
types of programs were associated with the greates:t positive
change:

1, Pre-kincdergarten programs

2. Deading incentive programs, where students who were reluctant
readers were given interescing books and other materials to
read, and participated in discussion sessions about what
they had read (Reading Incentive Seminars)

3. Special high school programs for pregnant girls (\lebster),
and for getting dropouts back into school to complete their
high school work (STAY)

O
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PRIORITICS ;SSIGI;U TC TITLZ I
FOL 5CICCL YZIAT 1950-8¢

243 Para-Prsfessional FProgrzn, -lementary

250 Pre-Xindergarten Frogram, —lementar

234 leading Incentive Seaminars, Secondary

233 Pupil Persomnel Servicess

229 Zrglishk in Zvery Classtoom, llocdel School Division

Prioricy 1-2

253 Staff Development Program, Zlemerntary
254 Projoct DEAD (For 3rd grade and below only)
201 “lebster Girls GSchool
252 STAY Program to Lehabilitate Uiopouts
252 Teacher /.~sistant and Alde Program, Secordary
2ou Staff Cevelopmei.t, Frogram, Secondary
267 In-Service Training, Secondary
253 ilath Clinic, Cecondary
33 Youth Serving Youtii Program
299 Teading Clinic
291 CSpeechi/ilearing Clinic
321 Instructional Staff, Model 3chool Division
325 Teacher /.ide and issistant Program (T..2), llodel School Zivision

Priority 2

259 Cultural ZInrichment, Secondary

221 Urban Service Corps:

2C2 Audio-Visual Frogiram

205 1\lidening forizons

327 Cultural Znriclmenk, iiodel School Division

328 Cardozo Data Processing Program, ilodel School Division

Priority 3

254 Troject RZ'Z (4th grade and above)
326 Community achools 2rogram, liodel Sclwool Division
334 VYolunteers to Lmerica, ilodel 5cuool Division

Projects with Separacte ,valuat1ons

243 Program for the Mno?io;ally Disturbed

251 Tollow Through - ilichols Avenue

252 Follow Through - :lorgan

779  Zlementary and Secondary 3raff Development, ilodel School Division

#Listed in order of program numbers within priority groupings

vi
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Summary 1958-39

&, Special rrocraws where studenis who rere theuselves having
difficulty in sciiool were called upon to lLelp those younger
than themselves who needed help (Youth Serving Youth)

C. ilany Title I programs where found to be associated with decreases in
absences on the part of the students in tihem, as compared with
cther studenzs of the same grade and sex.

D. There was considerable difference in the studengs from program Lo
' program, as can be seen from the great differences in the evalu-
ations by classroom teachiers of Ul:e performauce zud a:ttitudec of
the students in the programs.

Z. From the analysis of the “Instrument for Identifying Potential Scuool

Dropouts,? (yellow and green forms), the follouing conclusions can
be drawyn:

l. These forms servad a useful purpose in that they recuired the
school staff to review the needs and problems of eacli stu-
dent; they supplied an inventory of tliose needs so as to
tiave information upen which to base policy decisions as to
wvhat types of programs were most needed to prevent dropout;
and they sunplied the Pupil Personnel Services Teans with
information on wvhich to base their contacts with the students
and their families in the solution or alleviation of these
problems.

2. OGOchools differed considerably in the percentage of their stu-
dents who were identified as potential dropouts.

3, The most often cited problem for elementary school children was
evidence of economic need, with severe reading problems and
evidence of Yehavioral problems second and ti:ird, respectively.

. TFor junior high school students, economnic need was highest,
witl: abseniteeism and reading vetardation second and third,
respectively.

3. Tor gsenior high school students, absent~~ism tras the mos™~ cited
problem, with course failure and economic need second and
tiird, respectively,

Tj t was found that in Title I schools 20% of the boys and 1l4% offthe
zirls repeated the lst grade. After the 3rd grade, 75% of tie boys
and 59% of t%e girls in Title I scihools were one year or more velind
their normal grade for age. It was also found that after the 3rd
grade 36% of the boys and 20% of the girls were two years cor more

E[{I(j vii’
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Summary 1953-09

behind their normal grade for age. (i'ote: The policy of the D.C.
Public Schiools is that children enter the lst grade in the calendar
year in which they become sixX years old.) It was found that there
ras a considerable difference among the various Title I schiools as
to the average rumber of students wio repeated the same grade.

In a special study of tihiose studenris who had drobped out of scliool *

it was found that they had considerably more absences than other
students, and that while they were lower on nost aspects of class-
room performance and school adjustment thian other students, tleir
teachers evalnated them higher irn leadership, health, and emotional
maturity, Title I programs appeared to provide a2 counteracting
force to dropouts.

. fnalysis of the Pupil Personnel Services Zvaluation Forms shoved

thate ‘

1. The average number of contacts made by the Pupil Personnel
Teams with botih students and parenrits increased from 1958 to
1969,

2., JApproximately 15% of the Pupil Persomnel Teams workload was
added after tihe school year began-and after initial student

identificacion by scliool principals.

3. The Teams felt that they were very effective in 27% of the
cases in tieir workload, and not effective at all in ap-
proximately 3.4%, and that tliey were most effective in
dealing with students who needed social adjustment.

4, 1In cases whiere the Zupil Personnel Teams found that the student
iad a poor ome enviromment, tie teachovs usually Ifound helow
average family sunportiveness of school efforts and thougzht
the student was uikempi and untidy.

5, The Pupil Perscnnel Teams made the most contacts with those
students who nad emotional/behavioral problems, folicwed by
tliose with arithmetic and reading problems.

G. Contacts wiitly parents wvere more numerous for those students
with emotional/behavioral problems, Ffollowed by those with:
liealth problems, absenteeism, course failures, arithmetic
problems, and reading problems, in that order,

viii



Summary 19358-69

I. The evaluation of Project RiIsD shoved that:

1. The difficulties encountered, particularly at tie beginning of
the program, in obtaining supplies, pre-training of teachers
and Deading Center staff, and adequate support from the con-
tractor, reduced the effectiveness of the program.

. .

2. The Project NIAD students in the 3rd grade gained more than
the equivalent of one year's growtl: in both vocabulary and
comprehension as measured by the difference between ti.e pre-
test and post-test scores on the Gates-ilacGinitie Neading
Test. Gtudents in other grades averaged approximately the
equivalent of tvo-thirds of a year®s growth (vhen change in
grade equivalent score was prorated over ons year).

J. Analysis of the Pre-Kindergarten Frogram shewed that:

1. These children from low socio-econonic areas improved their
performance in the use of language, particularly in vocab-
ulary and information, and at the end of the program were
near. or ahove average.

2. The program was successful in providing early educational
experiences for four-year-olds in preparation for regular -
school. The program did involve parents in the education
of their children, although more emphasis could be put on
this aspect of the program.

K. Analysis of the ‘ebster Girls School Program showed that all of the
girls interviewed plamnad to complete ikiigh school and many. wanted
to continue their education. idost felt that if they had not gone
to Uebster they would have been put back a year and might have
dropped out of school. All appeared to appreciate the opportunity
to continue their education and thought the school was performing
a necessary service. ’

Vi. RICOWEIERDATIOLS

. L. The Student Zvaluation Form siiould be continued in order to obtain
data or a longitudinal basis as to the effects of Title I programs on the
classroom performance, sciiool adjustment, and other aspects of the educational
e..vironment of the students in the Title I target area. Any modificatinn
should be such as to increase its usefulness in evaluation to administrators,
principals, and teachers, keeping in mind the maintenance of continuity of as
many of the items as possible. '

ERIC | P ix
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Summary 1968-39

B, The procedure for designating “identified” students should be changed.
Re-evaluvating every Title I student at the beginning of tiie sciool year, using
the "Instrument for Identification of Potential Scliool Dropouts,™ is unsatis-
factory because the new list of identified students is not available for use
until too late in the school year. If lists of these students as identified at
the end of the previous school year vere available in Sentember, then only the
students who were new to Title I schools would need to be designated as to whether
or not they should be “identified” at the beginning of the school year., The pro-
cedures necessary for handling this change would need to be worked out in detail.

