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INTRODUCTION

This will serve to provide readers of this report with an insight into the organization, content desrnptlon
and color coding of the various sections contained herein. ‘

I CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This section (Blue) presents the major conclusions as determined by careful analysis of the data cdllected
during the evaluation. Further, it presents the recommendatlons made by the Communication Technulogy
Corporation staff regarding the overall Title I Program in Newark. '

I PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Section II (Green) reports the scope of the program, its objectives and the activities undertaken to achieve °
them. In addition to a general look at the program budget, equipment and materials this section also covers
the parent and community involvement in the Program.

III PROGRAM EVALUATION

This section (Pink) provides the methodology employed during the task of evaluating the Newark Title I
Prcgram. It presents an overview of the entire evaluafion process along with detailed discussions on the
instrumentation and data sources.

IV EVALUATION FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

This section (White) details the data collected by way of the various instruments administered to the
participants in the Program. These findings and discussions cover Program activities, services and parent and
community involvement. All these data are discussed in relation to the scope and objectives of the Title I
Program.

APPENDICES (Yellow) _ : .
‘1A — 6B: These tablas post the results of the analyses of ‘the standardized test score
. data by school, by grade, by the analytical comparisons dlscussed in Section
"IV. :
7A: Title I Reading Intervention Pupils (K-6) — 197‘2-1973 Longitudinal Study

Report. This report is submitted under separate cover and is on file with the
Newark School District Department of Federal Assis ance Programs.
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SECTION 1

CONCLUSIONS AND R ECOMMENDATIONS

1.0 CONCLUSICNS

1.1 Based upon the conclusions and recommendations of previous Title | evaluation efforts in the Newark
School District. several major modifications were made in the 1972-1973 Title | Program. The primary
thrust of these changes was directed at providing a program within the limited resources available. that
these would address the priority needs of cligible Title { pupils more effectively and realistically.

These modifications were as follows:

L The stated Title | objective of raising the average reading level of the participants 1.0 grade
equivalents was replaced by a sct of performance objectives specifically developed to fulfill three
requirements: (1) the requirement for more clearly defined and measurable statements of Title |
objectives upon which cvaluations can be performed: (2) provision for more tangible and
concrete relationships between Title | objectives and pupil staff performance outcomes: and (3)
provision for more realistic and achievable objectives toward which pupils and staff can work
together.

. The scope of the program was condensed in order to concentrate efforts on the low er and middle
elementary grades in a concerted attempt to diagnose reading difficuities and provide preventive.
developmental and individualized treatment to pupils who have demonstrated extreme reading
deficiencies. This change in scope. however, did allow for intensive remedial reading instructions
in concert with the disciplines to be given to identified Title | ninth grade pupils reading three or
more years below grade level through the implementation of special reading classes and reading
laboratories.

. In an effort to maximize the limited resources available. and direct the treatment where it was
most needed, i.c., reading and Language Arfs, the computational skills project was minimized in
the 1972-1973 Title 1 Program and deleted in the Title | Application. There did remain. however.
a certain amount of flexibility in that options were open to include computational skills in
isolated instances where this subject was directly related to Reading Instruction.

e The School District of Newark initiated a city-wide standardized pre- and post reading
achievement test program for the 1972-1973 school year. This approach provided the
opportunity to compare the achicvement of Title | pupils to non-Title | pupils, and thus allowed
the program administrators to obtain more meaningtul needs assessment and evaluative data upon
which to base subsequent program modifications and policy-making decisions.

1.2 Parent/Commurity involvement in the Titie | Program has continued to be realized during the
1972-1973 school year. Parents have been provided with continuous opportunities to render their support.
cooperation and involvement in the Title 1 Program. Most Title 1 participants found parent/community
involvement important to the success of the program und of benefit to the children.

1.3 From the analysis of the questionnaire data it is evident that the revisions/modifications of the
performance objectives for the 1972-1973 program were effective. in that the Title [ professional staff
found these changes to have been of assistance to them in their Title | activities. In addition. these same
personnel indicated that on-going review/revision of these objectives was important for maintaining
program effectiveness.
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1.4 The findings from the evaluation data and Title [ Needs Assessment Survey (Spring. 1973) support the
whange in scope for the 1972-1973 program. i.e.. the concentration of the Title I instructional activities at
tiie lower and middle elementary grades: furthermore. the data reinforced the need to continue concerted
efforts to provide preventive. individualized and developmental treatment to pupils who have demonstrated
extreme. reading deficiencies. In addition. the analyzed data indicated the need for the expansion of the
computational skills project witlun the Title I Progrant. This requirement was particularly recommended by
the parents who participated in the needs assessment survey.

1.5 Title I project teachers made wide-spread use ot a variety of reading materials. methods and programs
in their instructional activities, thus tailoring the treatment to meet the needs of the individual Title 1
pupils.

1.6 Tcacher and parent judgemeni of Title | pre-kindergarten pupils™ performance. as reveaied from an
analysis of the questionnaire data. indicated the great majority of these children are prepared to enter
kindergarten in September, 1973.

1.7 The Title I participants exhibited attitudes and opinions about Title 1 that are essential to the success
of any instructional program of this nature, i.c.. they demonstrated positive and constructive motivation
toward the learning cffort. conducted within the program.

1.8 Cultural Enrichment Activities were available to all Title I pupils and their parents. and these activitics
were judged by the participants to have made a significant contribution to the overall success of the
program. '

1.9 From the questionnaire data analysis. it is apparent the parents of Title I pupils judged that the Title |
program cffected positive academic/behavioral changes in their children. It is likewise apparent that these
same parents place a variety of demands upon the program in behalf of their children, and are willing to
credit the program with the potential to fulfill these demands.

1.10 Bascd on the responses to the evaluation instruments by the Title 1 professional and paraprofessional
staffs. the in-service training activities in which these personnel were involved were generally appropriate to
their respective job descriptions and beneficial to their Title I responsibilitics.

1.11 From the questionnaire data analysis, it is evident that the Title | paraprofessionals made a significant
contribution to the Title I Program in that the teacher aides were of assistance in instructing pupils under
the teacher’s direction. and the community aides devoted the greatest portion of their time in working with
the community.

1.12 It is apparent that the processes implemented during the 1972-1973 school year to disseminate Title |
Program information effectively provided the public with comprehensive news coverage about the various
aspects of the program in the school district.

1.13 While the instructional materials and cquipment utilized in the Title 1 Bilingual Component were
appropriate to the needs of the participants, the data analysis indicated there was a shortage of such
materials and cquipment.

1.14 Efforts were made to provide testing materials in the Bilingual Component in May. 1973 that were
more appropriate to the capabilitics of the Title T pupils. Permission was granted for the administration of
the Puerto Rican Achievement test in the Bilingual Program.

1.15 The value of the Control and Experimental Groups in the Afrikan Free School for evaluation

purposcs was limited because similar testing instruments were not employed to measure gains for the two
groups.

O
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1.16 Although the Title I Program otfers a varicty of supportive services, the evidence points te the tact
that these services were limited in scope in that they were not abie to mect the needs of all the Tit!: |
pupils. The cvaluation data supplied by parents indicated, however, that pupil supportive services pertaining
to physical, dental, eye and car examinations as well as mgdnmi and dental treatment were needed by the
majority of the pupils and had been provided,

1.17 The current organizational structure and personnel assignments within the Title 1 Program
Management/Administration Component do not permit maximum utilization of the Central Office Statt,
The requirements for adequate and effective management and administration ot the nrogram are extensive
and complex cnough to warrant the assignment of all presently available Title T Central Office personnel
directly and solely to the Title 1 Program.

1.18 The analysis of the test score results in the lower grades indicates that the 1972-1973 revisions in
program design have been effective.

1.19 The implementation of a comprehensive pretest program in the Newark school district provided the
Title T administrative statt w.th the data which confirmed that the general selection process of Title I pupils
was proper, and likewise. pin-pointed the minor anomalices in this sclection process.

1.20 The implementation of a comprehensive post test program in the Newark school district provided the
data lor an in-depth comparison ol Title T pupii gains in reading achievement with the gains in reading
achievement of the non-Title I pupils in the city of Newark.

1.21 In the public clementary grades, where gains were capable of being celeulated from standardized test
data, it was found that Title [ participants, on the average, advanced two months e, 0.2 G.E., in total
reading more than the non-Title | pupils in the city of Newark during the 1972-1973 school year (refer:
Table 1V-4 and Figure 1V-1, Section 1V).

1.22 The Title 1 kindergarten pupils from beth public and non-public schools in the district of Newark
revealed by their standardized test scores a spread of classification levels neariy identical to the normal
distribution (7% A, 24% B, 387% C. 24% D, 7% E) of classification levels stated by the testing service. Thus
the objective measuring device. the Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test. implies that this group of Title |
Kindergarten pupils now reveals a distribution of scores which indicate that the group as a whole falls into
the acceptable pattern for a normal group of pupils entering grade | (refer: Tables [V-8 and 1V-42, Section
V).

1.23 Standard test scores of May, 1973 for Title | pupils and the standard test scores tor the non-Title |
pupils reveal that at the end of grade | the Title | pupils revealed reading achievement scores equivalent to
the reading achievement scores of the non-Title | pupils from the Newark school district,

1.24 Public elementary pupils in grade 2 and 3 who were participating in Title | activities and selected by
reason of need tor reading intervention have on the average surpassed or equaled the grins of the other
eligible Titie 1 pupils who were not judged to share such need for personalized reading intervention.

1.25 Stated performance objectives were mict by Title 1 pupils in the non-public clementary schools in
srades 3. 4 and 6.

1.26 Fifty five percent (55%) of the pupils in the Sccondary Follow-Up Reading Project achieved the

objective of gaining 0.6 grade ccuivalents and thercfore, the goal striving for 70% of these pupils to mecet
the objective was not achieved.

O
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2.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are based upon the findings of the evaluation agency presented in Section
IV, and the expericnces of the agency’'s personnel during the evaluation,

2.1 City-wide standardized reading achievement tests should continue to be administere !y October. 1973
and again in May. 1974 in order to maintain the successful assessment of the individual needs of children in
the Newark School District. As in the 1972-1673 school vear, this approach will assist in cvuluating the
program by:

a. increasing the data base from which city-wide reading norms can be developed and eventually
established tor the Newark School District:

b.  providing uniform conditions, iLc.. classroom. teacher, classmates, ete.. un-der which the pre- and
post tests are administered:

o, providing reasonable assurance that pre- and post test scores are representative of the same pupil
population:

d.  providing an opportunity to compare the achicvement of Title I children to non-Title I childicn,

2.2 Al Kindergarten -pupils in Title T cligible scuools should be identified as Tivle T participants in the
1973-1974 Program. This rccommendation is based upon the following conclusions:

a.  The 1972-1973 test score results clearly indicate the suceess that can be achieved with cheldrer in
this age bracket when they are exposed to carly diagnosis and compensiatory educational service.:

b.  The motivation and stimulation to lcarn. which is afforded these children through intensified and
individualized instruction, can minimize the lack of intellectual and social growth that many
children in predominantly low-income arcas manitest even at that young age:

.. The nature of the treatment. ic.. preventive and developmental. offers the children greater
possibilitics of maintaining academic parity with their non-Title I peers in the regular school
program;

d. By including all kindergarten children in Title T cligible schools as program participunts, the data
base for on-going longitudinal studics of individual pupil progress is thereby broadened in scope
and will altow for the tracking of pupils from their inception into the program.

2.3 Efforts should be made to foster the increasing involvement of the community is Title I activities. both
‘ocally and within the state. These efforts should include the continued expansion of the current Title 1
dissemination processes. the on-going promotion of parent/community workshops and conferences within
the Newark Title I Program, and the continucd provision for the exchange of information between Newark
Title 1 Program parents and other parcut/comuunity groups within the district as well as Title I parents and
community groups from other school districts.

2.4 Efforts should be continired to identify and/or develop materials, tests and instructional techni‘ques for
the Title [ Bilingua) Program.

2.5 The high quality inscrvice training apparent in this ycar’s program should be expanded to meet the

expressed desires of the participants in the Title | Program. This cxpansion would include training for
project coordinators, project teachers, teacher aides. community aides, clerks, and parents.

1-4
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2.6 The performance objectives for grades 1 and 2 should be revised according to more wealistic norms
which will reflect the actual capabilities and success which these pupils have revealed in comparative
analyses.

2.7 The process for selection ¢ ritle | reading intervention pupils based on their needs. should be reviewed
in those grade levels where test score comparisons did not support the premise that the puapils sclected were
those with the greatest needs.

2.8 A standardized instrument should be scelected, and both the AFS Control Group and AFS
Experimentat Group in the Afrikan Free School should be pretested and post tested with this instrument
over the exact same time interval,

2.9 Reading performance objectives for Special Education pupils should be th: subject of review with
personnel involved with the Special Education Program. This review should attack the question of whether
standardized reading achievement tests are of actual value tor the measurement of the performance of
Special Education pupils.

2.10 The computational skills project within the Title I Program should be expanded in scope for the
1973-1974 regular schoo! year to provide supplemental instructional treatment for a greater number of
Title I pupils.

2.11 The evaluation data suggest that the Board of Education shouid consider the employment of two (2)
full-time additional persornel to ussist the Administrative Coordinator, Department of Federal Assistance
Programs in the moritoring of all Federal Programs other than Titlc I.

2.12 Because there has been a vacancy in the Central Office statt since February, 1973, it is reccommended
that this -osition be filled as soon as possible.

2.13 Becaus: of the responsibility placed on the Administrative Coordinator of Federal Programs to
~ommunicate. negotiate, and in other ways deal with the Federal and State Representatives of the funding
sources, the Newark Board of Education should consider the realignment of the entire Department of
Federal Assistance Programs (refer Section IV, 106.0).

O
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SECTION 11

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

1.0 MAJOR PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
1.1 IDENTIF!CATION

The overall goal of the 1972-1973 Title T Program in the Newark School District was to diagnose reading
aifficulties and provide preventive. .ndividualized. developmental and/or remedial programs in an attempt
to reduce the number of children who have demonstrated extreme educational deticiencics.

In order to successfully accomplish this goal the authors of the program design developed @oset of major
objectives toward which the instructional treatment and relited supportive services were dirccted.

The paragrapis immediately below are devoted to the identification of the major Title | Program objectives.
These objectives are delineated by project and according to grade fevels as stoted in the 1972-1973 Titie |
Application.

LANGUAGE EXPERIENCES: ELEMENTARY
Grade Levels Objectives

Pre-Kindergarten Participating Title 1 pre-kindergarten children, through a wide range
of activitics including the development of new concepts or skills: the
diagnosis and correction, as far as possible of physical, emotional and
social problems that retard the child’s growth and development. shull
demonstrate that by May, 1973 they are ready to enter Kindergarten
as cvidenced by pupil ancedotal records and teacher and puarent
judgement of children’s performance.

Kindergarten At least 80% of the participating students will demonstrate that they
are ready to read when measured by the Metropolitan Reading
Readiness Test administered in May. 1973,

Grades Fand 2 In grades 1 oand 2. warticipating Title 1 pupils receiving reading
intervention  will perform  at or above grade level in reading
comprehension  and  word  knowledge when measured by the
Metropolitan Achicevement Test in May, 1973,

Grade 3 In grade 3, participating  ‘tle 1 pupils receiving reading intervention
will demonstrate meanr  grade cquivalent  gains  (reading
comprehension and word knowledge) of at least 7 months (0.7)
when mceasured by the Metropolitan Achievement Test in May, 1973,

Grades 4 5.6 In grades 4. 5 and 6. participating Title | pupils receiving reading
intervention will demonstrate mean grade equivatent gains (reading
comprehension and word knowledge) of at least 6 months (0.6)
when measured by the Metropolitan Achievement Test in May., 1973,

Grades -6 Participating Title 1 students in grades 1-6, through a language
approach to rcading will significantly improve their listening and
speaking skilfls as evidenced by a 759 positive response to teacher,
pupil and parent questionnaire instruments administered in the

Q Spring of 1973,
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LANGUAGE EXPERIENCES: SECONDARY FOLLCW-UP REAMMG FROJECT
Grade Levels Objectives

Grade 9 At least 70% of the participating Sccondary Follow-Up Reading
Project students, through participation in reading labosatories and
special reading classes, shall increase their reading achievement level
by 6 months (0.6) when measured by the Comprehensive Basic Skills
Testin May. 1973,

NON-STANDARD ENGLISH SPEAKING
Grade Levels ' Objectives

Kindergarten-6 Participating  Title 1 students in Spanish-dominant  classes  will
demonstrate o signiticant (5 month) overage grade equivatent increase
in reading and mathematics (Span’sh) and oral English when
mecasured by standardized tests (Department of Education Puerto
Ricoy in May. 1973,

Participating  Title 1 students in Enzlish-dominant  classes  will
denmonstrate a significant (5 monthy average grade equivatent increase
in reading comprehension and word knowledge when measured by
the Metropolitan Achicvement Test in May., 1973,

1.2 1972-1973 MODIFICATIONS

Evaluations of previous Title 1 Programs in the Newark School District indicated the program design did not
permit achievement of the stated Title Fobjective of raising the average reading level of the participants 1.0
grade cquivalents. This, coupled with the tact that the evidence also reve  d pupils were falling furtt or
behind as they continued in school, suggested that an alternate design be considered for the 1972-10973
school vear.

Accordingly. several major modifications were instituted in order to provide. within the limited resources
available. a program that would more effectively and realistically address the priority reeds of cligible Title
I pupils. These modifications are discussed in the following parugraphs.

1.2.1 Program Objectives

The stated Title T objective of raising the average reading level of the participants 1.0 grade equivalents was
replaced by a set of performance objectives spevifically developed to fulfill three requirements: (1) the
requiremient for more clearly defined and measurable statements of Title 1 objectives upon which
evaluations cuan be performed: (2) provision tor more tangible and concrete relationships between Title 1
objectives and pupil/stalt performance outcomes: an<d (3) provision tor more realistic and achievable
objectives toward which pupils and staff could work together,

1.2.2 Program Scope
The scope of the programn was condensed in order to cogeentrate cfforts on the lower and middle

clementary grades in a concerted attempt to diagnose reading difficulties and provide preventive,
individualized und developmental treatment to pupils who had demonstrated extreme reading deficiencies.

O
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This change in scope. however, did 2llow for intensive remedial reading instructions to be given to identified
Title I ninth grade pupils reading three or more years below grade level through the implementation of
rcading laboratories and special reading classes. The courses were taught by once remedial reading teacher
and one disciphae emphasis teacher. These teachers checked with subject arca teachers to determine the
nature ot work to be done in the reading classes in order to strengthen both the pupils reading skills wad
their knowledge of the material beingecovered in the particular discipiine.

1.2.3 Program (nstructional Treatment

Reading instruction has always lield top priority in the Newark Title 1 Program. Other related activities,
¢.g.. Language Arts. Arithmetic, ete.. were integrated into the program to reinforee the reading treatment.
Again. in on effort to maximize the limited resources available, and direct the treatment where it was most
needed. i.e., reading and Language Arts. the computational skills project was minimized in the program for
the 1972-1173 school year. Utilizing the Title | resources made available through this approach, a number
of schoels viere able o retine and continue new and modern reading programs relevant to their individual
needs,

1.2.4 Tite | Testing Progre.n

The School District of Newark initiated a city-wide standardized reading achievement test program for the
1972-1973 school year. In order to assess the individual needs of children, these tests were administered in
the full of 1972 and again in the spring of 1973, This approach provided the opportunity to compare the
achicvement of Title [ pupils to non-Title 1 pupils, and thus allow the program administrators to obtain
more meaningtu’ needs asseasment and  cevaluative data upon which to base subsequent program
modifications and policy-makin: decisions,

O
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2.0 PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

2.1 PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

2.1.1 Title | Pupils

Summaril.y. the kinds' ol pupils served by the Title 1 Prograin can be identified by means of those

needs/chuaracteristics most common among educationally deprived children:

. Poor academic achievement in reading, oral and written communication skills.

. Lack of response to conventional classroom approaches.
° Inadequate performance in communicative skills.

. Socially unacceptable behavior.

. Inditterence to responsibility.

°

. Deficiency in cultural background.

] Physical defects and poor health habits which Bander language development.

. Poor school attendance.
Twenty four thousand. two hundred and eighty seven (24.287) pupils participated in the Title 1 Program
during the 1972-1973 school yeur. The instructional levels included pre-kindergarten through grade 6 in the
elementary division and grade 9 in the secondary division. These pupils represented a total of 75 schools in
the district which were involved in the program.

2.1.2 Project Coordinators

There weve 77 local school project coordinators in the program (full or part time). One fulltime coordinator
was assigned to cach Public Elementary and Bilingual Education Center. One fulltime coordinator was
assigned to administer the Secondary Follow-up Reading Project in the designated secondary schools. One
halftime project coordinator, who also served halftime as a project teacher was assigned to each Special
Fducation School, with the exception of three schools which had a very high enrollment. Each Non-Public
Elementary School was assigned a fulltime coordinator with the exception of two schools which had
halftime coordinators also functioning as halftime project teachers.

Project coordinators were responsible for developing and implementing meaningful, creative instructional
programs designed to meet the needs ot educationally deprived children in their schools and centers
together with planning and supervising the Title 1 Testing Program. In addition, they were responsible for
developing and implementing a meaningtul program of parental and community involvement designed to
promote maximum participation in school activitics by parents of parficipating pupils. Inscrvice training for
project teachers, teacher aides, community aides, and the Title | clerk was another of their responsibilities.

2.1.3 Project Teachers

The Title | Program included 151 project teachers assigned to the regular Title | Program. Their duties
included conducting developmental and remedial activities feor the participating pupils, assisting the
classroom teachers in the improvement of instruction: teaching demonstration lessons, and conducting
inservice workshops: providing individual assistance to new teachers: assisting in the use of new audio-visual

O
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cquipment and supplementary matenals: acting as consultants to the staff. and assisting in evatuating the
effectiveness of the developmental/remedial programs.

2.1.4 Teacher Aides

The Teacher Aide Program was designed to provide a valuable resource to the overall Title | effort which
demanded a high degree of individualization. The overall program goal was to cinploy and train teacher
aides to assist the ctassroom teachers by reducing their non-professional duties and responsibilities. Every
cffort had been made to assign these aides to the school which serves the attendance area in which they
reside in order to promote closer community ties with the school. Their activities included: (1) direct
classroum assistance: (2) related community services: and (3) related health and special services assistance.
There were a total of 314 teacher mdes working in the current Title 1 Program. These personnel were
provided with inservice training activities which included participation in the Carcer Opportunities Progrom.
the New Carcers Program, and the B-2 segment of the Education Professions Development Act.

2.1.5 Community Aides

The complexity and wide range of activities undertaken by the Newark Title T Program dictated the need
for community personnel to relate community concerns to school personnel as well as to assist in the
dissemination of school programs to the community.

There were 63 community aides serving in the elementary division ¢f the Title | Proginm: 54 of these
personnel were assigned to schools participating in the regular Title 1 Pregram, and 9 were assigned to the
Bilingual Education Centers. These aides were provided with inservice training activitics which included
participation in the B-2 segment of the Education Professions Development Act.

2.2 INSTRUCTIONAL TREATMENT

The instructional activities of the program were conducted in 75 schools and/or specified ficld trip sites.
Title | staft were providing developmental and/or remedial treatment to the participating Title | pupils,
supported by Language activiiies which included oral and written communications as well as a variety
of on-premise and off-premise cultural enrichment activities.

2.2.1 Elementary (Public and Non-Public)

The reading instructions for the pre-kindergarten and carly clementary grades (K-3) were directed more
toward developmental rather than remedial kinds of treatment. Each reading difficulty was addressed at its
source: instruction was, therefore, individualized, or rendered on a small group basis. New and modern
reading projects had been implemented and/or refined for the 1972-1973 school year. Examples of such
inaterials, methods and programs were the following:

McGraw-Hill Programmed Reading Program Distar (SRA)

Ginn Basic Readers Readers Digest — New Skill
Scott Foresman Builders Series

Bank Street Readere . EDL Reading Laboratories
Lippincott Basic Reading Program Peabody Language Kit

.L.T.A. (Initial Teaching Alphabet) Curcton Reading Program

A Developmental Reading Program for Linguistic Language Arts Project

Visual Motor Perception (Frostig)

The reading instructional activities for the middle and upper clementary grades placed emphasis on remedial
rather than developmental aspects of the learning process. Again, cvery cffort was made to treat each
reading difficulty at its source: teachers sought out the nature and reasons for reading weaknesses, then
applied remedial measures on an individuaal or small group basis.
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2.2,2 Special Education

The Title I Program instructional treatment conducted in twelve Special Schools was designed to
supplement the regular special educition activities. Wherever possible, the same basic design as that utilized
at the clementary level of instruction was followed: however, depending upon the types and severity of
handicaps, instructional activities were tailored to mecet the specific needs and  capabilitics of the
participating pupils in the individual schools, While the objectives varied according to the type of
handicapped children receiving services, the major objectives were listed as: (1) to educate cach child
according to his capacity for learning (emphasis on reading): (2) to give cach child a feeting of security in
his own group and to whatever extent possible in the community at large: (3) to assist cach child to achieve
somue degree of personal independence and social and cconomic usefulness within his environment: and (4)
to provide for cach child, as nearly as possible. a normal school dav.

2.2.3 Secondary Follow-up Reading Project

The Title 1 Secondary Follow-up Reading Project was stafted by one (1) reading coordinator and twenty
(200 projecet teachers. Approximately two thousand (2.000) ninth grade Title 1 pupils were initially
identificd for participation in the reading intervention activities. The instructional treatment which
officially began on December 1L 19720 was rendered te the pupils at ten (10) secondary school sites within
the district. This instructional treatment was provided to participating pupils via a diagonal schedule, three
(3) days cach week. and consisted in intensificd remiedial reading instruction through the disciplines and the
utilization of reading laboratories and reading class situations.

2.2.4 Bilingual

The instructional services in the Bilingual Education Centers were designed and implemented to assist the
participating pupils in their reading achievemcent. Spanish was the language of instruction for the
non-English speaking pupil with English taught as a scecond language in order to equip the pupil to
eventually perform in an Bnglish-speaking situation. Spuanisiy was taught as a second language to the English
dominant pupil to develop bilingualism,

2.2,5 Experimenta' Classes at Marcus Garvey Elementary School

The experimental program at the Marcus Garvey School consisted of the African Free School (AFS) and a
control group established for evaluative purposes. According to the AFS design. during this regular school
year. 30 pupils. grades five through cight, attended cach group. Both groups were matched with regard to
stalf, services und availability of supplies. They differed only in regard to curriculum and the availability of
consultant services for the AFS class.

Special features ot the oxperimental curriculum were Swahili. Afro-American History, Literature, Custom
and Concept, Travel Log, Simba Wachanga (physical education, drill, dance, drama, health and hygiene).
Seventh Wonder, (guest speakers who come from all walks of life, ¢.g.. diplomats. scientists., social workers),
Remedial Mathetatics. and Arts and Crafts. The main objectives of the AFS were: (1) to improve the
academic and cmotional achievement of the pupils: and (2) to teach racial dignity and pride without
teaching racism.

2.2.6 Project Link
The major objective of this instructional project was to provide concentrated remedial help in reading and

related areas for pupils who were considered to be potenti ol dropouis. The program serviced 47 pupils,
grades 7 and 8 who normally would have attended a school @i an identified eligible attendance area.

O
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2.2.7 Paleontology Project

This project was housed at the Newark Muscum and focused on the tollowing major objectives: (1) increase
the child’s reading ahility and vocabulary by the use of fossil identification sheets and related material and
naturally incorporate scientific fanguage into the child’s vocabulary and techniques of observation in this
experience: and (2) provide personal involvement in outdoor education using the fossils collected and
related experiences as a tocal point that can be brought back into the classroom and the home as a nucleus
around which scientific knowledge and interest can grow.

2.2.8 Neglected and Delinquent Children Project

The Essex County Youth House and Saint Timothy’s Foster Home were the two institutions in which this
particular project of the Title | Program operates.

I=n the Essex County Youth House instructional treatment was provided by lour instructers to
woproximately |14 identified Title | pupils (ages 12-17) whose court cases are pending decision.

Tutorial assistanc  and guidance services were rendered to approximateis cight identitied Title 1 children at
the Saint Timothy Foster Home. These children remained in the home from six months to one year
awaiting final court disposition. i.c.. return to their own homes or foster homes. The Titie | services given to
these youngsters were in support of their regular instructional treatment provided to them in the public
schools which they attended while in residence at the home.

2.3 INSTRUCTIONAL ECUIPMENT AND MATERIALS

The myjor items of equipment and materials utilized in the Title 't Program included the following:

Instructional Equipment

Visual Audio
Television Receivers Radios
Technicolor Loop Projectors Phonographs
Movic Projectors 16MM Tape Recorders
MM Projectors Cassette Recorders
Overhead Projectors Carrivoice
Opaque Projectors Listening Stations
Film Strip and Slide Projectors Reading Laboratories
Microfilm Readers Programmed Instruction
Show "N Tell Perceptomatics
Previewers Controlled Readers
Cameras Tuchistoscopes

Reading Pacers

In addition to the equipment and materals mentioned above individual project teachers deveioped a large
variety of teaching aids unique to their own instructional situations.

2.4 CENTRALIZED SPECIAL SERVICES
Educational evaluation and research studies indicate that many pupils fail academically because of mental,

emotional and physical deficiencies. In an effort to prevent and/or ameliorate identified pupil deficiencies,
the Newark Title | Prorram provided pupil supportive services through its Centralized Special Services

O
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Component. The activitics of this component were designed to prepare and equip identified Title 1
participating pupils with those ancillary aids that would assist them in the improvement. of their reading
achievement,

Centralized Special Services provided diagnostic and corrective remediation services in reading by utilizing
the assistance of specialists, trained in the intensive and indepth diagnosis of severc reading disabilitivs. The
causes of these disabilities were detected, and the measurement of their effects evaluated to determine the
pupils’ instructional needs and the techniques to be employed. Referrals were then made to the proper
agency or department of Centralized Special Services. These agencics and departments, in turr, placed the
pupils in the appropriate_diagnostic and/or therapeutic program.

2.4.1 Health Services

Certain minimum conditions were required for pupils to learn. One of the most basic such conditions was
adequate medical, dental and ocular functioning. The health of many Title I pupils did not meet these
standaids. The most pressing nced for these pupils was the identification and proper diagnosis of health
deficiencies followed by referral and treatment to remedy their problems. The services of regular
protessional medical, dental and support personnel were sccured to provide the services required to meet
the needs of these pupils. Available statistical documentation reveals that the following types and numbers
of such personnel were employed in the Title 1 Program.

Type Number

Dentist

Dental Assistant

Medical Technician

Physician

Nursc |
Health Clerk

—_ O W Wt —

2.4.2 Child Guidance Services

Social and mental problems aifect a child’s ability to lcarn as much as a cast on his arm affects his ability to
write. Indeed, often they are cven more difficult to remedy than a broken arm. A number of children in the
Title 1 Project Attendance Areas suffer from such problems.

The objective of this portion of the program was to detect and diagnose social, emotional, and speech
problems through the efforts of a team of specialists in the ficld ot social work, mental health, and speech
therapy. The team endcavored to secure treatment, as required, through réferrals to appropriate health care
agencics. .

There were four social workers and one psychiatrist working in the Title | Program in the area of Child
Guidance Services.

2.4.3 Attendance Services

The objective of this portion of the program was to assist in increasing the number of secondary school
Title 1 pupils who attend school on a relatively continuous and uninterrupted basis. To this end,
Attendance Counselors were assigned to assist in maintaining liaison between the home and the school on
matters concerning pupil absentceism, kecping the Title | Project Staff informea of cases of acute
absenteeism as they relate to economic deprivation, and helping to educate the parents of Title I pupils to
their legal and moral responsibilities in connection with their children’s attendance at school.

11-8




E

There were two attendance counsclors working in this arca in the Title 1 Program.
2.4.4 Youth Development Clinic

The Youth Development Chinic of Newark agreed to supply psvchiatric out-patient service for Titic | pupils
with severe atypical behavior patterns and for their parents or parental surrogates. These referrals are made
to the Clinic by the Centralized Special Services.

The objective of this portion of the program was to detect. diagnose and treat participants with behavior
patterns which require psychiatric counselling. This service was provided by Title | Resources through a
contractual arrangement with the Youth Development Clinic.,

2.5 PARENT/COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Once of the most impressive aspects of the Title | Program in the Newark School District was the extent to
which community participation has been achieved since its inception. As a result of this, there was greater
understanding on the part of the community of the problems of their schools, and active participation in
the solving of these probiems. In addition, school personnel have greater insight into the refationships
between the school and the condition and nceds of the immediate community. Mutual and effective
cooperation was the measurable result.

Each of the designated schools. in the Title I eligible attendance arceas, public and non-public, had formed a
tocal Parent Council consi-ting of parents. local com ™ ity leaders, and school personnel.

The Local Parent Councils, in turn, were organized into five Group Parent Councils serving five convenient
geographic arcas of the city. One member from cach local Parent Council was seiccied for representation on
the Group Parent Council. This structure provided parents with the opportunity to discuss and solve
problems of mutual concern that were specific to their particular geographic area.

A city-wide Central Parents™ Council provided an overall focus for the effort. The Council consisted of one
representative from cach of the following groups:

Local parent council representatives Virious teachers’ associations
Local community action agency Title 1 Project Coordinators’ Association
Non-public school Various community agencices

Principals’™ Association
The specific tunctions of the Central Parents’ Council were to:

° Engage in an ongoing review of the project activities, with a view toward assisting administrators
and staft of the Title 1 Program in improving the operation of program development and progress.

. Promote community support of the program and determine areas of needed improvements in the
FFederal guidelines and legislation.

L Improve the involvement and participation of parents in program areas where parental
reinforcement tis essential to the educational progress of the children.

. Review programs and hudgets.

. Make recommendations concerning the overall Title | Program,

O
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. Contact State and Federal officials with concerrs relating to legislation affecting children served
by the Title I Program.

Through the efforts of these various Parent Councils. parents were encouraged to participate in educational
field trips by teachers and pupils as extensions of classroom activities. Parents assisted teachers by serving as
chaperones and resource persons, and by reinforeing the adult-pupil relationship needed by the youngsters.

2.6 PROGRAM MANAGEMENT
2.5.1 Personnel/Organization

Figure _ll-l illustrates the current organizational structure of the Newark School District’s Department of
- Federal Assistance Programs and the specific relationship between this department and the Title |
Administrative component.

As Figure 1I-1 indicates, the Administrative Coordinator is directly responsible .to the Superintendent’s
office ftor all Federally funded programs. Under his administration and supervision these programs arc
designed and implemented in the school district. A Principal Clerk-Stenographer is assigned to assist him in
the discharge of his responsibilitics.

The Title I Program Administrator. in turn, is directly responsible to the Administrative Coerdinator for the
overall administration and supervision of the Title [ Program. He has at his immediate disposal the
assistance of the following personnel: Principal Clerk-Stenographer; Dissemination Specialist; Community
Liaison who interacts between the Title I Program Administrator and the Parent/Community groups: and
two Title | Ficeld Coordinators whose primary task is to c¢xtend the effectiveness of the Title I Central
Office to the local schools involved in the program.

Five Central Office Coordinators who arec members of the Administrative Coordinator’s staff also support
the Title | Program Administrator in monitoring the various components of the program. In addition, a
Budget and Statistical .Analyst is provided via the Department of Federal Assistance Programs to assist in
analyzing the Title | Budget requests and in preparing ecommendations.

Clerical staff, i.e., clerk stenographer, clerk typist and clerks render assistance to the Title [ Program
Administrator and his staff as required.

2.6.2 Staff Dévelopment

Provision for on-going inservice training of all Title I staff personnel was incorporated into the Title I
Program. Monthly Project Coordinator conferences were scheduled to provide personnel with continuous
training throughout the school ycar. Each school coordinator was charged, in turn, with the responsibility
of training the school project staff in the materials covered at the conferences. Periodically, workshops were
scheduled for project coordinators and/or project teachers to help them develop new knowledge and skills
related to their professional dutics and responsibilitics.

In addition, it was the overall responsibility of each school coordinator to initiate and/or conduct inservice
training activities for the school project staff utilizing professional resource people and internal professional
school personnel in the implementation of these inscrvice acitivites.

2.6.3 Relationship of Title | to Other Federal Programs

Becausc of its nature and scope, the Title | Program can be directly related to other Federal funded
programs. Titlc i purchases library books and audiovisual materials, many of which are used by Title I
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pupils. Many of the pupils involved in the Title 11 Reading Projects are also receiving treatment under Title
[. Many of the Title I teachers. teacher aides, and community aides are receiving pre and inservice training
funded under the EPDA legislation. The Career Opportunities Program funded under the EPDA legislation
also provides an opportunity for Title I staff to receive college credit, as well as the New Carcer Program.

A great majority of the Yoodstulfs being tunded from a varicty of Federally funded food service programs
are provided tor Title | pupils. Follow-Through is linked by Federal regulations to the ESEA Title |
Program.

The NDEA NI legislation provides funds for equipment. much of which is used by Title | pupils. In
addition, ESEA Title VI (Program for socially maladjusted girls) is linked to the Title | Program in terms of
participating pupils. ESEA Title VI (Bilingual Education Program) is related to the Title | Program in the
areas of resources and facilities.

2.6.4 Program Dissemination

The Newark Title | Program provided for a dissemination specialist who was a member of the Centrat Office
Staft. He assisted the Title | Program administrator and the Administrazive Coordinator of Federal
Assistance Programs in the following major areas:

. Prepared and published a monthly Title | Newsletters.

. Disseminated upon request. authorized information to Federal, state, and other local scliool
districts.

. Prepared and disseminated all information concerning Title 1 activities.

This specialist worked closely with the Title | Central Parent’s Council in the dissemination of program
information, utilizing the available mass communications media such as press, radio, television, official
pubiications. cte.. for the purpose of creating and maintaining good community relations for Federally
fundea compensatory education programs conducted in the Newark School District.

2.7 PROGRAM BUDGET

The funds provided for the 1972-73 Regular Term Titl: | Program for the Schoot District of Newark, New
Jersey. were provided by the Federal Government hy P.L. 89-10 (as amended), the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965, These tunds covered the operation of the Regutar School Term Program
during the period from September 1. 1972 through June 30, 1973.

Tiie purposes of uniformity of organization and presentation, the total program budget of $9.028.784 is
presented as follows: '

O
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EXPENDITURE ACCOUNT
Adminis_trution—
Instruction

Attendance Services
Health Services

Pupil Transportation
Opcration of Plant
Maintenance of Plant
Fixed Charges

Food Services
Community Services
Sites

Equipment - Instruction
Equipment - Other

TOTAL PROGRAM BUDGET

11-13

BUDGET

§ 1084062

0,278.546
45,600
374.437
100,719
19,585
22,050
300.116
227,155
1,512,207
6,000
31,907
2,000

$9,028,784

PERCENTAGE

1.20
69.54

Sl

100.00



SECTION 1l

PROGRAM EVALUATION

1.0 OVERVIEW

The Communication Technology Corporation (CTC) was engaged by the Newark Board of Education to
conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the School District’s ESEA Title | Program for the 1972-1973
school year.

CTC’s efforts were directed toward providing the Board of Education with an external “in-depth”
examination and analysis of information concerning the process and product of the Title | Program which
would result in @ comprehensive Final Report for the regular school year. Figure [1I-1 presents the major
compoenents and sub-components involved in this overall task.

As shown in this Figure, the major components are design, implementation, and reporting. CTC considered
that the initial step in this overall effort should be the involvement of the community in the other major
components of the evaluation process. Toward this end, channcls of communication were established
among the Board of Education representatives, the Title I Central Parents’ Council, interested parents and
community groups, and CTC’s evaluation staff. The primary method of implementing these communication
channels was to arrange for regular meetings between CTC’s staff aiid the involved groups.

At the beginning of the 1970-71 evaluation eftort, an evaluation subcommittee was established to work
hand-in-hand with CTC’s staff members during the evaluation effort. This subcommittee was continued
during the 1971-1972 and 1972-73 evaluation efforts. The function of this subcommittee was to receive
pertinent and timely information regarding the progress and status of the evaluation which could then be
reported to the larger Central Parents’ Council.

To assure that the community and parents would be actively involved in the evaluation, CTC’s staff
members developed a specific plan to incorporate the opinions, knowledge and feelings of the Title I
Program participants and parents in the final project report. Meetings between CTC staff evaluators and
members of the evaluation subcommittee were held to discuss this plan. Basically, the plan was to elicit
parent and communrity participation and direction, in the design components, in the determination of areas
of evaluation and the best means of securing the necessary research information. Subsequently, the entire
evaluation effort was rooted in a high degree of parent and community participation from the outset. After
several meetings, agre 2ment was reached on the design approach for the evaluation data collectior and
meetings, thereafter, were held on a monthly basis in order to monitor the operation of the evaluation
program. During the course of the evaluation effort the evaluation subcommittee reviewed and approved
instrumentation, suggested various areas to be considered in the evaluation, and provided and directed
assistance in getting community members directly involved in the implementation of the evaluation.

Minutes of these review meetings with the evaluation subcommittce are available from the files of
Communication Technology Corporation and the Newark Board of Education. Through these meetings,
participants in the evaluation were defined, along with the content areas of the questionnaires, the key
types of responses desired, and the kinds of questions which appeared to be relevant to the study.

Active community involvement in the implementation phase of the evaluation was afforded by CTC’s
decision to involve members of advisory committees and community agencies in assisting CTC’s field
personnel in the actaal data collection and interview processes. Superimposed on this was CTC’s
continuation of a permanent field office in Newark and the employinent of a Newark conmunity
representative as a full time CTC staff member. CTC continued the training of this new staff member in
order to leave in Newark a legacy of work experience in the field of educational program evaluation.

b
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Upon completion of tite construction of this firm foundation for conducting the evaluation., CTC then
concentrated on the development of a data collection plan. This plan included provision for the orderly and
timely collection of the objective test data, administration of the questionnaires. interviews. obscervations.
and Title I Program Needs Assessment instrumentation. .

CTC. in considering the mstrumentation tor the evatuation. examined that which was employed in previous
evaluation cfforts. Between the Newark Board of Education representatives. the evaluation subcommittee
and CTC’s starf. it was determined that while the basic design employed in the 1970-1971 and 1971-1972
evaluation cfforts would be utilized to provide continuity in reporting the evaluation findings for
1972-1973, certain modifications and revisions wonld be made with the specific purpose of increasing the
overall cfficiency. validity ana reliability of the instrumentation and the analysis plans, Throughout the
instrument design phase. all draft instruments swere submitted to the Board representatives and the
cvaluation subcomniittee for their comment and suggestions. All fully designed instruments, with revisions
as indicated. were submitted for final review and approval prior to publication and aaministration.

CTC accommodated the Bilingual Program in the design of instrumentation by providing a Spanish
translation of the instruments administered to the ppils and parents of pupils in the program.

Adaitional data incorporated in the evaluadon design included the hjective test scores (pre and post)
which were made available by the Newark Board of Education, These scores vere obtained tor all Title |
pupils who took the tests in October, 1972, and May, 1973, In order to cstablish a more meaningful
measure of the impact of the Newark Title I Reading Program. CTC initiated a aew longitudinal study. This
study tracks the progress of individual pupils in Title 1 reading intervention aciivities in order to begin to
demonstrate program effectiveness and/or.ineffectiveness by grade level.

CTC provided periodic feedback of pertinent data regarding its activitics through monthly reports which
delineated progress against the planned set of activities submitted to the Newark Board of Education. In
addition. CTC provided interim reports which indicated pertinent facts or data regarding CTC’s findings
during the conduct of the evaluation.

2.0 INSTRUMENTATION

The instruments employed to gather data regarding the overall Newark Title T Program were standardized
test scores, questionnaires. observations, and interviews. The test scores were the result of the district-wide
administration of standardized achicvement tests in October, 1972 and May, 1973, While these scores
provide vaituable data concerning pupil progress and program impact from the stand point of academic
achievement, the opinions of participants in an cducational program provide a key source of information
about the subjective responses to the program in genceral, and to specitic components as well [ Therefore,
questionnaires and related interviews and observations were used to provide additional information which
will permit those who fund programs to touch check otherwise intangible worth. These data are often more
important than achicvement data: but, together with achievement data. the potential for enlightened
decisions is significantly enhanced.

2.1 QUESTIONNAIRES

Areas of interest which are explored via questionnaires should be those which provide meaningful data
regarding the Title I Program, but which are not available from stand:.rdized data sources. These areas are,
in general, the intangibles which indicate the success or progress of an educational program. To provide
continuity in reporting, CTC began by reviewing the questionnaires used during the 1970-1971 and
1971-1972 ESEA Title 1 evaluations and rcvised and modified the instruments to make them more
appropriate for the 1972-1973 cvaluation. Moditications included the deletion of involved questions
discovered to be ineffective during previous evaluations. Efforts were made to improve the wording ot some
Q
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of the questions, remove question responses. and reduce the size of the questionnaires to facilitate their
completion. All modifications were made to improve the overall quality of the instruments. The format of
the questionnaires was changed and approved by the Title |.administrative office and the evaluation
subcommittece. The key types of responses expected on the questionnaires were estimates of fact,
qualitative judgments, reports ot estimated progress, like or dislike of the program. and recommendations.

Because of the large number of instruments involved, CTC prepared all questionnaires so that they might be
handled by data processing equipment for response tabulation. To minimize the error factor, all processed
data was validated before being analyzed.

The questionnaires were randomly distributed to a sample of the identified participants. The statistical
summary of the administration of these various instruments is presented in Table 111-1.

2.2 OBSERVATIONS AND INTERVIEWS

As part of the overall evaluation design. a classroom observation form was developed by CTC. This form
was used by parents, community members. and CTC staff to make on-site obscrvations ot a sample of Title
I classrooms.

The form was designed to provide evidence conceming the general educationai environment and general
outcomes of the Title 1 classroom activities. Because the majority of the observations w<re to be made by
the community personnel not trained in educational observation. an inventory type of check list was used.
Provision was made on the form to record observations of the educational climate, the organization of the
lesson observed. instructional materials and equipment, and pupit participation. Provision was also made to
rccord the observer’s impressions of the pleasantness of the classroom and to record recommendations
based on the observations. The intent of the observation was to get a measure of the general atmosphere of
the Title I classroom.

In addition to the check list. a section of the form was designed to provide the observer with an
opportunity to rate the cducational climate, materials and equipment, pupil participation and outcomes of
the Title I class. The observer was also requested to make brief comments about these areas.

The parents/community members who observed the Elementary. the Secondary Follow-Up Reading Project
and Special Education classes were randomly selected from a list of prospective observers supplied by the
Title 1 Central Parents’ Council through the evi ation subcommittee. The observers of the Bilingual classes
were selected from a list provided by the acting Bilingual Prograin Administrator. Observations by CTC
were performed by the Newark community member who is part of CTC’s full time statf.

After the observers were selected, CTC provided an orientation for them. This orientation was supported by
printed material furnished to cach observer which presented the objectives of the anticipated observations
and suggested methods and procedures for conducting them. A master schedule of classes and appropriate
times for the observations was utilized to randomly assign the observers to the various classrooms.

The data from the completed observation forms were summarized by program, i.c., Elementary, Secondary,
Bilingual, Special Education, ctc. The data were then analyzed to provide a gencral picture of the
environment and dynamics of the various classrooms.

Parents were selected at random to be interviewed as a validation of the parent questionnaire previousiy
administered. These interviews were performed by parents and community members whose names, again,
were provided to CTC by the Title I Central Parents” Council.

The interviewers were given an orientation which included printed instructions on the objectives and
suggested methods for conducting the interviews. A list of the selected parent’s names was then given to
each interviewer along with the interview forms.
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Table I11-2 aru 111-3 present the statistical summary of the classroom obscrvations and parent interviews,
The completion rate is very high and indicative of a high level of interest on the part of the parents and
community members involved.

TABLE 111-2
STATISTICAL SUMMARY-CLASSROOM OBSERY ATIONS
SCHOOLS SCHEDULED CONDUCTED PERCENTAGL
Elementary
Grades® 66 60 91
sSecondary
Foflow-Up
Reading Project 12 10 83%
Special 5 5 1007
Bilingual
Program l6 16 1007
Summuary 99 91 927

* ELEMENTARY: Thesc statistics include the Public. Non-Public. African Frée School and Paleontology

Programs.
TABLE 1I1--3
STATISTICAL SUMMARY-{'ARENT INTERVIEWS
SCHOOLS SCHEDULED CONDUCTED PERCENTAGE
Ilementary
Grades® 60 60 917
Sccondary
Follow-Up
Reading Project 12 10 837
Special S 5 1007
.
Bilingual
Program 10 16 1007%
Summary 99 91 Q21

* ELEMENTARY: These statistics include the Public. Non-Publie, African Free School and Paleontology
Programs.