C. Some form of student evaluations by teachers should be available from
other-than-Title I sciools, at least on a sampling basis. These data are neces-
sary for the purpose of establishing control groups and for studying the effects
of other-than-Title I programs. Control grouns from schiools that had previously
been in the Title I target area and had been removed in order to concentiate
Title I efforts, would be particularly useful.

D. 2Zfforts should be made to reduce the number of students who must repeac
the same grade a second year. In the target-area schools during the 1963-09
school year, almost 20% of the boys and 14% of the girls repeated the lst grade;
also, 75% of the boys and 60% of the girls in grades 4 and above were found to
be at ieast one year behind normal grade level. (In accordance with the policy
of the D.C. Schools, children rormally enter the lst-grade in the calendar year
in which they become six years of age.,) These efforts should take the foim of
more pre-kindergarten and kindergarten prugrams, remedial summer courseg, and a
greater emphasis. on overcoming the deficiencies of these target-area children
in the primary grades.

. Research should be undertaken to develop a more precise measure of drop-
out potential in order to determine which students need specific remedial action,
and to determine whether this action is actually working. Xnowledge of the fac-
tors which go .to make up such an indicator would assist teachers aund administrator:
greatly both in planning adequate programs and in staff development and in-service
training.

F. Research should be undertaken to develop better measures of educational
climate in the various Title I schools and programs.- Changes in educational
clirate would be quite valuahble in determining effective staffing patterns. and
the relationships between staff development and in-service training as well as
student performance and behavior. )

G. Mdditional experimentation and evaluation need to be undertaken as to the
most effective use of teacher aides in elementary schools. There is little posi-
tive evidence of increased classroom performance or school adjustmenrt from the
use of teacher aides, and very little evidence as to improved standardized test
scores in classrooms where teacher aides are present. Increased use should be
made of situations where gains have been obtained, to determine what factors
were present so that the situation might be replicated.
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EVALUATION OF ESEA TITLE I PROGRAMS
FOR TYZ DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 1967-68

Abstract
I. Objectives

The purpose of the research was to continue the evaluation of special pro-
grams in the District of Columbia schools funded under Title I of the LElementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, Public Law 89-10,

The primary objective was to obtain estimates of changes in student per-
formance and behavior that could be related to each of the various programs.
Arsvers were sought to the following questions: Do students perform better in
school because of the expenditure of Title I funds? %hat programs appear to be
the most effective in terms of measurable pupil gains? What programs and serv-
ices obtain the most student gain per dollar of Title I funds? Do Title I
programs prevent dropout?

IT. Description of the Target Population

There were 97 public and private schools, both elementary and secondary, in
the target area, with a total enrollment of approximately 70,000 students rangin
from kindergarten through the twelfth grade. These schools were selected on the
basis of the need of the children in them, as determined from a combination of
the median school scores for the 4th and 5th grades on two standardlzed tests of
reading, and median income and years of schooling of the adult population in the
census tract in which the school was located. Approximately 25,000 students in
these target schools were designated by their school principal as potential drop.
outs in need of special attention. Eighteen of the schools, with approximately
15,000 new students, wer® added to the target area at the beginning of the 1967-
1968 school year. '

.I1I, Procedure

Teacher evaluations of student performance and attitude were obtained in
ifay 1967 and again in Yay 1968 for students in the target schools. From the
responses to these questionmnaires, two sets of composites, obtained by combining
similar items from the questionnaires, were computed for students who were in
the various Title I programs. These composites at the beginning and end of the
school year were taken as evidence of changes in the students in the programs,
The changes in the students in each program were compared with each other, and
were also compared with similar changes occurring in boys and girls in various
grade groups. ’

In addition to changes in classroom performance, test scores were used to
compare the performance of Title I schools with nen-Title I schools. Informa-
tion was also obtained from teachers about the number of absences during the
two previous school years and average absences calculateu for the studen.s in

each program. Information was also avallable as to the cost per pupil of the
individual programs.

Abstract -~ 1



Abstract 1987-58

Information about the students identified as potential dropouts was
obtained from questionnaires filled out by the Iupil Fersonnel Services Teams.

Hon-statistical information concerning the operation of each program was
obtained through interviews with the program administrators and teachers,
through observation of the program by the evaluation staff, and from the
Associate Superintendent for Planning, Innovation, and Research of the D.C.
Public Schools and his staff,

Iv, Evalugﬁion of Specific Programs

The primary basis for the evaluations of the programs was the consideration
of the changes in the students in them as measured by the Classroom Performance
Composite and the School Adjustment Composite. Secondary considera:tion was
given to such things as cost per pupil relative to other similar programs, the
level of absences of the students in the programs, the kinds of students served,
and the extert <o witicl e obieciives of thz progriis appeared to coincide
with the guldelines for Title I programs. Comparisons were made of the gains
or losses as reflected in the composite scores with various groups of girls
and boys at various grade levels,

Priority ratings were assigned to the programs, both for the regular
school year as well as for the summer of 1967, and are shown in the table
wirich follows., Priority 1l programs are those which appear to be the most
effective in that they tend to improve the classroom performance and the school
adjustment of the students in them. They also appear to reduce absences and
to deal with the part of the target school population most 1likely to drop out
of ..l'0ol. In these programs the cost per pupil compares favorably with ocher
‘programs. The programs listed as Priority 1-B are considered slightly less
effective than those in group l-A. Priority 2 programs appear to have merit,
but do rnot fulfill all of the requirements for effective programs. Priority 3
programs usually have undesirable characteristics,

V. Conclusions

A. It was found to be possible to devise and use a statistical model
sensitive enough to detect small changes in evaluated pupil performance
assoclated with individual Title I programs of less than a year's duration,

B. Many Title'I programs were.found to: ber assoclated with gains in
classroom performance, school adjustment, and decreases in absences or the
part of the. students inm then,

C. The following types of programs were associated with the greatest
positive change: pre-kindergarten, enriched primary and secondary summer
school, Pupil Personnel Services Teams, reading incentive seminars, speclal

Abstract ~ 2




Abstract 1967-68

PRICRITIZS* ASSIGHZID TO TITLZ I PICGRALS
SUIMER 1967 AID SCHOCL YZAR 1967-68

SULMIR 1967 ffﬁfif?i SCHOCL YEAR 1957-58
—_— Leport*?
PRIORITY 1-A: PRIONILY 1-A:
410 Social Adjustment 1-4 241  Preschool Childraa-Parent Oriencztion
420 'ebster Girls'! School 1-4 249 Saturday ifusic Program
430 OLTAY Program 1-4 261 Webster Girls' School
440 Joint Public and 222 STAY Trogram
Parochial--15-12 2 254 Reading Incentive Seminars
480 Pupil Personnel Services 281 Urban Service Corps
Teams 1-A 283 7Punil Personnel Services Teams
500 ZFrimary Summer School 1-A 285 ¥idening Horizons, iSD
560 Special Crientation for
3th Graders 3 PRICRITY 1-0:
ERTORITY 1-B : 244 Expacsion of Language Arts

324 Special Aides, Model® piodel
325 "eacher Aides & Assistants, .iSD

fzg fda Czllggf iref—;co?z:ga f B 3256 Cowmunity School, ISZ
;;O ;gco? arghacioo1 Egr chment 2- 328 <Cardozo Data Processing, MSD
5;0 éggge:gCamg?n;a 1tness 1-A 329 Lnglish in Eyery Classroom, iS0C
580 Instrumental ldusic 1-4 .
300 Vocational Orientation 1-8 ERICRITY 2:
245 Food Services
2I0RITY 2¢ ) 247 Breakfast Program
284 Future for Jimmy
460 Summer Scholarships 2 286 Reading and Speech-Hearing Clinics
530 Georgetown College 321 Instructional Staff, ISD
Cricntation 3 . 322 Staff Development, iSD
323 "ljodel? iiodel School Staff
PRIORITY 3: _
PRICRITY 3:
/, .
470 Su?m?r Cccgpat1ona1 . R 265 Living Stage
Crientation 1-B 282 tudiovisual Prosram
520 Theater ‘Jorkshops 2 327 - 1{ VITUT ichment. FED
510 1SD JHS and Teacher vultural snrichment, f
Training Institute 1-A

Should be financed from funds for the
education of handicapped children?