2.3 STANDARDIZED TESTS

It was clear. from a vceview of the 1972-1973 Newark Title I Application that improvement in reading was
the prime objective. Therefore, CTC examined the available achievement test scores for evidence on the
outcomes of the readirg programs and indicators of pupil progress and interpreted them in relation to the
~z$~1 objectives as well as the findings of the 1971-1972 Title I evaluation,

ERIC
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The city of Newark administered reading tests in the clementary and secondary schools in both October
and May. Test scores were available in the Central Office tor October of 1972 for all Title | participating
pupils. In May. 1973 test scores were again available for al! participating pupils in grades K through six and
grade 9.

The Metropolitan Tests were administered to Title I children in the puplic and non-public elementary
components in grades K through 6:in the secondary component Title I pupils ir grade 9 were administered
the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills.

The data trom the standardized were used as a measure of pupit achievement in the Elementary
Component. the sccondary Follow-up Reading Component, the Special Education Component, and the
Bilingual Component. Because the objecdves of the Title I Program were stated in terms of grade
equivalency, CTC used the grade equivalent scores in the data analysis wherever applicalble.

In the Elementary and Secondary Follow-up Reading Components. comparisons of the mean grace tevel of
the 1972-1973 pupils were made. In addition, based on city-wide test scores, comparisons were made of
Title | and non-Title I pupils” test results.

The standardized test data of Title | pupils were separated into two groups: one group which had Title 1
reading interventicn and the other which did not. The scores of these groups were compared to give an
indication of the relative effectiveness of reading intervention.

2.4 PROCESS EVALUATION

In order to evaluate the Title T Program processes. CTC utitized instrumentation speciticaliy designed for
that purpose, as well as documentation of both a statistical and descriptive nature muade available through
the Title ¥ Centrat Office.

A number of areas of concern related to program processes were initially identified. then subsequently
reduced into six (6) major categorics for cevaluation. These  categories  were: (1) Program
Management/Administration: (2) Instructional  Activitics: (3)Y Pupil  Supportive  Scrvices; (4)
Parent/Community involvenrent: and (5) Title I Pupil Mobility Report: and (6) Program Needs Assessment.

In addressing the last category, CTC conducted a Title I Program Needs Assessment Survey which was
distinct from the evalaation survey (questionnaire administration). The sample of participants selected for
this survey included Title [ principals, project coordinators, teachers, teacher aids. community aides, clerical
aides and pareats of Title | pupils. These data sources were administered a Needs Assessment Survey Form
which was designed to clicit information about the immediate needs of the program related to the most
important grade levels at which the instructional activities should be concentrated. the types and kinds of
structional activitics ;nost needed. and the specific supportive services that should be provided to the Title
I pupils,

It was determined that a universal sample (10097 of Title | personnei. and an 1 1% sample of the parents of
Title I pupils in all components would be utilized in the survey. Such a sampling design assured a 99%
confidence level with a reliability of £ 377, Table 20 of Arlein and Colton’s Tables For Statisticians was
consulted, and the sample size ne sded was determined.

A total of 2,850 forms were distributed to the survey participants., Nineteen hundred and fifty (1.950)

forms were completed and returned, thus providing a 687 return. This percentage far exceeded that
necessary to provide + 397 accuracy with a 9977 confidence tevel CTC established.

O
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3.0 DATA SOURCES

The data sources utilized in the evaluation were the program participants: pupils, project teachers, parents,
program administrators, schocl principals and the supportive personnel. Obviously some of the participants
are more directly Knowledgeable of the program than others. This fact notwithstanding, CTC identified all
of these as program participants who would have specific input into the data collection effort.

CTC identified pupils participating in the overall Title I Program in all grade levels. It was determined to use
a sample of pupils as the basis of the data collection effort. The actual members of the pupil sample were
randomly selected by the project coordinator from their Title I class lists. Each member of the pupil sample
in grades four (4) and above were given a pupil questionnaire to complete and a parent questionnaire to be
completed by their parent(s). Each member of the sample in grades pre-kindergarten to three (3) had a
questionnaire completed for them by their teacher and also one to be completed by their parent(s).

All Title I teachers. Title 1 project coordinators. project teacher aides, community aides and principals of
Title 1 schools were given a questionnaire to be completed. From Table 1lI-1 it can be seen that the
percentage of return from cach participant group ftar exceeded that necessary to provide the 95%
confidence level CTC established. CTC attributes this. at least in part, to the preparatory steps taken prior
to instrument administration. CTC’s staff members provided orientation sessions for all project
coordinators and administrators to acquaint them with the procedures for insteument administration and
return. All possible instrument related questions and/or problems that might be raised were discussed in
detail to assure that the project coordinators and administrators would not cncounter any unfamiliar
situations through the instrument administration period.

O
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SECTION iV
EVALUATION FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

1.0 PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOL COMPONENT *

1.1 INTRODUCTION

Section 1V, 1.0, addresses the evaluation findings and diécussion of the 1972-1973 Regular School Year
Title 1 Program conducted in the PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOL COMPONENT. The readers of this
report are reminded, therefore, that all discussion in 1.0 concerns only the Public Elem:'ntary School
Component of the Title I Program unless otherwise indicated. '

1.2 SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

Evaluative data were collected from samples of the participants. The descriptions presented immediately
below delineate the major characteristics of thos participants who were included in the sample population.

PUPIL SAMPLE
Pre-Kindergarten
Fifty nine percent (59%} were male; 41% were female.

_ Two percent (2%) were Am:rican Indian; 90% were Afro-American; 1%, Caucasian; 6%, Spanish-surnamed
Americzn, and 1% were reported as “other.”

Grades Kindergarten — Three
Fifty-one percent (51%) were male, and 49% were female.

ERIRTEN

Thirty percent (30%) were in Kindergarten; 28% were in grade one; 23%, grade two, and 19% were in grade
three.

One percent (1%) were American Indian; 82% were Afro-American; 3%, Caucasian; 13%, Spanish-surnamed
American, and 1% were reported as “other.” :

Grades Four — Six
Fifty-two percent (52%) were male, and 42% were female.

Severty-two percent (72%) were in grade four; 16% were in grade five; 11%, grade six, and 1% were
ungraded.

Sixty-four percent (64%) were born in the city of Newark, New Jersey. Six percent (6%) were born
somewhere else in New Jersey; 18%, in a Jifferent state; 2% in Puerto Rico.

Eighty-seven percent (87%) were Afro-American; 4% were Caucasian; 5% were Spanish-surnamed American;
1% were American Indian, and 3% were reported as “‘other.”
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PRINCIPAL SAMPLE

Seventy-five percent (75%) were male and 25% were female. Eight percent (8%) were between the ages of
26-35 years of age; 33% were between 36-45 years of age; 34%, beiween 46-55 years and 25% were over 55
years old.

Forty-one percent (41%) described themselves as Afro-American, and 59% indicated they were Caucasian.

Thirty three percent (33%) indicated they did not live in the attendance area of their respective schools, but
did live in another part of the Newark School Dnstrlct Sixty-eight percent (68%) stated they lived outside
of the Newark School District.

i PROJECT COORDINATOR SAMPLE

Forty-four percent (44%) were male, and 56% were female. Two percent (2%) reported they were between
20-25 years of age. Twenty-nine percent (29%) were between 26-35 years of age; 19%, between 36-45
years; 26%, between 46-55 years, and 24% were over 55 years old.

Fifty-two percent (52%) were Afro-American, and 48% indicated they were Caucasian. Two percent (2%)
reported they lived in the attendance area of the school to which they were assigned. Forty percent (40%)
stated they lived in another part of {'.e Newark School District, and 58% said they lived outside the Newark
School District.

Two percent (2%) have been teachers between one and f{ive years; 29%, between six and ten years; 19%,
between 11-15 years; 21%, between 16-20 years; 10%, between 21-25 years, and 19% have been teachers 26
years or more. :

Five percent (5%) have taught in the Newark School District between one and five years; 33%, between six
and ten years; 14%, between 11-15 years; 24%, between 16-20 years; 12%, between 21-25 years, and 12%
have taught in the Newark School District 26 years or more.

Twenty-nine percent (29%) he¢ ‘e held their present pousition as project coordinator for only the currenf
school year. Nineteea percent (:9%) have held their present position for two years; 17%, for three years;
17%, for four years, and 10% have been project coordinators for five years.

Ten percent (10%) repbrted they have taken between one and ten semester hours of graduate work; 1'0%
have taken between 11-20 liovr=; 7%, between 21-30 hours; 18% between 31-40 hours; 7%, between 41-50
hours; 12%, between 51-60 ho '+  ind 36% have taken more than 60 semester hours of graduate work.

PROJECT TEACHER SAMPLE
Nineteen percent (19%) were male, and 81% were female.

Five percent (5%) reported they were betwzen 20-25 years of age; 33%, between 26-35 years of age; 30%,
between 36-45 years; 22%, between 46-55 years, and 10% indicated they were over 55 years old.

One percent (1%) stated they were American Indian; 45% reported they were Afro-American; 52%,
Caucasian, and 2% said they were “other.”

Six percent (6%) stated they lived in the attendance area of the schools to which they were assigned; 25%
said they lived in another part of the Newak School District, and 69% reported they lived outside the
Newark School District. Nine percent (9%) have been teachers betweea one and five years; 29%, between
six and ten years; 27%, between 11-15 years; 11%, between 16-20 years; 14%, between 21-25 years, and
10% reported they have been teachers for 26 years of more.

Q
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Thirteen percent (13%) hsve taught in the Newark School District betwcen one and five years:; 28%.,
between six and ten years; 30%, between 11-15 years; 12%, between 16-20 years; 1 1%, between 21-25
years: and 6% have taught in the district 26 years or more.

Twenty three percent (23%) have taught in their current school between one and five years; 35%, between
six and ten years: 18%, between 11-15 years: 14%, between 16-20 years; 6%, between 21-25 years, and 4%
have taught 26 years or more in their current school.

Thirty one percent (31%) have been Title I Project Teachers in Newark for onc year; 18%, for two ycars:
29%. three years: 4%, four years: 6%, five years, and 12% for six ycars or mor-.

Fifteen percent-(15%) have taken no semester hours of graduate work: 327% have taken between one and
ten hours: 14%, between 11-20 hours: 3%, between 21-30 hours: 10%, between 3 1-40 hours; 8%, between
41-50 hours: 4%, between S1-60 hours: and 14% have taken more than 60 semester hours of graduate work.

TEACHER AIDE SAMPLE
All (100%) were female.

Two percent (2%) were between 17-25 years of age. Twcenty six percent (267) reported they were between
26-35 years old: 39%, between 36-45 years of age: 26%, between 46-55 years, and 7% stated they were over
55 years of age.

Five percent (5%) were American Indian: 73%, Afro-American; 15%, Caucasian, and 7% were
Spanish-surnamed American. Seventy five percent (75%) reported they lived in the attendance area of the
school to which they were assigned, and 25% stated they lived in another part of the Newark School
District.

Six percent (6%) said they were new teacher aides: 3% stated they had been teacher aides one year; 15%,
two years: 19%, three years; 13%, four years: 9%, five years: 17%, six years, and 18% reported they had.
been teacher aides for seven years.

COMMUNITY AIDE SAMPLE
Two percent (2%) were male, and 98% were female.

Three percent (3%) were between the ages of 17-25 years: 29% were between the ages of 26-35 years: 487%,
between 36-45 years: 14%, between 46-55 years of age, and 6% were over 55 years of age.

Eighty seven percent (87%) were Afro-American: 3%, Caucasian: 3%, Spamsh-surnamed American, and 7%
reported themselves as “other.”

Eighty three percent (83%) indicated they lived in the attendance area of the schools to which they were
assigned, and 17% stated they lived in anothei pa:t of the Newark School District. :

Fourteen percent (14%) reported they were in their first year as community aides. Two percent (2%) had
been aides for a year; 45%, for two years: 36%, three years,-and 3% had been community aides for seven
years.

1.3 IMPROVEMENT OF READING ACHIEVEMENT

Evaluative data on the improvement of reading-achievement were collected by means of survey instruments
(questionnaires), testing programs and classroom observations. The findings from an analysis of these data
are presented in the paragraphs below.
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Indicative of the positive attitudes Title I pupils have toward their reading improvement because of the
extra instruction is the fact that 92% of the sampled pupils in grades four and above reported they felt their
reading has improved as a result of the Title I reading intervention. Teachers who completed questionnaires
about Title I pupils (Kindergarten through grade three) were similarly positive in their responses regarding
reading improvement by pupils involved in the extra reading instructions. Ninety three percent (93%) of the
teachers judged that the pupils’ ability to read had improved. Ninety two percent (92%) of the teachers
likewise estimated that the extra reading classes had given the pupils more confidence in their ability to
read. Supporting this estimate is the additional fact that 94% of the teachers felt the pupils appeared to
enjoy their reading activities.

These same teachers were also asked about the changes that had occurred during the year in the academic
performance of the Title I pupils for whom they were completing questionnaires. The reading proficiency
of pupils was one of the items the teachers were requested to rate on a scale of four ranging from one
equals “great improvement” to four equals “change for the worse.” The teachers, on the average, rated the
pupils’ reading proficiency as “improved™ (2.0). '

The attitudes of the Title [ pupils in grades four and above who completed their own questionnaires were
explored still further by a set of questions designed to elicit their feelings and opinions about reading
activities in general. They were asked to indicate if they liked to read more now than before they received
the extra reading instructions. Ninety-two percent (92%) replied that they did. In addition, 99% felt it was
of importance for them to read well, and 84% indicated they liked to take books home from the library.
Only 1 1% of the children stated thcy would drop out of the exira reading instructions if they could.

In an effort to widen the data base about Title I pupils’ reading improvement, parents were asked to
indicate how they felt about their childrens’ reading abilities ‘‘at the present time” (March, 1973).
Seventy seven percent {(77%) of the parents said they were of the mind that their children should be reading
better than they were at the present time. Twenty three percent (23%) reported they were of the opinion
that their children were currently reading as well as couid be expected.

Parents of Title I pupils were also provided the opportunity to react to several questions related to their
childrens’ attitudes toward reading outside of school, e.g., in the home. Seventy nine percent (79%) of the
_parents reported their children like to read at home, and 29% indicated their children brought home more
library books than in previous years. - '

Principals and project coordinators rated- the contribution they felt the Title I reading intervention was
making toward the overall success of the program in their respective schools. It can be inferred that to the
extent they saw the reading intervention as contributing to the program’s success, to a similar extent, it
generally coniributed to the participating pupils’ reading improvement. Seventy nine percent (79%) of the
principals and 80% of the project coordinators estimated that the Title { reading intervention activities
contributed very much to the success of the program in their schools, while 15% of the principals and 20%
of the project coordinators indicated that these activities provided ‘“much” contribution to the Title I
Program in the individual schools. Only 5% of the principals thought there was little contribution made by
the reading intervention activities toward the successful conduct of the program during the 1972-1973
school year.

The findings presented in the preceding paragraphs regarding Title I reading improvement provide the
following conclusions:

1. TFitle I administrative and instructional personnel, as well as Title I pupils who were included in
the questionnaire sample generally felt there had been improvement in the pupils’ reading
achievement as a result of the Title I reading intervention activities. In addition, these
respondents also indicated the Title I pupils evidenced constructive and positive attitudes about
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themselves in relation to their reading achievements and their school environment. It is
interesting to note, in support of this conclusion, that 93% of the Title 1 pupils in grades four and
above declared they had no desirc to leave school at the present time.

The significancc.of the above conclusion may very well lie in the fact that these school personnel
and pupils exhibited, for the most part, attitudes and opinions about the Title | Program in the
Newark School District that can be considered essential to the success of any instructional
program of this nature; ie., the healthy presence of positive motivation toward the learning
effort on the purt of the participants.

2. The majority of parents who completed questionnaires obviously felt their children should have
been reading better than they were. This is not to infer, however, that these parents denied the
beneficial effects of the Title 1 Program in helping their children to improve in reading.
Eighty nine percent (89%) of these samc parents reported that the program did indeed heip, and
92% felt the program had generally benefitted their children. In addition, 85% of these parents
indicated the Title | Program had helped to improve their children’s attitude toward school itself.

From these findings it can be stated that while the majority of parents felt their children should be reading
better, they were pleased with the efforts being made through Title I to provide their youngsterq with
supplementary instructional assistance.

In the 1972-1973 Title | Program greater emphasis than in previous years was placed on providing
supplementary reading instruction to identified Title I pupils in Kindergarten through grade three. In an
attempt to elicit participant rcaction to the revised reading objectives for these grades, teachers who
completed questionnaires about Title I pupils were asked to indicate whether or not they felt the specific
obj.ctive applicable to the particular grade leve!l of the individual pupils for whom they were responding
was possible of achievement. (The readers of this report are referred to Section 1, PROGRAM
DESCRIPTION, for the specific statements of these objectives.) Eighty percent (80%) of the teachers
judged that the kindergarten pupils about whom they were completing questionnaires would demonstrate
they were ready to read in May, 1973, and 20% replied negatively.

. Sixty three percent (63%) of the teachers estimated that the Title | pupils in grades one and two who were
receiving reading intervention would perform at or above grade level when measured in May, 1973, while
77% of the teachers indicated that pupils ir grade three would demonstrate mean grade equivalent increases
in reading of at least seven months when tested in May, 1973 compared to their October, 1972 scores.

Title | project coordinators and teachers were also requested to estimate the degree of importance they
placed upon the need for further revision of the 1972-1973 program objectives which related to reading
improvement.

Twenty four percent (24%) of the coordinatozs and 19% of the project teachers placed great importance on
the need for further revision. Sixty four percent (64%) of the coordinators and 47% of the teachers placed
“some” importance on this specific nz.d, while 12% of the project coordinators and 25% of the teachers
rated this need as being of little importance. Eight percent (8%) of the teachers indicated they saw no
importance at all in the need for further revision of program objectives. It is of interest to note that
according to these statistics, 33% of the teachers felt that the program objectives with which they worked
required little or no further revision.

In responding to an additional question related to these same objectives which elicited the amount of
assistance they felt the revisions and modifications of the 1972-1973 objectives gave them, 23% of the
coordinators and 21% of the project teachers reported they had found the revised program objectives to
have been of great assistance to them in their Title 1 responsibilities. Sixty three percent (63%) of the
coordinators and 49% of the teachers indicated “some” assistance, while 15% of the coordinators and 20% .
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of the teachers stated they had found little assistance in these revisions. Ten percent (10%) of the tcachers
were entirely negative in their responses; they felt they had not benefited at all from the 1972-1973
program objectives’ revisions and modifications.

From the data presented above it can be determined that both the project coordinators and the teachers, on
the average. judged that the 1972-1973 revised program objectives were of assistance to them, and the
further revision of these objectives was of importance to their own Title I activities.

Project teacners identificd the types and kinds of reading materials. methods, and programs they were
utilizing during the school year in their Title [ instructional activities. In addition, they indicated the value
they personally placed upon these instructional aids. Their responses are discussed in the paragraphs
immediately below.

A list of various reading materials. methods. and programs used in the Title I Program was presented to the
project teachers, and they were asked to identify which of these aids they utilized in their instructional
treatment. Table IV-1 delineates the results of this particular survey item, in percentages of project teachers
responding, by specific reading materials, method, and programs.

TABLE IV-1
IDENTIFICATION OF READING MATERIALS, METHODS, PROGRAMS: BY
PROJECT TEACHERS
TYPES OF READING MATERIALS, TEACHER RESPONSES IN
METIHODS, PROGRAMS PERCENTAGES

McGraw-Hill Programmed Reading Program 17
Ginn Basic Readers 5
Scott Foresman 56
Bank Street Readers 76
Lippincott Basic Reading Program 23
1.T.A. ("nitial Teaching Alphabet) 6
Developmental Reading Program for Visual Motor

Pcrception (Frostig) 13
Distar (SRA.) 19
Readers Digest — New Skill Builders Series 39
EDL Reading Laboratories 35
Pcabody Language Kit ' 14
Cureton Reading Program 14
Other Materials, methods, programs 86
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A rcading of Table 1V-1 obviously indicates that the project teachers made videssprecad use of a variety of
rcading materials, methods and programs, thus providing a multi-Gi. iplinar  aproach in their instructional
activitices. This finding supports the educational concept of tailoring the 1 7 nent as much as possible to
the individual nceds of the pupil. It is evident that this concept was reali.ed in practice by many of the
projcct teachers. In terms of the value the project teachers placed upon these various instructional aids,
Table 1V-2 presents their ratings in percentages.

TABLE IV-2
READING MATERIALS, METHODS, PROGRAMS:
VALUE RATINGS BY PROJECT TEACHERS

TYPES OF READING MATERIALS, VALUE
METHODS, PROGRAMS (IN PERCENTAGES)
Very Great Great Some Little None

McGraw-Hill Programmed Reading Program 16 47 32 5 -
Ginn Basic Readers - 50 50 - -
Scott Foresman 11 42 47 - -
Bank Sticet Readers 41 34 24 1 -
Lippincott Basic Reading Program 41 18 36 S -
I.T.A. (Initia} Tcaching Alphabet) 29 43 29 - -
Developmental Reading Program {or Visual

Motor Perception (Frostig) 46 38 15 - -
Distar (SRA) 47 35 18 - -
Readers Digest— Nesw Skill Builders Series 8 51 41 - -
EDL Reuading Laboratories 19 35 45 - -
Peabo,dy Language Kit 33 25 42 - -
Cureton Reading Program 60 20 20 - -
Other materials, methods, programs 43 46 11 - -

From the data presented in Table 1V-2 it can be determined that the project teachers, on the average,
placed great value on the majority of the reading materials, methods, and programs they utilized in their
instructional activities. It can likewise be said that those teachers who made use of the Bank Stree? Readers.
the Developmental Reading Prograin for Visual Motor Perception ( Frostig), the Distar (SRA) and the
Cureton Reading Program, on the average, apparently placed very great value upon these aids. In additicn,
the large majority of those project teachers who elected to use other materials, methods, and programs
reported they also placed great value upon these aids.
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The Newark Board of Education implemented a comprehensive testing program in the Public Elementary
Schools. This program consisted in the administration of the Metropolitan Achievement Test Series as a
pretest in October, 1972, and a post test in May, 1973. This was the first time in recent years that such an
attempt was made to gather extensive documentation on the actual performance of Newark pubilic
clementary pupils over one school year.

It has always been Newark’s school policy to usce as one basis of comparison of test results the national
norm. This national norm for achicvement test, however, is based on the test scores of a selected group of
students from which retarded :ind over-age pupils are cxcluded. Thus. the norm represents a group
unrepresentative of the actual nonhemogeneous Newark school population. The goals which are thus set by
the nor.aing group are then expected o, and have p.roven to be higher than that which the Newark pupiis
on the average wiil and do achicve.

A testing program. <uch as approved by the Newark Board ot Education, provides the data fer a much
deeper and more revealing analysis of the progress of Newark school pupils than would appear by
comtparison just with national norms. A chioice exampie of this would be the comparative analysis of Title |
pupils with non-Title | pupils which appears in this sub-section. Other examples of the varicty of
comparisons which can be made. may be seen in the reports of city-wide testing programs produced by the
Newark Board of Education. Departinent of Reference and Rescarch.

Whenever possibic in this cvaluation report, test results, gains, ete.. are expressed in grade equivalents. A
grade equivalent indicates that grade placement of pupils for whom 2 given score is average or typical. A
grade equivalent of 4.8 G.E. in total rcading for cxample, reduces to the statement that: the particular
pupil, class or grade with this score of 4.8 G.E. may be considered to be reading at the level which the
median pupil/pupils from the norming groun would have achieved in May of their fourth grade. With the
limitation which this grade cquivalent established by the norming group presents for the Newark pupils, the
emphasis in this cvaluation report is not on the norm but rother is on the comparison of actual gains
achieved during the testing period. The measurement of these gains are significant since there is no
dependence on a norm or starting point for the actual report of the gain.

The value of a fall pretest and a spring post test is evident from a statement appearing in the REPORT OF
THE CITY-WIDE TESTING PROGRAM ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL, OCTOBER,
1972. The Department of Reference and Rescarch points out that “direct comparison of October, 1972
and October, 1971 test resulis should not pe made.” The reason lay in the different editions of the
Metropolitan Achievement Tests implemented and the testing company’s restandardization.

With situations arising which do not allow ycar to year comparison of tests as pupils move to new grades,
etc., the desircability of a more controlled testing situation is evident.

The analysis which follows has been made possible only because the Newark Board of Education made the
decision to implement its comprchensive testing program.

Comparative Analysis of Title 1 Pupils With Non-Title | Pupils

A standardized testing program was implemented for the entire Newark School District, employing
Metropolitan Achievement Tests. The pretest program was impiemented during the first two weeks of
Oc ‘ober and the post test program was implemented in the first weeks of May. The Newark Board of
Education Office of Reference and Rescarch provided C.T.C. with the mean scores« for total reading by
grade by individual school as well as the numbers of pupils involved in the testing. This information coupled
with the testing information on the Title I pupils furnished the data for a comparative presentation of Title
{ versus Non-Title | pupils in the Newark public school system.

Q
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Table 1V-3 shows the comparison for City, Non-Title I and Title I pupils for the pretest. This table appeared
in the Newark School District Interim Title 1 Evaluation Report. Table 1V-4 shows the same comparisons
for the post test implemented in the City of Newark.

TABLE V-3
TOTAL READING GRADE EQUIVALENT COMPARISONS
TITLE I/ NON-TITLE I PUBLIC ELEMENTARY PUPILS
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST — OCTOBER 2-13, 1972

: : Difference
City* Non-Title I Title 1 Between Title I

Grade N Mean G.E. N1 Mean G.E. N2 Mean G.E. & Non-Title I

2 6314 .6 3252 1.7 3062 1.5 ~-0.2

3 6115 2.2 3243 2.5 2872 1.9 -0.6

4 6103 2.5 4381 2.6 1722 2.3 -0.3

5 5723 3.1 5318 3.1 405 2.6 -0.5

6 5642 3.7 5336 38 305 2.8 -1.0
*City-wide mean G.E. includes Title I pupils scores of October, 1972.

TABLE IV-4
TOTAL READING GRADE EQUIVALENT COMPARISONS
TITLE I / NON-TITLE 1 PUBLIC ELEMENTARY PUPILS
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST — MAY 1-11, 1973
Difference
City* Non-Title I Title 1 Between Title I

Grade N Mean G.E. N1 Mean G.E. N2 Mean G.E. & Non-Title 1

2 6241 2.1 3224 2.1 3017 2.1 0.0

3 6184 2.6 3271 2.7 2913 2.5 -0.2

4 . 6163 3.1 4481 32 1682 2.9 -0.3

5 5673 3.5 5273 3.5 400 3.2 -0.3

6 5464 4.6 5287 4.6 177 3.5 -1.1

*City-wide mean G.E. includes Title I pupil scores of May, 1973.

The results shown in Tables IV-3 and 1V-4 for Title I pupils inciude both reading intervention and
non-reading intervention pupils. Comparison of the Pretest and Post test results of the Title I and Non-Title
I public elementary pupils in the city showed that the Title I pupils advanced more than the Non-Title I
pupils in grades 2, 3 and 5. The advance of the fourth grade Title I pupils was equivalent to the Non-Title I
pupils and the Title I pupils feli slightly behind the advance of the Non-Title I pupils in grade six. The
actual gains for the entire Public Fleraentary Component are illustrated in Fxgure IV-1 and Table IV-5, and
the comparison by school appears in Appendix 2A.

- In the Interim Title I Evaluation Report for the Newark School District the evidence clearly showed that
the public elementary pupiis chosen to receive Title I assistance were those whose reading grade equivalents,
on the average, fell below the pupils in the Newark School District not chosen for Title I assistance.
Working with these pupils revealing educational deficiency, it would be logical to conclude that if these
pupils could grow in their reading abilities at a rate equal to that of the non-Title I pupils, it would be
significant educational advance. Not only have these Title I pupils in second, third and fifth grades equaled
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TABLE IV-5
READING GAIN COMPARISONS
TITLE I/NON-TITLE I PUBLIC ELEMENTARY PUPILS
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST
PRETEST OCT. 2-13, 1972 - POST TEST MAY 1-11, 1973

Non-Title I Title 1 Title I Gain
Grade Gain G.E. Gain G.E. Beyond Non-Title }
2 +0.4 +0.6 +0.2
3 +0.2 +0.6 +0.4
-+ +0.6 +0.6 0.0
5 +0.4 +0.6 +0.2
6 +0.8 +0.7 -0.1

the gains of their non-Title 1 classmates, but they have surpassed them. In grade four the gains for the two
groups were the same. Only in grade six did the small group (177) of Title | pupils average a gain less than
that of the non-Title 1 Newark pupils.

The emphasis in the Newark Title 1 Program this pust year has been in grades K-3. This is definitely
reflected by the number of participants for these grades appearing in the respective tables.

The concentraticn in grades 2 and 3 clearly appears to have met with success, since the reading gains are
observed to be significantly higher for grade 2 and 3 pupils participating in Title 1, when compared to
Non-Title I pupil gains.

Grade 1 pupils were pretested in October with the Metropolitan Readiness Test. One cannot talk about a
gain between the readiness pretest and the Primer post test taken by Title | first grade pupils. In the interim
Title [ cvaluation report. however, Table 11-2 reports the classification level frequency distribution for the
elementary public grade 1 pupils. The pupils at that time were cicarly behind an expected normal frequency
distribution. A similar presentation of data on non-Title 1 pupils was not available for comparison of Title |
versus non-Title I pupils. The first grade pupils in the City of Newark. howcever, completed the Metropolitan
Achievement Test Primer Serics as their post test. Standard scores were extrapolated to grade equivalents
and the results showed the Title 1 pupils registered 1.6 G.E. in total reading and the non-Title I pupils 1.6
G.E. in total reading. The 3.165 Title 1 pupils arce thus shown to presently be at the same average in total
reading levels as their non-Title 1 classmates.

During the 1972-73 school year. the decision was made to allow all Kindergarten pupils. in the elementary
schools offering Title I services, to participate in the Title [ activities. The effect of this participation
appears to have been most rewarding. The results of the May testing program for those Kindergarten pupils
reveal a distribution of rcading readiness scores which was almost identical to the distribution for the
national norming g-oup. To highlight the positive results of those Title I Kindergarten pupils, Table 1V-6
gives the comparison of the distribution of this year’s Title 1 finishing Kindergarten pupils score distribution
in contrast to the score distribution of this year’s beginning tirst grade Title | pupils.

In summary. all the comparative analyses based on standardized test data point to an overwhelming impact
by the Title [intervention upon the reading progress of pupils in the lower grades.

These gains may be attributable to many factors: however. the fact remains that the Title I participants on

the average advanced +0.2 G.E. morc than the non-Title 1 pupils in the City of Newark during the course of
the 1972-1973 school ycar.
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TABLE IV—-6
COMPOSITE CLASSIFICATION LEVELS
COMPLETING KINDERGARTEN PUFILS — BEGINNING GRADE 1 PUPILS
METROPLITAN READING READINESS TEST — OCTOBER, 1972 — MAY, 1973

Grade N A B . C D E

Title I First Grade
October, 1972 2,758 1%, 3% 29% 49% 18%

Title I Kindergarten
May, 1973 3,851 12% 207  36% 207 6%

Reading Readiness — Kindergarten

Titie I pupils in Kindergarten were given the Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test in May, 1973, The
Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test classifies the results of the tests into five (5) main categories. The
letter rating and status arc as follows: A - Superior: B - High Normal: C - Average; D - Low Normal; E - Low.
More revealing. however, is the significance of these ratings in terms of their reflection of pupil
preparedness for first grade.

The letter A signified that a pupil was apparently very well prepared for first grade level. The letter B
signified that the pupil was exhibiting good prospects for success in first grade work if factors such as
health, emotions, etc., remain consistent. The letter C signified that the nupil was likely to succeed in first
grade work. For the pupil receiving a rating C, a careful study should be made of his/her specific strengths
and weaknesses and instruction should be planned in light of these strengths and weaknesses. The letter D
signified that the pupil was likely to have difficulty in first grade work. This pupil should be assigned to a
stow section and given more individualized help. The letter E signified that this pupil has a high probability
of undergoing difficulties under ordinary instructional conditions. For him/her, further readiness work and
assignment to slow sections and individualized work are essential.

In Appendix IA, the number of Titie I pupils by school {code number) are listed according to this letter
ranking. Likewise, the comparison is made in Tables IV-7 and IV-8 of numbers and percentages of Title I
pupils falling into each category versus the percentage according to National norms. This comparison with
national norms shows that these educationally disadvantaged pupils who have participated in the Title !
Program during the past year now reflect a spread of classification levels nearly identical to the normal
distribution of classification levels. Thus the objective measuring device, i.e., the Metropolitan Reading
Rez<iness - Test, implied that this group of kindergarten pupils formerly disadvantaged now have a
distribution of scoreswhich indicatesthat the group as a whole falls into the acceptable pattern for a normal
group of pupils entering grade 1.

TABLE IV-7
COMPOSITE CLASSIFICATION LEVELS BY NUMBERS
TITLE 1 PUBLIC PUPILS —~ KINDERGARTEN
METROPOLITAN READING READINESS TEST — MAY, 1973
CLASSIFICATION LEVEL
N A B C D E

3851 477 789 1376 997 212
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TABLE IV—-8
COMPOSITE CLASSIFICATION LEVELS BY PERCEM fAGES
TITLE 1 PUBLIC PUPILS — KINDERGARTEN
METROPOLITAN READING READINESS TEST — MAY, 1973
CLASSIFICATION LEVEL

N A B C D E
National Norm 7% 4%, 38%. 24% 7%
Title { Kindergarten 3851 i2% 207 36% 26% 6%

Table 1V-8 shows that only 267 of the Kindergarten pupils are likely to have difficulty unl:-s they are
given special help. A mere 6% of the pupils have a high probability of undergoing difficulty in  irst grade
and can be considered to have exhibited reasonable evidence that they are not rcady to read.

The rerformance Objective stated for Kindergarten was: At least 80% of the participating ( Kindergarten)
students will dewionstrate thar they are readyv to read when mmeasured {JV the Metropolitan Reading
Readiness Test administered in May, 1973,

Approximating a need for more recading readiness with a score equivalent to the letter grade E results, as
shown in Table IV-9, in the conclusion that the objective was not only met but surpassed by 14% of the
pupils in the Title I Kindergarten Component.,

TABLE IV-9
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PUPILS ACHIEVING OBJECTIVE
TITLE I PUBLIC PUPILS — KINDERGARTEN
METROPOLITAN READING READINESS TEST — MAY, 1973

No. of K No. of Pupils 7% of Pupils % of Pupils to Score
Pupils Tested with Score > D with Score > D = D by Objective
3851 3639 94%. 80%

Public Elementary: Grades 1-6

All pubiic elemantary (1-6) pupils identified by project coordinators as Reading intervention pupils were
established in a longitudinal study (confer Appendix 7A). Post test results submitted by project
coordinators were then recorded on the longitudinal study, and these identified reading intervention pupils
with pretest and post test scores were those used as the sample basis for investigation ¢f performance
objectives and for Table iV-10.

Table [V-10 establishes the mean grade cquivalents of pretesi and post test scores for all the

aforementioned intervention pupils and indicates the numbers and percentages of these pupils who meu tiie
objectives detailed in following paragraphs.

IV-13




TABLEIV-10
TOTAL READING
TITLE I PUBLIC ELEMENTARY PUPILS READING INTERVENTION
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST 10/72 — 5/73

Pretest Posi test Gain
Grade N* Mean G.E. Mean G.E. Mean G.E. N = Objective N < Objective
1 1327 - » o 1.5 - 201 1126
2 1141 1.5 2. +0.6 86 1055
3 879 1.9 2.4 +0.5 308 571
4 228 2.3 3.0 +0.7 112 116
5 20 3.3 4.1 +0.8 10 10
6 57 2.8 3.0 +0.2 16 41

Total 3652

* Only those identified as taking both pretest and post test included.
* *  Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test was given as a pretest.

The Newark Title 1 Program established particular performance objectives for various grade levels to which
Title T support was ofiered. The emphasis in the Newark Title | Program has been on improvement of
reading. Performance ohicctives for all grades dealt with those pupils who had been recipients of direct
reading intervention.

Each performance objective is stated in the following pages prior to the table which details the results
gathered from the test data. A statement based on the respective tables summarizes the conclusions
concerning each performance objective.

Performance Objective

In grades 1 and 2, participating Title I pupils rcceiving reading intervention will perform at or above grade
level in recua’ing comprehension and word knowledge when measured by the Metropolitan Achievement Test
in May, 1973.

TABLE iV~11
TOTAL READING
READING INTERVENTION PUBLIC COMPONENT — GRADE 1
MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENTS, NUMBER MEETING OBJECTIVE
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST — PRIMER
“Post Test May, 1973

Standard Score  Grade Equivalent* Month
Grade N Mean Mean Participating N> 1.8 GGE. N<1.8G.E.

1 1327 32 1.5 8 201 1126

* Grade equivalents were not provided by publisher, but grade equivalents were developed by the
evaluation analysis from standard scores based on Primary | G.E. tables.
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TABLE IV-—-12
TOTAL READING
READING INTERVENTION PUBLIC COMPONENT — GRADE 2
MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENTS, NUMBER MEETING OBJECTIVE
- METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST
Pretest 10/72 — Post test 5/73

Pretest  Post test  Difference Month o
‘Grade N Mean G.E. Mean G.E. Mean Participation N> 2.8G.E. N< 28G.E.

2 1141 1.5 2.1 +0.6 8 86 1055

The performance objectives stated for grade 1 and 2 pupils was based on the national norm, and that norm
of 1.8 and 2.8 grade equivalents was established as the proper grade level to which Title I pupils would be

compared. The average grade level of non-Title I pupils in the Newark school systems in the two grades was
- 1.6 G.E. and 2.1 G.E. respectively. In light of the discussion of the national norm grade equivalent, it is not
surprising that very few of-the Title I pupils in the first and second grades of the Newark school system

actually registered scores equal to the national expected grade equivalent. The objective for these two
grades was, therefore, not met.

Performance Objective:

In Grade 3, participating Title I pupils receiving reading intervention will demonstrate mean grade

equivalent gains of at least 7 months (0.7) when measured by the Metropolitan Achzevement Test in May,
1973,

TABLEIV—13
TOTAL READING
READING INTERVENTION PUBLIC COMPONENT GRADE 3
MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENTS DIFFERENCE, NUMBER MEETING OBJECTIVE
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST
Pretest 10/72 — Post test 5/73 '

Pretest Post test Difference Month
" Grade N Mean G.E. Mean G.E. Mean G.E. Participation N> 0.7 N<0.7

3 879 1.9 2.4 +0.5 8 308 571
* Only Reading Intervention pupils identified as taking both pretest and post test are included.
The norm of seven months advance as a mean grade equivalent gain for third grade pupils was not achieved.
Thirty-five percent of the reading intervention pupils did achieve this objective but the average mean grade -

equivalent gain was 5 months (0.5 G.E.).

Performance Objective:

In grades 4, 5 and 6, participating Title I pupils receiving reading intervention will deinonstrate mean grade
equivalent gains of at least 6 months (0.6) when measured by the Metropolztan Achievement Test in May,
19753 :
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TABLE IV-14
TOTAL READING
READING INTERVENTION PUBLIC COMPONENT GRADE 4, 5 AND 6
MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENTS, DIFFERENCES AND NUMBER MEETING OBJECTIVE
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST
Pretest 10/72 — Post test 5/73

L Pretest Post test  Difference Month
Grade N* Mean G.E. Mean G.E. Mean G.E. Participation N= 0.6 N< 06

4 228 2.3 3.0 +0.7 8 112 116
5 20 3.3 41 . 408 8 | 10 10
6 . 57 2.8 3.0 +0.2 8 16 4]

* Only Readlng Interventlon pupils identified as taking both pretest'and post test are included.

In line with the emphasns in grades K-3 few readmg mterventlon pupils were identified in grades 4-6
inclusive as having completed both pretest and post tests. For the 228 identified pupils in grade 4, the
desired average gain of 0.6 G.E. was met and surpassed. For the 20 identified pupils in grade 5, the desired
gain was likewise surpassed. For the 57 identified pupils in grade six, the desired objective was not met nor
even approached.

In analyzing the results of -the performance objectives, one must keep in mind that the Title I Reading
Intervention pupils who were measured by these objectives were those Title I participants who were
identified as being most in need of reading help. The Title I pupils chosen for participation were behind the
non-Title I pupils in reading level and the Title I Reading Intervention pupils were themselves at a lower
reading level than their Title I classmates. Although the performance objectives were not met by grades 1, 2
and 3 the analysis of Reading Intervention Title I pupils versus non-Reading Intervention Title I pupils
points out that the performance of these pupils in terms of their reading gains was beyond that which
would be expected for a group with their initial dlsadvantage

CTC recommends that for future Title I programs a more reahstlc set of performance objectives be
established.

Comparative Analysis of Reading Intervention with Non-Reading {ntervention

Project coordinators were requested to indicate which of the Title I pupils were receiving special reading
intervention. Such identification supplied the information needed to make a comparison of the reading
intervention Title I pupils with the non-reading intervention Title I pupils.

Table IV-15 portrays the total reading comparisons across the public elementary schools as they were -
reported for Newark in the Interim Title I Evaluation Report. For grades two and three, Table IV-15
indicated that the Title I pupils chos 1 on the basis of need for special reading interventions exhibited more
need for help in reading than the remainder of the Title I pupils. . -

In grades 4, 5 and 6, héwever the evidence from test scores did not support the premise that these pupils
chosen for Title I reading intervention were selected on the basis of such need. A review of the process for
selection of Title I Reading Intervention in these grades is recommended. :
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TABLEIV-15
TOTAL READING COMPARISON
TITLE 1 PUBLIC ELEMENTARY PUPILS
READING-NON-READING INTERVENTION
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST — OCTOBER 2-13 1972

Non-Reading Reading
Intervention Intervention
Grade ‘N Mean G.E. N Mean G.E. Difference
2 1496 1.6 1566 1.3 -0.1
3 1757 2.0 1093 1.8 0.2
4 1444 2.3 278 2.3 0.0
5 367 2.6 38 3.0 +0.4
6 127 3.0 179 3. +0.1

Based on the information recorded in Table 1V-10 (Title I Public Elementary Pupils Reading Intervention)
together with the information supplied by project coordinaters, a comparison similar to that made for the
Interim Title I Evaluation was calculated for the May, 1973 test and appears in Table 1V-16. ln Appendix
2A this information appears for cach individual school.

TABLE 1V-16
TOTAL READING
TITLE | PUBLIC ELEMENTARY PUPILS
READING-NON-READING INTERVENTION
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST — MAY 1-11, 1973

Non-Reading Reading
Intervention Intervention
Grade N Mean G.E. N Mean G.E. Difference
2 1876 2.4 1141 2.4 0.0
3 2034 2.5 879 2.4 -0.1
4 1454 2.9 228 3.0 +0.1
5 380 3.2 2C 4.1 +0.9
6 120 3.7 57 3.0 -0.7

Comparison of th= zictest and post test results of the Tit'e ¥ reading intervention and non-reading
intervention public elementary pupils (Table [V-17) reveals that in grades 2, 4 and 5 the pupils chosen for
reading intervention actually surpassed the gains of the non-reading intervention pupils. In grade 3 the
reading intervention pupils equaled the gains ¢ the non-reading intervention pupils. Only in grade 6 where
a mere 57 pupils were involved did the reading intervention pupils fall behind the gain of the non-reading
intervention pupils.
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TABLEIV-17
TOTAL READING GAINS
READING INTERVENTION — NON-READING INTERVENTION
TITLE 1 PUBLIC ELEMENTARY PUPILS
Pretest 10/72 — Post test 5/73

Non-Reading Reading Reading Intervention
Intervention Intervention Beyond Non-Reading
Grade Gain .E. Gain G.E. Intervention

2 +0.5 +0.6 +0.1

3 +0.5 +0.5 0.0

4 +0.6 +0.7 +0.1

5 +0.6 +0.8 +0.2

6 +0.7 +0.2 -0.5

Tae reading intervention pupils in grade I cannot be discussed in terms of the gains they have made over
the ycar since the pretest and post test do not lend themselves to a direct calculation of gain, The reading
intervention pupils in grades 2 and 3 were proven in the Interim Title I Evaluation Report (Table IV-15) to
be below the reading level of their fellow Title 1 participants. The pupils in grades 2 and 3 initially reading
at levels lower than their classmates have on the average surpassed or i:qualed the gains of the Title I pupils
who were not judged to share such need for personalized reading intervention. This result is most indicative
of the pcsitive effect which the Title J program through its concenirated mediation has ha¢ upon the grade
2 and 2 pupils in Newark exhibiting the greatest need for assistance in reading.

1.4 GENERAL PUPIL ACADEMIC/BEHAVIORAL PROGRESS

The participants involved in the questionnaire survey were asked u series of questions concerning Title |
pupil progress in academic areas related to reading, as well as areas dealing with generai behavioral changes.
The responses of the PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOL COMPONENT participants are sv:nmarized in the
following paragraphs.

Seventy eight percent (78%) o. the Title [ pupils reported they had paid better attention in class this year.
Eighty percent (80%) of the pupils felt they understood their teachers better, and 75% said they came to
school more often. In addition, 76% of the pupils claimed they did their homework more often, and 61%
indicated they asked questions in class more frequently this year. Ninety-seven percent (97%) of the Title |
pupils reported they were interested in getting good grades in school.

Sixty seven percent (67%) of these same pupils stated they considered themselves important members of
their famihes, 9% replied in the negative, and 24% said they were not sure. As for being important members
of their class, 40% of the youngsters reported they were uncertain; 37% felt they were i ortant members,
and 22% of them responded that they were not.

The general feeling of the Title I pupils regarding their overall academic work is reflected in their responses
to the question, “How dJo you feel you are doing in vour school work?” Thirty-three percent (33%)
reported they were doing “very good,” and 38% indicated they were ‘‘doing good.”
Twenty five percent (25%) said they were making tair progress, while 4% stated they were doing poorly.

In conjunction with the above question, other questions were asked of these pupils dealing with the rapport
they felt they had with their parents. The Title I pupil responses to these questions are reported as follows:
77% said they did talk over their problems with their parents; 23% replied in the negative.
Eighty seven percent (87%) of the pupils felt their parents did help them with their preblems, while 13%
were either not sure or said no.

Q
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Twenty percent (20%) of these same pupils reported that their parents were quite faithful in visiting their
schools: 59%, however, wished their parents would come to the school more often, and 20% felt they did
not want their parents to visit their schools more often.

The academic/behavioral changes of Title I pupils in grades kindergarten through three were explored via
the Pupil Questionnaire (Teacher Answered). Teachers who completed these instruments were directed to
respond to several questions related to these areas.

Their responscs are presented immediately below. Teachers were asked to indicate the changes in the pupils’
academic performance and behavior during the school vear as a result of the Title I treatment. Table [V-18
delineates the reactions of the tcachers, in pereentages, to a list of pupil characteristics in terms of
estimated degrees of change.

TABLE IV-18
TITLE I PUPIL ACADEMIC/BEHAVIORAL CHANGES:
AS REPORTED BY TEACHERS

CHARACTERISTICS DEGREE OF CHANGE
{ Areas of Change) (In percentages)
Change for
Great Improvement  Improvement No Change the Worse
1 2 3 4

Understanding of oral instruction 17 70 13 -
Understanding of written

instruction 13 65 22 -
Attendance 10 38 50 Z
Qral cxpression 15 66 19 -
Reéponsibiiity in completing

class assignment 16 57 25 2
Behavior in class 13 49 35 3
Interest in English

(Language arts) 14 61 24 1
Pupil’s self-image 18 60 21 1
Writing ability 14 62 23 i
Vocabulary identification 15 69 15 1
Vocabulary usage 13 67 19 1
Pronunciation 12 66 21 1
Spelling 10 56 33 j
Story Telling I 61 28 -
Interest in Reading 25 61 14 -
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From Table IV-18, it is apparent that the large majority of teachers stw cither great improvement or at feast
some improvement in the listed characteristics of the Title 1 pupils for whom they completed
questionnaires. Tt can be stated., therefore, that. on the average. the teachers who responded to this question
felt the pupils in kindergarten through grade three had evidenced academic/behavioral improvenient as a
result of the Title I treatment during the 1972-1973 school year.