243 ZEmotionally Disturbed children

*Priority 1-A: Highest in improving both classroom performance in school adjust-
ment, reducing absences, treating proper population, and favorable cost per pupi
Priority 1-B: Not quite so outstanding but meet all the requirements of 1l-A;
Priority 2: Have merit but do not fulfill all the requirements;

Priority 3: Have undesirable characteristics,

. **Dailey, J.T., and lleyman, Jr., C.A. ¥Zvaluation of ISEA Title I Programs for

: the District of Columbia, Surmer 1967, Final report on Contract 5-5837 to the

| District of Columbia Government. WYashington, L.C.: The George Washington Uni-
versity, Iducation Research Project, March 1968, page 67.
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summer classes for social 2djustment or orieate:ion, summer camping, and
special bigh sclools whiclh divectly velabilicate potential dropouts, like
ST.Y and UVebster Girls? Sclool

D. Tuere was little correlation hetween estimated program effectiveness
and cost va a per-pupil »asis. There was also a wide diversity be:veen the
types of students in the various programs, not only by sex and grade, but also
the evaluations of tlieir classroom teachers as to ihe classroom performance
and the school adjustmert of the srudencs in thenm,

3. Three principal factors assoclated wit> e Student Zvaluation Form
emerged from the factor analyses of the dazz: Scl.ool Adjustmenrt, Classroon
Perfornance, and iggressive lLeaders!:ip.

T, "Iile intercorrelations bevveen e correspordinz items on the pre-
a~d post-test evaluations tended to be rather low (helow 0.40), tle stabili:y
of the composites as ,udzed by "he consisteni: recurrence of tie items in them

lwas muc' creater, ard aretherefore iore approprizte for measuri:n the effects

of Title I programs i’ ar any single itew would “e.

G. Five factors energed from the factor analyses of t!.e Pupil Perso.nel
Services Teams ZTvaluation Forms for tie various g-oups of ecl-ildren in =leir
caseload: lome Znvironment, Social Adjustment, Problewns ayd botciva:zion, Ous-
of-Sc'iool Problems, and Aggressive Behavior, not necessarily iw: “hat order of
streng:l,

Lbsiract - &
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Contrac: i'o. 115-8037

£5STLACT

Syt
e

PU'..P\AJ..:

Kl AbAtite o

To evaluate tie 1957 summer school prograas in t.e 7is:zrict of Coluxtia
funded under Title I of the Tlementary and Secondatry Tducaiion 4c: of 1635,
Tiere vere 18 different Title I programs, involving approximately 15,000
studer.Zs.,

PROCEDULE

T.igs evaluation is a corcinuation of the studies made of the Title 1
programs in the District of Columbia during the summer of 1935 and t.e 1955-067
scinol year,. carried out by the Zducation Tesearc: Prolect of The George
lashingron University.® There vere tuo naln aspects of the evaluatior:
[i% The statistical aspects included a record of studeni participation in the
various programs, ard information about tlie progiams obtained from cercadr.
coccions of the folloving data-gathering inscruments: Student ZIvaluation
Yorms, fdninistrator Juestiornaires, Teacher ~uestionnaires, and Student
“uestiormzires. (2) The nonstatistical aspects included discussion of the
summer programs with administrative persornel, site visits to the program
activities, ard ii; formation about the prograns and their operation from
aduiriszrarors, teacihers, ard students; obtained from the nuestionnaires and

other sources, N

o ~
TSULTS

~e
Ti:is avaluation should be corsidered as interim in nature, subject to
confirmatzion as to the ac:ual efiectiveress of these programs in changing
s-udaent performance and attitude when measures of school performance and
reac’ er evaluations are avoilatle at :the erd of the 1957-68 scliool year.

Tne followiig programs vere judged o be 00SC effective in contributing
to meeting the special educational needs of educatiorally deprived children
in the target area: Priority 1-A (in alphabetical order) -- Instrumental

S %

*Dailey, J.T., & lleyman, C.A., Jr., ¥Ivaluation of 2SZA Title I Programs
’ for the District of Columhia, 19566 and 1967,% Final Report to District of
‘ Columbia Government Contracts 1'5:63416 and i15-6370, lashington, D.C.:
. Tducation Research Project, CGeorge Vashirgton University, Decenmber 1967.
O
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SHEfFubt Sumimer 1907

Music, ifodel Scliool Divisior Junior High Scl.ool and Teacbijg Thairing
Inscitute, Primary Summer School, Pupil Personnel Services5Tea;e, Social
Adjustment, STAY, Summer Camping, and ebscer Girls ScHool’ Priority 1-T --

Sccondary Schiool Enrichment, Summer Occupational Oxienta'yon, and Vocatciora
Crientation.

=

ViCCHLENDAT ICHS F

i I

t is recommended that every possible effort he nade to plan t'e
summer scih ool programs vell in advance of the openirg of the session, since
this is necessary in order to enroll studenits in appropriane programs, to
ohtzir adecuate ~unlified staff, to obtain :he necessary supplies, and to
worlk out the detzils of progran operazion,

Iz is also recommended :lat there be be:ter coordination of the sunmer
proarams -- e.g., che Occupational and Vocational Orientation programs and
ti.e GSecondary School Znricluenr: program. Greater effort siiould be made to
involve a larger percentage of Title 1 targe:-area students whio have beey,
"identified” as potertial dropouts. :leans should be sought :o involve
parents and commurities ©o a greater exient., Programs being offered siiould

be publicized more so thzt :he parents and communi-ies are more aware of
tiie activities of the schools,

It is further recommended that those programs which have not demonstrated
positive effects sliould either be dropped or changed in ways that will make
them more effective, and new programs s..ould be developad to meet specific
needs not met by other programs,

ilovever, final decisions with regard to continuazion or modification of
low priority summer programs should await analysis of the effects of these

programs on classroom performance and atitiiude as measured by the teacliers
during the current school year.

Abstraci - 2
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SUMMARY REPORT

IV, .LUATIOI! OF 3IST\ TITLE I PROGRAMS
for the District of Columbia, 1985 and 1967

I. TIU'TRCDUCTICN

Tie punlic schools of the Tistrict of Columiia vere aliocated $5,455,927
in fiscal year 1906 and $5,472,307 in fiscal year 1967 urder Ti:le I of
P. 1o Law 89-10, Ilementary cnd Secordary Educa:-ion Acht of 1965, for pro-
grans to serve educa:-ionally deprived yourgsters. /Pprozimately 24,000
educa-iorally deprived cliildiven were i: volved ir over fifty Title I programs
ard services durir~ :"e summer of 1965 and t'e following regular schiool year
wirict this repori covers.