In an attempt to identify the needs of these same pupils from the teacher’s perspective, an additional
guestion was insered in the Pupil Questionnaire (Teacher Answered) that addrerssed the extent to which
teachers felt the pupils required certain specitic programs. Tuble 1V-19 presents the responses of the
teachers. in percentages. to a list of programs neceded by the pupils whom they were describing,

TABLEIV--19
TITLE I PUPIL NEEDS: AS REPORTED BY TEACHERS

EXTENT NEEDED
PROGRAM(S) (In percentages)
Very Much Much Little Not Needed
I 2 3 4
Special reading 29 26 23 19
Special education program (speech therapy.,
retarded. social and emotional
maladjustment) 10 9 19 62
Special health program G 7 24 63
Special language arts program 18 32 27 23
Special psychological/counseling progrum I h 21 65
Special bilingual program 3 3 ) 89

Table 1V-19 reveals the following findings. The majority ot the teachers estimated that the Title [ pupils in
Kindergarten through grade three were definitely in need of special reading programs. Eighty percent (80%)
of these teachers, however, suw little or no requirement for special education programs (speech therapy,
retarded, social and ermotiona. maladjustment) for these pupils. Only 13% indicated cither a very great or
great need for special hicalth programs in behalt of these pupils. In regard to the provision for special
language arts programs, the teachers, on the average, estimated there was some need. Obviously. the large
majority of teachers (86%) fclt there was hittle or no requirement for special psychological/counseling
programs for pupils at those grade levels, Equally evident is the fact that, on the averaee, they considered
the need for special bilingual programs 1o be mininal.

Apain, g weiy of needs, the teachers were directed to identify which level of rending materials would be
most appropriate wor the sampled pupils in the next school year. Thirteen percent (13%) of the teachers
selected maierials  hat are a grade levet or more above in difficulty: 35% selected inaterials that are at grade
level in difficulty: 24% identificd materials at halt grade level below in ditficalty, and 23% felt materials
that are a grade level or more below in difficulty were most appropriate for the Title 1 pupils in
Kindergarten thiough grade three. The remaining teachers (5%) judged that none of the above alternatives
werc applicable to the pupils for whon they were responding.

.~
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Parents of Title I pupils were also considered in the overall effort to collect data about the general
academic/behavioral progress of the Title I pupils. They were asked, therefore, to react to a set of questions
related to these areas. Their responses are discussed below.

Initially, they were asked how they thought their children felt they themselves were doing in school this
year. Twenty two percent (229%) of the parents reported that they thought their children were quite pleased
with their own progress: 45% indicated their children felt they were doing **good,” while 287 stated **fair,”
and 4% of the parents thought their children considered themselves to be doing rather poorly. In bricf, the
majority of parents were of the mind that their children displayed healthy and positive attitudes toward
their genceral progress in school this year.

This conclusion is supported by the vast majority of parents (99%) who responded positively to the
question: “Do you feel your child wants to get good grades?” In addition, 92% of the parents said their
children tiked most things about school.

The parents were also directed to provide some indication as to how they saw their childrer’s general
academic progress. Scventy one percent (71%) viewed their children’s progress in school this year cither as
having been “very good™ or “good.” Thirty four percent (34%) reported ““fair,” and 5% replied their
children had done poorly.

This is not to say, however, that the parents were completely satisfied with their children’s acad. nic
progress in areas related to reading improvement. On the contrary, while they seemed in general to be
pleased with their children’s work, the majority (72%) indicated, for example, that they felt their children
should be writing better than they were at present. This statistic calls to mind a similar one (77%) in
response to an carlier question to the parents regarding their estimate of their children’s reading
improvement.

On the other hand. the reatistic approach of the parents toward the Title I Program conducted in behaif of
their children is reflected in their responses to other questions dealing with spelling and speaking skills.
Eighty one percent (817%) of tne parents cstimated that their children had improved in spelling, and 82%
reported in a similar fashion about their children’s improved speaking skills.

The parents were also requested to react to several questions concerning their children’s progress in
activitics related to better study habits as compared to last year. Forty two percent (42%) of the parents
reported their children were spending more time studying. Twenty one percent (21%) thought their
children were planning their study timce better. Fifty percent (50%) felt their children were doing their
homework more often, and 38% indicated their children showed more care about the neatness and accuracy
of their homework. :

The 1972-1973 Title I Program design called for the implemeatation of Cultural Enrichment Activitics in
support of the instructional trcatment provided the Title 1 pupils. These activities consisted of on-premise
(within the school environment) and off-premisc (ficld trips) group functions. In an effort to determine the
types and kinds of activitics provided te the pupils during the school year, the survey participants were
asked to respond to questions which addressed this sphere of the program. Their responses are reported
below

Thirteen percent (137%) of the Titic i pupiis. in grades four and above went on trips to the zoo.
Twenty nine percent (29%) visitcd muscums: 4675 viewed stage plays; 26% were entertained at movie
theatres; 30% indicated they went “other places,” and 25% stated they had not taken any field trips during
the year. In reference to the last statement it should be noted, however, that a number of the individual
schocls in the Title I attendance arcas had planned to implement their field trip activities subsequent to the
administration of this questionnaire survey.

Q
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With regard to on-premisc functions, 38% of the pupils saw puppet shows: 367 cnzaged in public speaking
before their class: 20% had the opportunity to act as masters of ceremonies at class functions, and 47%
shared experiences in acting out stories with other pupils. Thirty one percent (31%) of the pupils, however,
reported they did not do any of the above things.

Teachers who responded for Title I pupils in Kindergarten through grade three regarding pupil participation
in Title I Cultural Enrichment Activitics reported in the following percentages:

PERCENT OF TEACHERS
ACTIVITY RESPONDING
L] Field trips (museums. theatre, ¢tc.) 62
. In-school assemblics 93
. Art programs 23
] Exposure to social environment of other communities 7
] Other cultural enrichment activities 35
. None of the above 15

From these data it can be determined that the emphasis of the Cultural Enrichment Activities to which
Title 1 pupils in the carly clementary grades were exposed lay within the areas of field trips and in-school
assembiies.

As to approximately how many clock hours thes: same pupils spent in Title I Cultural Enrichment
Activities, teachers reported according to these percen. 'ges: 2% of the teachers said the pupils about whom
they were completing questionnaires spent no time at a .: 54% of the tcachers stated from one to 10 hours;
28%, 11 to 20 hours; 6%, 21 to 30 hours: 6%, more than 3G hours, and 4% indicated they did not know.

Available district statistical documentation on Title I Cultural Enrichment Activities was also reviewed by
the evaluation agency in order to broaden the description of these activities. Table 1V-20 presents the
findings drawn from this review and analysis.

TABLE 1V-20
CONSOLIDATED STATISTICAL DATA
1972-1973 TITLE 1 CULTURAL ENRICHMENT ACTIVITIES
PUBLIC ELEMENTARY COMPONENT

PARTICIPANTS
i Number of
Pupils Teachers Adult Volunteers Total Activities
ON-SCHOOL PREMISES 112.520 5,734 2,790 121,044 465
OFF-SCHOOL PE.EMISES 41,245 1,859 3,296 46,400 558

In the interest of providing data about the vaiue the Titic | participants and parents actually placed upon
these Cultural Enrichment Activities. the evaluation agency inserted in the survey instruments a series of
questions desigred to elicit informanicn about participant value judgements regarding these activities.

Title 1 principals, on the =verage, felt that this year’s Cultural Enrichment Activities made a great
contribution to the success of the program in their respective schools. Project coordinators, again on the
average, were even more positive in their collective judgment. They indicaced that the Cultural Enrichment
Activities provided a ‘““very” great contribution and stressed the importance of this particular segment of
the Title I Program in relation to their own responsibilities.
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Project teachers responded in a fashion similar to the principals in that they judged, on the average, that
these activities had been of much assistance in their Title | instructional efforts during the year. They
likewise indicated that the presence of such Cultural Enrichment Activities in the Title 1 Program was of
importance to them in relation to their instructionul pursuits.

1.5 TITLE | PROGRAM VALUE

The sampled participants in the Public Elementary School Component responded to a number cf questions
about the overall value of the Title | Program conducted in the Newark School District during the
1972-1973 school year. These questions were designed to elicit the participants knowledge, opinions and
feelings regarding several aspects of the program.

«rincipals of schools in the Title 1 attendance arcas were asked to what extent they f{elt the objectives for
the Title 1 Program in their schools were being accomplished. Forty five pereent (45%.) felt they were being
accomplished to a very great extent: 33%, to a great extent. and 22% thought the objectives were being
accomplished to some extent.

Project coordinators were asked the same question. Their responses are as follows: 40%, to a very great
extent: 52%, to a great extent, and 8% reported that the objectives were being accomplished to some
extent.

It is apparent that the Title I administrators generally felt that the program objectives for their respective
schools were being accomplished.

The principals also had the opportunity to rate the degree various significant factors contributed to the
success of Title I in their individual schools. The project coordinators were likewise given this opportunity.
Tables IV-21 and 1V-22 present the responses in percentages. (Refer pages 1V-24, 25)

Tables 1V-21 and 1V-22 point up the fact that both the principals and project coordinators, on the average,
were quite gencrous in their ratings of the various significant factors that contributed to the success of the
Title 1 Program in their schools. Of particular interest is the fact that the project teachers received the
highest ratings from both the principals (1.1) and project coordinators (1.2). In addition, it should be also
singled out that both types of personnel, again on the average. considered the contributions of the teacher
and community aides to have been of great value in terms of the success of the program in their schools.

[t can also be stated that the Title 1 in-service training activities received a high rating by both principals and
project coordinators, in that both, on the average. saw tliese activities as having contributed a great deal in
relation to the program’s success. ’

The parents of Title I pupils in the Public Elementary School Component were also questioned about their
judgment of the overall program’s value during the 1972-1973 school year. The great majority of parents
(97%) who completed Parent Questionnaires thought their children had been helped by the Title I Program
conducted in their children’s schools. Sixty tfour percent (64%) of these parents, however, did expect their
children to get morc from the program than they had gotten so far. Eighty nine percent (89%) of these
parents also indicated that the project teachers were helping their children when they needed it.

These data suggest the idea that while the parents’ expectations of the program’s effectiveness in relation to
their children’s improvement were not entirely mict, they felt. nevertheiess, that their children were
definitely being helped by their involvement in the Title @ activities.

The parents were quite positive in response to a question asking about the cooperation and support offered

to their school’s Title 1 Program by the principal’s staff. Ninety six percent (96%) of the parents reported
that the principals and their statt were cither *“most satistactory ™ or “‘satistactory’ in their cooperation and

Q
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TABLE IV-21
RATINGS OF SIGNIFICANT FACTORS RELATED TO THE SUCCESS OF
TITLE I: BY PRINCIPALS

RATING SCALE
(In Percentages)

Contributed Contributed Contributed No
FACTORS Very Much Much Little Contribution
1 2 3 4

Supplementary instructional

equipment 58 37 5 ~
Oprortunities for positive

change regarding pupil

attitudes toward school 41 43 16
Project teachers(s) 84 13 3 -
Supportive pupil services

(e.g., health, nutritional.

psychological) 32 43 22 3
Project coordinator 84 16 - -
More individualized help to

pupils 53 45 2 -
Teacher aides < 74 18 ) 3
Community aides 64 31 5 -
In-service training 39 4?2 17 2

support of the Title I Program. Apparently the large majority of parents of the Title I pupils in the Public
Elementary School Component were generally happy with the compatibility that existed between the
Regular School Program and the Title I Program in their respective schools .

In terms of pupil needs that should be met by the Title I Program, these same parents were asked to rate
the degree of importance they placed upon the Title | Program providing help to their children in certain
academic/behavioral areas, Their responsgs, in percentages, are presented in Table 1V-23. (Refer page IV-25.)

From the data presented jn Table IV-23, it i5 apparent that the parents of Title I pupils, on the average, felt
it was quite important that the Title I Program help their children improve in each of the areas listed. This
collective reaction of the parents, in turn, suggests two considerations: (1) the variety of demands the
parents personally place upon the program, and (2) the potential they are willing to credit to the program’s
capabilities of effectiving positive academic/benavioral changes in their children.

1.6 PROJECT COORDINATOR/TEACHER SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

Part of the services in Newark’s Title I Program were those given to project teachers and coordinators to
assist them in their professional responsibilities. Included in these supportive services were:

ERIC
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TABLE 1V-22
RATINGS OF SIGNIFICANT FACTORS RELATED TO THE SUCCESS OF
TITLE I: BY PROJECT COORDINATORS

RATING SCALE
(In Percentages)

Contributed Contributed Contributed No
FACTORS Very Much Much Little Contribution
1 2 ) 3 4

Supplementary instructional

equipnient 76 24 - -
Opportunities for positive

cliange regarding pupil )

attitudes toward school 43 SS 2 -
Supporting pupil services

(e.g.. health. nutrition,

psychological) 26 67 7 -
More individualized help to

pupils 60 40 - -
Teacher aides 62 33 2 3
Community aide 64 31 5 -
In-service training 44 45 7 -
Principal 48 50 2 -
Project teacher(s) 93 7 - -

paraprofessionals, in-service training. specialists. and audio/visual materials. The sample of coordinators,
teachers and other professionals associated with the Public Elementary School Component were asked to
react to questions concerning these services.

Ninety six percent (96%) of the tcachers. when guestioned about the appropriateness of the available
printed materials and textbooks they utilized in their Title I instructional activities, responded positively.
They felt, in gencral. that thesc aids were appropriate for their use. An even higher percentage (98%) of
project teachers reported the instructionai squipment available to them was appropriate to their needs.

The project teachers werce also asked to rate the extent to which they felt the in-service {raining activities in
which they participated since September. 1972, assisted them in their instructional treatment of Title |
pupils. Table I'V-24 presents their responsces. in percentages. (Refer page 1V-28)

From the data presented in Table IV-24, it is apparent that the great majority of the project tcachers (93%)
found their rcading in-service activitics to have offered them the most assistance in their instructional
ireatmeni of Title I pupils. Obviously, this is in concert with the program’s emphasis, i.e., reading
treatment. On the average, the project teachers rated these in-service activities as either of “‘great assistance”
or of “‘some assistance™ to them.

‘ [V-25
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TABLE IV-23
TITLE I PUPIL NEEDS TO BE MET BY THE TITLE I PROGRAM — DEGREES
OF IMPORTANCE: AS REPORTED BY PARENTS

OPINION
(In Percentages)
; (1) (2) (3)
,AREAS Very Important Important Little Importance

Improve his/her reading . 82 15 3
Gain self-confidence 0 .25 5
Act more obedient - 65 26 9
Be proud of his/her background 72 : 23 5
Develop respect for tl.e rights of

others 72 24 4
Develop his/her ability to think for i .

himself/herself = - 79 18 3
Develop a respect for property :

and materials ' 70 26 4
Be able to speak and write better 82 16 )
Improve his/her grades 82 16 2

Eighty nine percent (89%) of them also rated ‘new and/or innovative teaching methods and techniques’ as
either or “‘great assistance” or “some assistance’ to them, thus pointing up their p-sitive reaction to the
program’s effcrts to provide the teachers with continual exposure to current teaching pedagogy.

Title I project coordinators were aiso asked to respond to a similar question concerning their in-service
training activities. Table IV-25 reports the responses of the coordinators in percentages. (Refer page IV-28)

As in the case of the pI‘OjeCt teachers, the coordmators rated the reading in-service activities the highest in
terms of the extent to which they felt these specific activities assisted them in their Title I responsibilities.
Nmety percent (90%) of the prOJect coor¢inators reported that the reading in-service activities offered them
either “‘very great assistance” or “great assistance.”

The project coordinators, on the average, also indicated that the in-service activities dealing with
administrative, management, and planning techniques, as well as dissemination .techniques and procedures
together with community relations were of great benefit to them in their Title I responsibilities.

The responses of both project teachers and coordinators support the fact that efforts were made during the
school year to provide these Title I personnel with in-service training appropriate and beneficial to their
respective job descriptions and responsnbrlltles

‘Both project teachers and coordinators were requested to estimatc the importance they personally placed
upon the role of the teacher aides in relation to their own Title I {astructional activities, as well as the
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TABLE 1V--24
TITLE1 lN-SERVlCE TRAINING ACTIVITIES: EXTENT OF ASSISTANCE,
AS DETERMINED BY PROJECT TEACHERS

RATING SCALE
(In Percentages)
Great o Little No "~ Not
IN-SERVICE ACTIVITY Assistance Assistance ~ Assistance Assistance Involved
T 1 2 3 4 5

Reading ' 50 43 6 1 -
English Language Arts 29 .59 7 5 -
English Second Language 4 13 48 35 -
Cultural Enrichment 18 39 25 18 =
New and/or innovative

teaching methods and

techniques 42 47 8 3 -
Diagnosis of Pupil Problems 36 51 8 5 -
Individualized Instruction - 33 .43 17 7 -
Use of Equipment and

Materials 31 40 23 6 =
Use of School Plunt and .

Facilities . . 25 21 28 26 -
Administrative & Manage- :

ment Technique . 8. 39 i T 42 - e
Community Relations 21 38 24 17 -

extent to which they felt these same aides had helped them in their activities this year.
Eighty percent (80%) oi the project coordinators and 31% of the project teachers reported that the teacher
aides were of great importance to-them in their own Title I instructional activities. Twenty percent (20%)
of the project coordinators and 51% of the project teachers placed “importance” upon the role of the
teacher aides, while 17% of the teachers placed little or no importance upon this factor.

Ninety five percent (95%) of the project coordmators and 66% of the project teachérs 1nd1cated they felt
the teacher aides were either of great assistance or- of‘some assistance to them in their Title 1 responsibilities
this year. Five percent (5%) of the coordinators .and 22% of the teachers were of.the opinion that the
* teacher aides offered little assistance ¢uring the year, and 13% of the teachers reported they felt the teacher
aldes ‘were of no assnstance to-them in their Title 1 instructional activities.

It would appear that on the average, the project coordmators $IW somewhat more 1mportance in the role
of the teacher.aide than did the project teachers. It would also seem that the project coordinators, again, on
the average, felt the teacher aides offered greater assistance to them than the project teachers felt in relation
to these same personnel. :
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TABLE 1V-25
TITLE 1 IN-SERVICE TRAINING ACTIVITIES: EXTENT OF ASSISTANCE,
AS DETERMINED BY PROJECT COORDINATORS

RATING SCALE
(In Percentages)
Very Great Great ' Little No "Not
IN-SERVICE ACTIVITY Assistance Assistance Assistance Assistance  Applicable
1 2 3 4 5

Reading 52 " 38 10 - - -
English Language Arts 36 46 15 3 -
English Second Language 13 13 50 24 -
Cultural Enrichment . 26 49 22 3 -
Diagnosis of pupil

problems 15 56 21 8 -
Individualized Instruction 29 42 .22 7 -
Use of equipment and

materials 39 29 24 8 -
U.e of school plant and :

facilities 24 34 27 15 -
ﬁministrative, mana_ge-

ment and planning ' .

technigr:es B 33 42 22 3 -
Community relations - 34 : 42 21 3 -
Dissemination techniques

and procedures | 38 35 20 7 -

The role of the community aide was yet another factor addressed by the. prOJect coordinators and teachers
in terms of importance and assistance to them in their Title I responsibilities.

Ninety seven percent (97%) of the coordinators and 84% of the project teachers rated the importance of
the community aide to their own Title I activities as having been either “great” or “some”, thus indicating
that the majority of both coordinators and teachers saw significant value in the services of the community
‘aides. This statement can be further supported by the fact that only 2% of the coordinators and 10% of the
teachers saw *‘little importance” in the role of the community aide in relation to their own Title I activities.

In regard 'to the extent che project coordinators and teachers estimat'ed other identified ‘factors’ as having
been of help to them in their Title I respons1b|ht1es during - the 1972-1973 schoot! year, Tables IV-26 and
1V-27 delineate and post their tabulated responses in percentages
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TABLE IV-26
EXTENT TO WHICH SIGNIFICANT FACTORS IN THE TITLE | PROGRAM
ASSISTED PROJECT COORDINATORS:
AS REPORTED BY COORDINATORS

RATING SCALE

(In Percentages)
. Great Little No
FACTORS Assistance Assistance Assistance Assistance
' 1 2 3 ' 4
~~*Fitle 1 Central Office Staff 69 31 - -
Parental Involvement 50 36 14 -
Principal 53 2 . s -
Consultant Services (Project
Teachers) 38 12 - -
Instructional équipment and i . }
materials 60 40 - - -
Opportunities for professional
improvement 29 47 16 8
Provision for greater intensified
instructional concentration
in Pre-K through grade 3 62 36 2 -
Provisions for pupi! supportive
services, e.g., health, .
psychological, etc. 36 40 : 22 2
Title I Program dissemination - . '
procedures 30 60 10 L=

From the data contained in Tables 1V-26 and IV-27, it can be determined that both project coordinators
and teachers, on the average, considered most of the factors listed as having been either of great assistance
or some assistance to them during the school year. It is of interest to note that the majority of both the
project coordinators and teachers demonstrated a positive reaction to the ‘parental involvement’ factor in
terms of the assistance it rendered them in their Title ] responsibilities. It might also be pointed out that the
‘culsultant services’ factor received the most negative response by both types of Title I personnel. On the
average, they rated this particular Jactor as having offered little or no assistance to them.

In an effort to identify the forms of assistance the project teachers would like to have provided them in

their Title I teaching efforts, these instructional personnel were asked to indicate which forms of assistance
they would like. Their responses are as follows: .
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o TEACHERS RESPONSES IN
FORMS OF ASSISTANCE PERCENTAGES

SR

~ More feacher aides 23
More books 30
More audio/visual aids .42
M~re in-service tcacher training programs 36
Remodeling of facilities 66
Consultant services | o 54
More community aides . 12
Use of a structured reading program , 22

TABLE 1V-27

EXTENT TO WHICH SIGNIFICANT FACTORS IN THE TITLE 1 PROGRAM
ASSISTED PROJECT TEACHERS:
AS REFORTED BY TEACHERS

RATING SCALE
(In Percentages)

Great - Little No
FACTORS Assistance “Assistance Assistance Assistance
‘ 1 2 3 . 4
Title I Project Coordinator 61 - 36 . 2 1
" Title I Central Office Staff 29 46 15 ' 10
Parental Involvement 18 52 24 6
Consultant Services , 13 47 33 _ 7
Instructional equipment and -
materials ; 55 39 6 -
.Opportunities for professional _ )
improvement . : 24 47 24 5
Provisiun for greater intensified
" instructional concentration
in pre-K through grade 3 53 43 4 -
Provision for pupil supportive .
services, €.g., health,

psychological, etc. . 26 37 33 . 4
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It is evident from these responses that a majority of the project teachers reacted strongly to two forms of
assistance which appeared on the list; namely, the remodeling of facilities (66%) and consultant services

(54%).

Efforts were also made to obtain a general reaction by the project coordinators to certain listed
characteristics of the project teachers. The coordinators were requested to rate these characteristics on a
scale of four, ranging from one equals excellent to four cquals below average. The listed characteristics
included the quality of work the teachers produced, their interest in work, their ability to work with
others, their initiative, dependability, cooperation, and punctuality. Without cxceptior each of these
characteristics was given an average rating by the projec: coordinators that fell between excellent and above
average. This finding indicates the general positive attitude the project coordinators held in relation to the
project teachers in their respective schools.

Both project coordinators and teachers were requested ie estimate the amount of time they spent in various
Title 1 activities. They were instructed to base their estimates on the pereentage of time they usually spent
on a given activity proportionate to the total number of working hours in a normal school week. A
summary of their responses is presented in the following paragraphs.

In addition to the time and effort involved in the performance of their administrative duties, the average
amount of time the projcct coordinators spent teaching Title | pupils was determined as 7%.. Again, on the
average, these coordinators devoted 21% of their time during a normal school week to the scheduling and
arranging of Title I activitics, while 14% of their time was consumed with Title [ Parent Council meetings.
In addition, it was ectimiated that, on the average, 107 of their time was taken up with conducting
in-service training ror project teachers and teacher aides, and about 12% with inservice training pertaining
to their own needs.

Developing curriculum materials for their Title | projects was estimated by the coordinators as taking
approximately 10% of their time: providing Title I Program dissemination materials, 10%, while 16% was
devoted to observing and/or monitoring Title I projcct teachers in their classrooms. Finally, the
coordinators indicated that they spent an average of 27 of their time on general school Jduties during the
working hours of .1 normal school weck.

A review of the pruject coordinator’s job description, as outlined in the TITLE I APPLICATION FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1972-1973, indicates that the “planned™ activitics and responsibilities of these Title 1
personnel were realized during the school year.

This was likewise the case with reference to the job descriptions of the project teachers (also to be founu 'n
the above mentioned document). Those teachers who responded to a similar question estimated that the
great majority of their time, as would be expected, was spent in reading instruction: of the remaining time,
38%. was-devoted to English Language Arts: 20%, to the diagnosis of pupil problems: 18%, to mecting with
parent/community groups: 14%, to in-service training, and 10% was dirccted toward the testing of Title |
pupils. :

Title 1 teacher aides and community aides were included in the administration of the eveluation
instrumentation. They were provided questionnaires which contained questions eliciting information about
their pre-service and in-service training sessions, their responsibilities and duties as Title [ aides, as well as
their personal evaluation of their Title [ actwitizs. The foliowing paragrephs arc devoted to a discussion of
the data collected from these two sources.

Out of a total of 247 Title I teacher aides in the Public Elementary School Component who completed
questionnaires, 77% did participate in pre-servize training prior to the opening of the 1972-1973 school
year; 23% of thesc aides, however, had no pre-service training. The great majority 89%) did participate in
in-service training. Of thase, 4% spent from one to five hours in in-service training; 9%, from six to ten
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hours; 9%, from 11-15 hours; 13%, from 1620 hours; 6%, from 21-25 hours, and 48% spent more than 25
hours in in-service training. Forty four percent (44%) indicated that their in-service training sessions were
always conducted for teacher aides only; 38% said most of the time; 13%, however, stated they seldom
participated in in-service trammg sessions that were isolated to Title I teacher aides alone, and 6% reported

they had never attended sessions that were for teacher aides only.

The teacher aides were asked to identify the majcr subject areas covered by their in-service training

activities. Their reaponses in puru,ntdgc,s, are delineated as follows:

A. TRAINING COVERING TECHNIQUES FGR CLASSROOM
ASSISTANCE:

"Conduct of drills
Construction of visual aids for teachers and pupils
Instructions on how to read to pupils

Instruction on how to conduct educational éame_s for pupils

How to locate community resource persons who may benefit pupils™

education
Training in operation of audio-visual devices
Training in methods of tutoring éupi]s '
Instruction in the duties of a teacher aide
' Instruction in how to cope wit'h‘ diséiblinﬁry problems
Instructjon in classroom management |
-Training in administration and proctoring of educational tests

Instruction in the major concepts and ideas which are the objectives of the
Title I Program for the pupils you are requested to help

~ Instruction on how to supervise workbook activity witile teacher instructs
pupils

Instructions on how to supervisz children on excursions, at lunchtlme
during recess, etc.
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RESPONSES
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47,
72

75
78

42
77
60
84
64

- 68

36
66
73

81



B. TRAINING COVERING THE ROLE OF TEACHER AIDE RELATED TEACHER AIDE
TO COMMUNITY SERVICES: RESPONSES
(In Percentages)

Instructions concerning the contributions the teacher aide can make to
school jnstructional staff, administrative staff and community

pcrsonnel . 62
Training in the role the teacher aide can play by accompanying scrvice

personnel to the homes of pupils 32
Training in the role a teacher aide can play in assisting parents to understand

their children’s school problems 57
Training in assisting health p:rsonnel in their duties 41
Training in clerica) dutics expected to be performed by teacher aides 59
C. TRAINING DIRECTED TCWARD INSTRUCTIONAL TECHNIQUES:
Reading 82
English L;;nguugc Arts 54
English as a second language 16
Other academic subjects 46

At least two conclusions can be drawn frory the data reported above: namely. (1) the project teacher awaes
were exposed to a wide diversification of in-servi=e training activities during the 1972-1973 school year; and
(2) these in-scrvice activities were most appropriate to the responsibilities (job descriptions) of the teacher
aides as outlined in the TITLE 1 APPLICATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 1972-1973.

Sixty four percent (64%) of these teacher aides reported that the in-service training helped them to a very
great cxt .t in performing their duties, while the remaining 36%. indicated they were assisted either to a
great extent or at least some extent hy their involvement in the teacher aide in-service training program
during the year.

In an effort to obtain information reiated to the amount of time the Title | teacher aides devoted to their
various responsibilitics during a nonnal school week, a series of questions was included in their evaluation
instrument which clicited their estimates of time spent on several major Title | duties. A total of two
hundred and forty seven {247) teacher aides in the Public Elementary School Component completed
questionnaires. The responses of these personnel, in actual numbers, to this particutar series of questions are
as follows: '

Question: Pleasc estimate the amount of time in a normal school week which is devoted to . ... ...

I, Assisting directly in Title 1 Classrooms.
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Possible Responses Teacher Aide Responses in Actual Numbers

No time at all 0
Less than 20% 1
21-40% 1
41-60% 17
61-80% 79
More than 80% 143

2. Assisting Title | pupils cutside tise formal classroom situation (e.g., tutoring, etc.)

Possible Responses Teacher Aide Responses in Actual Numbers
None at all 27
Less than 207 35
21-40% 13
41-60% 7
61-80% 5
More than 80% 8

3. Assisting Title | instruction through performing clerical work.

Possible Responses Tcacher Aide Responses in Actual Numbers
None at all 64
Less than 20% 108
21-40% ' 31
41-60% 16
61-80% 7
More than 80% 5

4.  Assisting 2lated Title I Community Services (e.g., accompanying socia: worker on home Visits, etc.)

Possibic Responses Teacher Aide Responses in Actual Numbers
None at all 81
Less than 207 113
21-40% 20
41-60% 5
31-80% 9
More than 80% . 1

5.  Assisting Special Services connected with Title I Program (e.g., working with school nurse, etc.)

Zossible Respor.ses Teacher +.. :< Responses in Actual Numbers
None at all 107
L:ze than 20% 91
21-40% 15
41-60% 5
61-80% 4

More han 80% -
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6. Performing duties in or for the school which are not part of your Title I duties.

Possible Responses Teachier Aide Responses in Actual Numbers
None at all ' - 155
Less than 20% : . 45
21-40% ' _ 14
41-Li /b ‘ ' 4
61-80% : _ 4
More than 80% . 4

It is apparent that the Title I teacher aides in the Public Elementary School Component have been utilized
to a very great extent in assisting directly in the Title I classrooms,-in that the vast majority of those who
responded reported they spent either from 61-80% of their time, or more than 80% of their time in the
Title I classrooms. This finding is in concert with. the specified Title I teacher aide résponsibilities identified-
in the TITLE I APPLICATION FOR THE 1972-1973 FISCAL YEAR.

A review of the teacher aide responses regarding the other identified kinds of Title I activities delineated
above likewise suggests that the majority of these personnel were engaged in those ‘“non-classroom Title I
duties” either, not at all, or less than 20% of their time in a normal school week. Again, it would appear
from these findings that the teacher aides were used, in terms of proportionate time aliotments, to the best
advantage of the overall Title I instructional situation;i.e., they worked most of the time, directly assisting
the project teachers and Title I punils in the classrooms.

In addition to providing information about the amount of time spent in their various Title I activities, the
teacher aides were also asked to rate these activities in terms of their importarice to the overall success of
the Title I Program. The rating scale ranged from “very important” equals one, to “no importance’” equals
four. An analysis of their coliective responses for each of the activities listed reveals the following findings:

1. Those activities directly re]ated to Title I pupil instructional aSSIStanue received the highest
ratings (1.1).

2. Those activities not directly related to Title I p‘upil instructional assistance (e.g., accompanymg
social worker on home visits, clerical work, etc ) were given the Iowest ratings, on the average, by
the teacher aides (2.1).

3. Other activities which were not directly related to Title I pupil instructional assistance, yet did
involve' some degree of personal contact with thc children (e.g., monitoring Title I pupils at
lunchtime, etc.), received ratings by the majerity of the teacher aides Wthh indicated they were

~ of some importance to the overall success of the Title 1 Program.
Title I project coordinators were provided the opportunity to give their gencral ratings of the teacher aides
in their schools in reference to certain specified characteristics related fo their roles in.the Title I Program.
Table [V-28 offers a statistical breakdown of the coordinators’ responses in percentages.

The data contained in Table IV-28 show that, on the average, the project coordinators felt the teacher aides
exhibited the identified characterlstlcs from an excellent” to an “‘above average™ extent in the conduct of
their work assignments. ’

The Title I community aides also responded to questions similar to. thoeu asked of the teacher aides. Their
reactlons are discussed in the following paragraphs.
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TABLE 1V-28
TEACHER AIDE CHARACTERISTICS: RATINGS BY
PROJECT COORDINATORS

RATING SCALE
{In percentages)
CHARACTERISTICS Excellent Above Average Average Below Average

\ Ability to learn 37 29 34 -
Quality of work 39 37 24 .
Quantity of work 39 32 24 5
Interest in work 44 32 24
Ability to worl: with others 46 32 22 -
Initiative 29 39 24 8

Dependavuility 42 34 24
Cooperation 51 24 25 -

Punctuality (absences and v

tardiness) 27 24 44 5
Sixty five percent (65%) of the Title I community aides indicated they had participated in pre-service
training prior to the opening ol the 1972-1973 scheol year; 35% had no pre-service training; ninety five
percent (95%), however, did report they were involved in in-service training during the year.

Seventy percent (70%) of these personnel spent more than 25 hours in rarious in-service activities since
September, 1972; and 55% of these aides estimated, in turn, that their in-service sessions were always
conducted for community aides only, while 30% reported their sessions were held only for them ‘“moest of
the time.”

Almost one half (20) of the 42 community aides who completed questionnaires felt the in-service training
sessions were of very great benefit to them in the performance of their Title [ duties. Another 12 out of the
total 42 community aides in the Public Elementary School Component reported the in-service training
sessions were of great help to them, and nine said they were aided to some extent by these Title | activities.

In addressing the types and kinds of in-service training activities provided to them, twenty six of the
community aides stated they had been involved in in-service training sessions that offered information
concerning the objectives of the Title I Program. Thirty five of the total 42 aides who completed
questionnz.ires stated they had received instructions in the methods of explaining the purposes of the Title I
Program and activities to parents and communitv zroups. In addition, 28 of the community aides were
provided instruction in the methods of offeiing training sessions to parents. Thirty seven of the aides
indicated they received information related to social agencies and services ava‘ ‘able to parents, and 20 aides
said they participated in training for routine clerical work required for the Title I Program.

Finally, 34 of the comriunity aides were provided with general training in the duties required for working
within the scope of tne Title | Program and all (42) of the aides reported that their Title [ duties had been
c]ear]y defined and explained to them.
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A= in the casc of the Title | teacher aides, the communityv aides were asked to estimate the amount of time
i1 a normal school week they spent in fulfilling the various Title [ duties.

In regard to assisting directly in Title 1 ¢lassrooms. 19 of the community aides indicated they spend no time
at all in such activities, while 18 of them estimated they spene less than 20% of their tinie in a normal
school week, and two judged that they were invelved directly in the Title 1 classrooms between 21% and
40% of their time. One community aide estimated the amount o7 time as having been between 61% and
807, and one also indicated the amount of time spent had been more than 80%.

The majority (34) of the community aides estimated they spent between 20% and 80% of their normal
school weck assisting Title | parents (¢.g., training services. developing parental interest, ctc.)

In cstimmating the amount of time they devoted to the performance of clerical work for Title 1 activities
only, three aides reported “no time at all”: 23 said “less than 20%.”°; 12 stated they devoted between 21%
and 40%: three judged they spent between 619 and 80% of their time, and one reported the time allotted
as having been more than 80%. 1t is obvious from the responses of the community aides with reference to
the amount of time devoted to Title | community services (e.g., visiting homes of participating Title 1
pupils, etc.), that a great deal of their time during a normal school week w-s taken up with these specific
functions: that is, 11 of the aides spent from 41% to 60% of thei- time, 14 of them spent from 61% to 803%.
and 11 said they were involved merc than 807 of their time.

When asked how much of their time was taken up with performing duties in or for the school which were
not part of their Title I dutics, 24 of the community aides reported “‘no time at all”, 16 of them estimated
“less titain 20%7, onc said between 21% and 40%. and another indicated from 41% to 60% of the time
during a normal school wecek. :

It is apparent, from a review of the comn:uunity aide “‘job descriptions” outlined in the TITLE 1
APPLICATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 1972-1973, that the findings presented above support the fact that
thesc aides were involved in the kinds and types of Title I activities for which they were engaged.

As to the degree of importance they personally placed upon their various Title I dutics, the aides, on the
average, gave highest priority to “‘explaining the role of the schools and the Titie | Program to parents and
comunity members’” and “visiting the homes of Title I pupils’. “‘Assisting with clerical work™ received
the lowest rating. In the minds of the community aides, the actual contact they made with parents and
community members was of prime importance in the discharge of their responsibilities.

The parents of Ti‘te 1 pupils in the Public “tementary Scircol Component were also asked a question about
the importance of the community aide in the schools. Several areas of concern were listed and the parents
were requested to rate the degree of importance of the community aides relative to each area. Table IV-29
provides the responses of the parents in percentages.

From the data in Table [V-29, it can be determined that, on the average, the parents who responded 1o this
question, felt that cach of the ar:as listed was either of “‘great importance” or “‘some importance”, in terms
of the work done by the Title I comniunity aides in the schools to which they were assigned.

Title I project coordinators were provided the opportunity to give their general ratings of the communily
aides in their schools in reference to certain specified characteristics related to their roles in the Title 1
Program, Table IV-30 offers a statistical breakdown of the coordinators’ responscs in percentages.

As in the case of the teiacher aides, the project ¢~ordinators, on the average, judged that the Title 1
community aides exhibited the identified charactenstics from an “‘excellent” to “‘above average” extent in
the performance of their various responsibilities.

Q
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TABLE IV-29
IMPORTANCE. OF TITLE I COMMUNITY AIDE ACTIVITIES:
AS ESTIMATED BY PARENTS

OPINION
(In pzrcentages,
Very Little
AREA Important Important Importance
I 2 3

Linprove School/Community relations 70 27 3
Underst. nd the desires of the parents and use

this information to improve €ducation for

their children 75 24 1
Obtain community involvement and guidance

in school programs 61 35 4
Help parents ir finding assistance in the :

community 59 ' 35 6
Encourage togetherness among parents,

pupils and schools 74 24 2

TABLE IV-30
COMMUNITY AIDE CHARACTERISTICS: RATINGS BY
PROJECT COORDINATORS

RATING SCALE
(In percentages)

CHAR ACTéRl STICS Exc&lellent Above 2Average Ave3rage Below ‘;\verage
Ab_iiity to learn 48 31 19 2
Quality of work 40 34 26 -
Interest in work 48 36 16 -
Avility to work with others 62 21 17 -
Initiative 54 x 17 5
Deper.davility 57 26 17 -
Cooperation 62 21 17 ' -

Punctuality (absences and
tardiness) 45 29 24 2
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1.7 PUPIL SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

The Public Elementary School Component had Title | pupil dirccted supportive services. A list of questions
incorporating these services was included in the questionnaires administered to the Title | participants and
parcnts. The data collected and analyzed by way of these questions are presented in the following

paragraphs. )

In the interest of obtaining information about Title T pupii needs related to supportive services, parents
were asked to identify those needs their children exhibited during the 1972-1973 school year. Table [V-31
offers the readers of this report the tabulated responses of the parents, by service needed.

TABLE IV-31
PUPIL SUPPORTIVE SERVICES NEEDED:
AS REPORTED BY PARENTS

PARENT RESPONSES

SERVICEY (In percentages)
" YES NO
Diagnosis of your child’s cduc'ational needs 42 58

Psychological testing of your child’s special problems

or needs 27 73
Assistance with your child’s personal and social adjustment ' 38 62
Referral to specialist or ugency outside your child’s school 22 78
Visitation(s) to your home by Title | community aides - 34 66
Physical, dental. eye or car examinations 59 41
Medical or dental treatment 52 48
Physical therapy 20 80

According to the responses in Table 1V-31, it is apparent that, while they identified other services required
in behalf of their children, the majority of parents reported their children were in need of physical, dental
and eye or ear examinations, as well as medical or dental treatment.

Pupil supportive services were examined not only in terms of identifiable Title I pupil needs, but also in
regard to the availability and actual provisioa of these scrvices to pupils. The questionnaire participants,
therefore, were given questions to answer about this latter aspect.

Title 1 pupils who completed their own evaluation instruments reacted to the question, **What help did you

get from a doctor or nurse in your school this year”, in the following percentages, by specific area of
assistance:
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AREA OF ASSISTANCE PUPIL RESPONSES
(In Percentages)

I did not see a doctor or nurse in my school this year 30
I was sick and saw a nurse 65
My teeth were looked at 48
I was tested for eyeglasses : 57
My hearing was tested 45

Thirty eight percent (38%) of the parents of Title 1 pupils in the Public Elementary School Component
reported that their children received a diagnosis of their educational necds. Twenty one percent (21%) of
the parents indicated their children had been provided with psychological testing; 26% said their children
had been assisted with personal and social adjustments. Sixteen percent (16%) of the parents reported that
their children had been referred to specialists or agencies outside the school. Twenty seven percent (27%)
stated their homes had been visited by Title [ community aides. The majority ot parents said that physical,
dental, eye or ear examinations had been given to their children; 45% reported that their children had
received medical or dental treatment, and 7% of the parents said that physical therapy had been rendered
to their children.

A review of the data reveals that the two sources, “physical, dental, eye or car examinations”, and ““medical
or dental treatment”, were considered “‘as needed’ for their children by the majority of parents and were
identified “‘as provided” to their children by the majority of parents during the school year.

1.8 PARENT/COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

An impressive effort to continuc and expand parental and community involvement in the Title I Program
was made by the Newark School District. On the questionnaires, the Title I participants and parents gave
their views about this effort.

The majority (72%) of the Title I pupils who completed questionnaires reported that their parents helped
them with their homework. Seventy seven percent (77%) of them also indicated that their parents were
involved with them in their problems and did help them in working toward solutions.

The Title I principals, project coordinators and teachers were given a number of questions relat-d to
parent/community involvement in the Title [ Program. An analysis of the data collected from these specific
questions reveals the foliowing findings.

The majority of principals and project coordinators reported they devoted an average of between one to
three hours a week working with Title 1 Parent Councils. Over a third of the principals stated they spent
between four and six hours a week working with individual parents of the Title 1 pupils, while over
two-thirds of the coordinators reported the same time allotments in reference to their working with parents
of Title I pupils. These data provide some indication of the amount of time Title [ school staff and parents
are directly involved with each other.

Parents of Title I pupils, when asked abou! the number of Title I school Parent Council meetings they had
attended this year, responded in these percentages: 60% said they had not attended any; 11% replied they
had been to only one meeting: 9% stated they were at two council meetings, and 8% reported they had
attended three meetings. In addition, twenty eight percent (28%) of the parents identified themselves as
voting members of their children’s schools Title 1 Parent Councils.
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Over two thirds of the parents who completed questionnaires indicated they had been informed about the
purpsse of the Title [ Parent Council in their children’s schools, and 33% reported they had talked about
the Title I Program with members of the Title 1 school Parent Councils. Forty percent (40%) said they had
not done so, and 27% indicated they didn’t know any members.

In order to clicit data about the kinds and types of activitics in which the parents of Title 1 pupils in the
Public FEleinentary School Component had participated during the school year, a list of activitics was
presented to them for their reactions. Table [V-22 delineates their coliective responses to cach activity, in
pereentages.

TABLE IV-32
INVOLVEMENT IN TITLE | ACTIVITIES:
AS REPORTED BY PARENTS OF TITLE I PUPILS

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT
(In Percentages)

Individual conference with Title [ teachers 15
Worked on Title 1 Parent Council 10
Attended meetings of the Title | Parent Council 26
Voluntecred as a clerical assistant 2
Attended PTA meetings 36
Volunteered to help in school library 2
Volunteered zis a tutor 1

Volunteered to help Title | Project Teachers and

teacher aides on a class trip 14
Helped my child with his/her homework -~ 68
Acted as a chaperone at a sc]fool_ function 7

Attended group meetings to learn how to help my child

with his/her homework 13
Other activities not listed here 10
Have not been involved in any school activities 26

The data presented in Table 1V-32 offer some indication cf the involvement in which the parents of Title |
pupils in the Public Elementary School Component were engaged. It is evigent that the greatest number of
parents (68%) identified themselves as having helped their children with their homework, while the next
largest number (35%) did attend PTA meetings. These findings suggest that the parents of the Title I pupils
in the Public Elementary School Component are primarily co*~zrned with directly assisting their children
in their instructional treatment (homework), and supporting, to some extent, their respective schools by
attending the PTA meetings.
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Title [ staff (principals, coordinators and teachers) and parents gave their estimates of the importance the
individual school Title 1 Parent Councils held in relation to several specified activity areas. Each of these
data sources, on the average, noted the following activity arcas as being either “‘very important” or of
*“some importance” in terms of the work performed by these councils:

e  Improving school-community relations

L Understanding the desires of the parents and utilizing this information to improve education for
the children

] Planning and coordinating Title | activities

. Obtaining community involvement in Title 1 Programs

e  Providing for community involvemeni in Title | Programs

] Helping parents to find assistance in the community

L] Encouraging togetherness among parents, pupils and schoots

Title | principals and coordinators were also asked to determine the extent to which they felt the Title |
Parent Councils in their individual schools should be involved in the activities listed above. The consensus of
opinion among these personnel was that the Title 1 Parent Councils should be involved in these activities to
a great extent.

The Title 1 principals and coordinators were likewise requested to report the number of meetings their
schools’ Title 1 Parent Councils held this year. Ninety two percent (92%) of the principals and 90% of the
coordinators reported that five or more meetings had been conducted in their schools. In addition, the
majority of the principals noted they had personally attended five or more of these meetings, and 90% of
the coordinators indicated a similar attendance record on their own part. The Title 1 project teachers, on
the other hand, were less consistent in their attendance in that only 33% of them had participated in five or
more Parent Council meetings in their schools.

In an attempt to clicit additional information from the parents of the Title I pupils about their involvement
in and contact with the program, several questions were asked of them conceraing their general feelings
about parental involvement in Title | activitics, and the dissemination procedures utilized in the program.
Three fourths of the parents who completed questionnaires stated they had been informed as to the
purpose of the program in their children’s schools.

While vaiious means of communication werc used (e.g.. Title 1 newsletter, community aides, mail, etc.) the
majority of the parents reported that their chief source of information were their children who brought the
information home. When questioned about parental involvement in general, 94% of the parents “clt that
parents shoutd be actively involved in Title 1 activitics.

1.9 PRE-KINDERGARTEN SECTOR
In order to provide evaluative data specific to the Title I Pre-kindergarten activities, questionnaires were

administered to a sample of teachers and parents. The firdings revealed from an analysis of the
questionnaire data are discussed in the following paragraphs.
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1.9.1 GENERAL PUPIL_ACADEMIC/BEHAVIGRAL PROGRESS

Project teachers who c&mzleted questionnaires about individual Title I Pre-kindergarten pupils were asked
to indicate changes in the children’s acaderiic performance and general behavior during the schoo! year as a
result of the Title I treatment. Table IV-33 presents the collective responses of the teachers, in percentages,
by pupil characteristic.

TABLE IV-33
TITLE 1 PRE-KINDERGARTEN PUPILS:
ACADEMIC/BEHAVIORAL CHANGES;
AS DETERMINED BY PROJECT TEACHERS

RATING SCALE
(In percentages)
. Great .

CHARACTERISTIC : l_mprolvenw.nt ' lmpro;ement No C3hange Wgrse
Attentiveness 29 a2 8 1
Listening ' : | 24 47 29 -
Creativity 27 . %6 3 -
Attendance | 4 31 S0 5
Relationship with othef children 21 49 29 - -
Relationship witn teachers 22 51 26 -
Amount of disruptive behavior . 12 37 4’Z 3
Understan-ding of oral instructions : 18 45 '35 2 '
Oral expression ) 27 | 42 29 1
Psycho-motor coordination 21 _ 47 , | 32 -
Independent work 25 35 36 3
Self-i 1mage ' 19 ' 45 32 3

From the data contained in Table IV-33. it can be determined that, on the average the project teachers
juaged that the Title I Pre-kmdergarten priils showned definite 1mprovement in the various characteristics
—1dent1f1ed above. S . P - o .
)
The needs .of, the. Title 1 Pre-kmdergarten pupils. were also explored via the Pupil Questxonnalre (teacher
answered) Twelve percent (12%) of the teachers reported that these pupils were in need ‘of specxal
educatxon nrograms (speech therapy, retarded etc ), three percent (3%)= of: the«teachers Saw; a»reqwrement .
e Ti

4 d questnonnalres needed an expanded food prdgram Twenty five, percent (25%) of the project .
teacher cited, . ~=cial cultural programs as qurrement for these pupxls, and 4% saw. a- need for: specxal--
brhngual progra 8. , . _
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The project teachers were asked whether or not they judged that the pupils about whom they were
responding would be ready for kinlergarten in the 1973-1974 school year. Eighty six percent (86%) of the
teachers felt that the Title I pupils w: uld be ready for kindergarten; 5% replied in the ncgative, and 10%
reported they were undecided in their judgement. -

A sample of the parents of the Title | Pre-kindergarten pupils were requested to answers questlons about
their chiidren’s general academic/behavioral progress during the school year. Their responses in percentages,
are discussed below. v

All (100%) of the parents in-the sample felt their children enjoyed going to school. Ninety seven percent
(97%) said their children’s interest in schonl was evident in the fact that they regularly spoke about the
things they were doing in school. Forty four percent (44%) of the parents judged their children were doing
very well in their school work; another 44% reported their children were aoing “good” work, and 13% said
their children were doing ‘““fair” work in school: Ninety two percent (92%) of the parents indicated that in
their opinion their children were ready to enter Kindergarten next year; 3% replied i the negative, and 5%
reported they were not sure whether their children were ready.

From the information provided by the project teachers and the parents of Title | Pre—kmdergarten pupils, it
is evident that the majority of these data sources (project teachers (86%), parents (929%)) felt the children
for whom' they were responding were prepared fo enter Kindergarten in September, 1973.

The parents were also asked to answer several questions about the beneficial effects the Title I Program had
on their children during the school year. Their responses, in percéntages, are reported as follows:

QUESTION ' YES NO

(In percentages)

Do you think the Title I Program is helpmg chlldren in your child’s school" . 100 S

. Do you feel your chlld gets help from hls/her Title 1 Project Teacher when he/she

needs 1t" . 97 3
Do you think the Title I Parent Co_uncil in your child’s school is very effective? 100 . 2
Do you' feel that your child has benefited from participating in the Title I Program? 99 1 ’
Do you feel the Title I Program .as h'elped"yf ar child to improve his/her speaking? 88 o120

The above data reveal a very positive attitude on the part of the parents (oward the Title I Program in

~ general, as well as the effectiveness of the Title I Parent Council in their children’s schools. This attitude
indicates, in turn, the fact that the parents did feel their children were progressing in their academic
performance-as a result of their participation in the program.

Parents were also requested to estimaic the degree of importance they felt the Title I Program should place
upon certain areas of assistance in behalf of their children. These several areas were identified as follows:

e  gain self-confidence e  develop respect for the fights of others
e  act more obedient ‘ - e  develop a respect for property and materials
‘®  be proud of his/her backgfound . e develop ar_i ability to speak better -




On the average, each arca was considered to be ‘‘very important™ by the parents who completed
questionnaires. Obviously, the great majority of parents felt that the Title I Program should be designed to
provide their children with assistance in areas related to behavnoral progress as well as academic
improvement.

1.2.2 TITLE | PUPIL SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

The parents were also given two questions dealing with Title I Supyortive Services; the first guestion had to
do with their children’s needs, and the sccond question concerned the fulfillment of these needs. Tables
[V-34 and 1V-35 present their collective responses to these questions.

TABLE IV-:4
TITLE I PUPIL SUPPORTIVE SERVICES
NEEDED: AS REPORTED E ¥ PARENTS OF PRE-KINDERGARTEN PUPILS

SERVICES | (\l,xsf)ercenta"i?
[ riagnosis of your child’s educational nceds : 34 66
Psychological testing of your child’s special problems or nceds 25 75
Assistance with your child’s personal and social adji'<tment 27 73
Referral to specialist or agency outside your child’s school 15 85
Visitation(s) to your home by Title | Community aides _ 25 75
Physical, dental, eye or ear examinations | 48 52
Medizal or dental treatment 44 58
Physical therapy 19 81

Table 1V-34 indicates that in the case of each pupil need identified, the majority of parents reported their
children did not require the particular service associated with the individual need.

The data in Table 1V-35 provides some indicatior of the Title I Pupil Supportive Services that were received
by the Pre-kindergarten pupils during the school year. It would appear that the services rendered most
frequently to these children were physical, dental, eye or ear examinations, assistance with thzir children’s
personal and social adjustments, medical or dental treatment, a: d the diagnoses of thelr children’s
educational needs.

1.93 PARENT/COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

In an effort to obtain data about parental/community involvement in the Titlc I Pre-kindergarten sector, a
set of questions was inserted into the parent questionnaire which elicited information related to this aspect
of the Title 1 Program.

The parents were initially requested to incicate v-hether or not they had been informed as to the purpose of
the Title 1 Program in their chld’s schooi, and, if so, how they were so informed. Eighty three percent
(83%) of the parents r=ported they had been inf srmed, and the majority (76%) of these parents said that
this information had been supplied through their children.
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TABLE IV-3%
TITLE | PUPIL SUPPORTIVE SER vICES RECEIVED:
AS REPORTED BY PARENTS OF PRE-KINDERGARTEN PUPILS -

* SERVICE o . YES NO

_ o (In percentages)
Diangosis of your chi_ld’s educational needs - | ' - 29 71
Psycholugical testing of ‘our child’s special prob}ems or ne2ds 19 81
Assistance with your child’s personal and _socia] adjustment - . 31 - 69
Rteferral_ to épecialist or agency outside your child’s school 10 90
Visitatién(s) to your home by Title I Community aides _ 17 ‘83
Physical, dental, eye or ear examina’tfions , 36 | 64
Medical or dental treatment : ‘ 30 70
Physical therapy L ' _ 10 90

As to the types and kinds of activities in which the pdrents of Title I Pre-kindergarten pupils were involved
during the 1972-1973 school year, the followmg data was collected: - .

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

ACTIVITIES
(In percentages)
Individual conference with Tltle I teachers _ _ 20
". Worked on Title I Parent Council ' : 7
Attended meetings of the Title I Parent Council . 28
Volunteered as a clerical assistant _ : 5
Attended PTA Meetings ‘ 45
Volunteered tc help in schocl library : . 2
Volunteered as a tutor . : . : ' .2
Other-activities not listed here : _ N 18
Have not been involved in any school activities ' : 32

The above data indicate that the greatest amount of parental involvement on the part of the Title I
Pre-kindergarten parents lay in their attendance at PTA meetings and the Title I Parent Councils in their
respective schoo]s While -18% stated they were involved in other activities not listed, it would appear that
participation in “voluntary” individual activities was at a minimum.

Seventy six percent (76%) of the parents reported they were aware of the purpose of the Title- 1 Parent
Councils in their children’s schools, but only 36% had talked about the Title I Program' with any members

- of the school councils. Of those parents who indicated they had attended meetings of their Title I Parent
Councils, 19% had participated in at least three meetings during the school year.
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2.0 NON-PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOL COMPONENT

2.1 INTRODUCTION

Section 1V 2.0, addresses the cvaiuauon findings and discussion of the 1972-1973 Regular School Year
Title 1 Progzram conducted in the NON-PUBLIC FTEMENTARY SCHOOL COMPONENT. The readers of
this report aresreminded, therefore, chat all discussion in 2.0 concerns only the Non-Public Elementary
School Component of the T | Program unless otherwise indicated.

2.2 SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

Evaluation data werc collected from samples of the participants. The descriptions presented immediately
below delineate the major characteristics of those participants who were included in the sample population.

PUPIL SAMPLE

Grades Kindergarteny — Three

Forty nine percent (49%) were male, and 51% were female.

Twenty two percent (22%) were in Kindergarten: 26% were in grade once; 23%, grade two, and 20% were in
grade three, while 8% were identified as ungraded.

Fifty two percent (52%) were Afro-American; 12%, Caucusian; 3.7, Spanish-surnamed American, 1% were
reported as Oriental, and 3% as “other™.

Grades Four — Six
rifty four pzrcent (54%) were male, and 46% were female.
Forty one percent (41%) were in grade four; 36% were in grade five: 19%, grade six, and 5% were ungraded.

Sixty eight percent (68%) were born in the city of Newark, New Jersey. Twenty seven percent (27%) were
boern somewhere else in New Jersey; 10%, in a different state; 3%, in Pucrto Rico.

Fifty nine percent (59%) werc Afro-American; 14% were Caucasian: 24% were Spanish-surnamed American,
and 2% were reported as ‘“‘other.”

PRINCIPAL SAMPLE

Twenty percent (20%) were male, and 80% werc temale. Forty percent (40%) were between 26 and 35
years of age; 40% were between 36 and 45 years of age, and 20% were over 55 years old.

Twenty percent (20%) described themselves as Afro-American, and 80% indicated they were Caucasian.

Eighty percent (80%) indicated they lived in the attendance area of their respective schools, and 0% stated
they lived outside of the Newark School District.

-

PROJECT COORDINATOR SAMPLE

Thirty six percent (36%) were male, and 64% were female. Thirty six percent (36%) were between 26-35
years of age; 45%, between 36-45 years; 9%, between 46-55 years, and 9% were over 55 years old.
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Thirty six percent (36%) were Afio- imerican. and 64% indicated they were Caucasian.

Sixty four percent (64%) reporte.’ they livea in the attendance area of the school to which they were
assigned. Twenty seven percent (2.} stated they lived in another part of the Newark School District, and
9% said they lived outside the Ne-.rk Ychool District.

Eighteen percent {18%) have been teach:rs be*ween one an- five years; 955, between six and ten years; 9%,
between 11-15 years; 27%, between |6-2( years: 18%, between ?1-25 yzars and 18% have been teachers 26
years or more.

Forty five percent (45%) have taught in the Newark School District betwecn one and five years; 27%,
between six and ten years: 183%, between 11-15 years, and 9% have vaught in the Newark School District 26
years Oor more.

Nine percent (9%) have held their present positions as project coordinators for only the current school year.
Fifty five percent (55%) have held their present positions for two y~avs; 189, for three years, and 18% have
been project coordinators for five years.

Eighteen percent (18%) reported they have taken between one and ten semester hours of graduate work;
18% have taken between |1-20 hours: 9%, between 21-30 hours: 18%, between 31-40 hours; 27%, between
41-50 hours and 9% have taken more than 60 semester hours of graduate work.

PROJECT TEACHER SAMPLE
Eight percent (8%) were male, and 92% were female.

Forty two r=icent (42%) reported they were between 20-25 years of age; 23%, between 26-35 years of age;
17%, between 36-45 years, and 8%, between 46-35 years.

Eight percent (8%) stated they were American Indian; 17% reported they were Afro-American, nnd 75%
stated they were Caucasian.

Thirty three percent {(33%) stated they lived in thc attendance area of the schools ., 'which they were
assigned; 8% said they lived in another part of the Mewark School District, and 58% repcrted they lived
outside the Newark School District.

Sixty seven percent (67%) have been teachers between one and five years; 8%, between 11-15 years; 8%,
between 16-20 years, and 8%, between 21-25 years.

Ninety two percent (92%) have taught in the Newark School District between one and five years, and 8%,
between 11-15 years. )

Eighty three percent (83%) have taught in their current school between one and five years, and 8%,
between 11-15 years.

Fifty percent (50%) have been Title I Project Teacherc in Newark for one year; 33%, for two years, and
18%, three years.

Seventeen percent (17%) have taken no semester hours of gradi e work; 33% have taken between one and

ten hours; 177, between 31-40 hours; 17%, between 41-50 hot.rs; 8%, between 51-6Q hours, and 8% have
taken more than 60 semester hours of gradi:ate work.
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“rACHER AIDE SAMPLE
All (1007%) were temale.

Thirteen percent (13%) were between 17-25 years " age. Forty four percent (24%) reporicd they were
between 26-55 years old: 19%, between 36-45 years o, age. and 25%, between 46-55 years ¢ age.

Fifty six percent (56%) identified theruselves as Afro-Amcrican: 31%., Caucasiun. and 13% were
Spanish-surnamed American.

Eighty onc percent (81%) reported they lived in the attendance area of the school to which they were
assigned. and 197 stated they lived i another part of the Newark Schoo! District.

Thirry cight percent (387%) said they had been teacher eiles for twa years: 51% stated they had been
teacher aides three years: 13%. four years, and 19% reported ihey had been teacher aides for six years.

COMMUNITY AIDC SAMPLE
All (100%) were female.

Thirty six percent (36%) were between the ages of 26-35 years: 277%, between 36-45 years, and 36% were
between 46-55 years of age.

Sixty four percent (649%) were Afro-American: 18%. Caucasian: 9%, Spanish-surnamed Aincrican, and 9%
reported themsclves as “other™.

Eighty two percent (£2%) indicated they lived in the ettendance area of the schools to which they werc
assigned, and 19% stated they lived in another part of the Newark School District.

Nine percent (97%) reported they were in thoir firt year as community aides. Fifty five percent (557%) were
in their second year, and 36% were complciing wneir third year as community aides.

235 IMPROVEMENT CF READING ACHIEVEMENT

Evaluative data on the improvement of reading, achicvement werce collected by mcans of survey instruments
{questionnaires), testing programs and clessroom obscrvations. The findings from an analysis of these data
arc presented below.

Indicative of thec positive attitudes Title I pupils have toward their reading improvement because of the
extra instruction is the fact thiat 89% of the sampled pupils in grades four and above reported they telt their
reading has 1 roved as a result of the Title | reading intervention. Teachers who coinpleted questionnaires
about Title . pupils (Kindergarten thrcugh gradce three) were similarly positive in their responses regarding
reading improvement by pupils involved in the extra rcading instructions. Ninety four percent (947%) of the
tcachers judged that the pupils’ ability to read had improved. Ninety five percent (95%) of the teachers
likewise estimated that the extra reading classes had given the pupils moil confidence in their abilify to
read. Supporting this estimate is the additional fact that 93% of the tcachers felt the pupils appeared to
enjoy their reading activities.

These same teachers were also asked about the changes that had occurred during the vear in the academic
performance of the Title I pupils for whom they were compl *ing questionnaires. The reading proficiency
of pupils was one of the items the tcachers were requested « rte on a scale of four ranging from one
equals ‘‘great improvement” to four equals “change for the wo. ..+ The teachers, on the average, rated the
pupils’ reading proficiency as “improved” (1.9).
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attitudes of the Title 1 pupils who completed their own questionnaires were explcred still further by a
set of questions designed to elicit their feelings and opinions about reading activitics in general. They were
asked to indicate if they like to read more now than before they received the extra reading instructions.
Ninety eight percent (98%) replied that they did. In addition, 94% felt it was of importance for them to
read well, and 91% indicated they liked to take books home from the school library. Only 12% of the
childrc- ventured to say they would drop out of the extra reading instriictions if they could.

In an effort to widen the Juta base about Title 1 pnpils’ reading improvement, parents were asked to
indicate how they felt about their childrens’ reading abilities. Seventy five percent (75%) of the parents said
they were of the mind that their children should be reading better than they were at the presciit tiime.
Twenty five percent (25%) reported they were of the opinion that their children were curreniiy reading as
well as couid be expected.

Parents of Title 1 pupils were also provided the opportunity to react to several queetlom related to their
childrens’ attitudes towar1 reading o its sde of school, e.g., in the home. Sixty nine percent (69%) of the
pare.ats reported their chiidren tiked to read at home, and 37% indicated their children brought home more
library books than in previous ycars.

Principaiz and project coordinators rated the contributior they felt the Title 1 reading intervention was
making towa'd the overall success of the progiam in their respective schools. It ¢an be inferred that to the
extent they saw the reading intervention as contribiiting to the program’s success, t¢ a similar extent, it
generally contributed to the participating pupils’ rcading improvement. All the principals (100%) and 73%
of the project coordinators cstunated that the Title I reading intervention activities contributed very much
to the success of the program in their schools. The remaining twenty seven percent (27%) of th: project
coordinators indicared that these activities provided “‘much™ contribution to the Title I Prograi.: in the
individual schools.

The findings presented in the pre:ading paragraphs regarding Title I reading improvement provide the
following conclusions:

I. Title I administrative and instructional personnel, as well as Title I pupils who were included in
the questionnaire sample generally felt there h:d becen much improvement in the pupils’ reading
achievement as a result of the Title 1 reading intervention activities. In addition, these
respondents also indicated the Title 1 pupils evidenced constructive and positivz attitudes about
themselves in relation to their reading achievements and their school environment. It is
interesting to note, in support of this conclusion, that 91% of the Title | pupils declared they had
no desire to leave sciivol at the present time.

The sngmﬁcance of the above conclusion may vers well lie in the fact that Jiese schiool persannel
and pupils exhibited, for the most part, attitudes and opinion; about the Title 1 Program in the
Newark School District that can be considered essential to the success of any instructional
program of this nature; i2., the healthy presence of positive motivation toward the learning
effort on the part of the participants.

2. The majority of parents who completed questionnaires obviously felt their children should have
been reading better than they were. This is not to infcr, however, that these parents denied the
beneficial eftccts of the Title I Program in helping their children to improve in reading, for 89%
of these parents reporicd that the program did indeed help, and 93% felt the program had
generally benefited their children. In addition, 82% of these parents indicated the Title I Program
had helped to improve their children’s attitude toward school itself.
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From these findings it can be infer-ed that while the majority of parents felt thzir children should
be .cading better. they were pleased with the efforts being made through Title I to provide their
voungsters with supplementary instructional assistance.

In the 1972-1973 Titio 1 Program greater emphasis than in previous years was placed on providing
supplemer.tary reading instructions to identified Title 1 pupils in Kindergarten through grade three. In an
attempt to clicit participunt reaction to the revised reading object ves for these grades, teachers who
completed questionnaires about Title 1 pupils were asked to indicate wihether or not they felt the specific
objective applicable to the particular grade 'evel of the individual pupils for whom they were responding
was possible of achicvement. (The readers of this report are referred to Scction 11, PROGRAM
DESCRIPTION, for the specific statements of these objectives.)

Saeventy cight percent (787) of tiic teachers judged that the Aindergartes punils about whom they were
completing questionnaires would demonstrate they were ready to read in May, 1973, and 22% replied
negatively. : .

Sceventy three pereent (73%) of the teacher, ostimated that the Titie I pupils in grades one and two who
were receiving reading intervention wouia perform at or above grude level whers measared in May, 1973,
while 65% of the teachers indicated that pupils in grade three would demonstrate mean grade equivalent
increases in reading of at least seven months (0.7) when tested in May, 1973 compared to their October,
1972 scores.

Title 1 project coordinators and teachers were also requested to estimate the degree of importance they
placed upon the need for further revision oi the 1972-1973 program: objectives which related to reading
improvement.

Thirty percent (30%) of the coordinators and 337% nf the project teachers placed great importance on the
need for further revision. Seventy percent (707%) of the coordinators and 50% of the teachers placed some
importance on this specific need, while 167% of the teachers rated this need as being of little or no
importance.

In responding to an additional question refated to thiese same objectives, whiCh elicited the amount of
assistance they felt the revisions and modifications of the 1972-1973 objectives gave them, 27% of the
coordinators and 38% of the project teachers reported they had found the revised program objectives to
have been of great assistance to them in their Title | responsibilities. Twenty seven percent 27%) of the
coordinators and 38% of the teachers indicated “some™ assistance, while 3674 of the coordina.ors and none
of the teachers stated they had found little assistance in these revisions. Nine percent (9%) of the
coordinators and 25% of the teachers were entirely negative in their responses: they felt they had not
benefited at all from the revised 1972-1973 program objectives.

From the datu presented above it can be determined that both the project coordinators and the teachers, on
the average, judged that the [972-1973 revised program objectives were of soine assistance to them, and the
further revision of these objectives was of importance to their own Title T activities.

Project teachers identified the types .ud kinds of rcading materials, methods, and programs they were
utilizing during the school year in their Title [ instructional activities. {n addition, they indicated the value
they personally placed upon these instructiooal aids. Their responses are discussed below.

Table IV-36 delineates the results of this poerticular survey item, in percentages of project teachers
responding, by specific reading materials, methods and programs.
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TABLEIV-36
IDENTIFICATION OF READING MATERIALS, METHODS, PROGRAMS:
BY PROJECT TEACHERS

TYPES OF READING MATERIALS, METHODS, TEACHER RESPONSES IN
PROGRAMS PERCENTAGES
Ginn Basic Readers 42
Scott Foresman ’ 67
Bank Strcet Readers 75
I. T. A. (Initial Teaching Alphabct) ‘ 8
Developmelital Reading Program for Visual Motor
Perception (Frostig) 17
Distar (SRA) 42
Readers Digest — New Skill Builders Serics 92
EDL Reading Laboratories . 67
Other Materials, imethods, progrums 100

A reading of Table 1V-36 obviously indicates that the project teachers made widespread use of a variety of
reading materials, methods and programs, thus providing a multi-disciplinary approach in their instructione!
activities. This finding supports the educational concept of tailoring the treatment as much as possible to
the individual needs of the pupil. It is evident that this concept was realized in practice by many of the
project teachers.

In terms of the value of the project teachers placed upon these various instructional aids, Table 1V-37
presents their ratings in percentages.

From the data presented in Table [V-37 it can be determined that the project teachers, on the average,
placed great value on the majority of the reading materials, methods, and programs they utilized in their
instructional activities. It can likewise be said that those teachers who madce use of the 1.T.A. (Initial
Teaching Alphabet) and the Developmental Reading Program for Visual Motor Perception (Frostig), on the
average, apparently placed very great vatue upon these particular aids. In addition, the large majority of
those proiect teachers who clected to use other materials, methods, and programs reported they also placed
a great deal of value upon these individual aids.

Within the parochial school systems of Newark, New Jersey, the policy of pretesting and post testing pupils
with standardized achievement test is operative. Mctropelitan Achicvement Tests were therefore cempleted
by all pupils in Title I eligiblc schools in both October, 1972 and May, 1973. The non-public elementary
pupils were administered the 1958 edition tests while the public clementary pupils were administered the
1970 edition tests. '

In sub-section 1.3 (Public Elementary School Component: Improvement of Reading Achievement) the

concept of grade eanivalent is cxplained. It is likewise highlighted in that section that the emphasis of test
score analysis in this report is on gains achieved during the testing period.
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TABLE 1V-37
READING MATERIALS, METHODS, PROGRAMS:
YALUE RATINGS BY PROJECT TEACHERS

TYPES OF READING MATERIALS, In [‘)';/r\cl;:fgges)
METHOPS, PROGRAMS Very Great Great Some Little None

Ginn Basic Readers 60 40 —
Scott Foresman 75 ' 13 13 : -
Bank Strect Readers 56 22 11 11 —
I.T.A. (Initial Teaching Alphabet) 100 R - -
Developmental Reading Program for

Visual Motor Percertion (Frostig) 100 : - — —
Distar (SRA) 40 60 - - -
Readers Digest — New Skill Builders

Series 18 45 36 - -
EDL Reading Laboratorics 57 14 14 14 _
Other materials, methods. programs 67 25 . 8- - -

Comparative Analysis of Title | Pupils with Non-Title | Pupils

Metropolitan Achievement Tests were administered in October, 1972 to Title | pupils in the eleven
non-public elementary schools providing Title 1 activities. Ten of these schools likewise tested their
non-Title I pupils and provided the scores of these pupils to CTC. This information coupled with the testing
information on the Title I pupils furnished the data for 1 comparative presentation of the Title I pupils and
non-Titie I pupils in ten of the eleven non-public elementary schools for the pretest in October, 1972. Table
IV-38 is a copy of the table appearing in the Newark School District Interim Title I Evaluation Report.

TABLE 1V—-38
TOTAL READING GRADE EQUIVALENT COMPARISONS
TITLE I/NON-TITLE I PUBLIC ELEMENTARY PUPILS
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST — OCTOBER, 1972

Title 1 Non Title | Difference Between Title I
Grade N, Mean G.E. N5 Pupils Mean G.E. "~ and Non-Title 1
2 261 1.7 15¢ ' 2.5 -0.8
3 274 2.4 161 34 -1.0
4 210 3.0 174 4.1 -1.1
5 171 3.7 202 52 -1.5
6 105 3.8 240 6.0 -2.2
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Metropolitan Achievement Tests were again administered to non-public elementary school pupils in the
cleven schools providing Title . activities, in May, 1973. All of these schools submitted the scores of their
non-Title I pupils as well. This information permitted a comparative presentation of the Title 1 and
non-Title I pupil scores to be registered in Table 1V-39.

TABLE IV-39
TOTAL READING GKADE EQUIVALENT COMPARISONS
TITLE I — NON-TITLE I NON-PUBLIC ELEMENTARY PUPILS
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST — MAY, 1973.

Title 1 Non-Title I Difference Between Title |

Grade Nj Mean G.E. N, Mean G.E. and Non-Title I
p* 287 i.8 167 2.1 -0.3
2 245 25 149 3.3 0.8
3 262 3.1 155 3.9 0.8
4 218 3.6 189 4.7 1L
5 163 4.2 227 5.8 ‘ 1.6
6 119 4.9 256 6.8 1.9

*Title I grade | pupil scores were submitted as G.E.

The results shown in Table 1V-38 and 1V-39 for Title 1 pupils included both reading intervention and
non-reading intervention pupils. Comparison of the pretest and post test results of the Title I and non-Title
I non-public elementary pupils showed that Title I pupils advance more than non-Title I pupils in grades 3
and 6. The advance of 2nd and 4th grade Title I pupils was equivalent to that of the non-Title I pupils.
Grade 5 Title I pupils fell slightly behind Non-Title I pupils. The actual gains for the non-public elementary
component are illustrated in Table IV-40 and Figure IV-2 and the comparison by school appears in
Appendix 4A.

TABLE 1V—-40
READING GAINS
TITLE I -- NON-TITLE I NON-PUBLIC ELEMENTARY PUPILS
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST
Pretest 10/72 — Post test 5/73

Non-Title 1 Title 1 Title I Gain
Grade Gain G.E. Gain G.E. Bevond Non-Title 1
2 +0.8 +0.8 | 0.0
3 +0.5 +0.7 +0.2
4 +0.6 +0.6 0.9
5 | +0.6 +0.6 0.1
6 1+0.8 +1.1 +0.3

‘ o 1V-54




GRADE
EQUIVALENT
GAINS

11

1.0

09

08

06

0.5

04

[ ' NON-TITLE 1 PUPILS

[— .
TITLE 1 PUPILS

NN

AT

Y

Y

Y

V/j
=
=
/
= |
GRADE 2 GRADE 3 G{ADE 4 GRADES GRADE 6

FIGUREIJV -2
TOTAL READING GAINS
TITLE I AND NON-TITLE 1
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The gains recorded by the Title 1 pupils in the non-public schools were on the sverage equivalent to their
non-Title T classmates. Such gains imply significant educational advances for thece pupils whe by definition
were chosen to participate in the Title [ Program because of their status placing them behind their non-Title
I classinates. The Title I pupils still have not reached their expected grade level but have revealed in the past
year a rate of growth on the average equivalent to pupils not chosen for Title | participatioa.

Grade | pupils were pretested in October with the Metropolitan Readiness Test. One can not talk about a
gain between the readiness pretest and the Primer post test taken by Titic | first grade pupils. A
presentation of data on non-litle | pupils was not available for comparison of Title I versus non-Title |
pupils. The first grade non-puhiic pupils in the City of Newark. however, completed the Metropolitan
Achievement Test Primer Scries as their post test. Standard scores were exirapolated to grade equivalents
and the results showed the Title I non-public pupils registered 1.8 G.E. in total rcading and the non-Title [
non-public pupils in participating Title I schools registered 2.1 G.E. in total reading. The 454 Title [ pupils,
arc thus shown to presently be 0.3 G.E. behind in iotal reading tevel when compared with non-Title |
clas smates.

In summary. the comparative anilyses based on standardized test data point to an overwhelming impact by
the Title I intervention upon the reading progress of pupils in the non-public elementary grades.

Reading Readiness Kindergarien

Title I pupils in kindergarten were given the Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test in May, 1973, The
Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test classified the results of the tests into five (5) main categories. The
letter rating and status are as follows: A - Supcerior: B -- High Normal : ¢ - Average: D —~ Low Normal: E
— Low. More revealing. howcever, is the significance of these ratings in terms of their reflection of pupil
preparedness for first grade.

The letter A signifies tidat a pupil is apparently very well prepared for first grade level. The letter B significs
that the pupil is exhibiting good prospects for success in first grade work if factors such as health, emotions,
ctc., remain consistent. The letter C signifigs that the pupil is likely to succeed in first grade work. IFor the
pupil receiving a rating C, a careful study should be made of his/her specific strengths and weaknesses and
instruction should be planned in light of thesc strengths and weaknesses. The letter D signifies that the
pupil is likely to have difficulty in first grade work. This pupil should be assigned to a slow section and
given more individualized help. The letter E significs that this pupil has a high probability of undergoing
difficultics under ordinary instructional conditions. For him/her. further readiness work, assignment to
slow sections and individualized work is essential.

In Appendix IB, the number of Title 1 pupils by school (code number) were listed according to this letter
ranking. Likewise the comparison was made in Tablc IV-41 and 1V-42 of numbers and percentages of Title |
pupils falling into cach category versus the percentage according to national norms. This comparison with
national norms, shows that these cducationally disadvantaged pupils who have participated in the Title |
Program during the past year, now reflect a spread of classification levels nearly identical to the normal
distribution of classification levels. Thus the objective measuring device, i.e., the Metropolitan Reading
Readiness Test, implies that this group of kindergarten pupils formerly disadvantaged now have a
distribution of scores which indicate that the group as a whole falls into the acceptable pattern for a normal
group of pupils entering grade 1.
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TABLE [\&—41
COMPOSITE CLASSIFICATION LEVELS BY NUM 3ERS
TITLE I NON-PUBLIC PUPILS — GRADE K .
METROPOLITAN READING READINESS TEST — MAY, 1973

CLASSIFICATION LEVEL
N A B . C D E
240 16 66 92 52 14

TABLE IV—42
COMPOSITE CLASSIFICATiON LEVELS BY PERCENTAGES
TITLE I NON-PUBLIC PUPILS — GRADE K
METROI'OLITAN READING READINESS TEST — MAY, 1973
CLASSIFICATION LEVEL

Norm N A B C- D E
National 7% 24% 38% - 24% 7%
Local 240 7% 28% - 38% 22% 6%

Table IV-42 shows that only 22% of the Kindergarten pupils are likely to have difficulty unless they
are given special help. A mere 6% of the pupils have a high probability of undergoing difficulty i in first grade
and can be considered to have exhibited reasonable evidence that they are not ready to read.

The Performance Objective stated for Kindergartea was. At least 80% of the participating ( Kindergarten)
students will demonstrate that they are ready to read when measured by the Metropolitan Reading
Readiness Test admzmstered in May, 1973. .

Approximating a need for more reading readiness with a score equivalent to the letter grade E, results, as
shown in Table IV-43, in the conclusion that the objective was not only met but surpassed by 14% of the
pupils in the Title I Kmdergarten Component.
TABLE IV—43 -
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PUPILS ACHIEV}ING OBIJECTIVE
TITLE I NON-PUBLIC PUPILS — GRADE K
METROPOLITAN READING READINESS TEST - MAY, 1973

No. of K No. of Pupils % of Pupils % of Pupils to score
Pupils Tested with score =D with score 2D =D by Objective

- 240 226 94% ' 80%
Non-Public Elementary Grades 1-6

All Non-Public elementary (1-6) pupils identified by prcject coordinators as Reading Intervention pupils
were established in a longitudinal study. (Confer Appendix 7A) Post test results submitted by project
coordinators were then recorded on the longitudinal study and there identified reading intervention pupils
with pretest and post test scores were those used as the sample basis for investigation of performance
objectives and for Table IV-44.,
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Table [V-44 establishes the mean grade equivalents of pretest and post test scores for all the aforementioned
intervention pupils and indicates the numbers and percentages of these pupils who met the objectives,
- detailed in following paragraphs.

TABLE 1V—-44
TOTAL READING
TITLE I NON-PUBLIC ELEMENTARY PUPILS — READING INTERVENTION
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST — OCTOBER, 1972 — MAY, 1973

. Pretest Post test Gain N=> N
Grade N* ‘Mean G.E. Mean G.E. Mean G.E. Objective Chjective
1 - 123 % 1.7 - 44 91
2 s 1.7 2.4 +0.7 ¢ 24 91
3 127 2.3 3.0 +0.7 61 56
4° 88 29 3.5 +0.6 46 42
5 65 3.4 3.9 +0.5 29 36
6 35 40 5.3 +1.3 28 7
© Total 553

" *Cnly those identified as taking both pretest and post test included.
**Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test was given as a pretest.

The Newark Title I Program established particular performance objectives for various grade levels to which
Title I support was offered. The emphasis in the Newark Title I Program has been on improvement of
reading. Performance objectives for all grades dealt with those pupils who had beeri recipients of direct
reading interventions.

Each performance objective is stated in the following pages prior to the table which details the results
gathered from the test data. A statement based on the respective tables summarizes the conclusions
concerning each performance objectlve

Performance Ob]ectzve

In grades 1 and 2, participating Title | pupils receiving reading intervention will perform at or above grade
level in reading comprehens:on and work knowledge when measured by the Metropolitan Achievement Test
in May, 1973.

TABLE IV—45§
TOTAL READING )

- READING INTERVENTION NON-PUBLIC COMPONENT — GRADE !
MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENTS, NUMBER MEETING OBJECTIVE
METROFPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST — PRIMER

Poxt-test 5/73

Grade N . Grade Equivalent Mean* N>18G.E. N<18G.E.

| 123 ‘ 1.7 44 79
SGrade equivalents were subinitted. '
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TABLE IV—46
TOTAL READING
READING INTERVENTION NON-PUBLIC COMPONENT — GRADE 2
MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENTS, NUMBER MEETING OBJECTIVE
: METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST
: Post test §/73

Grade N Grade Equivalent Mean N>28G.E. N<28G.E
2 115 24 .24 ! 9]

The performance objectives stated for grade 1 and 2 pupils is based on the national norm and that norm &f
1.8 and 2.8 grade equivalents was established as the proper grade level to which Titie I pupils would b
compared. The average grade level of non-Title I non-public pupils in the Newark school system in the two
grades was 2.1 G.E. and 3.3 G.E. respectively. In light. of the discussion of the national norm grade
equivalent in sub-section 1.3, it is surprising that many of the Title I pupils in first and second grade of the
non-public school system actually registered scores equal to the national expected grade equivalent. The
objectivi for these two grades was not met, but was closely approximated in these two grades.

Performar.ce Objective:

In Grade 3, participating 1i:.le I pupils receiving reading intervention will demonstrate mean grade
equivalent gains of at least 7 months (0.7) when measured by the Metropolitan Achievement Test in May,

1973,
TABLE 1V—47
TOTAL REATING
READING INTERVENTION NON-PUBLIC COMPONENT — GRADE 3
MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENT$ DIFFERENCE, NUMBER MEETING OBJECTIVE
' METROPOLITAN AC IIEVEMENT TEST
Pretest 10/72 — Post test 5/73
' Pretest Post test - Difference Month
Grade N* Mean G.E. Mean G.E. Mean G.E. Pacticipation N=0.7 N£0.7
3 127 23 3.0 07 7 61 66

*Only Reading Intervention pupils identified as taking both pretest and post test are included.

The norm of seven months advance as a mean grade equivalent gain for third grade pupils was achieved.
Forty eight percent of the reading intervention pupils did achieve this objective and the average mean grade
equivalent gain was seven months (0.7 G.E.).

Performance Obfectiﬁe.'

In grades 4, 5 and o participating Title I pupils receiving reading intervention will demonstrate mean grade
equivalent gains Gf at least 6 months (0.6) when measured by the Metropolitan Achievement Test in May,
1973,

For the 88 identified pupils in grade 4, the proposed objective of an average gain of 0.6 G.E. was met and
52% of these pupils actually met or surpassed that gain. For the 65 identified pupils in grade 5, the
proposed objective of an average gain of 0.6 G.E. was not met since the actual average gain was 0.5 G.E.
Forty five percent of the pupils, however, did achieve or surpass that goal. The 35 identified grade six
pupils registered an average gain of 1.3 G.E. which surpassed the stated objective. ) .
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TABLE IV—-48
, TOTAL KEADING -
READING INTERVENTION NON-PUBLIC COMPCGNENT GRADE 4,5 AND 6
MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENTS, DIFFERENCES AND NUMBER MEETING OBJECTIVE
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST '
Pretest 10/72 — Post test 5/73

Pretest Post test Difference Month

Grade  M* Mean GE. MeanG.E. MeanG.E.  Participation =~ N=0.6 N<40.6
4 88 2.9 3.5 +0.6 7 46 42
5 65 . 34 39 +0.5 7 29 36

6 33 4.0 5.3 ~ +1.3 -7 28 7

*Only Reading Intervention pupils identified as taking both pretest and post test are included.
. ' . h}

In analyzing the results of the rerformance cbjectives, one must keep in mind that the Title I Reading
Intervention pupils who were measured by these objectives were those Title 1 participants who were
identified as being most in need. of reading help. The Title I pupils chosen for participation were behind the
non-Title I pupils in reading level and the Tit'e I Reading Intarvention pupils were themselves at a lower
reading level than their Title I classmates. Altizough the performance cbjectives were not met by grades 2
and 5 the analysis of Reading Intervention Title 1, pupils versus non reading Intervention Title I pupils
points out that the performance of these pupils in terms of their reading gains was beyound tkat which
would be expected for a group with their initial disadvantage.

Comparative Analysis of Reading Intervention with Non‘-Reading Intervention
|

Project Coordinators for the non-public schools were requested to indicate which of the Title I pupils

received spec:al reading intervention. Such identification supplied the information needéd t6 make a

comparison of the reading mterventlon*Tltle I pupils with the non-reading intervention Title 1 pupils. Table

1V-49 portrays the comparison across the non-public elementary schools for the pretest as reported in the

Interim Report. The indication from the mean grade equivalents was that those pupils selected to receive

special reading intervention did on the average have a greater need for improvement in reading. In grade 6,
., however, the evidence from the test scores did not support the premise that these pupils chosen for Title |

réading intervention were selected-on the basis of need; a review of the process for selection of Title I

reading intervention in these grades is recommended.

© TABLE IV~-49
TITLE 1 NON-PUBLIC ELEMENTARY PUPILS
READING — NON-READING INTERVENTION
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST — OCTOBER, 1972

- Man-Reading o Reading
‘ Intervention Intervention
Giade N Mean G.E. N Mean G.E. Difference
2 170 1.8 91 1.6 -0.2
3 167 2.4 107 2.3 -0.1
4 120 3.1 90 2.9 -0.2
5 102 3.8 69 35 -03
6 69 3.7 36 4.0 +Q0.3
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Based on the information recorded in Table IV-49 (Title 1 Non-Public El:mentury Pupils — Reading
Intervention) a compariscn similar to that made for the Interim Title I Evaluation rep:ort was calculated for
the May, 1973 test and appears in Table 1V-50.

TABRE IV-50
TITLE I NON-PUBLICELEMENTARY PUPILS
READING — NON-READING INTERVENTIO™N
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST — MAY, 1973

Non-Reading Reading
~ Intervention Intervention
Grade N Mean G.E. N Mean G.E. Difference
2 130 2.6 115 24 -0.2
3 135 3.2 127 3.0 -0.2
4 130 3.7 88 35 -0.2
5 98 4.4 65 3.9 -0.5
6 84 4.7 35 53 +0.6

Comparison of the pretest Table IV-49 and the post tesi Table 1V-50 results of the Title I reading
interventions and non-reading intervention public elementary pupils shows that on the average the reading
intervention pupils did not quite make gains comparable to the non-reading intervention pupils. Table
IV-51 details these gains. The fact that the pupils chosen for reading intervention were behind the
non-reading intervention pupils in October and have not on the average fallen any further behind is
encouraging since it would be expected that these pupils left to thamselves would fall further behind.

TABLE 1v-51
READING INTERVENTION - NON-READING INTERVENTION
TITLE I NON-PUBLIC ELEMENTARY PUPILS
TOTAL READING GAINS
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST
Pretest 10/72 — Post test 5/73

Non-Reading Reading Reading Inter-
Intervention Intervention vention Beyond
Grade Gain G.E. Gain G.E. Non-Reading
2 +0.8 +0.7 ~0.1
3 +0.8 +0.7 ~0.1
4 +0.€ +0.6 0.0
5 +0.6 +0.5 - 0.1
6 +1.0 +1.3 +0.3

2.4 GENERAL PUPIL ACADEMIC/BEHAVIORAL PROGRESS

The participants involved in the questionnaire survey were asked a series of questions concerning Title 1
pupil progress in academic areas related to reading, as well as areas dealing with general behavioral changes.
The responses of the Non-Public Elcmentary School Component participants are summarized in the
following paragraphs.

Seventy five percent (75%) of the Title I pupils reported they had paid better attention in class this year.
Eighty three percent (83%) said they liked to read more; 72% of the pupils felt they understood their
teachers better, and 83% said they came to school more often. In addition, 83% of the pupils claimed they
did their homework more often, and 54% indicated they asked questions in class more frequently this year.
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Ninety nine percent (99%) of the Title I pupils reported they were interested in getting good grades in
school.
Seventy one percent (71%) of the pupils stated they considered themselves important members of their
familizs; 5% replied in the negative, and 24% said they were not sure. As for being important members of
their class, 42% of the youngsters reported they were uncertain; 42% fe]t they were important members,
and }2% of them responded that they were not.

The general feeling of the Title 1 pupils regarding their overall academic work is reflected in their responses
to the question, “How do you feel you are doing in your school work?” Twenty three percent (23%)
reported they were doing ‘“‘very good”, and 39% indicated they were ‘“doing good.” Thirty six percent
(36%) said they were making fair progress, w'ilc 3% siated they were doing poorly.

Several other questions were asked of these pupils dealing with the rapport they felt they had with their
parents. The Title I pupil responses to these questions are reported as follows: 75% said they did talk over
their problems with their parents; 25% replied in the ncgative. Eighty three percent (83%) of the pupils felt
their parents did help them with their problems, while | 7% were cither not sure or said no.

Twenty two percent (22%) of these same pupils reported that their parents were quite faithful in visiting
their schools; 52%, however, wished-their parents would comic to the school more often, and 26% felt they
did not want their parents to visit their schools more often.

The academic/behavioral charnges of the Title 1 pupils in grades kindergarten through three were explored
via the Pupil Questionnaire (Teacher_‘Ansyvered). Teachers who completed these instruments were directed
to respond to several questions relawed to these areas.

Their responses are presented immediately below. Teachers were asked to indicate the changes in the pupils’
academic performance and behavior during the schooi year as a result of the Title I treatment. Table IV-52
delineates the reactions of the teachers, in percentages, to a list of pupil characteristics, itn terms of
estimated degrees of change.

From -Table I'V-52 it is apparent that the large majority of teachers saw either great improvement or at least
‘“some” improvement in the above listed characteristics of the Title I pupils for whom they completed
questionnaires. It can be stated, therefore, that, on the av.rage, the teachers who responded to this question
felt the pupils in kindergarten through grade three had evidenced academic/behavioral improvement as a
result of the Title I treatment during the 1972-1973 school yeur.

In an attempt to identify the needs of ihese same pupils from the teacher’s perspective, an additional
question was inserted in the Pupil Questionnaire (Teacher Answered) that addressed the extent to which
teachers felt the pupils required. certain specific programs. Table IV-53 presents tiie responses of the
teachers, in percentages, to a list of programs needed by the pupils whom they were describing.

Table 1V-53 reveals the following findings. The majority of the teachers estimated that the Title I pupils in
Kindergarten through' grade three were definitely in need of special reading programs. Eighty eight percent
(88%) of these teachers, however, saw little or nc requirement for special education programs (speech
therapy, retarded, social and emotional maladjustment) for these pupils. Only 12% indicated either a very
great or great need for special health programs in behalf of these pupils. In regard to the provision for
special language arts programs, the teachers, on the average, estimated there was some need. Obviously, the
large majority of teachers felt there was little or no requirement for special psychological/connseling
programs for pupils at those grade levels. Equally evident is the fact that, on the average, they considered
the need for'specia! bilingual programs to be minimal.
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TABLE IV—-52
TITLE 1 PUPIL ACADEMIC/BEHAVIORAL CHANGES:

AS REPORTED BY TEACHERS
DEGREE OF CHANGE
(In percentages)

‘ c?ﬁ‘:ﬁggg‘;ﬁgfs impfi?:;ent Impro%/emcnt No C;tange ' Ctlhzli%ifs(::r
Understanding of oral instructions 19 69 _ 12 -
Understanding of written instruction 15 ‘ 56 27 1
Attendance 13 o 32 53 3
Oral expression 15 56 28 -
Responsibility in completing class

assignment - 14 . 51 33 2

‘Behavior in class 13 47 36 4
Interest in English (Language arts) . 14 65 © 22 -
Pupil’s self-image 20 59 20 -
Writing ability 13 55 30 2
Vocabulary identification ) 13 67 19 1
Vocabulary usage | 13 61 26 -
Pronunciation 12 54 24 -
Spelling - 12 70 ‘ 17 -
Story Telling. 14 52 33

Interest in Reading w21 69 10 -

Again, in terms of needs, the teachers were directed to identify which level of reading materials would be
most appropriate for the sampled pupils in the next school year. Nine percent (9%) of the teachers selected
materials that are at grade level or more above in difficulty; 41% selected materials that are at grade level in
difficulty; 23% identified materials at half grade level below in difficulty, arid 20% felt materials that are a
grade level or more below in difficulty were most appropriate for the Title I pupils in Kindergarten through
grade three. The remaining teachers (7%) judged that none of. the above altematwes were applicable to the
puplls for whom they were responding.

Parents of Title I pupils were also considered in the overall effort to collect data abcut the general

*academic/behavioral progress of the Title I pupils. They were asked, therefore, to react to a set of Questions
related to these areas. Their responses are discussed below.
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TABLE IV-53
TITLE I PUPIL NEEDS:
AS REPORTED BY TEACHERS

EXTENT NEEDED
" (In percentages)
PROGli AM(S) ' VerylMuch M;ch Li;tle " Not I:ieeded
Special reading 22 32 27 19
Special education program (speech therapy,
retarded, sccial and emotional maladjustiment 16 - 6 19 69

Special health program ' 4 8 22 66
Special language arts program ' 14 28 21 36
Special psychological/counseling progrém 3 7 | 20 71
Special bilingual program _ 1 | 4 9 12 75

Initially, they were asked how they thought their children felt they themselves were doing in school this
year. Fourteen percunt (14%) of the parents reported that they thought their children were quite pleased
with their own progress; 49% indicated their children felt they were doing “good,” whiie 33% stated “fair,”
and 4% of the parents thought their children considered themselves tc be doing rather poorly. The majority
of parents were of the mind that their children displayed healthy and positive attitudes toward their general
progress in school this year.

This conclusion .is supported by the vast majority of parents (99%) who responded pdsitively to the
question: “Do you feel your child wants to get good grades?”. In addition, 92% of the parents said their
children liked most things about school. '

The parents were also directed to provide some indication as to how they saw their children’s general
academic progress. Sixty one percent (61%) viewed their children’s progress in school this year either as
having been ‘“‘very good” or “good”. Thirty seven percent (37%) reported “fair”, and 6% replied their
children had done poorly. :

This is not to say, however, that the parents were completely satisfied with their children’s academic
progress in areas related to reading improvement. On the contrary, while they seemed in general to be
pléased with their children’s work, the majority (70%) indicated, for example, that they felt their children
should be writing better than they were at present. This statistic calls to mind a similar one (75%) in
response to an earlier question to the parents regarding their estimate of their children’s reading
improvement; i.e., in both cases the parents felt their children should be doing better. On the other hand,
the realistic approach of the parents toward the Title I Program conducted in behalf of their children is
reflected in their responses to other questions dealing with spelling and speaking skills. Eighty two percent
(82%) of the parents estimated that their children had improved in spelling, and 81% reported in a similar
fashion about their children’s improved speaking skills.