A system was developed ard . utilized :-o evaluate Ciese prograns and
services. The primary objective of the evaluation was to obtaii. estimates
of cianges in student performance and belavior that were uniquely related
-0 each of the various programs. /inswers were soucht to the following
aquestions: :

... Are *.e childrer better off because of the expenditure
of Title I funds?

... ‘mat programs appear to te the most effective in terms
of measurakle pupil zainrs?

... What programs or combination of programs and services
show promise of obtaining the most student gain per
dollar of Title I funds?

. II. BASIC COUSIDIRATIO'S

It was “ypot:esized that tlie short-term changes inr pupil performance
caused by all tle Title I programs togeriier vere likely to be small, and
ti:at c-arces due to any single program were likely to be fust barely
! detectale, if a: all., This means trat the only hope of detectirg such
small short-cerm changes lies i developing an overall skaistical sys*om
. or model whic: would include tie impertan: out-of-sciool ervironment or
l “resistance factors® wiiclh have such powerful effects on student perforns
ance and attitudes.

TOTZ: This Summary heport is a non-tecimical summary of the research

o done u-der Contracts 1'S-66416 and i!S-6C70 with the District of
[ERJ!: Columbia Goverrmen:. For further details about the study, see
C i

the Tec:nical [eport.
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Another consideration i:: evaluation was that since each student was exposed
to a number of special innovative practices it was not possible to evaluate any
sivgle proeram by itself in isolation. In corsideriig ti:e 2ifects oI ~.y =i -~le
program, due allowance must be made for all other important school przctices,
socio-ecoronic factors, and p:irticipation in othier Title I programs.

111. TIE ZVALUATION SYSTEM

In order to profit from educational innovation one must have a continuous
feedback of estimates of the results. Otherwise most of the value of the
irnovations will be lost and little will be learned irom them that can lead
to improved education for the childrer involved.

Assessing the slort-term effects of a single Title I program requires
longitudinai follow-up studies with large numbers of cases a2nd quantitative
control of the many resistance factors and many school factors involved in
the performance of the pupils. For purposes of evaluating the Title I pro-
T2 :5 such an evaluation system has beem developed and utiiized. The inf..-
mation on which the system is based has been organized into what might be
termed a statistical model of tlhie D.C. public schools., From the statistical
model can be predicted the most probable performance of a student in any given
new program. If the program has no effect on the sftudent'’s performance, the
student will perform as predicted. If a new program tends to cause favorable
changes in performance, then the student in it will do better than predicted.

The statistical model provides a system for continuing evaluation of the
various Title I projects as they deveiop. The system is also comprehensive
and versatile enough for use in evaluating other newu programs or innovations
in the D.C. school system. All that is required is a roster of the students
in the new program, or to kinow wirich grade groups in specific elemertary schools
are involved in such: an innovation as ungraded organization.

A special feature of ‘the statistical model is a metiiod of estimating
expected performance of the punils in a specific school. These estimates are
obtained from analysis of past records of performance levels :n schools serving
areas with various levels of income and education. At any given point in time,
performance in a specific school can be compared with its predicted or eXpected

level of performance and this can be related to its partlcular pattern of
programs and innovations.

1V, II'FORMATIOI! COLLECTED

In obtaining the data réquired for the statistical model, information
such as th= following vas obtained:

A. Lists of students who i:ad participated in the various Title I programs.

Tivis involved visiting the program to transcribe the names and other available
information about the students.



3., The Studernt Svaluation rForn was distributed to all Jicle I target
schools to be filled out on cach student bty =he classroom teacher. .After
these forms had been collected from thke schiools, they were checked, coded,
edited, and all essential information punched into ID. cards. Tihis wuas
done tuice, once in ilay aund Jjune 1966, and again in :lay and June 1967.

C. The list of ¥identified"* students was obtained from the Pupil
Personnel Departmert for all target schools, both public and private.

0. Fron achievenent tests routinely adainistered in the regular testing
program vere obtained measures of basic literacy, reading comprehension, and
mathiematics. In order to study the effects on schools in the target area,
expected mean scores for each of them were computed fron analysis of scores
on standardized tests for comparable schools in previous years. Because of
the fact that the tests of the regular testing progran during tlie school
year 1966-67 were given early in the school year, it was not nossible to
use them to determine the effects of onzoing Title I prograns.

. Information obtained from special data-gathering imstruments such as
questionnaires, interviews, and other standardized tests for specific purposes.
Cne of these standardized tests was the Language Facility Test. This is an
individually adninistered test which obtains a standardized sample of verbal
response to visual stimuli. Iesponses to each stinmulus picture are recorded
and scored in two different ways. One score, on a ten-point scale, measures
the level of verbal development or maturity independent of dialect or cultural
influences. The other score measures tile number of deviations from standard
English, This test uas adninistered to selected groups of students in various
programs. Thelr scores were compared with the norms previously developed on
a similar populaticn, or their growth in verbal language facility during the
progran measured by means of pre- and post-tests.

- F. Observations of the project staff members through visits to Che
orograms and interviews with the director and staff members of the various
prograns.

V. PROCEDURE

A. FPreparation of the llaster Tane

One of the most difficult operations of the wholz2 project was the work
necessary to match up the many different kinds of information from the many
sources about thousands of children. Each name on each new dgocunient or roster
of program participants had to be looked up individually in a "telephone booii-
type roster to sec whether the pupil was already on file. If he was, the
document or roster was marked with the studentt!s identification number so
that the data could be added to the data bank. If he was not, a new identi-
fication number was assigned and the name added to the "telephone book,"

* #ldentified"” students are those who have been identified by their teacher
and princinal as potential drepouts,
-3 -
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so that the data could be processed. It is estimated that a total of approxi-
mately 200,000 documents were »rocessed in tikis nmanner, and 100,000 or rosters.
The datz bank contained approximately C0,000 different names with sex, date

of birth, school and grade in 1968, and/or school and grade in 1967, pi:is
progran participation record and vhether the student was identified as «
potential dropout. This includes many puzils who moved in and out of the
target area schools. To this data bank vere added the additional student
serformance measures used in the evaluation. A great deal of wrork on the
cormuter vas necessary to edit and bring all these data tozether or a naster
tape suitable for analysis.

B. Analvsis of the Student Zvaluation Iorm

There were tuo sets of evaluations by classroon teachers of students
in the target schools. One set vas frop evaluations done in llay and June 1966,
and the other set one year later. Thesce items measured different aspects of
student behavior and nerformance. Froa the first set it was found that three
different things vere being measured by the form. The first one was ''student
classroom nerformance’ vhich can be represented by item Z of the Student
Zvaluation Form - “ilov well does this pupil do in his school trork?" he
second factor of Valieration from school and society" can be represented by
5EF item 12 - %"Uncooperative -~ Cooperative." The third factor of "aggressive-
ness" can be represented by SEF item 14 - “Shy - Aggressive.” his third

factor was found to be not related to being identified as a potential dropout.

-llovever, items 2 and 12 wvere nighly related to being so identified. The first

tuc factors coincide with two of the most important objectives of Title I
prograns and of conmpensatary educatisn in general.

One of the most valuable sources of evaluation of programs came from
conmparing the averages of teacher ratings on various items of the Student
Evaluation Forna for students in the various Title I programs and services.
Comparisons were made from the master tape for children in gereral, as vell
as differences betwveen programs. '

C. Achievenent Tests

The schools in the target areas werr exanmined to see how their
pei.oriiance on standardized tests compared with their expected performanc-
as derived from the pattern of school means of similar schools. This method
was used to evaluate such programs as Ungraded Intermediate, and the sixteen
different reading programs. This netliod is available for use in the evalua-
tion of any future innovation that is concentrated on a grade group in specific
elenentary schools. '

D. Limitations of the Study

The following limitations of the study gchruld be clearly stated:

1. lleasures of some of the important objectives of compensatory
education wvere not available during the period of the study.