The pérents were also requested to react to a set of questions concerning their children’s progress in several
activities rélated to better study habits as compared to last year.:Forty eight percent (48%j) of the parents
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reported thiew children were spending more time studying. Twenty one percent (21%) thought their
children were planning their study time better. Fifty five percent (55%) felt their children were doing their
homework more often, and 42% indicated their children showed more care about the neatness and accurazy
of their homework.

The 1972-1973 Title 1 Program design called for the implementation of Cultural Enrichment Activities in
support of the instructional treatment provided the Title | pupils. These activities consisted of on-premise
(within the school ¢nvironment) and off-premise (ficld trips) group functions. In an effort to determine the
types and kinds of activitics provided to the pupils during the school year, the survey participants were
asked to respond to several questions which addressed this sphere of the program. Their responses are
reported immediately below.

Ten percent (10%) of the Title I pupils went on trips to the zoo. Twenty percent (20% visited museums:
28% viewed stage plays: 13% were entertained at movie theatres; 39% indicated they went ‘other places™,
and 37% stated they had not taken any field trips during the year. In reference to the last statement it
should be noted. however. that a number of the individual schools in the Title I attendance areas had
planned to implement their ficld trip activities subscquent to the administration of this questionnaire
survey.

With regard to on-premise functions, 46% of the pupils saw puppet shows: 48% engaged in public speaking
before their class: 22% had the opportunity to act as masters of ceremouies at class functions, and 59%
shared expcriences in acting out stories with other pupils. Eighteen percent (18%) of the pupils, however,
reported they did not do any of the above things.

Teachers who responded for Title I pupils in Kindergarten through grade three regarding pupil participation
in Title 1 Cultural Enrichment Activities reported in the following percentages:

PERCENT OF TEACHERS

ACTIVITY RESPONDING
° Field trips (muscums, theatie, ete.) 60
. In-school assemblies 63
. Art programs 15
° Exposure to social environinent of other communities 12
. Other cultural enrichment activities 36
. None ot the above - 16

From these data it can be determined that the emphasis of the Cultural Enrichment Activities to which
Titie I pupils in the early clementary grades were exposed laid within the areas of field trips and in-school
assemblies.

As to approximately how many clock hours these same pupils spent in Title [ Cultural Enrichment
Activities, teachers reported according to these percentages: 7% of the teachers said the pupils about whom
they were completing questionnaires spent no time at all;: 51% of the teachers stated from one to 10 hours;
10%, 11 to 20 hours; 5%, 21 to 30 hours; 13%, more than 30 hours. and 14%. indicated they did not know.

Available district statistical documentation on Title I cultural enrichment activities was also reviewed by the

evaluation agency in order to broaden the description of these activities. Table [V-54 presents the findings
drav/n from this review and analysis.

O
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TABLE 1V-54
CONSOLIDATED STATISTICAL DATA
1972-1973 TITLE I CULTURAL ENRICHMENT ACTIVITIES
NON-PUBLIC ELEMEMTARY COMPONENT

PARTICIPANTS

| TOTAL |\ CTivrTiEs
Pupils Teachers Adult Volunteers '
ON-SCHOOL PREMISES 2.507 151 83 2,741 20
OFF-SCHOOL PREMISES 3,094 140 255 3,489 65

In the interest of providing data about the value the Title | participants and parents actually placed upon
these Cultural Enrichkment Activities, the evaluation agency inserted in the survey instruments a series of
questions designed to elicit inforfnation about participant value judgements regarding these activities. The
following paragraphs summarize these data.

Title 1 principals, on the average, felt that this year’s Cultural Enrichment Aciivities made “much”
contribution to the success of the program in their respective schools. Project coordinators, again on the
average were just as positive in their collective judgement. They indicated that the Cultural Enrichment
Activities provided great contribution, and stressed the impertance of this particular segment of the Title |
Program in relation to their own responsibilities.

Project teachers responded in a fashion similar to the principals and coordinators in that they judged, on
the average, that these activities had been of assistance to them in their Title I instructional efforts during
the year. They likewise indicated that the presence of such Cultural Enrichment Activities in ihe Title [
Program was of importance to them in relation to their instructicual pursuits.

2.5 TITLE | PROGRAM VALUE

The sampled participants in the Non-Public Elementary School Component responded to a number of
questions about the overall value of the Title | Program conducted in the Newark School District during the
1972-1973 school year. These questions were designed to elicit the participants knowledge, opinions and
feelings regarding several aspects of the program. Principals of schools in the Title I attendance areas were
asked to what extent they felt the objectives for the Title I Program in their schools were being
accomplished.

Fifty percent (50%) felt they were being accomplished to a very great extent: 25%, to a great extent, and
25% thought the objectives were being accomplished to some extent.

Project coordinators were asked the same question. Their responscs are as follows: 9%, to a very great
extent; 55%, to a great extent; 27%, to some extent, and 9% reported that the objectives were being
accomplished to only a little extent.

It is apparent that the Title I coordinators generally felt that the program objectives for their respective
schools were heing accomplished.

The principals also had the oupportunity to rate the degree various significant factors within the program

contributed to the success of Title I in their individual schools. The project coordinators were likewise given
this opportunity. Tables IV-55 and IV-56 present the responses in percentages.
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TABLE IV-55
RATIMGS OF SIGNIFICANT FACTORS
RELATED TO Ti1E SUCCESS OF TITLE I:
BY PRINCIPALS

RATING SCALE
(In percentages)

Contritsuted Contributed Contributed No
FACTORS Very Much Much Little Contribution
3 2 3 4
Supplementary instructional
equipment : 100 - - -
Opportunitics for positive change
regarding pupil attiducs toward
school 75 25 - -
Project teacher(s) 100 - - -
Supportive pupil services(c.g.,
health, nutritional, psycho-
logicabh 25 75 - -
Project coordinator 100 - - -
More incividualized help to pupils 100 - - -
Teacher aides 100 - - ) -
Community aides 75 25 - -
In-service training 50 50 - -

The data contained in these tables point up rather readily the fact that both the principals and project
coordinators, on the average, were quite generous in their ratings of the various significant factors that
contributed to the success of the Title I Prograin in their schools. Each factor that was addressed by both
types of Title 1 administrative personnel received a rating that indicated it contributed either “very
greatly” or to “much” extent in the successfui implementation of the Title I Program.

The parents of Title I pupils in the Non-Public Elementary School Component were questioned about thezir
judgment of the overall program’s value during the 1972-1973 school year. The great majority of parents
(96%) who completed Parent Questionraires thcught their children had been helped by the Title I Program
conducted in their children’s schools. Sixty five percent (65%) of these parents, however, did expect their
children to get more from the program than they had gotten so far. Ninety percent (90%) of these parents
also indicated that the project teachers were helping their children when they needed it.

These data suggest the idea that while the parents” expectations of the program’s effectiveness in relation to

their children’s improvement were not entirely met, they felt, nevertheless, that their children were
definitely being helped by their involvement in the Title | activities. .
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TABLE IV-56
RATINGS OF SIGNIFICANT FACTORS
RELATED TG THE SUCCESS OF TITLE I:

BY PROJECT COORDINATORS
RATING SCALE
(In percentages)
' Contributed  Contributed  Contributed - No
FACTORS * Very Much ~ Much Little - Contribution -
: 1 2 , 3 ' 4

Supplementary instructional _

-equipment _ 82 18 - -
Opportunities for positive change

regarding pupil attitudes towarc : _

school 45 45 9 -
Supporting pupil services (e.g.,

health, nutrition, psycho-

lcgical) . 36 36 18 _ 9
More individualized help tc pupils 73 27 - -
Teacher aides - 73 27 - -
Community aides 55 36 9 -
In-service training ’ 45 45 9 -
Principal 64 36 - ' -
Project Teacher(s) ' 64 27 g To-

The parents were particularly complementary to the principal’s staff (i.e., vice-principal, clerk, teachers,
etc.) in response to a question asking about the cooperation and support offered to their school’s Title 1
Program by these various personnel. Ninety eight percent (98%) of the parents reported that the principals’

- staff were either “most satisfactory” or “satisfactory” in their cooperation and support of the Title 1
Program. Apparently the large majority of parents of the Title I pupils in the Non-Public Elementary
School Component were generally happy with the compatibility that existed between the Regular School
Program and the Title I Program in their respective schools.

_In terms of pupii needs which should be met by the Title I Program, these same parents were asked to rate
the degree of importance they placed upon the Title I Program providing help to their children in certain
academic/behavioral areas. Their responses, in percentages, are presented in Table IV-57.

From the data presented in this table, it is apparent that the parents of Title I pupils, on the average, felt it
was quite important that the Title I Program help their children improve in each of the areas listed. This
collective reaction of the parents, in turn, suggests two considerations: (1) the variety of demands the
parents personaily place upen the program, and (2) the potential they are willing to credit to the program’s
capabilities of effectiving positive academic/behavioral changes in their children.
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TABLE IV—57
“TITLE I PUPIL NEEDS TO BE MET BY THE TITLE I PROGRAM:
DEGREES OF IMPORTANCE; AS REPORTED BY PARENTS

. OPINION
(In percentages)
. ARE AS '- | Very In;portant Impo2rtant | Little Im3portai1ce
Imptove his/her reading : 89 10 2
Gain self-confidence - 70 26 5
Act more obedient - 57 30 12
Be proud of his/her beckground | 62 . 29 - 9
Develop respect for the rights of others Y 27 ' S
Develop his/her ability to think for L
himself/herself o 77 19 4
Develop a respect for property and
materials } - 68 27 . 6
* Be able to speak and write better 85 14 -1

Improve his/her grades - 86 12 2

2.6 PROJECT COORDINATOR/TEACHER SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

Part of the services in Newark’s Title I Program were those given to project teachers and coordinators to
assist them in the professional responsibilities. Included in these supportive services were: paraprofessionals,
in-service. training, specialists, and audio/visual materials. The sample of coordinators, teachers and other
professionals associated with the Non-Public Elementary School Component were asked to react to
questions concerning these services.

.....

P—

All 100% of the teachers, when qLestloned about the apprOprlateness of the available printed materials and

textbooks they utilized in- their Title I instructional activities, responded positively. They felt, in general,

that these aids were appropriate for their use. Ninety two percent (92%) of the project teachers also'
: repcrted the instructional equlpment available to them was appropriate to their needs.

The project teachers were asked to rate the extent to which they felt the in-service training activities in
- which they participated since September, 1972, assisted them in their instructional treatment of Title I
pupils. Table 1V-58 presents their responses, in percentages.

From the data presented in Table 1V-58, it is apparent that the great majority of the project teachers found
these in-service activities which concentrated on new and/or innovative teachmg methods and techniques, as
well as those which dealt with the diagnosis of pupil problems offered them the most assistance in their
instructional treatment of Title I pupils. On the average, the project teachers rated these in-service activities
as either of great assistance or of “‘some” assistance to them. Eighty percent (80%) of them also rated
reading as either of great assistance or of “some” assistance to them, thus pointing up their positive reaction
to the program’s efforts to provide the teachers with continual exposure to current reading pedagogy. .
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TABLE IV-58
TITLE I IN-SERVICE TRAINING ACTIVITIES:
EXTENT OF ASSISTANCE: AS DETERMINED

) BY PROJECT TEACHERS
RATING SCALE
* (In vercentages)
Great - Little No
IN-SERVICE ACTIVITY Assisltance Assis;ance Aﬂsis;ance Assis;ance
Reading ’ 50 30 10 10
English l.anguage Arts 43 29 29 -
English Second Language - ' 67 33 -
_Cultural Enrichment - 25 50 25
New and/or innovative teaching
methods and techniques g 44 44 Il - *
Diagnosis of Pupil Problems 67 11 11 11
Individualized Instruction 40 50 - 10
Use of Equipment and Materials 7 B 1
Use of School Plant and Facilities 29 43 - 29
- Administrative & Management | _
Techniques . ' - 60 - 40
Community Relations ' 20 60 - 20

Title I project coordinators were also asked to respond to a-similar question corcerning their in-service
training activities. Table IV-59 reports the responses of the coordinators i percentages.

The coordinators were nnt quite ‘as positive (high) in their ratings of the various in-service activities as were
the teachers. On the average, the coorudinators felt that these activities were either of ‘‘some” or “little”
assistance to the_m.‘ :

- The majority of project coordinators, however, did indicate that the in-service activities dealing with

Reading had offered them the most assistance in their Title I responsibilities. English Language Arts
activities, as well as instruction in the diagnosis of pupil problems, and individual’zed instruction received
the next highest ratings (2.4).

The responses of both project teachérs and coordinators, as presented. in Tables IV-58 and IV-59, support
the fact that efforts were made during the school year to provide these Title I personnel with in-service
training appropriate and beneficial to their respective job descriptions and responsibilities.
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: TABLE IV-59
TITLE I IN-SERVICE TRAINING ACTIVITIES: EXTENT OF ASSISTANCE:
AS DETERMINED BY PROJECT COORDINATORS

RATING SCALE
(In percentages)
Great Little No
IN-SERVICE ACTIVITY Assistance Assistance Assistance Assistance
1 2 3 4
Reading 24 40 40 -
English Language Arts 14 43 19 14
Cuttural Enrichment - 38 63 -
Diagnosis of pupil problems 11 56 11 22
Individualized Instruction 11 44 33 11
Use of Equipment and Materials 10 50 20 20
Use of School Plant and Facilities 17 33 17 33
Administrative, Management a.1d
Planning Techniques - 33 56 11
Community relations 10 30 50 10
Dissemination Techniques and
Procedures 20 40 40 -

Both project teachers and coordinators were requested to s nswer two questions that were designed to elicit
information about the importance they personally placed upon the role of the Title I teacher aides in
relation to their own Title I instructional activities, and the extent to which they felt these same aides had
heiped them in their activities this year.

All (100%) of the project coordinators and 67% of the project teachers reported that the teacher aides were
of great importance to tiiem in their own Title I instructional activities. Thirty three percent (33%) of the
project teachers placed ‘“‘son‘e” importance upon the role of the teacher aides.

All (100%) of the project coordinators and 65% of the project teachers indicated they felt the teacher aides
were either of great assistance or some assistance to them in their Title I responsibilities this year. Twenty
two percent (22%) of the teachers were of the opinion that the teacher aides offered little assistance during
the year, and 11% of the teachers reported they felt the teacher aides were of no assistance to them in their
Title I instructional activities.

It would appear that on the average, the project coordinators saw somewhat more importance in the role of
the teacher aide than did the project teachers. It also seems that the project coordinators, again, on the
average, felt the teacher aides offered greater assistance to them than the project teachers felt in relation to
these same personnel.
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The role of the community aide was yet another factor addressed by the project coordinaiors and teachers
in terms of importanc~ and assistance to them in their Title I respensibilities.

Ninety one percent (91%) of the coordinators and 90% of the project teachers rated the importance of the
community aides to their own Title I activities as having bzen eriher of great or of some importance, thus
indicating that the majority of both coordinators and teachers saw significant value in the services of the
community aides. Nine percent (9%) of the coordinators and 10% of the teachers saw “little importance” in
th: role of the community aides in relation to their own Title [ activities.

In regard to the extent to which the project coordinators and teachers estimated several other identified
‘factors’ within the program, werc of help to them in their Title 1 responsibilities during the 1972-1973
school year, Tablcs IV-60 and [V-61 delineate and post their tabulated responses in percentages.

TABLE 1V—-60
EXTENT TO WHICH SIGNIFICANT FACTORS IN THE TITLE I PROGRAM ASSISTED
PROJECT COORDINATORS: AS REPORTED BY COORDINATORS

RATING SCALE
(In percentages)
Great Little No
FACTORS Assistance Assistance Assistance Assistance
1 2 3 4
Title 1 Central Office Staff 55 45 - -
Parental Involvement 45 55 - -
Principal 90 10 - -
Consultant Services - 60 30 10
Project Teachers : 73 9 18 -
Instructional equipment and materials 82 18 - -
Opportunities for professional
improvement 20 20 50 10
Provision for greater intensified
instructional concentration in
Pre-K through grade 3 45 55 - -
Provision for pupil supportive services,
e.g., health, psychological, etc. 20 50 20 10
Title I Program dissemination
procedures 27 55 18 -
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. * TABLEIV-61 '
EXTENT TO WHICH SIGNIFICANT FACTORS IN THE TITLE I PROGRAM ASSISTED
PROJECT TEACHERS: AS REPORTED BY TEACHERS

RATING SCALE
(In percentages) A
Great . Little No
FACTORS Assistance Assistance Assistance Assistance
1 -2 3 4
Title 1 Project Coordinator 55 36 9 -
Title I Central Office Staff 42 25 . 8 25
Parental Involvement 36 27 27 9
Consultant Services 43 29 14 14
Instructional equipment and matgrials 60 40 - -
Opportunities for professional
improvement 50 20 30 _ -
" Provision for greater intensified
instructional concentration in
Pre-K through grade 3 58 25 17 -
Provision for pupil supportive services,
e.g., health, psychological, etc. S5 _ 27 9 9

From the data contained in these Tables, it can be determined that both project coordinators and teachers,
on the average, considered most of the factors listed as having been either of great assistance or of some
assistance to them during the schoo! year. It is of interesi to note that the majority of both the pioject
coordinator§ and teachers demonstrated a positive reaction to the ‘parental involvement’ factor in terms of
the assistance it rendered them in their Title I responsibilities.

In an effort to identify the forms-of-assistance the project teachers would like to have provided ihem in

their Title I teaching efforts, these instructional personnel were asked to indicate which forms of assistance
they would like. Their responses are as follows:

TEACHER RESPONSES IN

FORMS OF ASSISTANCE PERCENTAGES
More teacher aides : 75
More books 50
More audio/visual aids . 4?2
More in-service teacher training programs 33
Remodeling of facilities 25
Consultant services _ 42
More community aides 17
Use of a structured reading program ' 33
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It is evident from these responses that a majority of the project teachers reacted strongly to two forms of
assistance which appeared on the list; namely, provision for more teacher aides (75%) and more books
(50%). . : '

Efforts were also made to obtain a general reaction by the project coordinators to certain characteristics of
the project teachers. The ccordinators were requested to rate these characteristics on a scale of four,
ranging from one equals “excellent” to four equals “belcw average”. The listed characteristics included the
quality of work the teachers produced, their interest in work, their ability to work with others, their
initiative, dependability, cooperation, and punctuality. Without exception, each of these characteristics was
given an average rating by the project coordinators that fell between excellent and above average. This
finding points up the general positive attitude the pro_;ect coordinators held in relation to the project
teachers in their respective schools.

- Both project coordinators and teachers were requested to estimate the amount of time they spent in various
Title I activities. They were instructed to bas¢ their estimates on the percesitage of time they usually spent
on a given activity proportionate to the total number of working hours in a normsl school week. A
summary of their responses is presented in the following paragraphs.

In addition to the time and effort involved in the performance of their administrative duties, the average
amount of time the project coordinators spent in the following Title I coordinator functions was between
1% and 10%:

o  Teaching Title 1 pupils

° Scheduling and arranging Title I activities

®  Meeting with Title ! Parent Councils

e  Conducting In- -service i szining for teachers

o  Receiving In-service training

. Developing curriculum materials for Title I Program

e  Observing and/or monitoring Title I Project Teachers in classroonis

o  Time spent in Title I office (schionl)

e  Non-Title I duties, e.g., general school duties

e  Providing Title I Progra\ms dissemination materials to concerned groups
A review of the project coordinators’ job. description, as outlined in the TITLE I APPLICATION FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1972-1973, indicates that the “planned” activities and responsibilities of these Title I
personnel were realized during the school year.
This was likewise the case with reference to the job description of the project teachers, also to be found in
the above mentioned document. Those teachers who responded to a similar question estimated that the
great majority of their time, as would be expected, was spent in reading instruction; of the remaining time,
the teachers reported that their efforts were fairly weli divided aniong the following activities:

° English language arts

e  Diagnosis of pupil problems
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e Meeting with parent/community groups .

. ln-service- training

e  Cultural enrichment activities

e  Giving instruction/direction, trairning, etc., to teacher aides and/or community aides
-o  Testing

Title 1 teacher aides and community aides were included in the administration of the evaluation
instrumentation. They were provided questionnaires which contained questions eliciting information about
their pre-service and in-service training. sessions, their responsibilities and duties as Title I aides, as well as
their personal evaluation of their Title I activities. The following paragraphs are devoted to a discussion of
the data collected from these two sources.

Sixty three percent (63%) of the Title | teacher aides who completed questionnaires in the Non-Public
Elementary School Component did participate in pre-service training related to their positions prior to the
opening of the 1972-1973 school year. Thirty eight percent, however, had no such training.

The maiorify (69%) did participate in in-service training during t.e school year. Of these, 7% spent from
one to five hours in in-service training since September, 1972. Another 7% of the teacher aides spent from
11-15 hours; 14%, from 21-25 hours, and 50% spent more than 25 hours in such training.

Seventy one percent (71%) indicated that tbeir in-service training sessions were,:always conductad for
teacher aides only; 14% said ‘“‘most of the time”; 7%, however, stated they seldom pariicipated in in-service
training sessions that were isolated to Title I teacher aides alone, and another 7% reported they had never
attended sessionz that were for teacher aides only.

The teacher aides were asked to identify the major subject areas ccvered by their in-service training
activities. Their responses, in percentages, are delineated as fol'ows:

A. TRAINING COVERING TECHNIQUES FOR CLASSROOM TEACHER AIDE
ASSISTANCE: RESPONSES
' (In percentages)
Conduct of drills 38
Construction of visual aids for teachers and pupils 69
Instructions on how to read pupils 4 ' . 75
Instruction on how to conduct educational games for pupils 50

How to locate community resouice persors who may benelit pupils’

education 13
Training in operation of audio—visuai devices © 69
Training in methods of tutoring pupils ' o - 44
Instructibn in the duties of a teacher aide : 75
Instruction in how to .CO]')e with disciplinary probfems | : 38

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TEACHER AIDE

RESPONSES

Instruction in classroom management 50
Training in administration and pfoctoring of educatiohal tests 38
Instruction in the major concepts and ideas which are the objectives of the

Title 1 program for the pupils you ars requested to help 63
Instruction on how to supervise workbook aétivity while teacher instructs

pupils ' 50
Instructions on how to supervise children on excursions, at lunchtime,

during recess, etc. 14
B. TRAINING COVERING THE ROLE OF TEACHER AIDE RELATED

TO COMMUNITY SERVICES:
Instructions concerning the contributions the teacher aide can make to

school instructional staff, administrative ‘staff and community

personnel 3]
Training in the role the teacher aide can play by accompanying service

personnel to the homes of pupils N
Training in the role a teacher aide can play in aséisti'ng parents to understand

their children’s school problems 31
Traiﬁing in assisting health personnel in their duties 6
Training in clerical duties expected to be performed by teacher aides 31
C. TRAINING DIRECTED TOWARD INSTRUCTIONAL TECHNIQUES:
Reading 69
English Language Arts 31
English as a second language 4 13
Other academic subjects _ : _ 56

At least two conclusions can be drawn from the data reported above: namely, (1) the project teacher aides
were exposed to a wide diversification of in-service training activities during the 1972-1973 school year; and
(2) these in-service activities were most appropriate to the responsibilities (job descriptions) of the teacher
aides as outlined in the TITLE I APPLICATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 1972-1973.

Fifty four percent (54%) of these teacher aides reported that the in-service training helped them to a very
great extent in performing their duties, while the remaining 46% indicated they were assisted to a great
extent by their involvement in the teacher aide in-service training program-during the year. All (100%) of
them stated they were perfectly cognizant of their particular Title T duties, in that these duties had been
clearly defined and explained to them.

Qo N ’
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In an cffort 1o obtain information refated to the amount of time the project teacher aides devoted to their
various responsibilities duiing a noimal school week, a series of questions wus included in their evaluation
instrument which clicited their estimates of timce spent on several inajor Title [ duties. A total of 16 teacher
aides in the Non-Public Elementary School Component completed questionnraires. The responses of thesc
personnel, in actual numbers, to this particuiar series of questions arc as follows:

Question: Please estimate the amount of time in a normal school week which is devoted to . .. L L.
1. Assisting directly in Title T Classrooms.
Possible Responses Teacher Aide Responses in Actual Numbers

No time at all

Less than 20%

21-40%.

41-60%

61-80%

More than 807 1

OB —0O OO

2. Assisting Tile ©instruction threagh performing clerical work.
Possible Responses Teacher Aide Responses in Actual Mumbers

None at al!
Less than 20%
21-40%,
41-60%
61-80%

More than 80%

Ote—C h W

3. Assisting Title 1 pupils outside the formal classroom situation (e.g.. tutoring, make-up classes, etc.)
Possible Responses Teacher Aide Responses in Actual Numbers

None at all
Less than 20%
21-407%
41-60%
61-80%,

More than 80%

—_— W BB

4.  Assisting related Title I Community Services (e.g., accompanying social worker on home visits, etc.)
Possible Responses Teacher Aide Responses in Actual Numbers

None at all
Less than 20%
21-40%
41-60%

6 1‘80(7()

More than 80%

QO = NN

O

ERIC 1V-77

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



S.  Assisting Special Sewices connected with Title 1 Pyogram (e.g., working with school nurse, 'etc.j
Possible Responses . Teacher Aide Responses in Actual Numbers

None at all
Less than 20%
21-40%
41-60%
61-80%

More than 80%

OO NT oD

6. Performing duties in or for the school which are not- part of your Title I duties.

Possible Responses Teacher Aide Responses in Actual Numbers
None at all - o
Less than 20% '

21-40%

41-60%

61-86%

More than 80%

DO O =W

It is apparent that the Title I teacher aides in the Non-Public Elementary School Component have been
utilized to a very great extent in assisting directly in the Title I classrooms, in that all but one who
responded reported they spent either from 61-80% of their time, or more than 80% of their time in the
Title 1 classrooms. This finding is in concert with the specified Title I teacher aide responsibilities identified
in the TITLE 1 APPLICATION FOR THE 1972-1973 FISCAL YEAR. in short, the teacher aides were
used, in terms of proportionate time allotments, to the best advantage of the overall Title I instructional
situation; i.e., they worked most of the time, directly assisting tne teachers and Title I pupils in the
classrooms. :

‘In addition to providing information about the amount of time speut in their various Title { activities, the

Title I teacher aides were also asked to rate these activities in terms of their importance to the'overall
success of the Title I Program. The rating scale ranged from ‘‘very important’ equals one, to “no
importance” equals four. An analysis of their col]ectlve responses for each of the activities listed above
reveals the foIIOng findings: :

"1. Those activities directly related to Title I pupil instructional assistance received the highest
ratings; they were considered to be ‘‘very important”.

2. Other activities- which were not directly related to Title I pupil instructional assistance, yet did

~ involve some-degree of personal contact with the children (e.g., monitoring Title I pupils at
lunchtime, etc.), received ratings by the majority of the teacher aides which indicated they were
of some importance to the overall success of the Title I Program.

Title I project coordinators were provided the opportuﬁity to give their general ratings of the teacher aides
in their schools in referencc to certain specified characteristics related to their roles in the Title I Program.
Table IV-62 offers a statistical breakdown of the coordinators’ responses m: neicentages.

The data contained in this Table show that, on the average, the project coordinators felt the teacher aides
exhibited the identified characterlstlcs from an “excellent” to an “"above average” extent in the conduct of

_their work assignments.
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TABLE 1V-62
TEACHER AIDE CHARACTERISTICS: RATINGS,
BY PROJECT COORDINATORS

RATING SCALE
(In percentages)
CHARACTERISTICS Excellent Above Average Average Below Average

Ability to learn 55 36 9 -
Quality of work 64 36 - -
Quantity of work 55 45 - -
Interest in work 55 45 - -
Ability to work with others 73 18 9 -
Initiative 73 18 9 -
Dependability 82 18 - -
Cooperation 82 18 - -

Punctuality (absences and
tardiness) 64 27 9 -

The Titie I community aides also responded to questions similar to those asked of the teacher aides. Their
reactions are discussed in the following paragraphs.

Seventy percent (70%) of the Title I community aides indicated they had participated in pre-service training
prior to the opening of the 1972-1973 school year: 30% had no pre-service training; 91%, however, did
report they were involved in in-service training during the year.

Fifty five percent (55%) of these personnel spent more than 25 hours in various in-service activities since
September, 1972; and 36% of these aides estimated, in turn, that their in-service sessions were always
conducted for community aides only. while 36% reported their sessions were held only for them “most of
the time.”” Nine percent (9%) stateu they seldom participated in in-service training activities which were
conducted only for community aides, and 9% indicated they were never givei:.such training by themselves.

One half (50%) of the community aides who completed questionnaires felt the in-service training sessions
were of ‘“‘very” great benefit to them in the performance of their Title I duties; the other 50% reported the
in-service training sessions were of great help to them. '

In addressing the types and kinds of in-service training activities provided to them during the school year,
82% of the community aides stated they had been involved in in-service training sessions that offered
information concerning the objectives of the Title I Program. Eighty two percent (82%) of the aides who
completed questionnaires also stated they had received instructions in the methods of explaining the
purposes of the Title I Program and activities to parents and community groups. In addition, 64% of the
community aiues were provided instruction in the methods of offering training sessions to parents. Again,
82% of the aides indicated they received information related to social agencies and services avaiiable to
parents, and 36% said they participated in training for routine clerical work required for the Title §
Program.
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Finally, 91% of thc community aides were provided with gencral training in the dutics required for working
within the scope of the Title I Program. All of the aides reported that their Title I dutics had been clearly
defined and explained to them.

As in the case of the Title I teacher aides, the commumity aides were asked to estimate the amount of time
in a normal school week they spent in fulfilling their various Title T dutices.

In regard to assisting directly in Title I classrooms, 36% of the community aides indicated they spend no
time at all in such activitics, while 36% of them estimated they spent tess than 20% of their time in a
normal schu~t week, and 18% judged that they were involved directly in the Title I classrooms between
21% and 40% of their time. Nine percent (99%) estimated the amount of time as having teen between 617%
and 80%.

The majority (81%) of the community aides estimated they spent between 20% and 80% of their normal
schuol wecek assisting Title I parents (c.g., training services, developing parental intcrest, ete.).

in estimating the amount of time they devoted to the performance of clerical work tor Title T activitics
only. 27% of the zides reported “no time at all”: 647 said “less than 20% ", and 9% stated they devoted
between 21% and 40%.

Forty five percent (45%) of the community aides reported that they spent between 21-40% of their time in
a normal school weck devoting their efforts to Title 1 Community Scrvices (e.g.. visiting homes of
participating Title I pupils, ctc.), and 54% indicated they spent from 417% to 807% of their time in similar
activities.

When asked how mruch of their time was taken up with performing dutics in or for the school which were
not part of their Title I duties, 45% reported “nu time at all’’; 45% of them cstimated “less than 20%”, and
10% indicated from 41% to 80% of their time during a normal school week.

It is apparent, from a review of the community aide ‘‘job description” outlined in the TITLE I
APPLICATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 1972-1973, that the findings presented above support the fact that
these aides were involved in the kinds and types of Title I activitics for which they were engaged.

As to the degree of importance they personaily placed upon their various Title [ duties, the aides, on the
average, gave high priority to all those duties listed for their reactions (ratings: degree of importance - on 4
scale of four ranging from one equals “very tmportant™ to four equals “not important”). The overall
average rating was 1.5, with “explaining the role of the schools and the Title 1 Program to parents and
community members’ receiving the highest rating of 1.2.°" Assisting with clerical work” received the lowest
rating of 2.0.

It would seem that in the minds of the community aides, the actual contact they mad2 with parents and
community members was of prime importance in the discharge of their responsibilitics.

The parents of Title I pupils in the Non-Public Elementary School Component were also asked a question
about the importance of the community aide in the schools. Several arcas of concern were listed and the
parents were requested to rate the degree of importance of the community aides relative to each area. Table
1V-63 provides the responses of the parents in percentages.

From the data in Table IV-63 it can be determined that, on the average, the parents who responded to this

question, felt that each of the arcas listed was either of “‘great importance™ or “some importance”, in terms
of the work done by the Title I community aides in the schools to which they were assigned.

Q
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TABLE IV--63
IMPORTANCE OF TITLE 1 COMMUNITY AIDE ACTIVITIES:
AS ESTIMATED BY PARENTS

OPINION
(In percentages)
Very Little
AREA hnportant Important Impcrtance
1 2 3

Improve School/Community relations 67 30 3
Understand the desires of the parents and use

this information to improve education for

their children 72 25 3
Obtain community involvement and guidance

in school programs S7 38 5
Help parents in finding assistance in the community S3 38 9
Encourage togetherness among parents,

pupils and schools 71 26 3

Title I project coordinators were provided the opportunity to give their general ratings of the community
aides in their schools in reference to certain specified characteristics related to their roles in the Title ]
Program. Table IV-64 offers a statistical breakdown of the coordinators’ responses in percentages.

As in the casc of the teacher aides, the project coordinators, on the average, judged that the Title I
community aides exhibited the identified characteristics from an “‘excellent” to “above average' extent in
the performance of their various responsibilities.

2.7 PUPIL SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

The Non-Public Elementary School Component had Title T pupil directed supportive services. A list of
questions incorporating these services was included in the guestionnaires administered to the Title I
participants and parents. The data collected and analyzed by way of these questions are presented in the
following paragraphs.

[n the interest of obtaining information about Title 1 pupil needs related to supportive services, parents
were asked to identify those needs their children exhibited during the 1972-1973 school year. Table IV-65
offers the readers of this report the tabulated responses of the parents, by service needed.

According to the responses in this Table, it is apparent that, while they identified other services required in
behalf of their children, the majority of parents reported their children were in need of physical, dental and
eye or ear examinations, as well as medicai or dental treatment.

Pupil supportive services were examined not only in terms of identifiable Title I pupil needs, but also in

regard to the availability and actual provision of these services to pupils. The juestionnaire participants,
therefore, were given questions to answer about this latter aspect.
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TABLE 1V—-64
COMMUNITY AIDE CHARACTERISTICS: RATINGS,
BY PROJECT COORDINATORS

RATING SCALE
(In percentages)

CHARACTERISTICS Exce]:llent Above é'\verage Avesrage Below ;Average
Ability to learn 50 40 10 -
Quality of work 55 27 18 -
Interest in work 55 27 18 -
Ability to work with others 27 45 27 -
Initiative 55 18 27 -
Dependability 64 27 9 -
Cooperation 64 27 9 -

Punctuality (absences and
tardiness) 55 36 9 -

~Title I pupils who completed their own evaluition instruments reacted to the question, “What help did you
get from a doctor or nurse in your school this year”, in the following percentages, by specified area of
assistance:

AREA OF ASSISTANCE PUPIL RESPONSES
{In Percentages)
I did not see a doctor or nurse in my school this year ‘ 23
I was sick and saw th: nurse 53
My teeth were looked at 73
I was tested for eyeglasses 86
My hearing was tested 79

- Forty five percent (45%) of the parents of Title 1 pupils in the Non-Public Elementary School Component
reported that their children received a diagnosis of their educational needs. Twenty three percent (23%) of
the parents indicated their children had been provided with psychclogical testing; 20% said their children
had been assisted with personal and social adjustments. Fourteen percent (14%) of the parents reported
that their children had been referred to specialists or agencies outside the school. Twenty five percent
(25%) stated their homes had been visited by Title I community aides. The majority of parents said that
phyrical, dental, eye or ear examinations had been given to their children; 43% reported that their children
had received medical or dental treatment, and 10% of the parents said that physical therapy had been
rendered to their children.
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- TABLEIV-65
PUPIL SUPPORTIVE SERVICES NEEDED:
AS REPORTED BY PARENTS

PARENT RESPONSES

SERVICES | : ' (In Percentages)
h YES NO
Diagnosis of your chiid’s educational nceds , .46 54

Psychological testing of your chiid’s special problems

or needs : : ’ - 23 77
Assistance with your child’s personal and social adjustment 23 i 77
Referral to specialist or agency outside our child’s school 19 C 8|
Visitation(s) to your hotne by Title | -cdmr.nu‘nity aitl'cs ' 25 75
Physiéal, dental, eye or ear examinations _ 60 40
Medical or dental treatntent. | | | 49 Sl
Physical therapy . ‘ | - 17- - 83

A review of the data contained in Table IV-65 (Pupil Supportive Services Needed: As Reported By

Parents), together with a comparison of the parent responses presented above, i.e., pupil supportive services

provided, reveals that the two services, “physical, dental, eye or ear examinations”, and ‘“‘medical or dental -

treatment”, were considered “as needed” for their children by the majority of parents and were identified
“as provxded” to their chlldren by the majority of parents during the school year.

2.8 PARENT/COMMUNITY INVGLVEMENT

An impressive effort to continue and expand parental and community involvement in the Title I Program
was made by the Newark School District. On the questionnaires, the Title I participants and parents gave
their views about thls effort.

The majority (71%) of the Title I pupils who completed questionnaires reported that their parents helped
them with their homework. Eighty three percent (83%) of them also indicated that their parents were
involved with them in their problems and did help them in working toward solutions. .

The Title 1 principals, project coordinators and teachers were given a number of questions related to
parent/community involvement in the Title I Program. An analysis of the data collected from these spec1fic
questions reveals the following fmdmgs

The majority of principals and project coordinators reported they devoted an average of between one to
three hours a week working with Title I Parent Councils. Over three fourths of the principals stated they
spent between one and three hours a week working with individual parents of the Title I pupils, while 647
of the coordinators reported the same time allotments in reference to their working with parents of Title I
pupils. These data provide some indication of the amount of time Title I school staff and parents are
directly involved with each other.

EKC
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Parents of Titic I pupils, when asked about the number of Title I Local School Parent Council meetings
they had attended this year, responded in these percentages. 41% said they had nct attended any: 22%
replied they had been to only one meeting; 11% stated they were at two council meetings, and 27%
reported they had attended three or more meetings. In addition, thirty five percent (35%) of the parents
identified themselves as voting members of their children’s schools Title I Parent Councils.

Over two thirds of the parents who completed questionnaires indicated they had been informed about the
purpose of the Title I Parent Council in their children’s schools, and 41% reported they had talked about
the Title I Program with members of the Title | school Parent Councils. Thirty nine percent (39%) said they
had not donc so, and 19% indicated they didn’t know any members.

In order to elicit data about the kinds and types of activities in which th: parents of Title 1 pupils in the
Non Public Elementary School Component had participated during the schoo!l year, a list of activities was
presented to them for their reactions. Table IV-66 delincates their collective responses to each activity, in
percentages.

TABLE IV—-66
INVOLVEMENT IN TITLE | ACTIVITIES:
AS REPORTED BY PARENTS OF TITLE I PUPILS

ACTIVITIES PARE‘YITHAI{; r'g:g;e‘s')":MENT
Individual conference with Title I teachers 21
Worked on Title I Parent Council 10
Attended niccting of the Title I Parent Council 42
Volunteered as a clerica’ assistant 2
Attended PTA meetings 58
Volunteered to help in school library 3
Volunteered as a tutor | 3

Volunteered to help Title | Project Teachers and

teacher aides on a :lass trip 9
Helped my child with his/her homework 76
Acted as a chaperone at a school fu.iction 10

Attended group meetings to learn how to help my child
with his/her homework

Other activities not listed here 16

Have not been involved in any school activities 18
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The data presented in Table 1V-66 offers some indication of the amount of involvement in which the
parents of Title I pupils in the Non-Public Elementary School Component were engaged in the activities
listed above. 1t is evident that the greatest number of parents (76%) identified themselves as having helped
their children with their homework, while the next largest number (58%) did attend PTA meetings. These
findings suggest that the parents of the Title I pupils in the Non-Public Elementary School Component are
primarily concerned with directly assisting. their children in their instructional treatment (homework), and
supporting, to some extent, their respective schools by attending the PTA meetings.

Title 1 staff (principals, coordinators and teachers) and parents gave their estimates of the importance thc
individual school Titie I Parent Councils held in relation to several identified activity areas. Each of these
data sources, on the average, noted the following activity areas as being either ‘“‘very important” or of
“some importance” in terms of the work performed by these councils:

e  Improving school-community relations

e  Understanding the desires of the parents and utilizing this information to improve education for
the children

° Pianning and coordinating Title I activities

¢  Obtaining community involvement in Title 1 Programs

e  Providing for comimnunity involvement in Title | Programs

e  Helping parents to find assistance in the community

o Encoﬁragir{g togetherness among parents, pupils and schools

Title I principals and coordinators were also asked to determine the extent to which they felt the Title I
Parent Councils in their individual schools should be involved in the activities listed above. The consensus of
opinion among these personnel was that the Title I Parent Councnls shou'd be involved in these activities to
a great extent. :

The Title I principals and coordinators were likewise requested to report the number of meetings their
schools® Title [ Parent Councils held this year. Seventy five percent (75%) of the principals and 73% of the
coordinators reported that five or more meetings had been conducted in their schools. In addition, 25% of
the principals noted they had personally attended five or more of these meetings, and 64% of the
coordinators indicated a similar attendance record on their own part. The Title I project teachers, on the
other hand, were less consistent in their attendance in that only 25% of them had participated in five or
more Parent Council meetings in their schocls.

In an attempt to elicit additional information from the parents of the Title I pupils about their involvement
in and contact with the program, several questions were asked of them concerning their general feelings
about pareniui involvement in Title 1 activities, and the dissemination procedures utilized in the program.
Eighty two percent (82%) of the parents who completed questionnaires stated they had been informed as
to the purpose of the program in their children’s schools.

While various mean+: o: ~ommunication were used (e.g., Title I newsletter, community aides, mail, etc.) the
majority of the parents rv ported that their chief source of information were their children who brought the
information home. Wher questioned about parental involvement in general, 93% of the parents felt that
parents should be activity involved in Title I activities.
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3.0 SECONDARY FOLLOW-UP READING PROJECT
3.1 INTRODUCTION

Section IV, 3.0, addresses the evaluation findings and discussion of the 1972-1973 Regular School Year
Title I Program conducted in the SECONDARY FOLLOW-1JP READING PROJECT. The readers of this
report are reminded, therefore, that all discussion in 3.0 concerns only the Secondary Follow-Up Reading
Project of the Title | Program, unless otherwise indicated.

The Title I Secondary Follow-up Reading Project was staffed by one (1) reading coordinator and twenty
(20) praoject teachers. Approximately two thousand (2.000) ninth grade Title 1 pupils were initially
identified for participation in the reading intervention activities. The instructionai treatment which
officially began on December 1, 1972, was rendered to the pupils at ten (10) secondary school sites within
the district. This instructional treatment was provided to participating pupils vi1 a diagonal schedule, three
(3) days each week, and consisted in intensificd remedial reading instruction through the disciplines and the
utilization of reading class situations and reading laboratories.

3.2 SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS
Evaluative data were collected from samples of the participants. The descriptions presented immediately
below delineate the major characteristics of those participants who were included in the sample population.
The statistical summary of the questionnaire administration can be found in Section III, page I1I-5, of this
report.

PUPIL SAMPLE
Forty five percent (45%) were male, and 54% were female.
Fifty six percent (56%) were born in the city of Newark, New Jersey. Six percent (6%) were born
somewhere else in New Jersey: 25%, in a different state: 5%, in Puerto Rico, and 7% indicated they were
born elsewhere. :
Two percent (2%) were American Indian; 75% were Afro-American; 4% were Caucasian: 1 3% were Spanish-
surnrmed American, and 7% were reported as “‘other”.

PRINCIPAL SAMPLE

All (100%) were male. Ten percent (10%) were between the ages of 26-35 years of age; 40% werc between
36-45 years of age; 40%, between 46-55 years, and 10% were over 55 years old.

Thirty percent (30%) desciibed themselves as Afro-American, and 70% indicated they wers Caucaciz..

Thirty percent (30%) indicated they lived in the attendance area of their respective schools, anc 70% stated
they lived outside of the Newark School District.

PROJECT TEACHER SAMPLE
Thirty five percent (35%) were male, and 65% were female.

Thirty one percent (31%) reported they were between 26-35 years of age; 38%, between 36-45 years; 25%,
between 46-55 years, and 6% indicated they were over 55 years old.
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Twenty nine percent (29%) reported they were Afro-American, and 71% indicated thcy were Caucasian.

Six percent (6%) stated they lived in the attendance area of the schools to which they were assigned; 12%
said they lived in another part of the Newark School District, and 82% reported they lived outside the
Newark School District. Eighteen percent (18‘75}) have been teachers between one and five years; 29%,
between six and ten years; 12%, betweer '1-15 years; 29%, between 16-20 years and 12% reported they
have been teachers for 26 years or more.

Twenty four percent (24%) have taught in the Newark School District between one and five yeafs; 29%,
between six and ten years; 6%, between 11-15 years; 29%, between 16-20 years, and 12% have taught in the
district 26 years or more.

Twenty eight percent (28%) have taught in their current school between one and five years; 47%, between
six and ten years; 18%, between 11-15 years; 6% between 16-20 years, and. 6% have taught 26 years or more
in their current school.

Fifty nine percent (59%) have been Title I Prbject Teachers in Newark for one year; 12%, for two years;
12%, four years; 6%, five years, and 12%, for six years or more.

Twenty four percent (24%) have taken no semester hours of graduate work; 12% have taken between one
and ten hours; 6%, between 11-20 hours; 6%, between 21-30 hours; 24%, between 31-40 hours, and 24%
have taken more than 60 semester hours of graduate work.

3.3 IMPROVEMENT OF READING ACHIEVEMENT

Evaluative data on the improvement of reading achievement were collected by means of survey instruments
(questlonnalres), testing programs and classroom observatlons The findings from an analysis of these data
are presented in the paragraphs below. .

i
Indicative of the positive attitudes Title I pupils have toward their reading improvement because of the
extra reading instructions is the fact that 88% of the sampled pupils in the Secondary Follow-Up Reading
Project reported they felt their reading has improved as a result of the Title ! reading intervention.

The attitudes of the Title I pupils who completed their own questionnaires were explored still further by a
set of questions designed to elicit their feelings and opinions about reading activities in general. They were
asked to indicate if they likzd to read more now than before they received the extra reading instructions.
Seventy four percent (74%) replied that they did. In addition, 98% felt it was of importance for them to
read well, and 50% indicated they liked to take books home from the school library. Only 15% of the
children ventured to sev they would drop out of the extra reading instructions if they could.

In an effort to widen the data base about Title I pupils’ reading improvement, parents were asked to
indicate how they felt about’ their childrens’ reading abilities “at the present time”. Ninety percent (90%)
of the parents said they were of the mind that their children should be reading better than they were at the
present time. Ten percent (10%) reported they were of the opinion that their children were currently
reading as well as could be expected.

Parents of Title I pupils were also provided the opportunity to react to several questions related to their

childrens’ attitudes toward reading outside of school, e.g., in the home. Seventy percent (70%) of the

parents reported their children like to read at home, and 27% indicated their chlldren brought home more
- library books than in previous years.

" Principals and the Secondary Follow-Up Reading Project coordinator rated the contribution they felt the
Title I reading intervention was making toward the overall success of the program in their respective
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schools. It can be interred that to the extent they saw the reading intervention as contributing to the
orogram’s success, to a similar cxtent, it generally contributed to the participating pupils’ reading
improvement,

Sixty percent (607%) of the principals and the Secondary Follow-Up Reading Project coordinator estimated
that the Title 1 readirg intesvention activities contributed “‘very much™ to the success of the program in
their schools. Thirty percent (30%) of \he principals indicated that these activitics provided “much”
contribution to the Title I Program in the individual schools. Only 107 of the principals thought there was
little contributira mude by the reading intervention uctivities teward the successtul conduct of the program
during the 1972-1973 school year.

The findings presented in the preceding paragraphs regarding Title [ reading improvement provide the
following conclusions:

1. Title 1 participants (personnel and pupils) who were included in the questionnaire sample
gencerally felt there had been improvement in the pupils’ reading achievement as a result of the
Title T reading intervention activities. In addition, these respondents also indicated the Titl: |
pupils evidenced constructive and positive attitudes about themselves in relation to their reading
achievements and their school environment. It is interestine to note, in support of this
conclusion, that 987% of the Title 1 pupils declared they had tried to get good grades in school.

The sigaificance of the above conclusion may very well lie in the fact that these school personnet
and pupils cxhibited, for the most part attitudes ard opinions about the Title 1 Program in the
Newark School District that can be considereZ essential to the success of any instructional
program of this nature: i.c.. the healthy pyres nee of positive motivation toward the lcarning
effort on the part of the participants.

[ S

The muajority of parents who completed questionnaires obviously felt their children should have
been reading better than they were. This is not to infer, however, that thesc parcents denied the
beneficial effects of the Title I Program in helping their children to improve iu reading, for 96'%
of these same parents reported that the program did indeed help, and 95% felt the program had
generally benefited their children. In addition. 82% of these parents indicated the Title [ Program
had helped to improve their children’s attitude toward school itself.

From these findings it can be inferred that while the majority of parents felt their children should
be reading better, they were pleased with the efforts being madce through Title 1 to provide their
youngsters with supplementary instructional assistance.

The Secondary Follow-Up Reading Project coordinator and teachers were requested to estimate the degree
of importance they placed upon the necd for further revision of the 1972-1973 program bjectives which
related to reading improvement. (The readers of this report arc referred to Section I, Program Description,
for a detailed statement of the 1972-1973 revised program objectives of the Secondary i ollow-Up Reading
Project.) :

The coordinator and 40%. of the project tecachers placed great importance on the need for further revision.
Thirty three percent (33%) of the teachers placed “some” importance on this specific need, while 27% of
the tcachers rated this need as being of little importance.

In responding to an additional question related to these same objectives which elicited the amount of
assistance they felt the revisions and maodifications of the 1972-1973 objcectives gave them, the coordinator
reported he had found the revised program objectives to have been of great assistance to him in his Title 1
responsibilities. Twenty five percent (25%) of the teachers indicated “‘some’ assistance, while 33%. of the
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tcachers stated they had found little assistance in these revisions. Forty two percent (42%) of the teachers
were entirely negative in their responses: they felt they had not benefited at all from the 1972-1973
program objectives’ revisions and modifications.

From the data presented above it can be dctermined that the tcachers, on the average judged that the
1972-1973 revised program objectives were of “‘little” assistance to them, and the further revision of these
objectives was of importance to their own Title [ activities.

Ten sccondary schools participated in the Secondary Follow-Up Reading Project. The project was directed
toward improving the reading of ninth grade pupils. Eighteen hundred and thirty four (1,834) pupils
completed the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills in October, 1972, The average total reading grade
equivalent for these ninth grade pupils was 5.1 Grade Equivalents. In May, 1972 the post test in the
Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills was completed by 1,244 identified Title I pupils. Of these, 1,184 were
identified as having taken both the pretest and post test. The ni2an grade equivalents of the pretest and post
test for these pupils appear in Table IV-67. The mean grade cquivalent gain for these pupils was +0.8 grade
equivalents.

The stated performance objective for the secondary follow up component was: At least 70% of the
participating Secondary Follow-Up Reading Project students, through participation in reading laboratories
and special reading classes, shall increase their reading achievement level by 6 months (0. 6) when measured
by the Comprehensive Basic Skills test in May, 1973.

Thus although the average gain, i.c., +0.8 G.E exceeded the objective of +0.6 G.E., only 55% . - the pupils
did achieve this objective and therefore the goal striving for 70% of the pupils to meet the objective was not
achieved.

TABLE IV-67 .
TOTAL READING .
NEWARK TITLE I — SECONDARY FOLLCVY-UP READING
COMPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASIC SKILLS
GRADE EQUIVALENT MEANS, DIFFERENCES AND % MEETING OBJECTIVE
Pretest 10/72 — Post test 5/73

Pretest Post test Difference Month
Grade N* Mean G.E. Mean G.E. Mean G.E. Participation N=20.6 N<0.6
9 1,184 5.0 5.8 +0.8 8 656 528

*QOnly pupils who completed both pretest and post test are included.

Data pertinent to the individua! schools related to their gains and number of pupils meeting the goal appear
in Appendix 6A and 6B.

A comparison of the Secondary Follow Up pupils with their non-Title I classmates revealed that the
Secondary Follow Up pupils on the average had gained 0.2 grade equivalents less than the pupils who had
not been chosen for Title I participation, over the 1972-1973 school year.
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TABLE 1V—68
SECONDARY FOLLOW-UP READING
COMPARISONS WITH CITY AND NON-TITLE 1
READING GRADE ZQUIVALENT GAIN
COMPREHLENSIVE TEST OF BASIC SKILLS
Pretest 10/72 — Post test 5/73

Pretest Post test Difference

N Pre Mean G.E. N Post Mean G.E. Mean G.E.
City of Newark* | 4,335 5.8 3,844 6.8 +1.0
Non-Title 1 2.501 6.3 2,620 7.3 +1.0
Secondary Follow Up 1,834 5.1 1,224 5.8 +0.7

*City mean G.E. includes Title I pupil scores,
3.4 GENERAL PUPIL ACADEMIC/BEHAVIORAIL. PROGRESS

The participants involved in the questionnaire survey were asked a series of questions concerning Title 1
pupil progress in acadenuc areas related to reading, as well as arcas ~ -aling with general behavioral changes.
The responses of the Secondary Follow-Up Reading Project participants are summarized in the following
paragraphs.

Fifty seven percent (57%) of the Title I pupils reported they had paid better attention in class this year.
Sixty percent (60%) said they liked to read more; 55% of the pupils felt they understood their teachers
better, and 62% said they came to school more often. In addition, 65% of the pupils claimed they did their
homework more often, and 55% indicated they asked questions in class more frequently this year.

Eighty five (85%) of the pupils also stated they considered themselves to be contributing izembers of their
families; 4% replied in the negative, and 12% said they were not sure. Seventy one percent (719) felt they
contributed to their class; 1 1% did not feel that way, and !57% indicated they were not sure.

The general feeling of the Title I pupils regarding tkeir overall academic work is reflected in their responses
to the question, “How do you feel you are doing in your school work?” Fourteen percent (14%) reported
they were doing *“very good”, and 43% indicated they were “doing good™. Forty percent (40%) said they
were making fair progress, while 3% stated they were doing poorly.

Several other questions were asked of these pupils dealing with the rapport they felt they haa with their
parents, The Title I pupil resnonses to these questions are reported as follows: 73% said they did talk over
their problems with their y.-r:nts; 27% replied in the negative. Seventy eight percent (78%) of the pupils
felt their parents did help them with their problems, while 22% were cither not sure or said no.

Fourteen percent (14%) of these same pupils reported that their parents were quite faithful in visiting their
schools; 28%, hcowever, wished their parents would come to the school more often, and 59% felt they did
not want their parents tc visit their schools more often.

In an effort to obtain some additional information related to the background of the Title I pupils, two

questions were incluGed in the pupil instrument which elicited data about p1:pil pait-time employment, and
also the language capabilities of their parents.
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Seventeen percent (17%) of the Title 1 pupils reported that they were employed part-time. Of these pupils,
22% said they worked one to two hours per day; 38%, three to four hours per day; 22%, five to six hours a
day, and 19% stated they were employed more than six hours a day.

Eighty nine percent of the Title I pupils in the Secondary Follow-Up Reading Project reported that their
parents read and wrote English. Nineteen percent (19%) said their parents also read Spanish; 4% indicated-
their parents read Portugese as well as English; 1% stated their parents read Polish in addition to English; 3%
claimed their parents also rcad Italian, and 34% reported their parents either read “‘other’ languages not -
listed, or they were uncertain whether or not their parents read a language other than English.

Parents of Title 1 pupils were also considered in the overall effort to collect data about the general
academic/behavioral progress of the Title I pupils. They were asked, therefore, to react to a set of questions
related to these areas. Their responses are discussed below.

Initially, they were asked how they thought their children felt they themselves were doing in school this
year. Fifteen percent (15%) of the parents reported that they thought their children were quite pleased
with their own progress: 37% indicated their children felt they were doing “‘good,”” while 41% stated ““fair,”
and 3% of the parents thought their children considered themselves to be doing rather poorly. The majority
of parents obviously were of the mind that their children dispiayed heaithy and positive attitudes toward
their general progress in school this year.

This conclusion is supported by the vast majority of parents (99%) who responded positively to the
question: “Do you feel your child wants to get good grades?” In addition, 85% of the parents said their
children liked most things about school.

The parents were also directed to provide some indication as to how they saw their children’s general
academic progress. Fifty three percent (53%) viewed their children’s progress in school this year either as
having been “very good” or ‘“‘good”. Forty one percent (41%) reported “fair”, and 6% replied their children
had done poorly.

It is of interest to note the fact that these percentages fairly well approximate those delineated in the
discussion presented above regarding how the parents tkought their children saw themselves in relation to
their own progress in school this year.

This is not to say, however, that the parents were completely satisfied with their children’s academic
progress in areas related to reading improvement. On the contrary, while they seemed in general to be
pleased with their children’s work, the large majority (80%) indicated, for example, that they felt their
children should be writing better than they were at present.

On the other hand, the realistic approach of the parents toward the Title I Program conducted in behalf of
their children is reflected~in ‘their responses to other questions dealing with spelling and speaking skills.
Eighty seven percent (87%) of the parents estimated that their children had improved in spelling, and 79%
reported in a similar fashion about their children’s improved speaking skills.

" The parents were also requested to react to a set of questions concerning their children’s progress in several
activities related to better study habits as compared to last year. Fifty percent (50%) of the parents
reported their children were spending more time studying. Thirty four percent (34%) thought their children
were planning—their study time better. Fifty four percent (54%) felt their-children were doing their
homework more often, and 42% indicated their children showed more care about the neatness and accuracy
of their homework.
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3.5 TITLE 1 PROGRAM VALUE

The sampled participants in the Secondary Follow-Up Reading Project responded to a number of questions
about the overall value of the Title I Program conducted in the Newark School District during the
1972-1973 school year. These questions were designed to elicit the participants’ knowledge, opinions and
feclings regarding several aspects of the program.

Principals of schools in the Title | attendance areas were asked to what extent they felt ine objectives for
the Title | Program in their schools wr ;e being accomplished.

Fifty percent (50%) felt they were being sccomplished to a greut extent: 40%. to some extent, and 107
thought the objectives were being accomplished co only a little extent within the program.

It is apparent that principals gencraliy felt that the program objectives for their respective schools were
being accomplished during the 157 2-1973 school year.

The principals also had the opportunity to rate the degree various significant factors within the program
contributed to the success of Title I in their individual schools. Table IV-69 presents the responses in
percentages.

TABLE IV-69
RATINGS OF SIGNIFICANT FACTORS RELATED TO THE SUCCESS
OF TITLE 1. BY PRINCIPALS

RATING SCALE
(In percentages)
Contributed  Contributed Contributed No
FACTORS Very Much Much Liitle Contribution
1 2 3 4
Supplenientary instructional
equipment 78 23 - -
Opportunities for positive change
regarding pupil attitudes toward
school ) 30 40 20 10
Project teacher(s) 50 50 — -~
Supportive pupil services (e.g.,
health, nutritional, psycho- .
logical) - 45 34 23
More individualized help to pupils 50 30 10 10
In-service training 15 15 29 43
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Table IV-69 points up the fact that the principals, on the average, rated these various significant factors as
having contributed a great deal to the success of the Title 1 Program in their schools. The project
coordinator in the Secondary Follow-up Reading Project indicated a similar overall rating of these various
factors. Of particular interest is the fuct that the supplementary instructional equipment received the
highest rating. In addition, it should be also singled out that the project teachers were considered as having
-vade the next most important contribution in terms of the success of the program in their schools.

It can also be stated that the Title I in-service training activities received the lowest rating by the principals,
in that. on the average, they saw these activities as having contributed ““little” in relation to the program’s
SUCCESS.

The parents of Title I pupils in the Secondury Follow-Up Reading Project were questioned about their
judgement of the overall progrum’s value during the 1972-1973 school year. The great majority of parents
(97%) who completed Parent Questionnaires thought their children has been helped by the Title | Program
conducted in their children’s schools. Seventy six percent (767%) of these parents, however, did expect thet,
children to get more from the program than they had gotten so far. Ninety three percent (93%) of these
parcnts also indicated that the project teachers were helping their children when they needed it.

These data suggest the idea that while the parents’ expectations of the program’s effectiveness in relation to
their children’s improvement were not entircly met, they felt, nevertheless, that their children were
definitely being helped by their involvement in the Title I activities.

The parents were particularly complementary to the principal’s staff (i.e., vice-principal, clerk, teachers,
ctc.) in response to a question asking about the cooperation and support offered to their school’s Title |
Program by thesc various personnel. Ninety five percent (95%) of the parents reported that the principals
and their staff were either “rnost satisfactory” or “‘satisfactory” in their cooperation and support of the
Title I Program. Apparently, the large majority of parents of the Title I pupils in the Secondary Follow-Up
Reading Project were generally happy with the compatibility that existed between the Regular School
Program and the Title | Program in their respective schools.

In terms of pupil needs which should be met by the Title I Program, these same parents wcre asked to rate
the degree of importance they placed upon the Title 1 Program providing help to their children in certa .
academic/bchavioral arcas. Their responses, in percentages, are presented in Table 1V-70.

From the data presented in this Table, it is apparent that the parents of Title I pupils, on the average, felt it
was quite important that the Title I Program help their children improve in each of the arcas listed. This
collective rcaction of the parents, in turn, suggests two condiderations: (1) the variety of demands the
parents personally place upon the prosram, and (2) the potential they are willi.g to credit to the program’s
capabilities of effectiving positive scademic/behavioral changes in their children.

3.6 PRCJECT COORDINATOR/TE.ACHER SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

Part of the scrvices in Newark’s Title ! Program were those given to project instructional staff to assist them
in their profcssional responsibilitics. Included in these supportive services were: in-service training,
specialists, and audio/visual materials. The sample of teachers and other professionals associated with the

Secondary Follow-Up Reading Project were asked to react to questions concerning these services. :

Cighty Two percent (827%) of the teachers, when questioned about the appropriateness of the available
printed materials and textbooks they utilized in their Title I instructional activities, responded positively.
They felt, in general, that these aides were appropriate for their use. An even higher percentage (88%) of
project teachers reported the instructional equipment available to them was appropriate to their needs.

Q \
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TABLE IV-70
TITLE 1 PUPIL NEEDS TO BE MET BY THE TITLE I PROGRAM:
DEGREES OF IMPORTANCE; AS REPORTED BY PARENTS

OPINION
(In percentages)
AREAS Very Inllportant lmpozrtant Little Imé)ortance

Iinprove his/her reading 81 18 1
Gain self-confidence 63 30 7
Act more obedient 60 29 12
Be proud of his/her background 70 24 6
Develop respect for the rights of others 67 27 6
Develop his/her ability to think for

himself/herself 77 18 5
Develop a respect for p.operty and

materials 67 28 5
Be able to speak and write better 80 16 4
Improve his/her grades 85 13 2

The project teachers were also asked to rate the extent to which they felt the in-service training activities in
which they participated since September, 1972, assisted them in their instructional treatment of Title I
pupils. Table IV-71 presents their responses, in percentages.

From the data presented in Table IV-71, it is apparent that the majority of the project teachers (80%)
found their reading in-service activities to have offered them th~ most assistance in their instructional
treatment of Title I pupils. Obviously, this is in concert with the program’s emphasis, i.e., reading
treatment. On the average, the project teachers rated these in-service activities as either of *“‘great assistance”
or of “some assistance’ to them.

The data in Table 1V-71 also reveal, however, that with few exceptions, the project teachers, on the average,
felt that the majority of the in-service training aciwities had offered them only little assistance.

As in the case of the project teachers, the reading coordinator felt the reading in-service activities greatly
assisted him in his Title I responsibilities. The coordinator likewise indicated that the in-service activities
dealing with administrative, management, and planning techniques, as well as dissemination techniques and
nrocedures, together with community relations, were of great benefit to him in his Title I responsibilities.

In an effort to identify the forms of assistance the project teacher would like to have provided them in their

Title I teaching efforts, these instrictional personnel were asked to indicate which forms of assistance they
would like. Their responses are as follows:
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FORMS OF ASSISTANCE TEACHER RESPONSES
(In Percentages)

More books 47

More audio/visual aids 53

More in-service teacher training programs . 59

Remodeling of facilities 59

Consultant services 53

Use of a structured reading program 24
TABLE IV-71

TITLE I IN-SERVICE TRAINING ACTIVITIES:
EXTENT OF ASSISTANCE, AS DETERMINED BY PROJE.T TEACHERS

RATING SCALE
(In percentages)

Great Little No
IN-SERVICE ACTIVITY Assistance Assistance Assistance Assistance
1 2 3 4
Reading 40 40 20 -
English Language Arts 33 - 33 33
English Second Language — 50 — 50
Cultural Enrichment — 33 ’ 33 33
New and/or innovative teaching
methods and techniques - 60 40 -
Diagnosis of Pupil Problems — - 100 —
Individualized Instruction - - 100 —
Use of Equipment and Materials - . 100 —
Use of School Plant and Facilities - — 67 33
Administrative & Management -
Technique — 67 - 33
Community Relaticns 50 25 25
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It is evident from these responses that a majority of the project teachers reacted strongly to two forms of
assistance which appeared on the list; namely, the remodeling of facilities (59%) and more in-service teacher
training programs (59%).

The project teachers were also requested to estimate the amount of time they spent in various Title |
activites. They were instructed to base their estimates on the percentage of time they usually spent on a
given activity proportionate to the total number of working hours in a normal school week. A summary of
their responses is presented in the following paragraph.

Those teachers who responded estimated that the great inajority of their time (75%), as would be expected,
was spent in readi1g instruction; of the remaining time, 25% was devoted to English Language Arts; 20%, to
sex education; 20% to the diagnosis of pupil probiems; 10%, to meeting with parent/community groups;
2%, to in-service training, and 5% was directed toward the testing of Title I pupils.

. 3.7 PUF!L SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

In the interest of obtaining information about Title 1 pupil needs related to supportive serices, parents
were asked to identify those necds their children exhibited during the 1972-1973 school yea:. Table {V-72
offers the readers of this report the tabulaied responses of the parents, by service needed.

TABLE IV-72
PUPIL SUPPORTIVE SERVICES NEEDED:
AS REPORTED BY PARENTS

PARENT RESPONSES
SERVICES {In Percentages)

YES NO

Diagnosis of your child’s educational needs 35 65
Psychological testing of your child’s spemal problems-
or needs 33 67
Assistance with your child’s personal and social adjustment 41 39
Referral to specialist or agency outside your child’s school 16 84
Physical, dental, eye or ear examinations 49 51
Medical or dental treatment 48 . 52
Physical therapy 19 ,,/ 8i
/‘5’”‘"

According to the responses in this Table, it is apparent that, while the services listed were identified as
needed in behalf of their children by some of the parents, the majority of parents reported that their
children were not in need of these services during the schooi year.

3.8 PARENT/COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
The Title I principals, the reading coordinator, and project teachers were given a number of questions

related to parent/community involvement in the Title | Program. An analysis of the data collected from
these specific questions reveals the following findings.
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Fifty six percent (56%) of the principal: said they devoted no time at all to working with Title I Parent
Councils in their schools. Thirty three percent (33%) reported they devoted an average of between one to
three hours a week working with Title ! Parent Councils, and 11% estimated they did so between four and
six hours per week. Forty four percent (44%) of the principals stated they spent between one and three
hours a week working with individual parents of the Title I pupils, whiie 11% reported they spent between
four and six hours a week working with parents of Title I pupils.

The reading coordinator indicated that he devoted four to six hours per week wbrking with Title I Parent
Councils, and one to three hours a week working with individual parents of Title | pupils. These data
provide some indication of the amount of time Title I school staff and parents are directly involved with
each other.

Parents of Title 1 pupils, when asked about the number of Title I schooi Parent Council meetings they had
attended this year, responded in these percentages: 74% said they had not attended any; 9% replied they
had been to only one meeting: 7% stated they were at two council meetings, and 12% reported they had
attended three or more rieetings. In addition, 14% of the parents identified themselves as voting members
of their children’s schools Title I Parent Councils.

Fifty six percent (56%) of the parents who completed questionnaires indicated they had been informed
~bout the purpose of the Title [ Parent Council .n their children’s schools; but only 5% reported they had
talked about the Title | Program with members of the Title I Local School Parent Councils. Fifty three
percent (53%) said they had not done so, and 41% indicated they didn’t know any members.

In response to a question about the kinds and types of activities in which the parents had participated
during the school year, it is evident that the greatest number of parents (42%) identified themselves as
having helped their children with their homcwork while the next largest number (30%) reported no
involvement in any school activities.-

Title 1 staff (principals, the coordinator and project teachers) and parents gave their estimates of the
importance the individual school Title I Parent Councils held in relation to several identified activity areas.

The prmcxpa]s and project teachers, on the average, rated the following activity areas as bemg gither of
“some” or “ljttle’” importance:

] Improving school-community relations

®  Understanding the desires of the parents and utilizing this information to improve educaticn for
the children

. Planning and coordinating Title 1 activities
®  Obtaining community involvement in Title I Programs
e  Providing for community involvement in Title I Programs
° Helping parents to find assistance in the community
] Encouraging togetherness among purents, pupils and schools.
The parents and the reading coordinator who respunded to this question rated each of the activity areas

identified above as being of ‘‘very” great importance with regard to the work performed by the Title 1
Parent Councils. :

1V-98




4.0 SPECIAL EDUCATION COMPONENT
4.1 INTRODUCTION
Section IV, 4.0, addresses the evaluation findings and discussion of the 1972-1973 Regular School Year
Title I Program conducted in the SPECIAL EDUCATION COMPONENT. The readers of this report are
reminded, therefore, that all discussion in 4.0 concerns only this component of the Title I Program, unless
otherwise indicated.

4.2 SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

Evaluative data were collected from samples of the participants. The descriptions presented immediately
below delineate the major characteristics of those participants who were included in the sample population.

PUPIL SAMPLE

The major characteristics of those Title I pupils for whom Pupil Questionnaires (Teacher Answered) were
completed are delineated as follows. - '

Seventy two percent (72%) were male, and 28% were female.

Three percent (3%) were in Kindergarten; 3%, in gracde one; >%, in grade two; 7%, in grade three; 3%, in
grade four, and 79% wére ungraded.

Eighty eight percent (88%) were identified as Afro-American; 5%, Caucasian, and 6% were Spanish-
surnamed American. .

The major characteristics of those Title I pupils who completed their own questionnaires are described as
follows.

Seventy eight percent (78%) were male; 22% were female.

Ninety five percent (95%) were Afro-American; 3%, Caucasian, and 3% were Spanish-surnamed American.
arican.

Fifty one percent (51%) were born in the city of Newark, New Jersey. Eight percent (8%) were born
somewhere else in Mew Jersey; 34%, in a different state; 1%, in Puerto Rico.

PRINCIPAL SAMPLE

Fifty percent (50%) were male, and 50% were female. Eignt percent (8%) were between ages of 26-35 years
of age; 33%, between 46-55 years, and 25% were over 55 years old-

Twenty five percent (25%) described themselves as Afro-American, and 75% indicated they were Caucasian.
Seventeen percent (17%) indicated they lived ir the attendance area of their respective schools; 17% lived in

another part of the Newark School District. Sixty-seven percent (67%) stated they lived outside of the
Newark School District.
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PROJECY COORDINATOR/TEACHER SAMPLE

Thirty six percent (36%) were male, and 63% were female. Nine percent (9%) reported they were between
2p-25 years o: age. Nine percent (9%) were between 26-35 years of age; 36%, between 36-45 years; 18%,
between 46-55 years, and 27% were over 55 years old.

Eighteen percent (18%) were Afro-American, and 82% indicated they were Caucasian.

Nine percent (9%) reported they lived in the attendance area of the school to which fhey were assigned.
Thirty six percent (36%) stated they lived in another part of the Newark School District, and 55% said they
lived outside the Newark School District.

Eighteen percent (18%) have been teachers between one and five years; 9%, between six and ten years; 45%,
between 11-15 years, and 27% have been teachers 26 vears or more.

Eighteen percent (18%) have taught in the Newark School District between one and five years; 9%, between
six and ten years; 45%, between 11-15 years; 9%, between 21-25 years, and 18% have taught in the Newark
School District 26 years or more. '

Fifty five percent (55%) have taught in their current schools from one to five years. Twenty seven percent
(27%) have taught in their current schools from 11 to 15 years; 9%, from 21 to 25 years, and 18%, 26 years
or more. '

Nine percent (9%) reported they had taken no semester hours of graduate work; 9% had taken between one
and twenty hours; 27%, between 21-30 hours; 36%, between 31-40 hours, 9%, between 41-50 hours, and
9% had taken more than 60 semester hours of graduate work.

TITLE | TEACHER AIDE SAMPLE
All (100%) were female.

Twenty three percent (23%) reported they were between 26-35 years old; 43%, between 36-45 years of age;
27%, between 46-55 years, and 8% stated they were over 55 years of age.

Forty two percent (42%) were Afro-American and, 58% were Caucasian.

Fifty eight percent (58%) reported they lived in the attendance area of the school to which they were
assigned, and 42% stated they lived in another part of the Newark School District.

Four percent (4%) said they were new teacher aides; 8% stated they had been teacher aides one year; 19%,
two years; 8%, three years; 8%, four years; 15%, five years; 23%, six years, and 15% reported they had been
teacher aides for seven years.

4.3 {MPROVEMENT OF READING ACH!EVEMENT

Evaluative data on the improvement of reading achievement were collected by means of survey instruments
(questionnaires), testing programs and classroom observations. The findings from an analysis of these data
are presented in the paragraphs below.

Indicative of the positive attitudes Title I pupils have toward their reading instructions is the fact that 98%
of the sampled pupils reported they liked to learn to read. Teachers who completed questionnaires about
Title I pupils were quite positive in their responses regarding reading improvement by pupils involved in the
extra reading instructions. Eight-eight percent (88%) of the teachers judged that the pupils’ ability to read
had improved.
Q
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Seventy cight pcr‘cent (78%) of the teachers likewise estitnated that the extra reading classes had given the
pupils more confidence in their ability to read. Supporting this estimate is the additional fact that 81% of
the teachers felt the pupils appeared to enjoy their reading activities.

These same teachers were also askcd abeat the changes that had occurred during this year in the academic
performance of the Title I pupils for whom they were completing questionnaires. The reading proficiency
of pupils was one of the items the teachers were requested to rate on a scule of four ranging from one
equals *‘great improvement” to fwur equals “change for the worse.”” The teachers, on the average, rated the
pupil’s reading proficiency as “iriproved.”

The attitudes of the Title I pupils who completed their own questionnaires were explored still further by a
set of questions designed to elicit their feelings and opinions about reading activities in general. They were
asked to indicate if they liked to read more now than before they received the extra reading instructions.
Ninety-five percent (95%) replied that they did. In addition, 89% indicated they liked to take books home
from the school library.

In an effort to widen the data base about Title I pupils’ reading improvement, parents were asked to
indicate how they felt about their childrens’ reading abilities “at the present time.”” Ninety or . percent
(91%) of the parents said they were of the mind that their children should be reading better than they were
at the present time. Only 9% reported they were of the opinion that their children were currently reading as
well as could be expected.

Parents of Title I pupils were also provided the opportunity to react to several questions related to their
childrens’ attitudes toward reading outside of school, e.g., ‘n the home. Sixty one percent (61%) of the
parents reported their children like to read at home, and 35% indicated their children brought home more
library books than in previous years.

Principals rated the contribution they felt the Title I reading intervention was making toward the overall
success of the program in their respective schools. It can be inferred. that to the extent they saw the reading
intervention as contributing to the program’s success, to a similar extent, it generally contributed to the
participating pupils’ reading improvement.

Sixty four percent (647%) of the principais estimated that the Title | reading intervention activities
contributed “very much” to the success of the program in their schools, while 37% of the principals
indicated that these activities provided “much” contribution to the Title I Program in the individual
schools.

The findings presented in the preceding paragraphs regarding Title I resding improvement provide the
following conclusi."ns:

1. Title I personnel, as well as Title I pupils who were included in the qu=stion:aire sample, generally
felt there had been improvement in the pupils’ reading achievemrent as a result of the Title I
reading intervention activities. In addition, these respondents also indicated the Title I pupils
evidenced constructive and positive attitudes about themselves in relation to their reading
achievements and their schoo! environment.

The significance of the above conclusion may very welil lie in the fact that these personnel and
pupils exhibited, for the most part, attitudes and opinions about the Title I Frogram in the
Newark School District that can be considered essential to the success of any instructional
program of this nature; i.e., the healthy presence of positive motivation toward the learning
effort on the part of the participants.

2. The majority of parents who completed questionnaires obviously felt their children should have
been reading better than they were. This is noi to infer, however, that these parents denied the
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beneficial effects of the Title 1 Program in helping their children to improve in reading, for 91%
of these samc parents reported that the program did indeed help, and 97% felt the program had
generally benefited their children. In addition, 87% of these parents indicated the Title 1 Program
had helped to improve their children’s attitude toward school itself.

From these findings it can be inferred that while the majority of parents felt their children should
be rcading better, they were pleased with the efforts being made through Title I to provide their
youngsters with supplementsry instructional assistance.

Title I project coordinators/tcachers were also requested to estimate the degree of importance they placed
upon the need for further revision of the 1972-1973 program objectives which related to reading
improvement.

Eighteen percent (18%) of the coordinators/teachers placed great importance oa the need for further
revision. Seventy three percent (73%) of the coordinators/teachers placed some importance on this specific
need, while 9% of them rated this need as being of no importance.

In responding to an additional question related to these same objectives which elicited the amount of
assistance they felt the revisions and modifications of the 1972-1973 objectives gave them, 10% of the
coordinators/teachers reported they had found the revised program objectives to have been of great
assistance to them in their Title [ responsibilities. Sixty percent (60%) of them indicated some assistance,
while 30% of the coordinators/teachers stated they had found little assistance in these revisions.

From the data presented above it can be determined that the project coordinators/teachers, on the average,
judged that the 1972-1973 revised program objectives were of some assistance to them, and the further
revision of these objectives was of importance to their own Title I activities.

A list of various reading materials, methods, and progiams used in the Title | Program was presented to the
project teachers, and they were asked to identify which of these aids they utilized in their instructional
treatmnent. Table IV-73 delineates the results of this particular survey item, in percentagss of project
teachers responding, by specific reading materials, method, and programs. (Refer page IV-103)

A reading of this Table obviously indicates that the project teachers made widespread use of a variety of
reading materials, methods and programs, thus providing a multidisciplinary approach in their instructional
activities. This finding supports the educational concept of tailoring the treatment as much as possible to
the individual needs of the pupil. It is evident that this concept was realized in practice by many of the
project teachers.

In terms of the value the project teachers placed upon these various instructional aids, Table IV-74 presents
their ratings, in percentages. (Refer page 1V-104)

From the data presented in Table IV-74 it can be determined that the project teachers, on the average,
placed great value on the majority of the reading materials, methods, and programs they utilized in their
instructional activities. It can likewise be sai.y that those teachers who made use of the Bank Street Readers,
the Developmental Reading Program for Visual Motor Perception (Frostig), the Distar (SRA) and the
Peabody Language Kit, on the average, apparently placed ‘‘very great” value upon these aids. In addition,
the large majority of those project teachers who elected to usc other materials, methods, and programs
reported they placed significant value upon these aids.

Title I pupils enrolled in Special Education schools were on the whole established in ungraded
circumstances. The Special Education schools conducted classes ‘cr pupils with a wide spectrum of
difficulties. Emotional disturbarce, physical impairment and mental retardation which these pupils are
experiencing make it difficult to class thesc pupils under a single categorical heading. Table I'V-75 lists the
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TABLE IV-73
IDENTIFICATION OF READING MATERIALS, METHODS, PROGRAMS: BY
PROJECT TEACHERS

TYPES OF READING MATERIALS, METHODS, TEACHER RESPONSES IN
PROGRAMS PERCENTAGES

McGraw-Hill Programmed Reading Program 27
Ginn Basic Readers | 9
Scott Foresman 64
Bank Street Readers : 73
1.T A. (Initial Teaching Alphabet) 18
Developmental Reading Program for Visual Motor

Perception (Frostig) 45
Distar (SRA) : 55
Readers Digest — New Skill Builders Series : 27
EDL Reading Laboratories 45
Peabody Language Kit 9
Other Materials, methods, programs ' 82

testing information available from those special schools which administered pre tests to Title ! pupils in
May, 1972 and post test in May, 1973. There were no tests administered in October, 1972. .

Some of the Special Education pupils were tested and scores were tabulated and reported. However, it must
be noted that the variety of circumstances irvolved with these students is not amenable to evaluation by
standardized reading achievement instruments. To compare these students, who have varied and special
needs, to the norms established for the general population would tend to produce invalid inferences.

Some of the problems encountered in measuring achievement of Special Education pupils can be deduced
from the following summary of comments made by Special Education teachers.

Stanford Achievement Braille and Large Print are the only authorized tests that can be used for children
with sight impairment. The lowest Stanford Achievement test in Braille is Primary 1 which is geared for the
second half of second grade. Thus it is impossible to test some of the children on pre primer and prlmer
levels by standardized instruments,

The 1970 revised Califurnia tests given to some of the children this year have proven to be completely
invalid in comparison wiiii tests previously used. Nearly all children received the lowest possible score. This
problem had been discussed and the agreement was reached that the scores should not go on the children’s
cummulative cards.
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TABLE 1V-74
READING MATERIALS, METHODS, PROGRAMS:
VALUE RATINGS BY PROJECT TEACHERS

VALUE
TYPES OF READING MATERIALS, (In percentages)
METHODS, PROGRAMS
Very Great Great Some Little None
McGraw— Hill Programmed Reading
Program 33 67 - - -
Ginn Basic Readers - - ’ 100 - -
Sc~tt Foresman 29 89 43 - -
Bank Street Readers 50 38 13 - -
" L.T.A. (Initial Teaching Alphabect) 100 - - - -
Developmental Reading Program for
Visual Motor Perception (Frostig) 75 25 - - -
. Distar (SRA) 67 17 17 - -
Readers Digest — New Skill Builders
Series ' 33 23 33 - -
EDL Reading Laboratories 20 60 20 - -
Peabody Language Kit ~ 100 - - - -
Other materials, methods, programs 67 11 22 - -
TABLE IV-75

TITLE I SPECIAL EDUCATION PUPILS
STANDARDIZED TESTING — MAY, 1972 — MAY, 1973
READING GRALF EQUIVALENT MEAN

Pretest Post test
Grade N Mean G.E. Mean G.E. Gain Months Participating
Ungraded 591 1.9 2.1 +0.1 15
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A word of caution appears necessary about comparison or interpretation of the scores of children with
hearing impairment against those of hearing children. Because of the deaf child’s slow grcwth of vocabulary
and difficulties with language construction, no assessment of his reading comprehension is valid until he is
about 10 years old.

It is recommended that reading performance objectives for Special Education pupils be the subject of
review in cooperation with perscnnel involved with the Special Education Program. Chief among the
questions in this review would be the question of whether standardized reading achievement tests are of
value for the measurement of performance of Special Education pupils.

4.4 GENERAL PUPIL AC”.DEMIC/BEHAVIORAL PROGRESS

The participants involved in the cuestionnaire survey were asked a seiies of questions concerning Title [
pupil progress in academic areas related io reading, as well as arcas dealing with general behavioral changes.
The respanses of the Special Education Component participants are summarized in the following
paragraphs.

Eighty nine percent (89%) of the Title I pupils reported they had paid better attention in class this year.
Ninety five percent (95%) said they liked to read more; 83% of the pupils felt they understood their
teachers better, and 84% said they came to school more often. In addition, 77% of the pupils claimed they
did their homework more often, and 72% indicated they asked questions in class more frequently this year.
Sixty nine percenft {637%) of the pupils stated they considered themselves important members of their
families; 13% repiied in the negative, and 26% said they were not sure. As for being important members of
their class, 43% cf the youngsters reported they were uncertain: 46% felt they were important members,
and 10% of them responded that they were not.

The general feeling of the Title 1 pupils regarding their overall academic work is reilected in their responses
to the question, ““How do you feel you are doing in your school work?”” Thirty six percent (36%) reported
they were doing *‘very good”, and 44% indicated they were “‘doing good.” Nineteen percent (19%) said
they were making fair progress, while 1% stated they were doing pourly.

In conjunction with the above question, severa! others were asked of these pupils dealing with the rapport
they felt they had with their parents. The Title I pupil responses to these questions are reported as follows:
72% said they did talk over their problems with their parents: 28% replied in the negative.

The academic/behavioral changes of Title I pupils were also explored via the Pupil Questionnaire (Teacher
Answered). Teachers who completed these instruments were directed to respond to several questions
related to these areas. Their responses are presented immediitely below. Teachers were asked to indicate
the changes in the pupils” academic performance and behavior during the school year as a result of the Title
1 treatment. Table (V-76 delineates the reactions of the teachers, in percentages, to a list of pupil
characteristics, in terms of estimated degrees of change.

From Table IV-76 it is apparent that the large majority of teachers saw definite improvument in the above
listed characteristics of the Title I pupils for whom they completed questionnaires. It can be stated,
therefore, that, on the average, ihe teachers who responded to this question felt the pupils had evidenced
academic/behavioral improvement as a result of the Title I treatment during the 1972-1973 school year.

In an attempt to identify the necds of these same pupils from the teacher’s perspective, an additional
question was insered in th. Pupil Questionnaire (Teacher Answered) that addressed the extent to which
teachers felt the pupils required certain specific programs. Table IV-77 presents the responses of the
teachers, in percentages, to a list of potential programs needed by the pupils whom they were describing.
(Refer page IV-107)
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TABLE IV-76
TITLE PUPIL ACADEMIC/BEMAVIORAL CHANGES

AS REPORTED BY TEACHERS
DEGREE OF CHANGE
CHARACTERISTICS Great Change for
(Areas of Change) Impro;rement Impro;ement No Cgange the r’orse

Understanding of oral instruction 15 71 14 —
Understanding of written in.stfuction 7 62 31 1
- Attendance , 14 49 33 5
Oral Expression _ 16 55 | 28 1

Responsibility in completing class _ |
assignment 17 58 24 2
Behavior in class 20 50 26 4
Interest in English (Language arts) 15 | 47 36 2
Pupil’s self-image 16 58 25 2
Writing ability 10 59 30 | 1
Vocabulary identification . 10 61 29 1
Vocabulary usage _ ) 15 63 | 21 1
Pronunciation 14 ' 63 22 1
Spelling 13 . 55 32 1
Story Telling . | 10 36 53 1
Interest in Reading 18 53 _2'8 1
Relationship with other pupils 8 54 6 2
Relationship with teachers 21 54 2 2
Social consciousness 15 61 23 1
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CABLE IV-77
TITLE I PUPIL NEEDS:
AS REPORTED BY TEACHERS

EXTENT NEEDED
PROGRAM(S) (In percentages)
Very Much Much Little Not Needed
Special reading : 38 44 18 —
Special health program 9 25 44 22
Special language arts program 33 45 22 -
Special psychological/counseling program 18 23 | 37 22
Special bilingual program 4 6 8 82
Expanded food program 13 24 28 35
Special cultural program p 24 41 25 10
Special work experience program 26 28 7 39

Table 1V-77 reveals the following findings. The majority of the teachers estimated that the Title I pupils
were definitely in need of specia! reading programs. On the other hand, 66% of the teachers saw little or no
need for special health programs. In regard to the provision for special language arts programs, the teachers,
on the average, estimated there was some need. On the average. ‘liey considered the need for special
bilingual programs to be minimal.

Again, in terms of needs, the teachers were directed to identifyy which level of reading materials woul be
most appropriate for the Title 1 pupils in the next school year. Fifteen percent (15%) of the tea. ners
selected materials that are a grade level or more above in difficulty; 18% selected materials that are a: grade
level in difficulty; 9% identified materials at half grade level below in difficulty, and 37% felt mater als that
are a grade level or more below in difficulty were most appropriate for the Title I pupils in Kir .:rgarten
through grade three. The remaining teachers (21%) judged that none of the above alterr .ives were
applicable to the pupils for whom they were responding.

Parents of Title I pupils were also considered in the overall effort to collect data about the general
academic/behavioral progress of the Title I pupils. They were asked, therefore, to react to 1 set of questions
related to these areas. Their responses are discussed below.

Initially, they were asked how they thought their children felt they themselves were doing in school this
year. Twenty nine percent (29%) of the parents rcported ihat they thought their children were quite
pleased with their own progress; 45% indicated their children felt they were doing “good,” while 21%
stated “fair,” and 5% of the parents thought their children considered themselves to be doing rather poorly.
In short, the majority of parents were of the mind that their children displayed healthy and positive
attitudes toward their general progress in school this year.

This conclusion is supported by the vast majority of parents (99%) who responded positively to the

question: “Do you feel your child wants to get good grades?”. In addition, 89% of the parents said their
children liked most things about school. '
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The parents were also direcied to provide some indication as to how they saw their children’s general
academic progress. Sixty percent (60%) viewed their children’s progress in school this year either as having
been “very good” or “good”. Thirty three percent (33%) reported “fair”’, and 5% feplied their children had
done poorly. ,

This is not to say, however, that the parents were completely satisfied with their children’s academic
progress in areas related to reading improvement. On the contrary, while they seemed in general to be
pleased with their children’s work, the majority (87%) indicated, for example, that they felt their children
should be writing better than they were at present.

On the other hand, the realistic app,oach of the parents toward the Title I Program conducted in behalf of
their children is reflected in their responses to other questions dealing with spelling and speaking skills.
Seventy eight percent (78%) of the parents estimated that their children had improved in spelling, and 87%
reported in a similar fashion about their children’s improved speaking skills.

- The parents were also requested to react to a set of questions concerning their children’s progress in several
activities related to better study habits as compared to last year. Forty three percent (43%) of the parents
reported their children were spending more time studying. Twenty six percent (26%) thought their children
were planning their study time better. Fifty one percent (51%;) felt their children were doing their
homework more often, and 48% indicated their children showed more care about the neatness and accuracy
of their homework.

The 1972-1973 Title 1 Program design called for the implementation of Cultural Enrichment Activities in
support of the instructional treatment provided the Title I pupils. These activities consisted of on-premise
(within the school environment) and off-premise (field trips) group functions. In an effort to determine the
types and kinds of activities provided to the pupils during the school year, the survey participants werz
asked to respond to several questions which addressed this sphere of the program. Their responses are
reported below.

Four percent (4%) of the Title I pupils went on trips to the zoo. Twenty seven percent (27%) visited
museums; 15% viewed stage plays; 9% were entertained at movie the:itres; 31% indicated they went “other
places™, and 15% stated they had not taken any field trips during the year. In reference to the last

statement it should be noted, however, that a number of the individual schools in the Title I attendance

areas had planned to implement their field trip activities subsequent to the administration of this
questionnaire survey.

Teachers who responded for Title I pupils regarding pupil participation in Title I Culturai Enrichment
Activities reported in the following percentages:

PERCENT OF TEACHERS
ACTIVITY : _ RESPONDING
o Field trips (musenms, theatre, etc.) ' ' 48
®  In-school asserablies 52
e  Art programs " . : 10
e  Exposure to social environment of other communities _ 15
e Other cultural enrichment activities 44
®  None of the above ' 20

From these data it can be determined that the emphasis of the Cultural Enrichment Activities to which
Title I pupils in the early elementary grades were exposed laid within the areas of field trips and in-school
assemblies.
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As to approximately how many clock hours these same pupils spent in Title 1 Cultiral Enrichment
Activities, teachers reported according to these percentages: 2% of the teachers said the pupils about whom
they were completing questionnaires spent no time at all; 44% of the teachers stated from one to 10 hours;
14%, 11 to 20 hours: 3%, 21 to 30 hours; 7%, more than 30 hours, and 12% indicated they did not know.

Available district statistical documentation on Title | Cultural Enrichment Activities was also reviewed by
the evaluation agency in order to broaden the description of thesc activities. Table 1V-78 presents the
findings drawn from this review and analysis.

TABLE 1V-78
CONSOLIDATED STATISTICAL DATA
1972-1973 TITLE | CULTURAL ENRICHMENT ACTIVITIES
SPECIAL EDUCATION COMPONENT

Participants N u:;ber

Pupils  Teachers Adult Volunteers Total Activities
ON-SCHOOL PREMISES 2,099 337 60 2,496 41
OFF-SCHOOL PREMISES 3,206 387 272 3,865 123

In the interest of providing data about the value the Titie | participants actually placed upon these Cultural
Enrichment Activities, the evaluation agency inserted in the survey instruments a series of questions
designed to elicit information about participant value judgments regarding these activities. The following
paragraphs summarize these data.

Title 1 principals, on the average, felt that this year’s Cultural Enrichment Activities made a great
contribution to the shccess of the program in their respective schools.

Project coordinators/teachers responded in a fashion similar to the principals in that they judged, on the
average, that these activities had been of much assistance to them in their Title I instructional efforts during
the year. They likewise indicated that the presence of such Cultural Enrichment Activities in the Title |
Program was of importance to them in relation to their instructicnal pursuits.

45 TITLE | PROGRAM VALUE

The sampled participants in the Special Education Component responded to a number of questions about
the overall value of the Title I Program conducted in the Newark School District during the 1972-1973
school year. These questions were designed to elicit the participants’ knowledge, opinions and feelings
regarding several aspects of the program.

Principals of schools in the Title | attendance arcas were asked to what extent they felt the objectives for
the Title I Program in their schools were being accompiished.

Twenty five percent (25%) felt they were being accomplished to a very great extent; 58%, to a great extei-t,
and 17% thought the objectives were being accomplished to some extent.

Teachers were asked whether or not they felt the Title I Program had contributed to the children’s

educational advancement beyond the regular school year. Their responses are as follows: 20%, ‘‘yes, most
significantly”; 48%, “‘to some extent,” and 30% reported negatively,
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The principals also had the opportunity io rate tne degree various significant factors with‘a the program
contributed to the success of Title I in their individual schools. Table 1V-79 reports the dai..

TABLE 1V-79
RATINGS OF SIGNIFICANT FACTORS RELATED TO THE SUCCESS OF TITLE I:
BY PRINCIPALS

RATINMG SCALE
{In percentiges)

FACTORS Contributed Contributed Contributed Mo
Very much Much Little Contribution
1 2 3 4

Supplementary instructional
equipment 59 34 9 _

Opportunities for positive change
regarding pupil attitudes toward

school ) | 25 59 - 17 ~
Project teacher(s) 86 15 — —
Supportive pupil services {e.g., health,

nutritional, psychological) 19 19 46 15
Project coordinator 82 19 - —
More individualized help to pupils 67 34 - -
Teacher aides 92 9 - -
In-service training 30 50 20 —

Table 1V-79 points un the fact that the principals, on the average, felt that the majoriiv of these various
significant factors had contributed very greatly to the success of the Title I Program ia their schools. Of
particular interest is the fact that the project coordinators/teachers and teacher aides received the highest
ratings from the principals. On the average, the principals considered the contibutions of these Title |
personnel to have becn either of “very great” or “great’ value in terms of the success of the program in
their schools.

It can iIso be stated that the supplementary instructional equipment factor received a high rating by the
principe's, in that, ou the average, they saw this factor as having contributed “very much” to ‘““much” in
relation o the program’s success.

The pareuts of Title I pupils were questioned about their judgment of the overall programs’ value during the
1972-19°/3 school year. The great majority of parents (97%) who completed Parent Quastionnaires thought
their children had been helped by the Title I Program conducted in their children’s schools. Sixty six
percent (66%) of these parents, however, did expect their children to get more from the program than they
had gotten so far.

These data suggest the idea that while the parents’ expectations of the program’s effectiveness in relation to
their children’s improvement were not entirely met, they felt, nevertheless, that their children were
definitely being helped by their involvement in the Title I activities.

Q
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In response to a question asking about the cooperation and support offered to their school’s Title I Program
by the principal’s staff, 95% of the parents reported that the principals and their staff were either “most
satisfactory” or “‘satisfactory” in their cooperation and suppert of the Title | Program. Apparently the large
majority of parents who completed questionnaires were generally happy with the compatibility that existed
between the Regular School Program and the Title I Program in their respective schools.

In terms of pupil needs which should be met by the Title I Program, these same parents were asked to rate
the degree of importance they placed upon tne Title I Program providing help to their children in certain
academic/behaviorai areas. Their responses, in percentages, are presented in Table I'V-80.

TABLE IV-80
TITLE I w UPIL NFEDS TO BE MET BY THE TITLE I PROGRAM:
DEGREES OF !MPORTANCEL; AS REPORTED BY PARENTS

OPINION
AREAS (In percentages)
Very Important Important Little Importance

1 2 3

Iinpro ¢ his/her reading 84 13 3

Gain self-confidence 65 26 9

Act moze obedient 67 25 7

Be proud of his/her background 73 22 6

Develop respect for the rights of others 69 25 6
Develop lus/her ability to think for

himself/herself 76 17 7
Develop a respect for property and

materials 68 26 5

Be able to speak and write better 84 12 4

From the data presented in this Table, it is apparent that the parents of Title I pupils, on the average, felt it
was quite important that the Title I Program help their children improve in each of the areas listed. This
collective reaction of the parents, in turn, suggests two considerations: (1) the variety of demands the
parents personally place upon the program, and (2) the potential they are willing to credit to the program’s
capabilities of effectiving positive academic/behavioral changes in their children.