-
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2. Tre time period covered by tl.e programs was tco short to
demonstrate “he full . eiffects of ccmpensatory education.

3. The rumber of students witl. complete date -~ thac i3, stul s
for whom both 2 June 1966 arid a June 1967 Student Evaluation Forn was avail-
able o.. tl.2 masTer wane -- as gult: sn2l1ll for scae programs despite the

large amount of data collected. lowever samples of 100 cases or more were
available for many of the programs.

VI. RESULTS AI'D CONCLUSIOL'S

A. Readirng and Achievement

Samples of students who in the spring of 1966 took the Metropolitan
Achievement Test in grade 2 or wio took the STZIP battery while in grade &4
were retested using the same battery one yeor later. These scores vere
compared vith those made by the same students in the regular administracion

of the test and the differences studied both by individuals and by school
means.

The schools in the sample represented various combinations of
programs and characteristics, but none of these seemed corsistently related
to gains in reading level. The target area schools did not perform better
than the predicted levels. Some individual schools performed better than
the expected level but the patterns of over-performance did not seem to be
related to participation in any of the D.C. regular or special school pro-
grams. The over-performance when consistent over several grade levels and
school years might well, in considerable part, reflect better teaching and
administration, Part of it may be due to other control-type factsrs not
presently accounted fsr. Occasionally a school's over-performance can be
due to indirect selective factors causing it to attract cihiildren from the
more educationally supportive families within the area it serves., Uhen this

happens, of course, it will cause other schools serving tl:at area to perform
below expectation.

As the statistical model of the schools becomes more completely
structured and as additional longitudinal follow-up data zre added to it,
it should be useful for studies relatirg pupil performance to measures of
teaching quality and training. The effects of variations in teacher quality
and training as well as the effects of metliods and practices are almost
completely masked by the effects of out-of-school environment. While the
statistical model, in effect, holds these out-of-school factors constant,

it will begin to be possible to estimate the performance level of each
scliool.
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tegt nerfceriance caused by Title I nrozoraas are likely to be snall during any
onz year, and tlus large saunles of Dupils i. any gival. progran w7ill T2

Y

essential for detecting soz2ll g"i?s wizi. any desree cof cor:fidence. This can
be done gith :she cests ziver voutinely in the reqular school testilg progran
sta

once +-e progran statilizes into a rejular seguerce of tests for at least tvo
sears in a row., It mill als: de . ccessary to facilitate the additiol of tlis
test infcrmation to t 2 prese..t data bank Dy soae permaner.t systen for studer.t
identificatiocr,.

Tor evaluations writl. otier :esis ard measures it 'rill Dbe necessary
=0 do s:acial testi g of substantial saaples cf studests in s;ecific :rrgrans.
liovever, because of t":» siatistical -odel, i will be recessary only to test
at the eond of & program since btench marks hove ai

c

irezdy “een establisted Irr
predicting performsnce in the absence of 2r:j.21 eflective. ess.

r

In %le future, :rogra.s can be evaluated by tle various tests,
irtrrvisws, and otier evaluative devices used in che original bene .-mark
studies.,

T. Zvaluations by Teacliers

The results of tie studies involvirg tlwe teacher evaluaticis have
beenn incorporated i.. tiie next sectiorn giving oriorities assigred to thz
various nrograms and services,

C. Priorities for Funding Under Title 1

The prograzms under Title I studied iv this sroject follow, divided
irto oriority groups as defired belcw, Projects are arranged in alplabetical
order witl i groups. Jlso given are the reasoits for assigning tihis priority.
Furtier details will be found f1. tie Tecimical leport.

Several factors were considered ir naking up t.e priority list ol
the Title I progranms studied in this orcject. Priorities are given only for
those prograns about whilch su”'icie?t information is available for adequate
judgment. 2riority groups were defined as follows: Priority 1 - Those
srojects which were fourd to have made a definriie and documertable contribu-
tion toward better schoolirz for studei.is from low-income areas. JIaci of
the projects irn tihis category wras found tc be associated vwith inproved punil
performance and attitudes, or directly salvaged dropouts. These ihave been
divided i:.to two groups, l-A and 1-3D. Priority 2 - Those projects appearing
to have merit as Title I programs but wiich are rot uaking as significant or
measurable a cortribucion as tiese in Priority 1. 2riority 3 - Low-2riority
projects.
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Priority i-A

re-Xindergarter Proarams., These include the Summer Pre-Xinderpar: s .
turday Pre-3chiool Criemtation, and the liodel Secmool Zivision Jio-!
rogran. These programs are importeant ajrrozcceres co tie probledn
ci.ildren for educaticnal exjeriences in schwol =ren they are vot
quately srepared by tieir lome eiviromment. Tihese prograns rightl
stress to participation Dy tle pareris and see2 to ve relatively sucee:
stimulating such participation, For a sample of 119 childrer, the Suuriaer

Tre-Zindergarten srogran was found to be associated vit: increased language
facility. All of the various Title I pre-kindergarten aroarams vers found to
be associated writh bettor readiness and pe;fo*naﬂce in doth “iidergarte. ond
arade 1.,

[
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Primary Sumner Sciool. IF 2 c’.ild learns o read in © 2 secocrd T ird grade
and makes ormal anze-ior-grade pruogress thereafter, Te is very likely to col-
tinue i school until "= is 1T years old, and will srobably graduzte (;om hizgt
schicol, Tle extra “susly’ nrovided by lJrimary Summer Gciool siould make 2
substantial diference to te early school adjustme.t of many studerts and be

a potert weapon agains: dropsut, In tie follow-up study, it -ras fouad tlat

te samnle of 1847 students vio particimated i tlis summer progran shoved
eviderice of better attitudes, >erformance, and motivaticn in tiie classroon.

T".is propram azpears to give critical “elp to disadvantaged cildron at a very
importait neriod i.. their develoome:.t and s! ould be co’tinued wit! high rriority

Fupil Persornel Service Teans, These teams are fundame..tal to the dropout
pirevertion problem and suplort it ir several ways, Tirst, these teans deal
directly it :he problems of t'e ideintified studeits, parcicularly as they
irvolve tlie ;.ome eivirormneni. T e :eans solve many student problems by direct
ar %o, Tre, also act to frster parental involvement in tl.e educaticr. prccess.
Second, the teams supply muchi unique information about tie student and .s

“ome tia: is badly needed by teac’ers, counselors, priricipals, and otl.er

scl.ool personnel., Tihird, they »nrovide original uninue information esser tial

to the school admin1strat1cn for planning, adniniscering, evaluzating, and
improving educational services and programs.

The students served by the teams were fourd to s!.ov zdins in scihool per
formance wlen re-evaluated by their teacliers at tiie eird of the school year,
The 1986 studerts evaluated by tieir teachers in 1966 and 1967 and vwho vere
served by tlie teams exceeded predicted performance in enotional maturity,
attitude toward school, likinrg to read, and cooperativeness.

T:.is approaclh seems ceuntral to tle eitire Title I program and siouid be
given top oriority. t‘ays slould be sought to extend the services supplied
by ti.2 teams and to integrate them more closely witi. the otlier Title I progran
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~eadina Incentive Sexinars., Teznler evaluations at the erd of tha sclool year
indicated that t'-is Jrograa led to better studeat :erformance and atticudes.
T. e students in t'.is »rogram improved in classrcon perforzance, emctional
stability, at:titude towvard scl.ool, lilking for readi. s, and cocperativeress.