4.6 PROJECT COORDINATOR/TEACHER SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

Part of the services in Newark’s Title I Program were those given to project teachers and coordinators to
assist them in their professional responsibilities. Included in these supportive services were:
paraprofessionals, in-service training, specialists, and audio/visual materials. The sample of
coordinators/teachers and other professionals associated with the Special Education Component were asked
to react to questions concerning these services.
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Ninety one percent (91%) of the coordinators/teachers, when questioned about the appropriateness of the
available printed materials and textbooks they utilized in their Title I instructional activities, responded
positively. They felt, in general, that these aids were appropriate for their use. All (100%) of them reported
the instructional equipment av.ilable to them was appropriate to their needs.

The project coordinators/teachers were also asked to rate the extent to which they felt the in-service
training activities in which they participated since September, 1972, assisted them in their instructional
treatment of Title I pupils. Table IV-81 presents their responses, in percentages.

TABLE IV--81
TITLE I IN-SERVICE TRAINING ACTIVITIES:
EXTENT OF ASSISTANCE; AS DETERMINED BY PROJECT
COORDINATORS/TEACHERS

RATING SCALE
{In percentages.)
IN-SERVICE ACTIVITY As(:il;set:;ce Assistance As[;;;g‘erlce Assl':skt)ance
1 2 3 4
Reading 27 73 - -
English Language Arts 10 : 70 20 -
English Second I;ahguage - - 50 - 50
Cultural Enrichment 18 45 18 18
New and/or innovative teaching
methods and techniques 22 78 - -
Diagnosis of Pupil Problems 30 60 10 -
Individualized Instruction 27 55 9 9
Use of Equipment and Materials 27 45 27 -
Use of School Plant and Facilities ‘ 17 - 67 17
Administrative & Management )
Technique 25 . 25 - 50 —
B ﬂ(fo_fn‘rjnunity Relation. 40 30 30 -

From the data presented in Table IV-81, it is apparent that all (100%) of the project coordinators/teachers
found their reading in-service activities to have offered them the most assistance in their instructional
treatment of Title I pupils. Obviously, this is in concert with the program’s emphasis, i.c., reading
treatment. On the average, the project teachers rated these in-service activities as either of “great assistance”
or of “some assistance” to them. All (100%) of them also rated ‘new and/or innovative teaching methods
and techniques’ as either of “‘great assistance” or “‘some assistarce” to them, thus pointing up their positive
reaction to the program’s efforts to provide the teachers with continual exposure to current teaching

pedagogy. '
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The responses of the project coordinators/ieachers as presented in Table IV-8]1 support the fact that efforts
were made during the school year to provide these Title I personnel with in-service training appropriate and
beneficial to their respective job descriptions and responsibilities.

The project coordinators/teachers were requested to answer a question that was designed to elicit
inforination about the importance they personally placed upon the role of the teacher aides in relation to
their ¢*wn Title I instructional activities.

Fifty five percent (55%) of the project coordinators/teachers reported that the Title I teacher aides were of
great importance to them in their own Title I instructional activities. Thirty six percent (36%) of the
project coordinators/teachers placed “importance” upon the role of the teacher aides.

In regard to the extent to which the project coordinators/teachers estimated several other identified
‘factors’ within the program were of help to theni in their Title I responsibilities during the 1972-1973
school year, Tabie 1V-82 delineates and posts their tabulated responses in percentages.

TABLE IV-82
EXTENT TO WHICH SIGNIFICANT FACTORS IN THE TITLE I PROGRAM ASSISTED
PROJECT COORDINATORS/TEACHERS:
AS REPORTED BY COORDINATORS/TEACHERS

RATING SCALE
(In percentages)

FACTORS Great Little No
Assistance Assistance Assistance Assistance

1 2 3 1

Title 1 Central Office Staff 36 36 27 —

Parental Involvement 45 27 27 -

Consultant Services 20 50 20 10

Instructional equipment and
materials 55 36 9 —

Opportunities for professional
inprovement 18 55 27 -

Provision for greater intensified
instructional concentration in

Pre-K ihrough grade 3 38 38 25 -
Provision for pupil supportive

services, e.g., health,

psychological, etc. 55 36 9 —

From the data contained in Table IV-82. it can be determined that the project coordinators/teachers, on
the average, considered most of the factors listed as having been siiher of ‘‘great” assistance or o1 “sonie”
assistance to them during the school year.
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It is of interest to note that the majority of the project coordinators/teachers demonstrated a positive
reaction to the ‘parental involvement’ factor in terms of the assistance it rendered them in their Title I
responsibilities. :

In an effort to identify the forms of assistancc the project coordinators/teachers would like to have
provided them in their Title I teaching efforts, these instructional personnel were asked to indicate which
forms of assistance they would like. Their responses are as follows:

: - CObRDINATOR/TEACHER RESPONSES
FORMS OF ASSISTANCE (In percentages)

More teacher aides 73
More books 45
More audio/visual aids 36
More in-service teacher training programs - 55
Remodeling of facilities 55
Consultant services 45
Use of a structured reading program 18

It is evident from these responses that a majority of the project teachers reacted strongly to one particular
form of assistance which appeared on the list; namely, more teacher aides (73%); a smaller majority (55%)
expressed interest in having more in-service programs and the remodeling of facilities.

The project coordinators/teachers were requested to estimate the amount of time they spent in various
Title I activities. They were instructed to base their estimates on the percentage of time they usually spent
on a given activity proportionate to the totai number of working hours in a normal school week. A
summary of their responses is presented in the following paragraphs.

In addition to the time and effort involved in the performance of their administrative duties, the average
.amount of time they spent teaching reading to Title I pupils was determined as 45%. Again, on the average,
they noted that 12% of their time during a normal school week was devoted to instruction in English
language arts, while 8% of their time was consumed with Title I Parent Council meetings. In addition, it was
estimated that, on the average, 10% of their time was taken up with the diagnosis of pupil problems and
about 6% with in-service training pertaining to their own needs. Testing Title I pupils was estimated, on the
average, as taking approximately 17% of their time.

Title I teacher aides were included in the administration of the evaluation instrumentation. They were
provided questionnaires which contained questions eliciting information about their pre-service and
in-service training sessions, their responsibilities and duties as -Title 1 aides, as well as their personal
evaluation of their Title I activities. The following paragraphs are devoted to a discussion of the data
collected from these Title I personnel. '

Fifty eight percent (58%) of the aides whe completed questionnaires did participate in pre-service training
prior to the opening of the 1972-1973 school year; 42% of the aides, however, had no pre-service training.
The majority (69%) participated in in-service training. Of these, 21% spent from 11 to 15 hours in in-service
training; 4%, from 16-10 hours, and 42% spent more than 25 hours in in-service training. Forty eight
percent (48%) indicated that their in-service training sessions were always conducted for teacher aides only;
30% said most of the time, and 22% reported they had never attended sessions that were for teacher aides
only.

IvV-114




The teacher aides were asked to identify the major subject areas covered by their in-service training
activities, Their responses, in percentages, are delineated as follows:

A. TRAINING COVERING TECHNIQUES FOR ) TEACHER AIDE RESPONSES

'CLASSROOM ASSISTANCE: (In percentages)
Conduct of drills 54
Construction of visual aids for teachers and pupils . 65
Instructions on how to read to pupils 58
Instruction on how to conduct educational games for pupils 62
How to locate community resource persons who may benefit

pupils’s education 19
Training in operation of audio-visual devices : _ 58
Training in methods of tutoring pupils 58
Instruction in the duties of a teacher aide 62
Instruction in how to cope with disciplinary problems 50
Instruction in classroom management 46
Training in administration and proctoring of educational test 27

Instruction in the major concepts and ideas which are the
objectives of the Title I Program for the pupils you are

requested to help 62
Instruction on how to supervise workbook activity while

teacher instructs pupil 69
‘Instructions on how to supervise children on excursions, at

lunchtime, during recess, etc. 58

B. TRAINING COVERING THE ROLE OF TEACHER AIDE
RELATED TO COMMUNITY SERVICES:

Instructions concerning the contributions the teachér aide
can make to school instructional staff, administrative

staff and community personnel 46
Training in the role the teacher aide can play by accompanying

service personnel to the homes of pupils _ 19
Training in the role a teacher aide can'play in assisting :

— parents to understand their children’s school problems " 35
Training in assisting health personnel in their duties 31
Training in clericaf duties expected to be performed by

teacher aides - 42

C. TRAINING DIRECTED TOWARD INSTRUCTIONAL TFCHNIQUES:

Reading 58
English Language arts 31
English as a second language 12
Other academic subjects Co 54

At least two conclusions can be drawn from the data reported above: namely, (1) the project teacher aides
were exposed to a wide diversification of in-sezvice training activities during the 1972-1973 school year; and
(2) these in-service activities were most appropriate to the responsibilities (job descriptions) of the teacher
aides as outlined in the TITLE 1 APPLICATIONFOR FISCAL YEAR 1972-1973.
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Forty percent (40%) of these teacher aides reported that the in-service training helped them to a very great
extent in performing their duties, while 50% indicated they were assisted either to a great extent or at least
“some” extent. Ten percent (10%) felt their involvement in the teacher aide in-service trainig program

during the year was of no value to them. All (100%) of them stated they were perfectly cognizant of their
particular Title I duties, in that these duties had been clearly defined and explained to them.

In an effort to obtain information related to the amount of time the Title I teacher aides devoted to their
various responsibilities during a normal school week, a series of questions was included in their evaluation
instrument which elicited their estimates of time spent on several major Title I duties. A total of twenty six
teacher aides completed questionnaires. The responses of these personnel, who responded to this particular
series of questions are as follows:

Question: Please estimate the amount of time in a normal school week which is devoted to. . . .

1.  Assisting directly in Title I Classrooms.

Pcssible Responses } Teacher Aide Responses in Actual Numbers
No time at all 0
Less than 20% ]
21-40% 1
41-60% 1
61-80% 7
More than 80% . ' 15
2. Assisting Title I instruction through performing clerical work.
Possible Responses ) Teacher Aide Responses in Actual Numbers
None at all 4
Less than 20% 16
21-40% : )
41-60% : .o 0
61-80% 0
More than 80% 0

3.  Assisting Title I pupils outside the formal classroom situtation (e.g. tutoring, etc.)

Possible Responses Teacher Aide Responses in Actual Numbers
None at all 4
Less than 20% 11
21-40% 6
41-60% 1
61-80% 2
More than 80% 2
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Assisting related Title I Community Services (e.g., accompanying social worker on home visits, etc.)

Possible Responses Teacher Aide Responses in Actual Numbers
None at all ' : 10
Less than 20% 13
21-40% 1
41-60% . 1
61-80% 0
More than 80%. 0

5. Assisting Special Services connected with Title 1 Program (e.g., working with school nuise etc.)

Possible Responses Teacher Aide Responses in Actual Numbers
None at alt 8
Less than 20% 15
21-40% 1
41-60% 0
61-80% 0
More than 80% 1

6. Performing duties in or for the school which are not part of your Title I duties.

Possible Responses - Teacher Aide Responses in Actual Numbers
None at all i8
Less than 20% 6
21-40% 1
41-60% 0
61-80% . 0
More than 80% 0

It is apparext that the Tide 1 teacher aides have beeu utilized to a very great extent in assisting directly in
the Title I classrooms, in that the great majority of those who responded reported they spent either from
61-80% of their time, or more than 80% of their time in the Title I classrooms. This finding is in concert
with the specified Title I teacher zide responsibilities identified in the TITLE I APPLICATION FOR THE
1972-1973 FISCAL YFAR. "

A review of the teacher aide responses regarding ‘‘the non-classroom Title I duties” delineated above
I ewise suggests that the majority of these personnel were engaged in those particular duties either, not at
ali, ur less than 20% of their time in a normal school week. Again, it would appear from these findings that
th:: teacher aides were used, in terms of proporticiiate time allotments, to the best advantage of the overa!l
Title I instructional situation: i.e., they wcrked most of the time directly assisting the teachers and Title [
pupils in the classrooms.

In addition to providing information about the amount of time spent in their various Title I activicies, the

teacher aides were also asked to rate vhese same activities in terms of their importance to the overali success
of the Title I Program.
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The rating scale ranged from ‘“‘very important™ equals one, to “no importance” equals four. An analysis of
their collective responses for each of the activities listed reveals the following findings:

1.

9

Teacher aides, on the average, felt that those activities directly related to Title I instructional
treatment were of prime importance.

Those activities not dircctly related to Title I instructional treament, but did involve some degree
of personal contact with the children (e.g., monitoring Title I pupils at lunchtime, etc.), were
considered by the aides to hold some importance.

Those responsibilities which involved activities related to supportive services (e.g., accompanying
social workers on home visists) and those duties related to clerical work were judged valuable to
the overall success of the Title 1 Program, but were not given the importance associated with the
other two types.

It is evident, that in the minds of the teacher aides, their most important role lay in the area of direct Title 1
instructional assistance.

4.7 PUPIL SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

The Special Education Component hac Titie 1 pupil directed supportive services. A list of questions
incorporating these services was included in the questionnaires administered to the Title I participants and
parents. The data collected an’ analyzed by way of these questions are presented in the following
paragraphs.

In the interest of obtaining information -about Title I pupil necds related to supportive services, parents
were asked to identify those needs their children exhibited during the 1972-1973 school year. Table 1V-83
offers the tubulated responses of the parents, by service nceded.

TABLE 1V-83
PUPIL SUPPORTIVE SERVICES NEEDED:
AS REPORTED BY PARENTS

PARENTAL RESPONSES
SERVICES (In Percentages)

YES NO

Diagnosis of your child’s educational needs 54 46
Psychological testing of your child’s special problems or

necds 48 52

Assistance with your child’s personal and sociz! adjustment 49 51

Referral to specialist or agency outside your child’s school 28 72

Physical, dental, eye ~r ear examinaticns 70 ' 30

Medical or dental treatment 67 33

Physical therapy, 38 62
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' According to the responses in Table 1V-83, it is apparent that, while they identified other services required
in behalf of their children, the great majority of parents reported their children were in need of physical,
dental and eye or ear examinations, as well as medical or dental treatment.

Pupil supportive services were explored not only in terms of identifiable Title I pupil needs. but also in
regard to the availability and actual provision of these services to pupils. The questionnaire participants,
therefore, were given questions to answer abeut this latter aspect.

Title 1 pupils who completed their own cvaluation instruments reacted to the question, “What help did yosu
get from a doctor or nurse in your school this year,” in the following percentages, by specified area of

assistance:
AREA OF ASSISTANCE PUPIL RESPONSES
(In Percentages)

1 did not see a doctor or nurse in my school this year 35
[ was sick 2nd saw the nurse 42
My teeth were looked at 41
I wus vested for eyeglasses 47
My hearing was tested 16
I was hurt and was taken care of 28

Forty percent (40%) of the parents of the Title I pupils reported thau -'ieir children received a diagnosis of
their educational needs. Another 40% of the parents indicated their children had been provided with
psychological testing: 39% said their children had becn assisted with personal and social adjustments.
Twenty four percent (249%) of the parents reported that their children had been referred to specialists or
agencies outside the school. The majority of parents (69%) said that physical, dental, eye or ear
examinations had been given to their childrer.;: 66% reported that their children had received medical or
dental treatment, and 39% of the parents said t..at physical therapy had been rendered to their children.

A review of the data contained in Table IV-83 (Pupil Suppertive Services Needed; As Reported By Parents),
together with a comparison of the parent responses presented above, i.e., pupil supportive services provided,
reveals that the two services, *“‘physical, dental, eye or ear examination, and ‘“‘medical or dental
treatment,” were considered “‘as needed” for their children by the majority of parents and were identified
**as provided” to their children by the majority of parents during the school year.

4.8 PARENT/COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

An impressive effort to continue and expand parental and community involvement in the Title I program
was made by the Newark School District. On the questionnaires, the Title | participants and parents gave
their views about this effort.

The Title I principals were given a number of questions related to parent/community involvement in the
Title 1 Program. An analysis of thz data ccllected from these specific questions reveais the following
findings.

The majority (92%) of principais reported they devoted an average of between one and three hours a week
working with Title [ Parent Counciis. Sixty seven rercent (67%) of the principals stated they spent between
one and three hours a week working with individual parents of the Title 1 pupils, while 25% reported they
spent hetween four and si.: hours working with thc parents of Title [ pupils, and 8% said they spent niore
than ten hours per week. These data provide some indication of the amount of time the Title I principals in
the Special Education Componet and parents are directly involved with each other.
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Parents of Title I pupils, when asked about the number of Lozal School Title I Parent Council meetings
they had attended this year, responded in these percentages: 62% said they had not attended any; 13%
replied they had been to only one meeting: 12% stated they were at two council meetings, and 13%
reported they had attended three or more meetings. In addition, twenty nine percent (29%) of the parents
identified themselves as voting members of their children’s schools Title I Parent Councils.

Ninety six percent (96%) of the parents who completed questionnaires indicated they felt the Title I Parent
Councils in their children’s schools were doing a good job. Thirty five percent (35%) reported they had
talked about the Title I Program with members of the Title I school Parent Councils; 30% said they had not
done so, and 33% indicatec they didn’t know any members.

In order to elicit data about the kinds and types of activities in which the parents of Title I pupils in the
Special Education Component had participated during the scilool year, a list of activities was presented to
them for their reactions. Table V-84 delineates their collective responses to each activity, in percentages.

TABLE 1V-84
INVOLVEMENT IN TITLE I ACTIVITIES:
AS REPORTED BY PARENTS OF TITLE I PUPILS

-+« . PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

ACTIVITIES : | (In Percentages)
Individual conference with Title I teachers 1 17
. Worked on Title I Parent Council o 14
Attended meetings of the Title | f’arent Council 25
Attended PTA meetings : 27
Volunteere: to help in school library 8
Volunteered as a tutor | 8

Volunteered to help Title I Project Teachers and

teacher aides on a class trip 14
Helped mv child with his/her homework 67
Acted as a chaperone at a school function ‘ 8

Attended group meetings to learn how to help my

child with his/her homework _ 16
Other activities not listed here , 17
Have not been involved in any school activities ) 32

The data presented in Table V-84 offer some indication of the amount of involvement in which the parents
of Title I pupils in the Special Education Component were engaged in the activities listed above. It is
evident that the greatest number of parents (67%) identified themselves as having helped their children with
their homework, while the next largest percentage (32%) reported they had not been involved in any school
activities.
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Title 1 staff (principals, coordinators/teachers and parents) gave their estimates of the importance the
individual school Title 1 Parent Councils held in relation to several identified activity areas. Each of thesc
data sources, on the average, noted the following activity ‘areas as being eithes “very important” or of
“some importance” in terms of the work performed by these councils:

) Improving school-community relations
Understanding the desires of the parents and utilizing this information to improve education for
the children » .
Planning and coordinating Title [ activities
Obtaining community involvement in Title [ Programs
Providing for community involvement in Title I Programs
Helping parents to find assistance in the community
Encouraging togetherncss among parents, pupils and schools

Title 1 principals were also asked to deiprminc the exteat to which they felt the Title I Parent Councils in
their individual schools should be involved in the activities listed above. The consensus of opinion among
these personnel was that the Title 1 Parent Councils should be involved in these activities to a great extent.

The Title 1 principals in the Special Education Component were likewise requested to report the number of
meetings their schools™ Title 1 Parent Councils held this year to date (March, 1973). Eighty three percent
(83%) of the principals reported that five or more meetings had been conducted in their schools, and 1 7%
said that four meetings had been ‘ield during the year. I addition, the majority of the principals noted they
had personally attended five or more of these meetings.

In an attempt to elicit additional information from the parents of the Title I pupils about their attitudes in
general regarding parental involvement, a question was asked of them concerning their feelings ahout
parental involvement in Title I activities. Eighty one percent (81%) of the parents who completed
questionnaires stated they felt that parents should become actively in Title I activities.
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5.0 BILINGUAL EDUCATION COMPONENT
5.1 INTRODUCTION

Section 1V, 5.0, addresses the cvaluation f{indings and discussion of the 1972-1973 Regular School Year
Title T Program conducted in the BILINGUAL EDUCATION COMPONENT. The readers of this report are
reminded, therefore, that all discussion in 5.0 concerns only the Bilingual Education Component of the
Title I program, unless otherwise indicated,

5.2 SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS
Evaluative data were collected from samiples of the participants. The descriptions presented immediately
below delincate the major characteristics of those participants who were included in the sample population.
The statistical suminary of the questionnaire adininistration can be found in Section III, page 111-5, of this
report.

PUPiL SAMPLE
Grades Kindergarten — Three

Fifty one percent (51%) were male. and 49% were female

Twenty two percent (227%) werc in Kindergarten ; 28% were in grade one; 30%, grade two and 20% were in
grade three.

Two percent 2% were Afro-American; 97%, Spanish-surnamed American and 1% were reported as “‘other.”
Grades Four — Six
Forty three prceent (439%) were male, and 57% were female.
Forty five percent (45%.) were in grade four: 28% were in grade five and 27% were in grade six.
Twenty one percent (21%) were born in the City of Newark, New Jersey. Four percent (4%) were born
somewhere else in New Jersey: 4%, in a different state; 519%. in Puerto Rico: and 22% reported they were
born “elsewhere.”

PROJECT COORDINATOR SAMPLE
Twenty nine percent (29%) were male, and 71% were femate. Thirty three precent (33%) reported they
were between 20-25 years of age and 67% were between 26-35 years of age. Twenty four percent (24%)
reported they lived in the attendance arca of the school to which they were assigned. Thirty eight percent
(38%) stated they lived in another part of the Newurk School District, and 38% said they lived outside the
Newark School District.

Sixty three percent (63%) have been teachurs between one and five years, and 38%, between six and ten
years.

Seventy five percent (75%) have taught in the Newark School District between one and five years and 25%,
between six and romn years.

Fifty percent (507} have held their present position as projent coordinator for only the current school
year. Twenty five percent (25%) have held their present position for two years, and 2.5%, for three years.
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Twenty five percent (25%) reported they have taken between one and ten semester hours of graduate work;
25% have taken between |1-20 hours; 25%, between 31-40 hours and 13%, between 51-60 hours.

TEACHER SAMPLE
Twenty six percent (26%) were male, and 74% were female.

Thirty three percent (33%) reported they were between 20-25 yeras of age: 30%, between 26-35 years of
age; 18%, between 36-45 years: 16% between 46-55 years and 4% indicated they were over 55 years old.

One percent (1%) stated thcy were American Indian; 10% rcported they were Afro-American; 37%,
Caucasian; 40%, Spanish-surnamed American and 3% said they were “other.”

Twenty one percent (21%) stated they lived in the attendance area of the schools to which they were
assigned: 18% said they lived in another part of the Newark School District, and 59% reported they lived
outside the Newark Schooi District.

Fifty three percent (53%) have been teachers between one and five years; 18% between sis and ten ye irs;
6%, between 11-15 years: 14%, between 16-20 years: 4%, between 21-25 years, and 4%, reported they have
been teachers for 26 years or more.

Eighty two percent (829) have taught in thc Newark School District between one and five years: 8%,
between six and ten years; 4%, between 11-15 years: 2%, between 16-20 years; 2%, between 21-25 years
and 1% have taught 26 years or more in their current school. Thirty two perceni (32%) have been Title |
Project Teachers in Newarl for one year: 27%. for two years: 21%, thrce years and 10%, four years.

%
Thirty four percent (347.) have taken no semester hours of graduate work: 19% have taken between one
and ten hours; 9%, between 11-20 hours: 8%, between 21-30 hours: 10%, between 31-40 hours; 6%,
octween 41-59 hours: 3%, between 51-60 hours and 11% have taken more than 60 semester hours of
graduate work.

COMMUNITY AIDE SAMPLE
Twenty two percent (22%) were male, and 78% were female.

Eleven percent (11%) were between the ages of 17-25 years; 44% were between the ages of 26-35 years:
33%, between 36-45 years and 22%, between 46-55 years of age.

All (100%) indicated they lived in the attendance arca of the schools to which they were assigned. Fifty six
percent (56%) reported they were in their first year as community aides. Eleven percent (11%) had been
aides for a year and 33% had been aides for r: 0 years.

5.3 IMPROVEMENT OF READING ACHIEVEMENT

Evaluative data on the improvement of recading achievement were collected by means of survey instruments
(questionnaires), testing programs and classroom obscrvations. The findings from an analysis of these data
are presented in the paragraphs below. '

Indicative of the positive attitudes Title I pupils in the Bilingual Education Component have toward their
reading improvement is the fact that 86% of the sampled pupils in grades four and above reported they felt
their reading had improved as a result of their participation in the Title I Bilingual Education Component.
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Teachers who completed questionnaires about Title I pupils (Kindergarten through grade three) were
similarly positive in their responses regarding reading improvement by the Title I pupils. Ninety one percent
(91%) of the teachers judged that the pupils’ ability to read had imp.oved. Eighty nine percent (89%) of the
teachers likewise estimated that the Title 1 instructional activities had given the pupils more confidence in
their ability to read. Supporting this estimate is the additional fact that 91% of thes. same feachers felt the
pupils appeared to enjoy their reading activities.

These same teachers were also askec about the changes that had occurred during the year in the academic
performance of the Title 1 pupils for whom they were completing questionnaires. The rzading proficiency
of pupils was one of the items the teachers were requested to rate on a scale of four ranging from one
equals “‘great improvement’ to four equals “change for the worse”. The teachers, on the average, rated the
pupils’ reading proficiency as “‘improved”.

The attitudes of the Title I pupils in grades four and above who cu.znleted their own questionnaires were
explored still further by a set of questions designed to elicit their feelings and opinions about reading
activities in gencral. They were asked to indicate if they liked to read more now than before they received
the extra reading instructions. Eighty one percent (81%) replied that they did. In addition, 90% felt it was
of improtance for them to read well, and 64% indicated they liked to take books home from the school
library.

In an effort to widen the data base about Title I pupils’ reading improvement, parents were asked to
indicate how they felt about their children’s reading abilities ““at the present time”. Sixty one percent
(61%) of the parents said they were of the mind that their children were reading as well a5 they thought
they should be at their particular age level.

Parents of Title I pupils were also provided the opportunity to react to several questions related to their
childrens’ attitudes toward reading outside of school, e.g., in the home. Forty three percent (42%) of the
parents reported their children spend more time reading, and 52% indicated their children appeared to
enjoy reading more at home than last year. Twenty five percent (25%) said their children wanied to go to
the library more frequently during the school year.

Project coordinators rated the contribution they felt the Title I instructional activities were making toward
the overall success of the program in their respective schools. 1t can be inferred that to the extent they saw
the reading intervention as contributing to the program’s success, to a similar extent it generally
contributed to the participating pupils’ reading improvement, Thirty eight percent (38%) of the project
coordinators estimated that the Title ! reading intervention activities contributed “very much” to the
success of the program in their schools, while anrsther 38% of the project coordinators indicated that these
activities provided “much’’ contribution to the Title I Bilingual Program.

The findings presented in the preceding paragraphs regarding Title T reading improvement provide the
following conclusions:

1. Title 1 personnel, as well as Title I pupils who were included in the questionnaire sample generally
felt there had been improvement in the pupils’ reading achievement as a result of the Title ]
reading intervention activities. In addition, these respondents also indicated the Title I pupils
evidenced constructive and positive attitudes about themselves in relation to their reading
achievements and their school environment. It is interesting to note, in support of this
conclusion, that 90% of the Title 1 pupils in grades four and above declared they had no desire to
leave school at the present tiine.
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The significance of the above conclusion may very well lie in the fact that these school personnel
and pupils exhibited, for the most part, attitudes and opinions about the Title I Blingual
Program in the Newark School District that can be considered essential to the success of any
instructional program of this nature; i.e., the healthy presence of positive motivation toward the
learning effort on the part of the participants.

[o%]

The majority of parents who completed questionnaires obviously felt their children were reading
as well as could be exp~cted for their age. In addition, 94% of these same parents reported that
the Title I Bilingual Program had generally benefited their children. Also, 95% of these parents
indicated the program had helped their children to learn to read.

From these findings it can be inferred that the majority of parents were pleased with the efforts being made
through the Title I Bilingual Program to provide their youngsters with supplementary instruction assistance.

In the 1972-1973 Title 1 Program greater emphasis than in previous years was placed on providing
supplernentary reading insfructions to identified Title I pupils in Kindergarten through grade three. In an
attempt to elicit participant reaction to the revised reuding objectives for these grades, teachers who
complcied questionnaires ‘about Title I pupils were asked to indicate whether or not they felt the specific
objective applicable to the particular grade level of the individual pupils for whom they were responding
was possible of achievement.

Seventy six percent (76%) of the teachers judged that thc Title 1 Pupils in Spanish-dominant classes would
demonstrate a significant (five months) average grade equivalent increase in reading and mathematics
(Spanish) and Oral Englisi: wnen measured by standardized tests in May, 1973. Twenty four percent (24%)
of the teachers replied in the negative.

Sixty seven percent (67%) of the teachers estimated that the Title I pupils in English-dominant classes who
were receiving reading intervention would demonstrate a significant (five months) average grade equivalent
increase in reading comprehension and word knowledge when measured by standardized tests in May, 1973.

Title 1 project coordinators and classroom teachers were also requested to estimate the degree of
importance they placed upon the need for further revision of the 1972-1973 program objectives which
related to reading improvement. On the average, both the cordinators and the teachers placed “some”
imnportance on the need for further revision.

In responding to an additional question related to these same objectives which elicited the amount of
assistance they felt the revisions and modifications of the program objectives gave them, th.e coordinatcrs
and the teachers, on the average, reported they found the revised program objectives to have been of
“some’ assistance to them in their Title I responsibilities.

From the data presented above it can be determined that both the project coordinators and the teacliers, on
the average, judged that the 1972-1973 revised program objectives were of assistance to them, and the
further revision of these objectives was of importance to their own Title I activities.

Two objective measuring devices were to be employed to gather data concerning the Bilingual Education
Component. Participating Title | students in English-dominant classes were to complete the Metropolitan
Achiecvement Test and participating Title I students in Spanish-dominant classes were to complete the
Puerto Rican Achievement Test designed by the Department of Education in Puerto Rico.

The Puerto Rican Achievement Test was imvlemented in May, 1973 only. Scores for identified Title I
pupils were not available at time of the publication of this report.

Metropolitan achievement post test scores provided, were predominantly those from grade 2. The small
number of pupil post test scores submitted for the Bilingual Education Component upper grades did not
provide data for an analysis of whether the proposed objective was achicved. The presentation of the pre
and post test scorc comparisons for this small number of pupils would be statistically misleading for an
evaluation of a Title I component of such magnitude as the Bilingual Education Component.
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5.4 GENERAL PUPI L_ACADEMIC/BEHAVIORAL PROGRESS

The participants involved in the questionnaire survey were asked a series of questions concerning Title I
pupil progress in academic areas related to reading, as well as areas dealing with general behavioral changes.
The responses of the Bilingual Education Component participants are summarized in the following
paragraphs.

Thirty two percent (32%) of the Title I pupiis who completed questionnaires felt they were doing “‘very
good” in their school work. Thirty two percent (32%) reported they were doing ¢ good” 32%, “fair”, and
4% said they were doing poorly.

The great majority of these same pupuls indicated they were interested in getting good grades, while 72%
stated they liked most things about school this year, and 86% said they tried to behave in school. On the
average, they also reported they liked most of their teachers, and wanted to finish high school. Eighty’
seven percent (87¢%) found school rather pieasant, and 67% did not feel it was too difficult. Sixty six
percent (66%) reported they usually understood what their teachers were saying.

Sixty nine percent (69%) of the pupils stated they considered themselves important members of their
families; 3% replied in the negative, and 28% said either they felt that way at times or they were really not
sure. As for being important members of their class, 22% of the youngsters reported they were uncertain;
66% felt they were important members and 13% of them responded that they were not

In conJunctlon with the above questlon, several others were asked of these same puplls dealing with the
rapport they felt they had with their parents. The Title I pupils responses to these questions are reported as
follows: 85% said they did talk over their problems with the parents; and 15% replied in the negative.
Ninety one percent (31%) of the puplls felt they made their parents happy, while 9% were either not sure
or said no.

Eighty five percent (85%) said they liked to tell their parents about what they did and learned in school,
and 74% indicated that their parents helped them with their homework.

Most of the pupils felt that their parents expected too much of them, yet 93% reported they felt their
parents d1d understand them.

The academic/behavnoral changes of Title I buplls in grades kindergarten through three were explored via
the Pupil Questionnaire (Teacher Answered). Teachers who completed these instruments were directed to
respond to several questions related to these areas.

Their responses are presented immediately below. Teachers were asked to indicate the changes in pupils’ -
academic performance and behavior during the school year as a result of the Title I treatment. Table V-85

delineates the reactions of the teachers, in percentages, to a list of pupil characteristics in terms of

estimated degrees of change. .

From Table IV-85, it is apparent that the large majority of teachers saw either great improvement or at least
some improvement in the above listed characteristics of the Title I pupils for whom they completed
questionnaires. It can be stated, therefore, that, on the average, the teachers who responded to this question
“felt the pupils in kindergarten through grade three had evidenced academnc/behavnora] improvement as a
result of -the Title I treatment during the 1972-1973 school year.

In an attempt- to identi’v the needs of these same pupils from the teacher’s perspective, an additional
question was-inserted in the Pupil Questionnaire (Teacher Answered) that addressed the extent to which
“teachers felt the pupils required certain specific piograms. Table IV-86 presents the responses of the

teachers, in percentages, to a list of programs needed by the pupils whom they were describing. - (Refer page
Iv-129)-
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TABLE 1V-85
TITLE I PUPIL ACADEMIC/BEHAVIORAL CHANGES;
AS REPORTED BY CLASSROOM TEACHERS

DEGREE OF CHANGE
(In percentages)
CHARACTERISTICS Great Change for
(Areas of Change) Improvement Improvement No Change the Worse

Understanding of oral

instruction 33 60 7 -
Understanding of written .

instruction 25 60 15 =
Attendance : 21 44 34 ‘ 1
Oral expression 26 64 10 -
Responsibility in completing

class assignment 24 60 15 1
Interest in reading 4 36 51 12 1
Behavior in class 22 53 22 2
Interest in English (Language h _ ) i

arts) 30 56 13 1
Pupil’s self-image : 27 57 15 . 1
Writing ability .25 60 1"5 » -
Vocabulary -identification | s 61 14 —
Vocabulary usage - 61 12 o
Pronunciation A 25 64 11 | —
Spelling | 20 58 21 -

Table 1V-86 reveals the following fir.dings. The majority of the teachers estimated that the Title I pupils in
Kindergarten through grade three were definitely in need of special bilingual programs. Eighty six percent
(86%) of these teachers, however, saw little or no requirement for ‘special education programs (speech
therapy, retarded social and emotional maladjustment) for these pupils. Only 13% indicated either.a ‘“‘very
great” or “great” need for special health programs in behalf of these pupils. In regard to the provision for
special language arts programs, the teachers, on the average, estimated there was some need. Obv10usly, the
large majority of teachers-(87%) felt there was little or no requ1rement for special psychological/counseling
programs for pupils at those grade levels. Equally evident is the fact that, on the average, they considered -
the need for special reading programs to be minimal.
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TABLE IV-86
TITLE 1 PUPIL NEEDS:
AS REPORTED BY CLASSROOM TEACHERS

EXTENT NEEDED
(In percentages)

PROGRAM(S)
Very Much Much Little Not Needed
Special reading , 14 24 22 4]

Special education program (speecil
therapy, retarded, social and

emotional maladjustment , 6 8 8 78
Special health program 4 . 9 11 : 75
Special language arts program - 13 .29 24 - 34
Spe_:cia] psychological/counseling program ‘4 8 12 175

. Special bilingual program. . 33 , 23 -14 30

Again, in terms of needs, the teachers were directed to identify which Jevel of reading materials would be
most appropriate for the sampled pupils in the next school year. Seventeen percent (17%) of the teachers
selected materials that are a grade level or more above in difficulty; 35% selected materials that are at grade
level in difficulty; 22% identified materials at half grade level below in difficulty and 17% felt materials that
are a grade level or more below in difficulty were most appropriate for the Title I pupils in Kindergarten
through grad: three. The remaining teachers (5%) judged -that none of the above alternatives were
applicable to the pupils for whom they were responding.

Parents of Title I pupils were also considered in the overall effort to coilect data dbout the general
academic/behavioral progress of the Title I pupils. They were asked, therefore, to react to a set of questions
related to these areas. Their responses are discussed below.

Initially, they were asked how they thcught their children felt they themselves were doing in school this
year. Forty three percent (43%) of the parents reported that they thought their childven were quite pleased
with their own progress; 46% indicated their children felt they were doing ‘‘average work’ while 11% stated
they thought their children considered themselves to be doing below average. In ‘brief, the majority of
parents were of the mind that their children displayed healthy and positive attltudes toward their general
progress in school this year.

This conclusion is supported by the vasi majority of parents (97%) who responded positively to the
question; “Do you feel your child wants to get good grades™? In addition, 85% of the parents said their '
children liked most things about school, and 57% said their children were pleased to be in the Title 1
Program this year. . )

Ninety six percent (96%) of the parents thought their c’uldren had a lot of respect for their cla}ssroom
teachers. Fifty percent (50%) felt their children were generally happy at school and 60% judged their
children were learning a great deal. Ninety four percent (94%) indicated their children were definitely
benefiting from the Title 1 Bilingual Program, and the teachers were doing a good job in relation to their

children.
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The parents were also directed to provide some indication as to how they saw their children’s general
academic ability and progress in school. The majority (66%). of parents thought their children were about
“average”, while 8% rated them “below average”, and 26% reported they were uncertain.

When questioned more specifically about their children’s progress in the area of Language Arts, the
majority of parents who completed questionnaires reported that their children had made very satisfactory
improvement in their neatness in writing, their written and oral expression, the spacing of letters in writing
and the spacing of pictures.

The parents were also asked to respond to several specific questions concerning their children’s academic
behavior as compared to previous years.

Fifty two percent {52%) of the parents found that their children were spending more time stuclying. Fifty
ane percent (51%) thought their children were more devoted to their homework in that thev go: their
assignments done more often and in less time than before. Thirty percent (30%), in addition, felt their
children were planning their study time better; and 42% judged they were more concerned about the
neatness and accuracy of their homework, while 31% indicated their children were showing more interest in
doing extra study. Thirty eight percent (38%) estimated that their children were setting greater priority on
their study time.

The 1972-1973 Title 1 Program design called for the implementation of Cultural Enrichment Activities in
support of the instructional treatment provided the Title I pupils. These activities consisted of on-premise
(within the school environment) and off-premise (field trips) group functions. In an effort to determine the
types and kinds of activities provided to the Title 1 Bilingual pupils during the school year, the survey
participants were asked to respond to several questlons which addressed this sphere of the program. Their
responses are reported below.

Twenty six percent (26%) of the Title I pupils went on trips to the zoo. Forty two percent (42%) visited
museums; 26% viewed stages plays; 9% were entertained at movie theatres; 29% indicated they went “other
places”, 4% said they did not remember and 27% said they had not taken any field trips during the year.

Teachers who responded for Title 1 bupils in.Kind=rgorten through grade three regarding pupil participation
in Title I Cultrual Enrichment Activities reporte.. in the following percentages:

' /
ACTIVITY PERCENT OF TEACHERS RESPONDING -
Field trips {museums, theatre, etc.) ' 71
In-school assemblies : - 87
Art programs ) 50
Exposure to social environment of other communities : 11
Other cultural enrichment activities 31
None of the above : .5

From these data it can be determirid that the emphasis of the Cultural Enrichment Activities to which
Title I pupils in the early elementary grades were exposed lay within the areas of field trips and in-school
assemblies.

As to approximately how many clock hours during the school year these same pupils spent in Title I
Cuttural Enrichment Activities, teachers reported according to these percentages: 2% of the teachers said
the pupils about whom they were completing questionnairs spent no time at all; 52% of the teachers stated
from one to 10 hours; 21%, 11 to.20 hours; 11%, 2! to 30 hours; 16%, more than 30 hours, and 4%
indicated they did not know. ‘
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Available district statistical documentation of Title I Cultrual Enrichment Activities was also reviewed by
the evaluation agency in order to broaden tiic description of these activities. Table IV-87 presents the
findings drawn from this review and analysis.

TABLE 1V-87 :
CONSOLIDATED STATISTICAL DATA
1972-1973 TITLE I CULTURAL ENRICHMENT ACTIVITIES

BILINGUAL COMPONENT
PARTICIPANTS . NUMBER OF
TOTAL A CTIVITIES
Pupils Teachers Adult Volunteers
ON-SCHOOL PREMISES 6,231 266 - 337 6,834 77
OFF-SCHOOL PREMISES 4,844 231 269 5344 77

In the interest of providing data about the value the Title [ participants actually placed upon these Cultural
Enrichment Activities, the evaluation agency inserted in the survey instrumeats a series of questions
designed to elicit information about particinant value judgements regarding these activities. The following
paragraphs summarized these data.

Project coordinators, on the average, indicated that the Cultural Enrichment Activities provided a “very”
great ¢ontribution and stressed the importance of this partlcular segment of the Title I Program .in relation
to their own responsibilities. .

Classroom teachers judged, on the average, that these activities had been of some a~istance to them in their
Title | instructional efforts during the year. They likewise indicated that the p.._ence of such cultural
enrichment activities in the Title I Program was of importance to them in relation to their instructional .
erforts.

5.5 TITLE | BILINGUAL PROGRAM VALUE

The sampled participants in the Bilinguai Education Component responded to a number of questions about
the overall value of the Title Program conducted in the Newark School District during the 1972-1973
school year. These questions were designed to elicit the participants’ knowledge oplmons and feelings
regarding several aspects of the program.’

Project coordinators were asked to what extent they felt the cbjectives for the Title I Program in their
schoois were being accomplished. Their responses are as follows: 25%, to a very great extent; 63%, to a
great extent, and 12% reported that the objectives were being accomplished to some extent.

The project cocrdinators also had the opportunity to rate the degree various signiﬁ'cant factors within the
program contributed to the success of Title I in thelr mdmdual schools. Table IV-88 presents their
responses in percentages.

Table 1V-88 indicates that the prOJect coordinators, on the average, saw a positive contnbutnon to the .
. success of the Title 1 Program in each of the factors listed for their ratings.

The parents of Title [ puplls in the Bilingual Educatlon Component were questloned about their Judgement
of the overall program’s value during the 1972-1973 school year. The great majority of parents (83%) who
. completed questionnaries though their children had been helped by the Title I Program conducted in their
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TABLE 1V-88
RATINGS OF SIGNIFICANT FACTORS .
RELATED TO THE SUCCESS OF TITLEI:
BY BILINGUAL PROJECT COORDINATORS

RATING SCALE

(In percentages)
Contributed  Contributed Contributed No
FACTORS Very Much Much Little Contributicn

Supplementary mstructlonal .

equipment : 63 25 13 -
Opportunities for positive change ’

regarding pupil attitudes .

toward school , : 50 38 13 —
Supporting pupil services (e.g.,

health, nutrition,

psychological) 29 57 14 -
More individualized help to pupils 13 75 _ 12 - -
Community aides 50 38 13- -
In-service training .25 63 13 -

schools. Fifty five percent (55%) of the parents, in addition, said their children had gotten from the .
program as much as ihey (parents) had anticipated. Twenty two percent (22%) of these parents inJicated,
however, that they expected their children to have gotten more than they did.

These data suggest that while the parents’ expectations of the program’s effectiveness in relation to their
children’s improvement were not entirely met, they felt, nevertheless, that their children were definitely
being hélped by their involvement in the Title [ Bilingual activities.

The parents were particularly complementary to the principal’s staff (i.e., wce principal, clerk, teachers,
etc.) in response to a question asking about the cooperatlon and support offered to their schooi s Title [
Program by these various personnel. Eighty five percent (85%) of the parents reported that the principals
and their staff were “quite satisfactory” in  their cooperation and support of the Title I Program.

~ Apparently the large majority of parents of the Title i pupils in the Bilingual Education Component were
generally -happy with the compatlblhty that existed between the Regular School Program and the Title I
Program in their respective schools.

In terms of pupil needs which should be met by the Title I Program, these same parents wei¢ asked to rate
the degree of impertance they placed upon the Title I Program providing help to their children in certain
ac,xdemlc/behaworal areas. Their responses, in percentages are presented in Table IV—89

Frem the data presented in Table 1V-89, it is apparent that the parents of Title I pupils, on the average, felt

it was quite important that the Title I Program help their children improve in each of the areas listed. This

. reaction of the Pparents, in' turn, suggests two considerations: (1) the variety of demands the parents

personally place upon the program, and (2) the potentral they are willing to credit to the program ’s
capabilities of effectiving pos1t1ve academrc/behavroral changes in their children.

Q
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TABLE IV—-89
TITLE I PUPIL NEEDS TO BE MET BY
THE TITLE I PROGRAM: DEGREES OF
IMPORTANCE; AS REPORTED BY PARENTS

OPINION
(In percentages)
AREAS Very Little
Important Important Importance Unimportant
Improve his/her reading 85 13 2 -
Gain self-confidence 74 24 2 -
Act more obedient 80 17 2 |
Be proud of his/her background 80 18 2 -
Develop respect for the rlghts '
of others - 78 19 2 1
)
Develop his/her ability to think
for himself/herself 74 23 2 1
Develop a respect for property and .
materials 81 17 ‘ 1 1
Be able to speak and write better 86 13 1 -
Improve hjs/her grades . 86 13 1 -

5.6 PROJECT COORDINATOR AND CLASSROOM TEACHER SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

Part of the services in Newark’s Title I. Program were those given to teachers and project coordinators to
assist them in their professional responsibilities. Included in these supportive services were:
paraprofessionals, in-service training, specialists and audio/visual materials. The coordinators, teachers and
other professmnals associated with the Title I Bilingual Educatlon Component were asked to react to
questions concemmg these services. :

Eighty percent (80%) of the teachers, when questioned about the appropriateness of the available printed
materials and textbooks they utilized #1 their Title instructional activities, responded positively. They felt,
in general, that these aids were appropriate for their use. An even higher percentage (89%) of project
teachers reported the instructional equipment available to them was appropriate to their needs.

The teachers were 'tlso asked to rate the extent to whichi they felt the i in-service training actmtles in which
they participated since September, 1972, assisted them in their mstructlonal treatment of Title 1 pupils.
Table IV-9O presents their responses, in percentages.

From the data presented in Table IV-90, it is appareni that the great majority of the Bilingual teachers
(85%) found their reading in-service activities to have offered them the most assistance in their instructional
weatment of Title 1 pupils. On. the average, the teachers rated these in-service activities as either of “great
assistance” or “‘of some assistance” te them. Seventy five percent (75%) of them also rated “nev and/or

Q
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TABLE IV-90
TITLE I IN-SERVICE TRAINING ACTIVITIES:
EXTENT OF ASSISTANCE; AS DETERMINED

BY BILINGUAL TEACHERS
4 RATING SCALE
(In percentages)

IN-SERVICE ACTIVITY Asgitsi:;ce Assistance Asls‘;:g‘:lce Assgt(;lhce
Reading 36 49 : 15 -
I'nglish Language Arts | ' 13 58 21 . 8
English Second Language 12 4] 26 2i
Cultural Larichment 14 36 28 22
New and/or innovative teaching # |

methods and techniques 23 52 . 15 10
Diagnosis of Pupil Problems 20 40 18 23
Individualized Instruction 21 ) 38 26 15
Use of Eiquiptnent and Materiais 27 40 I8 i6
Use of School Plant and Facilities 17 23 23 37
Administrative and Mangement ‘ ' -

Technique | 8 : 29 21 42 -
Community Relations t7 | 31 31 21-

innovative teaching methods and techniques” as either of “‘great assistance” or “some assistance” to them,
thus pointing up their positive reaction to the program’s efforts to provide the teachers with continual
exposure to current teaching pedagogy.

Title I Bilingual project coordinators were also asked to respond to a similar question concerning their
in-service training activities. Table IV-91 reports the responses of the coordinators, in percentages.

‘Table IV-91 indicates that the majority of the in-service activities in which the project coerdinators
participated was of great assistance to them. The activities which apparently offered the least assistance to
them were those involving English Language Arts, Community Relations and dissemination techniques and
procedures.