— s

T .is eviderce is based upon 207 cases with complete datz (Fritl: complete data™
mcans £ at they vere ovaluated by teac“ers i.. botl. 1956 2:.d 1S87), and is
stavistically cor-clusive. It was alsc found tiat t-2 studerts in tlis progran
were doing bDetter tihan average tc bepir witlh, and s!oved good improvement
during e year. It slould be cortinued yvic “iqgl sriority siicce the dropouts
oreverted by it will include meny of the high aptitude students wic are able
te do their scliool work but fail to be motivated by it.

Social Adjustment, This summer progran represerts a fundamental attack on a
very important sroblem in tne dropout area, Thie 51 studerts wizli complete
data vare fourd to s™ow important improvemert in classrcoa performance,
aaotional stability, attitude toward scl.ool, and cooperativeness. Tiey ex-
cecded predicted performance in lilking tc read, wiere the total sample shoved
a decrease. It repreoentv tixe first really strucitured »rogran in this area
and should be given %igli priority for continuatis: and expansion.

S-ecialized Camping Programs. This includes the Summer iusic Camp (10 cases),
the YilCh Camp (35 cases), and the Saturdzy iiusic Program (10 cases). Tiese
were tuwo specialized camping prograns ir ti:e summer of 1955 and a follow-up
program for one of tlhen during the regular school year. The ciildre:. in all
t”ree programs scwed eviderice of better classroom performance wher evaluated
.Ly Leir teaclers at tie end of the school yezr. The ilusic Camp and Saturday
iusic Prograns were also associated witil: improveme..t in attitude tovard sciool
and liking tv read, Camp in and of itself is certainly ns panacea, but
specialized camps vith close tie-in to acadenic progranms and objectives seen
to be an effective way of obtaining increases in studeit school nerformance,

It is recommended t!at long-range plans for a permanent camping program be
initiated,

T4:Y (School to Lid Youth)e. Tiis program probably salvages dropouts at a
lover cost ser dropout tian almost 2 y other program since there is not a
great deal of turrnover within the program, In many cther »>rograms, a great
deal of movey can be snert on a number of students whc wil eitler not drop
out in any evert or would drop out desnite the money spent ou ti.e2m. This is
not true of the STAY program. o sample of 54 students in the wiinter STAY
psroaram had beer. evaluated by tiheir teachers ir 1966 and by the STAY staff
in liay 1967. The re-evaluations were made by STAY staff and therefore are
rot comdletely comparable with tlie other programs. However, it wvas found that
there vere improvements in school performance, emotiornal maturity, attitude
toward school, 1likinz to read, ard cooperativeress.

e original exvectation for the STAY program was that it would feed
students back into their regular high schools. This did not happen in most
cases since the studerts strongly preferred tih» STAY program to the regular
higl: school, Apparently this program represents a nev type of secorndary
program suited to tihe needs of many students who reject tie regular high school
programs. It is recommended that the STAY program be expanded and eventually
become part of the regular secondary program i several key sreas of the city.
lays should b2 ewslored to vse it ss a base for a ney work-study and conzinu-
i-s educatiox zrograw to waecet the reeds of thosz students now rejecting full-
time day study.

Q
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Yebster Schocl for Girls, This program deals with the factor that is cne of
the most important causes of dropout among girls., It directly salvages
potential dropouts at a reasonable cost, It is doing a good job of zeeting
the ~ducational necds of our girls at a criticzl time in their lives, and it
is also a good example of how the school system goes to great lengilis o weet
the snecial problems of its students. It should be contirued with emphasis
o5 learning how to meet this prohlem with a simplified and less expensive
progran for all girls whe need it, at a cost tiat could be absorbed irto the
regular school budget, I: should also be examined to see what materials and
methods have been developed that would be useful fur all high schonl students

to have in preparation for eventual family resoonsibilities and to foster the
fullest development of their children.

Friority 1-3

Cxpansion of languags Arts, The Language sArts Program is designed to develop
the ovral and written language facility of culturally disadvantaged children.
One of its main purposes is to teach standard English to those children wh™o,
in effect, speak an urban dialect., EFarlier studies have indicated that this
Program seems to be effective in doing this. Samples of students who had

been in the Language Arts Program in 1965 were found to have improved in

language facility (123 cases) and in speaking standard Inglish (44 cases)
in this study.

Future For Jimmy., This summer and regular school year program is a tutorial-
and counseling-type program in considerable depth where representatives of

the intellectual community of Washingtor tutor and coursel irdividual students
who need help. It is jointly administerad by the D.C. schools and the Urban
League, and because of the Urban Leaguc participation, helps involve a very
important stratum of the Yashington community in working directly with the
problems of these school -citildrere This should do much to help these tutors
uz. rstand better the D.C. scheol system and the problems that it avd its
students are working on together. A sample of 183 cases showed improveunent

in classroom performance. The program should be coritinued if budget permits,

Age 13,7 Summer Reading Program. This program attacks a very fundamental
cause of dropouts for the group of students most likely to drop out, since
they are having difficulty with school achievement and are seriously beuind
ir their age-grade placement, A follow-up study indicatad that one year
alfter participating in this summer program, 199 students who had been in it
shoved evidence of better paerforuance in the classroon, It was a relatively

inexpensive program and should be expanded to meet the needs of all youngsters
in t*is category.

-9 <
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Un~radad (or :"ongraded] Irnternedizte Sefuencz, This Ddrogrew is extlorirgy 2
new aldreach T3 aeeriny to2 {ndividual needs of disagvantaged studerts at ohe
irternediate level. Ii is an vngraded sequence ciferisg elv is understonding
e nroblems of t'e cultuirally disadvantaged cl ild a:

i

q

structional prozran to meet " is narticular needs. gr
i. this orogran inproved ir emotioncl maturity and atti
znd 21so exceeded nredicted classrcom neriosrmatce. This srogran is ar

imoyortar £ el ajydrsac, sad ceeds [ull trial and carefal evzluatior.

Yroza Sarvice Toros. Title 1 funds vwere used by tie Urdan Sorvice Corps to
? a cransportation for field trips and also tc provide cliii-ing, glasses,
and hearing 2ids £o childre:n: needing trea. Tiese exje.<itfures do ot lead
direc:ly to improved schiool performance or zititudes, but ey do represelt
izportant services nceded by ci.ildre:: in lov-income areas, Suc' [rograss
need to be continuel,

Priority 2

. .. @

Trealkfast end 2hysical Fitness Prograss. This summer and regular scliool
year prozraa arpeared to be worling out well and sghoved promise of being
effective i ianroving studeat motivetion and attitudes, althougit the
a:atistlcal study failed tc coxfirm this. If it wvere to be coutinued, the

basic concept siould be examined closely to see exactly how it is operatiag
as a reinforcement activity in relatioir to the regular schwel prograi,.

Sollerse Oriertation. This is an importaat aznd apnarertly effective srogran
but is not directly aimed at the »reventior of droncuts. A hig'. preportior
of these youngsters »robably would not dron out since they vere doirg well
in classroon performance before entering the arcgran,

Enelis™ in Zvery Classrcon., Ti:is is a2 proaran desigied to involve studerts
and teacters i regular systematic writing cf conpositions and also to
encuurage ard imorove reading tircugh tiie use cf :a-erback books, magazines,
and neuysra~ers, It operates or. ti.e preuise that Znglisl: nust be taught by
eacl. teacher in every classroon, 10t by thie I zlisl: reaclher alore. It served
a urique furctior over and abuve the other ccmmuidcation skills p>rograms ir
its corcentracion on tlhe systematic writing of compositions, and should lelp

tc meet a real reed in the developmert cof t"ese students,

nriclizent Sunmer Sc..oo0l - aeCO“daEL. Ti.is prograia contributes directly to
drooout »revertion to thie extent that it enables studerts to study thcse sub-
jeets in whicl. tiiey have a special interest. Student comments intherizs and
interviews indicated :liat tiey like tl.e summer courses much more tian the
same work during tie regular scliool year, and had an increased interest in
sciwol vork. Scudents from tl.is program wvere found to lLave better school
performance and attitudes in the classroom o:e year later. It is gilven

lover priority than the Primary Summer Sclhicol because it occurs at an older
age wher many studerts iave already left scliool,aand leaves fewer years for
student imprcvement tc affeect scheol work and sregress,

- 10 .
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Ixtended Day ~ Double Barrel Trorran. This projram involved college students
a0 worked with the youager children on a2 buddy basis. There were five
children assigned to cach college student., The collese students ziced in
tucoring, cultural enrichment, and personal adjustment, with special ewphasis
on - ~=ahlishine raport batween the child and +the college student. dlso in-
volved in this orograt weres counselors and librarians, and services for anm
afrer-school library program were provided, Houvever, the program was not
iaplescnted as originally intanded, The 51 students in the progran for witon
complete data are available were foumd to improve in cooperativaness and
e2noticnal maturity but did not do better than expected in classroon perforu-
ance. If continued, the program should be restructured and kept om a cos-
pletely evaluated experizental basis.

Gonzaga Collere Preo. This important and apparently effective program is
not aimed directly at the prevention of dropouts. The prograu has some
importance in that it is one in which nonpublic school stucdents participate.

Reading and Speech Clinics. Title I funds were used to add technicians to
the staffs of the Reading Clinic and the Speech and Hearing Clinics. However,
there was some delay in obtaining these technicians because of the shortage

of supply of these specialized nersonms. These clinics provide remedial
service to many students and this important service is an invaluable support
to regular classroom teachers. The usual procedure in these clinics was to

give priority to the identified students.

Readine Programs. A great deal of work has been done in racent years on new
approaches to the teaching of reading. A4l1 of these have some advantages;
none of then has accomplished any miracles. Sixteen of the more pogular new
approaches were tried in the D.C. schoolg; and none of them has done any
miracles, either. However, they represent nev popular approaches that should
be tried out to see their strensths am! weaknesses for various teachers and
various combinations of students in the D.C. schools.

iost of the samples for the 12 methods for which data were availabl:
vere too small to warrant final judgment on the merits of each individual
program, but several of tz reading approzches were associated with improve-
ment in student classroom performance, These included tha jlacliillan Reading
Spectrum (23 cases), Ginn Language Development (22 cases), and Words in Color
(47 cases). The Macliillan group alse improved in attitude toward school,
liking to read, and cooperativeness. The Ginn Language Developument group
also improved in attitude toward schkool ani cooperativeness. Words in Coler
vas also associated with improved 1iking tn t2:id. Uhile the students in the
above reading method groups showed improvement, the group of 12 methods as a
whole was not associated with better school performance or better reading
test scores when comparisons were made with students in similar schools with
no experimental reading programs.

The problem is not to select one best program which, of course, may be
only slightly better than the others., The problem is to enable the District
of Columbia teachers to have the latest know-how, materials, and methods
available for different approaches to reading, and it is believed that this
will do much to increase the motivation of both the reading teacher and the
reading student. '

all-
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Suzmer Institute for Zlemertarv Toacliers and o Jemorctration Summer Scoliool.
T:is 2adel Sciool Tivision project was a vary imporiznt atiomt to learn tie
best ways of in-serviee traizing of teachers Ior culturally édisadvantaned
c ildrer. If it is tc bz cootinued, emliesis slsu 1u be >laced usil. learring
2o toe plan an eventual in-service tezcher training »rogram for schivol-syscen-
ride intreductics at a cost e systea ca:x aifs d

?rior'tg 2
oltural Ingic’ gent Cultural Inricliment Las beer ratler disaspei. tianz 2s an
a-proaci Ic stluL1°t1'0 yourg teonle for aotivation in scl.ool,. ”:ﬁever, The
ssesent Culturzl Ihoriclpeat _rogran is relatively itex ersive ard ic is
Seccer tied In writii ohe real cultural leritaze of tl 2 'p° t'.ar. 3any ot ers
Tzve been, Trere may te ways to utiiize this coicest a‘d coordi. ate with
ssecific education:al programs mor2 clusely., It is a di Tic 41- Dro Tam Tl
evaluate, but it a;)ears ac wresert nct to be of ig oricrity as it is now

develoned,

llarrison Scocl-Ccmmunity 2reciject. T is is ar attempt to obtain naxiuun
invcelvene;t of jareilts, clhwure':, and sciiool perseirnel in su~prrt of a sumner
scl.oo] progran in a poverry-striclke:s: neigiber  ood, T'e tcral proiect served

o gain exjerierce i tlfs area., Tovever, tl.e¢ specific activities uader the
nrograa .eod to he exanined carelely 2s tley wrobably vary areatly in tleir
effectiveress., The emnlasis s.ould be o learning e..ougl. abcut :t:is problem
complex to be able later on to nlan a suitable sroject i tlis area to be tried
out wit!. addicioial grouos,

“Team-Up* Training and Znriciment. This pougram did mot seem to geot off the
groucd very well. It does represert an attempt o acl.izve a iumber of chjec-
tives related to upgrading of culturally disadvantaged youtli. Its cbjectives
nossibly ere tco diverse and nerhajds siould be pore linited if tle pregran is
cortinued,

"D, 2rcjects to ba Finasnced fic.y Fuids for tiie Sducacion of
llandicapoed Culidren

Tearing Impaired Cl.ildren (Zerdall). Tiis scems tc be a very effective and
vell-run progran for helping tlose childrei. witi hearing impairment,

School for Emotionally Tisturbed Chilldren (Cniscooal Center). Tils is tie

first year of a tiree-yoar t!erapeutic sc! ool progran for emotiorally disturbed
¢’ ildren wio are also culturally and ecoronically disadvantaged. It is admin-
istered cooperatively by tl.e District of Zolumbia Public 5c’ools and t'e
Ipiscopal Center for Cl.ildren, and ircludes family involvenert. T.e 35

ciildrern in t!is zrcgram are ticse whose preblem is so deen-seated that they
“ave hee: unable to adjust tc a normal classroen situation, The purpose of

tie vrogram is tc work wit! ti:e childre: until tley can be reintroduced iinte
aoraal classrooms, but at “he end of the first year the pregraa had uot been
very success’ul ir this. This is a very good exanple of cir far a school system
<111 go i: meeting iz full needs of thosa students vwith the greatest prohlems,
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Z :vzrely Mentally QNetarded Chilcéren. This scems to be an isportant well-run
orogram that should ba continued if appropriate funds zre available.

Sharpe llealth School Summer Institute. This scemed to be a fine p»rogram for
children with a variety of handicaps, and should bte continued if aporopriate
funds zare available.

E. Projects liore ipprooriate for Fundine under the Reqular Schoel Sud et
Teachzr-Aicdes. There was a great deal of variation ia the way teacher-zides
were used, and additional study is needed to deternine the best nattern of
utilization for these sub-professional persons. [Lata wer2 not available to
relate the use of aides to snmecific programs; therefore, the evaluation had
to be limited to one of all aides combined.

Studies of the tcacher-aide programs indicated that the aides were per-
forming very valuable functions as part of the instructional team and are, in
general, relieving the teacher of those tasks that <3 not require professional
skills. There was no evidence that students in clazrooms with teacher-aides
performed better in class than those who did not. fgat the same thing has been
found for students in smaller classes as compared X* larger classes. Apparently
the use of teacher-aides is not likely to lead to ghort-term gains in ciassroom
nerformance, but neithar would the use of the same¥funds to hire a small pro-
o™ “2n of acdl’tional teachers. B '

-
.

The real question with regard to the Tecacher-aides program is thz relative
ratio of teacher-aides to tecachers to accomplish most effectively and efficientl
the instruction in the classroom. In estimating ths optimal ratio of teachers
to teacher-aides or of professionals to sub-professionals, the concensus of the
administrators involved in the program as vell as the project staif is that tha
present ratio of 1 to 20 is far below an optimal ratio. liost teachers and
virtually all principals would like to have as many teacher-aides as oossible
and would like to have a full-time aide in every classroon, Iowever, their
concensus is that the optimal ratio of teacher-cides might be on the order of
1 to 5 or 1 to 8, instead of the ideal 1 to i, or the present 1 to 20.

Increases beyond the 1 to 20 ratio should avait intensive study of the
various tasks to be done by the instructional team and studies of optimal
patterns of personnel to be used in carrying out these tasks at greatest
efficiency from the budget point of view. It seems highly likely that such
study would eventually indicate that the ratio of sub-professionals to pro-
lfessionals uight be on the arder of 1 to 5 if theres s a substantial increase
in the per-pupil expenditure rate of the school system. herefore, it is
strongly recommended that the Title I Teacher-/iides program be continued. It
has given the school system an invaluable chance to obtain experience with
new staffing patterns in the classroom, and seems to have been a significant
factor in improving working conditions for teachers.
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Zven a: tlis early stage, tuwo i catio:s energe quvite clearly. G2
is that any nrocran aking any sub*tan“1a1 i-mrovement iz punil perforuance will
prebably be wort’. aiy price mic.ii reasc.., since sc aany of the scnool c.ar-
acteristics or prozrams, wv:icl: compete for tiie school dollar, make so litile
anparert differeice. T e ot er l.dication is tlat :le Dregraas s  ovi. 7 ost
inicial sromice vary widely in cost, and ¢ ere se=2ms t: be little cory celation
betuesr orogran csst and prezraa efifectiveness.

T..e four 1osi effec-ive wirter prograis averaged about $235 -er sunil,
and ti:e five nest effective summer »rograms averaged abouL 5200 por wusil, Cou-
sidering ti.e reed for aultiple programs, one niglht deduce that 3400 or $500 pe
punil above present outleys of aporoximately 3800 per cupil could keep hin in
an eiffective set of srogrems for tl.e entire year, and could result, over a
neriod of years, i a substantial imgrovenert in his sciclastic serformance.

G. General CTonclusions

Tie fcllovirg corclusions segen tarranted fron this study:

1. - vas found to be possible to devise a statistical nwodel
<1<l the sernsitivity required to detect small cl.a:iges in evaluated ~unil per-
formance associated witl i.dividual Title I >wrcgrans of less thon a year'®
duration, Llongitudinal follor-uj data appear tc be essertial for this purpose.

2. This study has establisl.ed tle basis ifor a continuing systen
for evaluating the lorg-range effects of individual Title I programs on 2 number
of iaportart aspects of pupil performance and beiavior.

3, The statistical model is suitable for use i evaluating many

other future innovations and clanges in docuncitable progranms, methods, and
procedures in the D.C. schiools.
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e Tt2 Ctude t Tvalunation Forz si.culd be co:tinued i u

evaluztiars of eac: ~vsil i ezc] target area sc.oel. T

g-ta for a eccntiruous evaluation process based o longitudin
ils

evaluatio: systesn s ould dbc exterded ¢t covar all pud
sco: &s possible,

3. /. permanc: t record om tfave s..ould be aainzained of all the najor
cducational =:-.erierces cf eacl. 2uzil. . cortizuocus cycle ol studies s ould
relate eacl. suc  exjerie.ce (bei..z bused tc differert sclicol, ,art1c1;ay1o“

0]

Y

in & s»>ecial prcgram or itnovatior, ete.) o Il various .eosuras ol eva -
atiors of thw sunilfs serformence aid at:itudes.

C. T e results of tue cvaluatio:. studies s’ ould »rovide a contiiuous
feedbach of irforaatio:r. cr wiicl. tc base revision of exxstiLg Jregrans an
fcr nlarning nsu »rograms,

D. If the evaluatior systea tere exte.ded to the wihole sclool system
it would zermit evaluatio. of =many basic features cf schools, suc.. as class
size, overcroudi. g, use of teacl.er-aides, tean teac..ing, curriculum innova-
tio. s, and honogerelity cf stude. t bodies.

=, Oa t'~ basis of the fiirdiags of the study it is recoumended that
e plaaxs for _rogran impleneitatior in tie future corcentrate more oi: tie

aost disadvartaged studerts.
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Summnary 1905 and U

TITLE I PROGRAMS AND SERVICES

Summer 1966

Pre-kindergarten Head Start program for pre-school children of culturally
, deprived families
Primary Summer To strengthen reading skills of young children rcading
) below grade level
Music Camp (Resident) To give individual music instruction in camp setting
Resid-nt Camp (YMCA) To provide educational camping experience for inner-

clty children
Age 13.7 Reading Program Remedial reading for Grade 6 students over 13% years
Hearing Impaired (Kendall) Surmer prograwm for deaf and nearly ‘deaf children
MSD Institute and To instruct teachers of SD in innovative teaching
Demonstration School methods

Farrison School-Community Coordinated public & parochial schools summer progranm
for children ¢ parents in poverty area
Severely llentally Retarded Summer program to prevent loss of skills of SR

Physical Fitness Breakfast and physical education program
Team-Up Coordinated public and parochial school program of
. training and enrichment
Teacher-4ide Training Special training program for teacher-aides
(Howard University) ]
Sharpe Health - Summer workshop for teachers of handicapped children

Pupil Personnel Services To provide services of specially trained personnel to
‘ help identified children
STAY (School to Aid Youth)  Afternoon and evening classes to encourage dropouts
to finish high school -
Enrichment Summer School Non-credit enrichmert courses for secondary schocl

students
Extended School Day Non-credit courses in afternoon and evening classes
Webstar School for Girls High School for pregnant school-age girls '
Social Adjustment For children who have been removed from normal classroc
because of discipline problems
Gonzaga College Prep Designed to improve motivation and achievement of junic
high boys showing college potential but underachievi.
Future for Jimmy Tutorial and counseling program for students with

difficult home experiences

School Year 1965-1,967

Saturday Pre- School To help pre-school child and parent adjust to school
Orientation : situation

Emotionally Disturbed 4 therapeutic school program for emotionally disturbed
(Zpiscopal Center) children




Expansion of language Arts

Breakfast & Phys, Fitness
leading Clinic
Saturday Husic Program

Urban Service Corps

Speech Clinic
iiearing Clinic
Teacher-Aides

Reading Incentive Seminars
MSD Teacher Aides (TAP)

Pre-3chool Program

Extended Day - Double
Barrel

Qaymond Kindergarten

Nongraded Intermediate
Sequence
SD Qeading Programs

1ISD Cultural Enrichment
MSD Engliish in Every
Classroom

Summary 1955 and 19357

To teach standard English to children who speak an
urban dialect

To provide physical education oprogram and breakfast

Diagnostic and remedial reading instruection

Continuation of musical instruction offered in summer
musiec camp

To furnish clothing, glasses, and hearing aids, and
funds for transportation

Diagnostic and remedial spec: n therapy

Diagnostic and remedial hearing therapy

Classroom aldes for teacher: to assisc in non-
professioral duties )

To provide paperback books and discussion sessions

Classroom aides to assist teachers in norn-professicnal
tasks

Instructional and day-care program

Use of college students as counselors to help students
adjust to personal problems

Ixperimental program of superior day-care and pre-
schiool experiences

Children placed in achievement level, not grade level

Sixteen experimental anproaches to teaching reading
and language

To expose children to various art forms and artists

To integrate Znglish vith other school subjects
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