The responses of both bi.ingual teachers and coordinators, as presented in Tables IV-90 and IV-91 support
the fact that efforts were made during the school year to provide these Title I personnel with in-service
training appropriate and beneficial to their respectlve job descriptions and responsibilities.

The role of the community aid was also rated by the project coordinators and teachers in terms of
importance and assistance to them in their Title I responsibilities.

O
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. TABLE 1V-91
TITLE I IN-SERVICE TRAINING ACTIVITIES:
EXTEND OF ASSISTANCE; AS DETERMINED
BY BILINGUAL PROJECT COORDINATQRS

RATING SCALE
(In percentages)

IN-SERVICE ACTIVITY \,:gstca;ecit As?irsi::;ce Asg::;ice Ass:t(:mce
Reading 63 25 13 -
English Language Arts , 13 §0 _ 13 25
English Second Language - 66 34 —
Cultural Enrichment | 25 50 25 -
Diagnosis of pupil problems . 80 20 - -
Individualized Instruction 33 67 - -
Use of equipment and materials - 20 60 20 -
Use of school plant and facilities - .50 25 25 —

' Administrative, management and
planning techniqugs 40 20 40 -
" Community relations ' 40 20 20 20
Dissemination techmques and -

procedures - - : 60 20 20

All (100%) of the coordinators and the great majority (94%) of the teachers rated the impor<ance of the
community aide to their own Title I activities as having been either of “great” or of “some” importance,
thus indicating that the .majority of both coordinators and teachers saw significant value in {ie services of
the community aides. This statement can be further supported by the fact that only 6% of “he teachers saw
“little importance™ in the role of the community aide in relation to/, their own Title I activities.

With regard to the extent these same community aides were of help to them in their Title I fespo_nsibilities
during the 1972-1973 school year, over two thirds of both the project coordinators and teachers estimated
that the aides were of assistance to them.

Several other factors were identified and listed in the questionnaires administered to the coordinators and
teachers, and they were asked to rate the.extent to which they felt these partlcular factors were of
assistance to them.

On the average, both the project coordinators and teachers found the fuilowing factors of significant value
to them in their Title I responsibilities:
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e  Title I Central Office Staff

o  Parental Involvement

e  Consultant Services C e

° Instructional equipment and materials

e ——

¢ Opportunities for professional improvement

' Provision for greater intensified instructional concentration in Pre-K through grade three

®  Provision for pupi] supportive services

®  In service training
In an effort to identify the forms of assistance the bilingual teachers would like to have provided them in
their Title 1 teaching efforts, these instructional personnel were asked to indicate which forms of assistance

they would like. Their responses are as follows:

TEACHERS RESPONSES

FORMS OF ASSISTANCE = In Percernitage
More books . 75
More audio/visual aids 73
More in-service teacher training programs , 50
Remodeling of facilities . ° 1 _ 43
Consultant services ' 46
More community aides ' 33
Use of a structured reading program S50~

It is evident from these responses that a majority of the teachers reacted sfrongly to two forms of assistance
which appeared on the list; namely, provision for more books (75%) and more audio/visual aids (73%).

Efforts were also made to obtain a general reaction by the project coordinators to certain characteristics of
the bilingual teachers. The coordinators were requested to rate these characteristics on a scale of four,
ranging from one equals “excellent”; to four-equals “below average”. The listed characteristics inciuded the
quality of work the teachers produced, their interest in work, their ability to work with others, their
initiative, dependability, cooperation and punctuality. Without exception, each of these characteristics were
given an average rating by the project coordinators that rell between “excellent” and *“above average”. This
finding indicates the general positive attitude the project coordinators held in relation to the teachers in
their respective schools. :

Both project coordinators and teachers were requested to estimate the amount of time they spent in various
Title I activities. They were instructed to base their estimates on the percentage of time they usually spent
on a given activity proportionate to the total number of working hours in a normal school week. A
summary of their responses is presented in the following paragraphs. -

In addition to the time and effort involved in the performance of their administrative duties, the .average
amount of time the project coordinators spent teaching Title I rupils was determined as 7%. Again, on the
average, these coordinators devoted '15% of their time during a normal schoo! week to the scheduling and
arranging of Title I activities, while 12% of their time was consumed with Title I Parent Council meetings.
In addition, it was estimated that,on the average, 12% of their time was taken up with conducting in service
training for teachers and aides, and about 15% with in-service training pertaining to their own needs.

Q '
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Developing curriculum materials for their Title | projects was estimated by the coordinators, on the average,
as taking approximately 8% of their time; providing Title I Program dissemination materials, 11%, while
20% was devoted to observing and/or monitoring tcachers in their classrooms.

A review of the project coordinators’ job description, as outlined in the TITLE I APPLICATION FOR
FISCAL YEAR i972-1973, indicates that the ‘““planned” activities and responsibilities ol these Title 1
personnel were realized during the school year.

Those teachers who responded to a similar question estimated that on the average, 35% of their time was
spent in reading instructions. Sixteen percent (16%) of their time was devoted to English as a second
language: 10% to English language arts: 10%, to the diagnosis of pupil probleins; 4% to meeting with
parent/community groups: |5%. to in-service training and 10% was directed toward the testing of Title 1
pupils.

Community aides were also included in the administration of the evaluation instrumentation. They were
provided questionnaires which contained questions cliciting information about their pre-service and
in-service training sessions, their responsibilitics and duties as Title 1 aides, as well as their personal
evaluation of their Title I activities. The tollowing paragraphs are devoted to a discussion of the data
collected from this source.

Five of the nine Title I community a2ides indicated they had participated in pre-service training prior to the
opening of the 1972-1973 schooi year. All nine of the aides reported they were involved in in-service
training during the year. Seven of the nine aides had spent 21 or more hours in various in-service activities
since September, 1972, and all but one of the aides felt they had benefited from these in-service sessions.

In addressing the types and kinds of in-service training activities provided to them, four of the community
aides stated they had been involved in in-service training sessions that offered information concerning the
objectives of the Title I Program. Six of the aides who completed questionnaires stated they had received
instructions in the methods of cxplaining the purposes of the Title I Program and activities to parents and
community groups. In addition, five of the community aides were provided instruction in the methods of
offering training sessions to parents. Five of the aides indicated they received information related to social
agencies and services available to parents and two aides said they participated in training for routine clerical
work iequired for the Title | Program.

Finally, seven of the community aides were provided with general training in the duties required for
working within the scope of the Title I Program. All (9) of the aides reported that their Title I duties had
been clearly defined and cxpalined to them.

The community aides were also asked to estimate the amount of time in a normal school week they spent
in fulfilling their various Title I duties.

In regard to assisting directly in Title I classiooms, three of the community aides indicated they spend no
time at all in such activities, while another three estimated they spent less than 20% of their time in a
normal school weck, and three judged taht they were involved directly in the Title I classrooms between
21% and 40% of their time. Eight of the community aides estimated they spent the great majority of their
time during a normal school week assisting Title 1 parents (e.g., training services, developing parental
interest, etc.).

In estimating the amount of time they devoted to the performance of clerical work for Title I activities
only two aides reported “no time at all”’; one said, ““less than 20%"’; two stated thev devoted between 21%
and 40%; one judged between 16% and 80%, and one reported the time allotted as having been more than
807%. It is obvious from the responses of the community aides with reference to the amount of time
devoted to Titie I community services (e.g., visiting homes of participating Title I parents, etc.), that a great
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deal of their time during a normal school week was taken up with these specific functions; that is, one of
the aides spent from 41% to 60% of the time, three of them spent from 61% to 80%, and four said they
were involved more than 807% of their time.

When asked how much of their time was taken up with performing duties in or for the school which were
not part of their Title I duties, two of the community aides reported “‘no time at all”, five of thcm
cstimated “less than 20% and two said between 21% and 40%.

It is apparent, from a review of the community aide “job description” outlined in the TITLE 1
APFLICATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 1972-1973, that the findings presented above support the fact that
these aides were involved in the kinds and types of Title I activities for which they were engaged.

As to the degree of importance they personally placed upon their various Title I duties, the aides, on the
average, gave great importance to all those dutics listed for their rating (on a scale of four ranging from one
equals” very important™ to four equals *“‘not important™). The average rating was 1.4, with “explaining the
role of the schools and the Title 1 Program to parents and community members™ and *‘visiting the homes of

Title I pupils” receiving the highest rating of 1.1.**Assisting with clerical work’” received the lowest rating of
2.0.

It would seem that in the minds ot the community aides, the actual contact they made with parents and
community members was of prime importance in the discharge of their responsibilities.

The Title 1 project coordinators were provided the opportunity to give their general ratings of the
community aides in their schools in reference to certain specified characteristics related to their roles in the
Title I Program. On the average, the project coordinators rated the aides as cither “excellent” or “*above
average™ in the following characteristics;

° Quality of work

° Interest in work

° Ability to work with others

° Initiative

° Dependability

e  Cooperation

° Punctuality
5.7 PUPIL SUPPORTIVE SERVICES
The Title I Bilingual Education Component had Title I pupil directed supportive services. A list of questions
incorporating these services was included in the questionnaires administered to the Title I participants and
parents. The data collected and analyzed by way of thesc questions are presented in the following
paragraphs.
In the interest of obtaining information about Title I pupil needs related to supportive services, parents

were asked to identify those needs their children exhibited during the 1972-1973 school year. Table 1V-92
offers the readers of this report the tabulated responses of the parents, by service needed.
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TABLE 1V-92
PUPIL SUPPORTIVE SERVICES REQUIRED:
AS REPORTED BY PARENTS

- PARENT RESPONSES
SERVICES (In Percentages)
YFS NO DO NOT KNOW

Diagnosis of your child’s educational ]

needs . 21 40 ‘ 38
Psychologica! testing of your child’s )

special problems or needs 20 - 57 23
Assistance wit your child’s personal

and social adjustment ’ 21 50 29
Referral to specialist or agen~y

nutside your child’s school 21 65 14

4

Visitation(s) to your home by TlﬂL |

commumty aides 27 67 _ 7
Physical, dental, eye or ear

examinations 66 25 9
Medical or dental treatment — 55 : 35 10
Physical therapy 12 66 .- 22

According to the responses in Table IV-92, it is evident that while they identified other services required in
behalf of their children, the majority of parents reported their children were in need of physical, dental and
eye or ear exammatlons as well as medical or dental treatment.

‘Pupil supportive services were examined not only in terins of identifiable Tltle I pupil needs, but also in .
regard to the availability a:.d actual provision of these services to pup]ls

Forty four percent (44%) of the Title I pupils who completed their own questionnaires reported they had
received an examination from a doctor in school this year. Thirty five percent (35%) said they received a.
physical examination; 20%, dental; 37%, cye and ear, and 21% stated they did not remember whai.k_,in‘d of
examination they received. :

Twenty two percent (22%) of the parents of Title'] pupils reported that their children received a diagnosis -
“of their educational needs. Eighteen percent (18%) said their children had been assisted with personal and
social adjustments. Twenty one percent (21%) of the parents reported that their children had been referred
to specialists or agencies outside the school. Thirty percent (30%) stated their homes had been visited by
Title I community aides. The majority of parents said that physical, derital, eye or ear examinations had
been given to their children; $54% reported that their childfen had received medical or dental treatment and
11% of the parents said that physical therapy had been rendered to their ch:ldren




5.8 PARENT/COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

An impressive cffort to continue and expand parental and community involvement in the Title I Bilingual
Programy was made by the Newark School District. On the questionnaires, the Title [ participants and
parents give their views about this effort.

The Title 1 project coordinators and tcachers were given a number of questions related to
parcnt/community involvement in the Title 1 Bilingual Program. An analysis of the data collected from
these specific questions reveals the following findings.

The majority of project coordinators reported they devoted an average of between one to three hours a
week working with Title 1 Parent Councils. Fifty percent (507%) of the project coordinators stated thev
spent between four and six hours a week working with individual parents of the Title I pupils, whiic
another 25% of the coordinators reported they spent more than ten hours a week.

Patents of Title I pupils, whien asked about the number of Title I Local School Parent Council meetings
they had attended this year. responded in these percentages: 307 said they had not attended any; 12%
replied they had been to only one meeting; 15% stated they were at two council meetings; 14% reported
they had attended three meetings; 9% four mectings and 20%, five or more.

Over two thirds of the parents who completed questionnaires indicated they had been informed about the
purpose of the Title I Parent Council in their childrer’s schools, but only 21% reported they had talked
about the Title | Bilingual Program with members of the Title I schools Parent Councils. Sixty six percent
(66%) said they had not done so, and 13% indicated they didn’t know any members.

In order to elicit data about the kinds and types of activities in which the parents of Title I pupils had
participated during the school, a list of activities wes presented to them for their reactions. Tavle IvV-93
delinates their collective responses to each activity, in percentages.

The data presented in Table I'V-93 offer some indication of the amount of involvement in which the parents
of Title I pupils in the Bilingual Education Component werc engaged in the activities listed above. It is
evident that the greatest number of parents (58%) identified themselves as having helped their children with
their homework, while the nexi largest number (46%) did attend meetings of the Title I Parent Councils.
These findings suggest that the parents of the Title 1 pupils are primarily concerned witn directly assisting
their children in their instructional treatment (homework) and supporting, to some extent, their respective
schools Title I Bilingual activities by attending thie Parent Council meetings.

The Bilingual staff and parents gave their estimates of the importance the individual school Title 1 Parent
Councils held in relation to several identified activity areas. Each of thesc data sources, on the average,
noted the following activity areas as being either “very important™ or of “‘some importance” in terms of the
work performed by these councils:

. Improving school-community rclations

L Understanding the desires of the parents and utilizing this information to improve education for
the children

. Planning and coordinating Title I activities
] Obtaining community involvement in Title | Programs

° Providing for community involvement in Title I Programs

1V-140



TABLE IV-93
INVOLVEMENT IN TITLE [ ACTIVITIES:
AS REPORTED BY PARENTS OF TITLE 1 BILINGUAL PUPILS

ACTIVITIES -PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT
(In percentages)

Individual conference with Title T teachers 27
Worked on the Title 1 Parent Council 10
Attended meetings of the Title I Parent Council 46
Volunteered as a clerical assistant 4
Attended PTA mectings , 31
Voluntecred to help in school library 3
Volunteered as a tutor | 2
Helped my child with his/her homework 58
Acted as a chaperone at a school function g
Attended group meetings to lcarn how tn help my child

with his/her homework 28
Other activitics not listed here 15
Have not been involved in any school activities ’ 23

. Helping parents to find assistance in the community
. Encouraging togetherness among parents, pupils and schools

Title I projcct coordinators were also asked to determine the extent to which they felt the Title I Parent
Councils in their individual schools should be involved in the activities listed above. The consensus of
opinion among these personnel was that the Title [ Parent Councils should be involved in these activities to
a great extent.

The coordinators were likewise requested to report the number of meetings their schools’ Title 1 Parent
Councils held this year. All (100%) of the coordinators reported that five or more meetings had been
conducted in their schools. In addition, the majority of the coordinators noted they had personally
attended four or more of these meetings. The bilingual teachers, on the other hand, were less consistent in
their attendance in that only 4% of them had participated in four or more Title I Parent Council meetings
in their schools.

In an attempt to elicit additional information from the parentsof the Title 1 pupils about their involvement
in and contact with the program. several questions were asked of them concerning their general feelings
about parential invoivement in Title [ activitics, and the dissemination procedures utilized in the program.

Seventy five percent (759%) of the parents who completed uestionnaires stated they had been informed as
to the purpose of tne Title | Bilingual Program in their children’s schools. While various means of
communication were used (e.g.. Title 1 newsletter, community aides, mail, ¢ic., the majority of the parents
reported that their chief sorirce of information were their children who brought the information honie.
When queqtloned about parental involvement in gencral. 9% of the pdrcnts felt that parents should be
actively involved in Title T activities,
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6.0 PROJECT LINK
6.1 INTRODUCTION

Section IV, 6.1, addresses the evaluation findings and discussion of the 1972-1973 Regular School Year
Title I Program conducted in PROJECT LINK. The readers of this report are reminded, therefore, that ail
discussion in 6.0 concerns only Project Link, unless otherwise indicated.

6.2 SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

Evaluation data were collected from samples of the participants. The descriptions presented immediately
below delincate the major characteristics of those participants who were included in the sample population.

PUPIL. SAMPLE
Fifty three pereent (527 were male, and 47% were female.
Fifty three percent (£37%) were in grade seven, and 47% were in grade eight.

Seventy seven percent (77%) were born in the city of Newark, New Jersey. Six percent (67%) were born
somewhere clse in New Jersey: 139 in a different state.

Ninety six percent (96%) were Afro-American; 2% were Spanish-surnamed American and 2% were
American Indian.

PROJECT LINK STAFF SAMPLE

In Project Link, there was one project coordinator, one teacher and one community aide resy onding to the
administered questionnaires. All the respondents were women, between the ages of 36-45 and all indicated
they attended the arca of the school to which they were assigned.

The teacher reported that she had been a teacher between 16-20 years, and had been teaching in the
Newark School District between -5 years.

The teacher and the commuuity aide have been involved with the Title I Program in Newark for two years.
6.3 IMPROVEMENT OF READING ACHIEVEMENT

Evaluative d~ta on the improvement of reading achievement were collected by means of survey instruments
(questionnaires), testing programs and <’assroom observations. The findings from an analysis of these data
arz presented in the paragraphs below.

Title 1 pupils in grades seven and eight weire asked to indicate whether or not they were receiving extra
reading instruction from special reading teachers. One hundred (100) percent reported they were receiving
such special instruction.

Indicative of the positive attitudes Title 1 pupils have toward their reading improvement because of the
extra instructions is the fact that 95% of the pupils in grades seven and eight reported they felt their reading
had improved as a result of the Title I reading intervention

The attitudes of the Title I pupils in the Project who completed questionnaires were explored still further
by a set of questions designed to elicit their feelings and opinions about reading activities in general. They
were asked to indicate if they liked to read more now than before they received the extra reading

Q
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instructions. Ninety three percent (939%) rephed that they did. In addition. all (100%) felt it was of
importance for them to read well, and 77% indicated they liked to take books home trom the school
library. Only 9% of the children vontured to say they would drop out of *he extra reading instructions if
they could.

In an ecffort to widen the data base about Title 1 pupil’s reading imoprovement, prcrents were asked to
indicate how ity felt about their childrens’ reading abilities “‘at the present time”. Ninety four percent
(947%) of the parents said they were of the mind that their children should be rcading octter than they were
at the present time. Six percent (69) reported they were of the opinion that their children were currently
reading as well as could be expected.

Parents of Title I pupils were also provided the opportunity to react to several questions related to their
childrens® attitudes toward reading outside of school, c.g., in the home. Sixty three percent {63%) of the
parents reported their children liked to read at home, and 14% indicated their children brought home more
libra- » books than in previous years.

The project coordinator estimated that the Title I reading intervention activities contributed very much to
the success of the program in her school.

The findings presen’ed in the preceding paragraphs regarding Title 1 reading improvement provide the
following conclusions:

1. Title I administrative and instructional personnel, as well as Title I pupils who were included in
the questionnaire sample generally: felt there had been improvement in the pupils’ reading
achievement as a result of the Title 1 reading intervention activities. In addition, these
respondents also indic:ted the Titie 1 pupils evidenced constructive and positive attitudes about
themselves in relation to their reading achicvements and their school environment. 1t is
interesting to note, in support of this conclusion, that all (100%) of the Titlc I pupils in the
Project declared they had no desire to leave school at the present time.

The significance of the above conclusion may very well lic in the {act that these school personnel
and pupils exhibited, for the most part, attitudes and opinions about the Title I Program in the
Newar': School District that can be considered cssential to the success of any instructional
program of this nature; i.c., the heal.™y presence of positive motivation toward the learning
effort on the part of the participants.

2. The majority of parents who completed questionnaires obviously felt their children should have
been reading better than they were. This is not to infer, llowever, that these parents denied the
beneficial effects of the Title I Program in helping their children tc improve in reac.ng. Ninety
severi percent (97%) of these same parents reported that the program did indced help, and 94%
felt the program had generally benefited their children. In addition, 91% of these parents
indicated the Title I Program }ad helped to improve their childrer’s attitude toward school itself.

From these findings it can be inferred that while the majority of parents felt their children should be
reading better, they were pleased with the efforts being made through Title | to provide their youngsters
with supplementary instructional assistance.

The Title 1 project coordinator and teacher were requested to estuiate the degree of importance they
placed unon the need for further revision of the 1972-1973 progrm objectives which rclated to reading
improvement. Both the project coordinator and the teacher placed “some importance” on the need for
further revision.
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In responding to an additional question related to these same objectives which clicited the amount of
assistance they felt the revisions and modifications of the 1972-1973 objectives gave them, both the project
coordinator and the project teacher reported they had found the revised program objectives to have been of
“great” assistance to them in their Title I responsibilitics.

From the data presented above it can be determined that both the project coordinator and the teacher
judged that the 1972-1973 revised program objectives were of assistance to them. and the further revision
of these objectives was of importance to tneir own Title [ activities.

The project teacher identified the types and kinds of reading materials, methods and programs she was
- utilizing during the school year in her Title [ instructional activities. In addition. she indicated the value she
personally placed upon these instructional aids. Her responses are discussed in the poragraphs immediately
below.

A list of various rcading materials, methods and programs used in the Title [ Program was presented to the
project teacher and she was asked to identify which of these aids she utilized in her instructicaal treatment.
The teacher ceported she used the Readers Digest-New Skill Builders Series, the Scotr Foresman Reading
Program, the EDL Rcading Laboratorics and “other materials. methods and programs™.

The choice indicates that the project teacher made wide-spread use of a varicty of- reading materials,
methods and programs. thus providing a multi-disciplinary approach in her instructional activities. This
finding supports the educational concept of tailoring the treatment as much as possible to the individual
needs of the pupil. It is evident that this concept was realized in practice by the project teacher.

Project Link involved only seventh and cighth grade pupils in the Science Rescarch Associates (SRA
Reading Laboratory). The pupils were definitely far behind their expected reading grade level as was
reported in the Interim Title T Evaluation Report for the Newark School District. The average gain for these
Project Link pupils was 0.9 grade cquivalents over the testing period. The breakdown appears in Table
1V-94 which shows that 597 of these pupils exceeded or achicved the performunce objective established.

TABLE IV-94
PROJECT LINK
TOTAL READING GRA'E EQUIVALENT
: METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST
MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENTS, DIFFERENCES AND PERCENTAGE MEETING OBJECTIVE

Pretest Post test Difference
Grade N Mean C.E. Mean G.E. Mean G.E. N=0.6 MN<0.6
7 25 3.0 3.8 +0.8 14 11
8 19 3.8 +.8 +1.0 12 7

6.4 GENERAL PUBLIC ACADEMIC/BEHAVIORAL PROGRESS

The participants involved in the questicanaire survey were asked a serics of questions concerning Title |
pupil progress in academic areas related to reading. as w 'l as arcas dealing with general behavioral changes.
The responses of the Project Link participants are summaiized in the following paragraphs.

Eighiy one percent (81%) of the Title 1 pupils reported they had piid better atiention in class this year.
Seventy two percent (727%) said they liked to reed more: 747 of the pupiis felt they understood their
teachers better, and 557% said they came to school more often. In addition, 68% of the pupils claimed they
did their homework more often, and 51% indicated they asked questions in class more frequently this year.
All {100%) of the Title 1 pupils reported they were interested in getting good grades in school.

Q
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Seventy percent (70%) of the pupils stated they considered. themselves important members of their families;
11% replied in the negative. and 19% said they were not sure. As for Leing important members of their
class, 47% of the youngsters reported they were uncertain: 12% fclt they were important members, and
40%. of them responded that they were not.

The general feeling of the Title I pupils in Project Lirk regarding their overall scademic vrork is reflected in
their responses to the question, “*How do you feel you are doing in your scacol work?” Sixteen percent
(169) reported they were doing “very good™, and 39% indicated they were “doing good.” Twenty three
percent (23%) said they were making fair progress, while 2% stated they were doing po orly.

In conjunction with the above question, several others were asked of these pupils dealing with the rapport
they felt they had with their parents The Title T pupil respounses to these questions are reported as follows:
70% said they did talk over their roblems with their parents: 28% replied in the negative. Fighty five
percent (85%) of the pupils felt their parents did help them with their problems, while 149% were either not
sure or said no.

Twenty cight percent (28%.) of these same pupils reported that their parents were quite faithful in visiting
their schools: 49%., however. wished their parents would come to the school more often, and 23% felt they
did not want their parents to visit their schools more often.

Parents of the Title 1 pupils were considered in the overall collection of data about the general
academic/bchavioral progress of the Project Link pupils. Initially, they were asked now they thought their
children felt “hey themselves were doing in school this year. Twenty six percent (26%) of the paren's
reported that they thought their children were quite pleased with their own progress; 40% indicated their
children felt they were doing “good™, while 34% stated ““fair”, and 2% of the parents thought their children
considered themseives to be doing rather poorly. In bricf, the majo.ity of parents were of the mind that
their children displayed healthy and positive attitudes toward their general progress in school this year.

This conclusion is supported by all of the parents who responded positively te the question: ““Do you feel
your child wants to get good grades?” In addition, 97% of the parents said their children liked most things
about school.

The parents were also directed to provide some indication as to how they saw their children’s general
academic progress. Sixty percent (60%) viewed their children’s progress in school this year either as having
Leen “very good” or “good”. Forty percent (40%) reported “fair”, and 3% replied their children had done
poorly. It is of interest to notc the fact that theso percentages fairly well approximate those delineatzd in
the discussion presented above regarding how the parents thought their children saw themselves in relation
to their own progress in school this year.

This is not to say, however, that the parents were completely satisfied with their children’s academic
prograss in areas related to reading improvement. On the contrary, while they seemed in general to be
pleased with their children’s work, the majority (71%) 1r.d1catcd for example, that they felt their children
should be wiiting better than they were at present.

On the other hand, the realistic approach of the parents toward the Title I Program conducted in behalf of
their children is reflected in their responses to other questions dealing with spelling and speaking skills.
Ninety one percent (91%) of the parents estimated that their children hud 1mproved in spelling, and 85%
reported in a simiiar fashion about their children’s improved speaking skills.

The parents were also requested to react to a set of questions concerning their children’s progress in several
activities related to better study habits as compared to last year. Sixty three percent (63%) of the parents
reported thei children were spending more time studying. Thirtv seven percent (37%) thought their
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children were planning their study time better. Sixty pcocent (60%} felt their children were doing their
homework more often, and 69% indicated their children sh-swed more care about the neatness and accuracy
of their homework.

6.5 TITLE | PROGRAM VALUE

The sampled participants in Project Link responded to a numbey ~f qu ostions about the overall value of the
Title I Program conducted in the Newark School District during the 1972-1973 .chool y:ar. These
questions were designed to elicit the participaats’ knowledze, opinions and feelings regarding several aspect:
of the vicgram.

The project coordinator was asked to what extent she telt the objectives for the Title s Program in the
school were being accomplished. She responded that “he objectives were heing accomplished to a very great
extent.

The proicct coordinator was also given the opportunity to ratc various significant ta.*rs within the
program that contributed to the success of the Title 1 project in her school. The project ¢oordinator
indicated that the supplementary reading instruction, the positive change regarding pupil attitudes toward
school, the individualized help to pupils. the principal, teacher aides, commmunity aides and the project
teachers contributed *“‘very much” to the success of the Title I Program. She also stated that the in-service
training, supportive pupil scrvices, cultural enrichment and the supplementary instructional equipment were
helpful to the success of the program.

The parents of Title I pupils in Project Link were questioned about their judgment of the overall program’s
value duiing the 1972-1973 school year. The great majority of parent: (97%) who completed Parent
Questionnaires thought their children had been helped by the itle I Progiam. Sixty six percent (66%) of
these parents, however, did expect heir children to get more from the program than they had gotien so far.
Ninety scven percent (97%) of these parents also indicated tf at the project teacher was belping their
children when they necded it.

These data suggest the idea that while the parents’ expectations of the program’s effectiveness in relation to
their children’s improvement werc not entircly met, they felt, nevertheless, that their children were
definitely being helped by their involvement in the Title 1 activities.

In response to a question asking about the cooperation and support offered to their school’s Title I Program
by the principal’s staff, 97% of the parents reported that the principals and their staff were either “most
satisfactory’ or “‘satisfactory” in their cooperation and support of the Title I Program.

Apparently, the large majority of parents of the Title I pupils in Project Link were generally satisfied with
the Titie | Program in their respective schools.

In terms of pupil needs which should be met by the Title I Program, these same parents were asked to rate
the degree of im:portance they placed upon the Title I Program providing help to their children in certain
academic/behaviora; arcas. Their responses, in percentages, are presented in Table [V-95.

From the data presented in Table 1V-95, it is apparent that the parents of Titi2 | pupils, on the average, felt
it was quite important that the Title | Progran- help their children improve i, each ot *he above listed areas.
" This collective reaction of the parents, in turn, suggests two considerations; (1) the vavie.y of demands the
parents personally place upon the p ogram, and (2) the potential they are willing to c1- dit to the program’s
capabilities of effecting positive academic/behavioral changes in their children.
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TABLE 'V-¢ 5
TITLE I PUPIL NEEDS TO BE MET BY THE TIT' E 1 'POGRAM:
DEGREES OF IMPORTANCE; AS REPORTED 3Y TARENTS

G {ION
(In percentages)
AREAS Very lnllportant lmp(;'tant Little Imgortance

Improve his/her reading 88 9 3
Gain self-confidence 79 15 6
Act more obedient 65 24 12
Be proud of his/her background 70 24 66
Develop respect for the rights of others 76 i8 6
Develop his/her ability to think for

himself/herself 81 16 3
Develop a respect for property and

materials 71 25 3
Be able to speak and write better 85 12 | 3
Improve his/her grades 91 6 3

6.6 PROJECT COORDINATOR/TEACHER SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

Part of the services in Newark’s Title I Program were those given to project teachers and coordin~to:s to
assist them in their professional responsibilities. Included in these supportive services were:
paraprofessionals, in-service training, specialists, audio/visual materials. '

The project teucher, when questioned about tle appropriateness of the available printed materials and
textbooks she utilized in her Title I instructiona' activities, responded positively. She felt that these aids
were appropriate. The project teacher also reported that the instructional equipment available to her was
appropriate for her needs.

The project teacher was also asked to rate the exte.it to which she felt the in-service training activities in
which she participatec since September, 1972, assisted her in her instructional treatment of Title I pupils.
She indicated that reacding, English Language Arts, new and/cr innovative teaching methods ana techniques,
diagnosis of pupil problems. individualized instruction and use of equipment and materials were of the
greatest assistance. The project teacher’s respor.se supports the fact that efforts were made during the
school year to provide in-service training appropriate and beneficial 1o tne teacher’s job description and
responsibilities. However, the project coordinator indicated that the ir-service training she received was of
little assistance in her Title I responsibilities.

In addition tc the in-service training activities, the nroject coordinator and teacher were asked to estimate
the extent *o which several other identified ‘“factors’” within the program were of help to them in their
Title { respon.ibilities.

Q
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Both the pre/ect ¢ wanator and the teacher indicated that the community aide. the Title I Central ofTice
staff, Parci:. Involvement, the principal, Title 1 equipment and materials, and the Title 1 dissemination
procedures were 1l of great assistance. They also replied that the consultant services, the opportunities for
professional imporvement, the Pupif Supportive Scrvices, and the revision/modificiation of the 1972-1973
Title 1 program objectives were of “some™ assistance,

It is of interest to note that both-the project coodinator and the teacher demonstrated a >ositive reaction
to the “Parental Involvement™ factor in terms of the assistance it rendered them in their Title |
responsibilitius.

In an effort to identify the forms of assistance thet the project teacher would like to have provided her in
her Title ¥ teaching cfforts, she was asked to indicate which forms of assistance she would like. The project
teacher responded that she would like more books aad more audio-visual aids.

Both the project coordinator end teacher weore requeste to estimate the amount of time they speat in
various Title r activities. They were instructed to base their estimates on the percentage of time they usually
spent on a given aclivity propostionate to the total number of working hours in 2 normal school week. A
summary of their responses is preserted in the following paragraphs.

in addition to the time and eibvort tnvaolved in the performance f her adiainistrative duties, the average
amount of time the project coorditutor spent teaching Title 1 pupils wus deieninined as 45%. Again, the
coordinator devoted 577 of her time during a nornal school week to the scheduling and arranging of Title |
activities, while 577 of her time was consumed with Title T Parent Council meetings, In addition, it was
~stimated that, on the average, 5% of her time was taken up with conducting in-service training sessions,
and about 5% with m-service training pertaining to her own needs. Developing curriculum matcrials for her
Title I projects was estimated by the coordinator as taking approximately 7% of her time: providing Title |
Program disscmination materials, 5% while 5% waus devoted to observing and/or monitoring Title I project
teachers in their classroonts. ’

A review of the project coordinator’s job description, as outlined in the TITLE 1 APPLIC‘ATION FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1972-73, indicates that the “planned’ activitics and responsibilities of this Title [ person
were realized during the sdmol yedar.

This was likewise the case with reference to the job description of the project teacher, also to be found in
the above mentioned docurent. The teacher whe: responded to a similar question estimated that the great
majority of her time, as would be expected, was spent in reading instruction; of the remaining time, 25%
was devoted to individual instruction; 20%, to small group instruction: 10% to meeting with
parent/community groups: 5%, to in-service training, and 5% was directed toward the testing ot Title |
pupils.

The Title 1 community aide was included in the administration of the evaluation instrumentation. She was
provided a questionnaire which contained qguestions eficiting informatior. about her pre-service and
in-service training sessions, her responsibilities and duties as a Title | aide, as well as her personal evaluaiion
of her own Title I activities. The foilowing maragraphs are devoted to a discussion of the data collectod from
this aide.

The Title I community aide indicated that she had participated in pre-service trammg pricr to the opening
of the 1972-1973 school year.

She spent an estimated 21-25 hours in various in-service uctivitics since September, 1972, and that her

sessions were held for her “most of the time”. The community aide felt the in-service training sessions were
of sary great benefit to her in ithe performance of her Title 1 duties.
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In addressing the types and kinds of in-service training activities prov'ded to her, the community aide stated
that she had been involved in in-service training sessions that offered information concerning the objectives
of the Title I Program. The community aide was also provided instruction in the methods of offermg
training sessions to parents. The aide indicated she likewise received information related to social agencies
and services available to the parents.

The community aide was likewise provided with gencral training in the duties required for working within
the scope of the Title I Program.

The community aide was asked to es:imate the amount of time in a normal school week she spent in
fulfilling her various Title T duties. The community aide estimated she spent between 61% and 80% of her
normal school week assisting Title | parents (e.g., training services, developing parental interest, etc.).

It is apparent, from a review of the community aide ‘‘job description” outlined in the TITLE I
APPLICATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 1972-1973, that the findings presented above support the fact that
the aide was involved in the kinds and types of Title I activities for which she was engaged. As to the degree
of importance she personally placed upon her various Title I duties, the aide gave high priority to the
following duties; explaining the role of the schools and the Title I Program to parents and community
members, visiting the homes of Title I pupils, and helping the schoo! involve parents in the activity of their
Title I children.

It would seem that in the mind of the community aide the actual contact she made with parents and
community members was of prime importance in the discharge of her responsibilities.

The parents of Title I pupils in Project Link were also asked a question about the importance of the Title [
community aide. Several areas of concern were listed and the parents were requested to rate the degree of
1mportance of the community aide relative to each area. Table 1V-96 provides the responses of the parents
in percentages.

TABLE IV--96
IMPORTANCE OF TITLE I COMMUNITY AIDE ACTIVITIES:
AS ESTIMATED BY PARENTS
OPINION .
(In percentages)

o ' | AREA | * Very Inlrportant. _Impozrta'nt Little Imgortance
Improve school/community relations 71 ¢ 26 ' 3
Understand the desires of the parents and

use this information to improve

education for their children 77 23 0
Obtain community involvement and

guidance in school programs 73 27 - 0
Help parents in finding assistance in the ‘

community _ 55 32 6
Encourage togetherness among parents, E ' .

pupils ard.schools : 90 . T\7 3
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From the da.> in Table IV-96, it can be determined that, on the average, the parents who responded to this
question, feit that each of the arcas listed was either of “great importance” or “some importance”, in terms
of the work done by the Title I communivy aide.

The Title 1 project coordinator was provided the opportunity to give her general ratings of the community
aide in her school in reference to certain specified characteristics related to the aide’s role in the Title |
Program. The project coordinator gave the community aide a rating of “excellent” in the following areas;
ability to learn, quality of work, interest in work. ability to work with others, initiative, dependability,
cooperation and punctuality.

"6.7 PUPIL SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

Project Link had Title I pupil directed supportive services. A list of questions incorporating these services
was included in the «questionnaires administered to the Title T participants and parents. The data collected
and analyzed by way of these questions are presented in the following paragraphs.

In the interest of obtaining information about Title I pupii needs related to supportive services, parents
were asked to identify those needs their children exhibited during the 1972-1973 school year. Table [V-97
offers the tabulated responses of the parents, by service.

TABLE IV-97
PUPIL SUPPORTIVE SERVICES NEEDED:
AS REPORTED BY PARENTS

PARENT RESPONSES
SERVICES (In Percentages)
YES NO
Diagnosis of your child’s educational needs 58 42
Psychological testing of your child’s special problems or needs 29 71
Assistance with your child’s personal and social adjustment 69 31
Referral to specialist or agency outside your child’s schooi 31 69
Physical, dental, eye or ear examinations 67 33
Medical or dental treatment 63 37
Physiéal therapy 26 74

According to the responses in Table IV-97, it is apparent that, while they identified other services required
in behalf of their children, the majority of parents reported their children were in need of physical, dental
and eye or ear examinations, as well as medical or dental treatment.

Pupil supportive services werc examined not only in terms of identifiable Title.I pupil needs, but aiso in
regard to the availability and actual provision of these services to pupils. The questionnaire participants,
therefore, were given questions to answer about this latter aspect.

Title I pupils who completed their own evaiuation instruments reacted to the question, “What help did you
get from a doctor or nurse in your school this year?”, in the following percentages:
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PUPIL RESPONSES

AREA OF ASSISTANCE ‘ (In Percentages)
I did not see a docto. or nurse in my school this year 26
I was sick and saw the nuise 51
My tecth were locked at 47
I was tested for eyeglasses 66
My hearing was tested 32

Seventy percent (70%) of the parents of Title I pupils in Project Link reported that their children reccived a
diagnosis of their educational needs. Forty two percent (427%) of the parents indicated their children had
been provided with psychological testing: 6 1% said their children had been assisted with persenal and social
adjustments Thirty two percent (32%) of the parents reported that their children had becen referred to
specialists or agencies outside the school. Fourtcen percent (14%) stated their homes had been visited by
the Title 1 community aide. The mujority of parents said that physical, dental, eye or ear examinations had
been given o their children: 597 reported that their children had received medical or dental treatment and
30% of the parents said that physical therapy had been rendered to their children.

A review of the data contained in Table 1V-97 (Pupil Supportive Services Needed: As Reported By Parents),
together with a comparison of *he parent responses presented above (pupil supportive services provided),
reveals that the two services, “physical, dental, eye-or ear examinations’,and “medical or dental treatment™,
were con-idered “‘as needed’” for their children by the majority of parents and were identified “‘as provided™
to their chilaren by the majority of parents during the school year.

6.8 PARENT/COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

An impressive. effort to continue and expand parentzl and community involvement in the Title I Program
was made by the Newark School District. On the questionnaires, the Title | participants and parents gave
their views about this cffort.

The majority (80%) of the Title | pupils in Project Link who completed questionnaires reported that their
parents helped them with their homework. Eighty five percent (857%) of them also indicated that their
parents were involved with them in their problems and did help them in working toward solutions.

The project coordinator reported that she devoted an average of between one to three hours a week
working with the Title [ Parent Council. The coordinator also reported that she spent between one and
three hours a week in reference to her working with parents of Title I pupils. This data provides some
indication of the amount of tinie Title I school statt and parents are dircctly involved with each other.

Parents of Title I pupils, when asked about the number of Title I school Parent Council meetings they had
attended this year, responded in ihese percentages: 32% said they had not attended any: 18% replied they
had been to only onc meeting: 26% stated they were at two council mectings, and 9% reported they had
attended three meetings. In addition. fifty three percent (53%) of the parents identified themselves as
voting members of their children’s schools itle I Parent Councils.

Over ninety percent (90%) of the par<ats vio conpleted questionnaires indicated they had been informed
about the purpose of the Title I Parent Council in their children’s schools, and 53% reported they had
ialked about the Title I Program with members of the Title I school Parent Councils. Forty one percent
(41%) said they had not done so, and 6% indicated they did not know any members.

In order to elicit data about the kinds and iypcs of activitics in which the parents of Title I pupils in Project
Link had participated during the school year, a list of activities was presented to them for their reactions.
Table IV-98 delineates their collective responses to each activity, in percentages.
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TALLE IV—-98
INVOLVEMENT IN TITLE | ACTIVITIES:
AS REPORTED BY PARENTS OF TITLE I PUPILS

ACTIVITIES PR e r':"e:’;toa;;gMENT
Individual conference with Title I teacher 40
Worked on Title I Parent Council 14
Attended meectings of the Title I Parznt Council 51
Attended PTA mectings i 77
Volunteered to help in school library 6
Volunteered as a tutor 9

Volunteered to help Title 1 Project Teachers and teacher

aides on a class trip 77
Helped my child with his/her homewori: . 23
Acted as a chaperone at a school function 46

Attended group meetings to learn how to help my child

with his/her homework 20
Other activities not listed here 6
Have not been involved in any school activities ‘ 89

The data presented in Table [V-98 offer some indication of the amount of involvement in which the parents
of Titie I pupils in Project Link were engaged in the activities listed above. It is evident that the greatest
number of parents (89%) identified themselves as not being involved in any school activities. Of those
parents who werc involved, 77% did attend PTA meetings and volunteered to help the Title I project
teacher on a class trip. These findings suggest that the parents of the Title I pupils in Project Link are
primarily concerned with supporting., to some extent, their respective schools by attending the PTA
meetings and volunteering help to the project teacher.

The Title I staff ano parents gave their estimates of the importance the school Title I Parent Council held in
relation to several identified activity areas. Each of these data sources, on the average, noted the following
activity areas as being “‘very important” in terms of the work performed by these councils:

Improving school-community relations

Understanding the desires of the parents and utilizing this information to improve education for the
children

Planning and coordinating Title I activities

Obtaining community involvement in Title I Programs
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Providing for community involvement in Title [ Programs
Helping parents to find assistance in the community
Encouraging togetherness among parents, pupils and schools

The Ti"le I coordinator was also asked to determine the extent to which she feit the Title [ Parent Council
in her school should be involved in the activities listed above. The coordinator was of the opinion that the
Title I Parent Council should be involved in these activities to a great extent.

In an attempt to elicit additional information trom the parents of the Title [ pupils about their involvement
in and contact with the program. several questions were asked of them concerning their generat feelings
about parental involvement in Title I activities, and the dissemination procedures utilized in the program.
Ninety one perc 1t (91%) of the parents who completed questionnaires stated they had been informed as
tc the purpose of i.1¢c program in their children’s schools. While various means of communication were used
(e.g., Title I newsletier, community aide, mail, ctc.), the myajority of the parents reported that their chief
source of information were their children who brought the information home. When questioned about
parental involvement in general, 947 of the parents felt that parents should be actively involved in Title |
activities.
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7.5, PALEONTOLOGY PROGRAM
7.1 INTRODUCTION

Evaluation data on the Titie I Pzlcontology Program for the 1972-1973 school year was collected through
the utilization of interviews with the Title 1 staff, on-site visitation/observations conducted by CTC staff
personnel, and an analysis of the available documentation on the process and outcomes of the Paleontology
Program. The following paragraphs discuss the findings about thc activities implemented in the
Paleontology Program.

7.2 INTERVIEW DATA

The coordinator was interviewed in order to gain an appreciation of the program uas well as provide the
opportunity to examince the teaching techniques emplosed to recach the many children served by the
program.

The coordinator summarized the overall program design and instructional procedurcs in the following
fashion.

During the regular school year every Title I Elementary School scheduled its fifth grade groupls of Title I
students into the Paleontology Pregram. The program, in turn, was coenducted in three phases.

Phuse ]

In this initial phase of the program, the staff made visitations to the Title I «chools and conducted
introductory lectures and demonstrations about fossils and dinosaurs. The pup:i!s were encouraged to
actively participaie in the sessions. This instructional approach provided an atmosphere that had a
stimulating influence on the chitdren: i.e., the pupils were attentive, interested, and anxious to learn.

it is the belief of the program coordinator thai exposure to such ‘enjoyable learning situations’ on the part
of the pupils helps to iniprove their attitudes toward other instructional activities. For example, if a child is
able to read the three syliable word, ‘“dinosaur”, he is motivated to exert greater ¢c{forts to read other three
syllable words in his regular reading classes. In addition, it has been the experience of the staff that
yvoungsters who are presented with the opportunity to learn about animals who lived millions of years ago
react more enthusiastically than they do when confronted with a rcading lesson devoid of such an attractive
setting.

In the minds of the program staff, the fascination a child feels about such a subject as fossils moves him to
learn. In the learning process, his confidence increases and is transrerred to other academic areas. In brief,
the study of fossils is not an end in itself, but rather a vehicle utilized to help the children develop their
cognitive and affective powers as a whole.

[t is the opinion of the evaluation agency that such a ‘rationale for learning’ is sound and effzctive both in
theory and practice. Motivation is an integral part of the learning process, and in the earlier years of a
child’s life, such motivation must be largely provided by an external stimulant, e.g., the teacher, the
educational climate, etc. 1t is apparent that the Paleontology Program staff have made effective efforts to
provide this stimulation to the children who participated during the school year.

Phase 2

The second phase of the program consisted of an entire day of activities for the pupils at the Newark
Museum, the Central Office of the Paleontology Program. During this scheduled field trip each child was
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given reading materials on fossils; in addition, each child was provided thc opportunity to examine various
specimens, visit the planetarium and participate in a leg:ture/workshop"cOnductef.i by the coordinator.

Pliase 2 was designed to offer the participating pﬁpils learning experiences even more real and personal than
* those available during Phase 1. '

Phase 3

This segment of the program was the logical culmination of the prior two phases. It brought the pupils into
the field, i.e., a trip to East Stroudsburg, Pennsylvania, where each child had the opportunity to search out
fossils, easily identified from description sheets provided by the program staff. In addition, these sheets also
outlined scenic areas of interest along the bus route, thus occupying the attention of the children during the
tr ip. ) \ '

Subsequent to their return, the: pupils established a fossil museum in their own classrooms.

In sumimary, expericnces such as those described above have showr that children quickly and naturally
incorporate scientific langtage into their vocabulary; by so doing they brcaden their own reading base. The
Paleontology Program staff feel that-this has been the case in regard to the children involved in the
program. ~— ° .

7.3 ON-SITE VISITATIONS/OBSERVATIONS

The observation analysis was conducted by CTC field staff personnel at the Newark Museum. ‘They
observed several facilities in° which Title I children were able to actively participate in the fossils {earning
situation. The demonstration area where several projects were able to be conducted at the same' time was
magde attractive -through ad;c_quate use of bulietin boards which held examples of fossils discovered and
pictures of dincsaurs. As Well as bulletin boards, there were areas set aside for the display cf fossils,
literature and examples &7 plastered replicas of dinosaurs created by Title I Children. Generally speaking,
the evaluating agency felt that the environment was a healthy, wholesome one which contained adequate
" classroom lighting and ventilation as well as adequate space for the learning situation. In view of the
excellent use of space, it was the feeling of the evaluators, that the museum was pleasing in its appearance.
Windows allowed the daylight to roam the room- reflecting upon pupil made materials and pictures of
* childrert digging for fossils. '

The findings from the observations of the Paleontology Program, revealed that the pupils received
instruction. within an excellent climate; they participated in a very admirable fashion; and although there
were inadequate instructional materials, in terms of quantity, there was a variety of these materials available
to the pupils. .

- The major objectives of the Paleontology Program were the following: .
1. To take the child out of his immediate environment under conditions where learning and activity
are combined with new relationships. '

2. To proyide personal involvement in outdoor education using the fossils collected and related
experience as a focal point. that can be brought back into the classroom and the home as a
nucleus around which scientific knowledge and interest can grow. The program brings past ages
into the immediate present as part of a personal discovery. '

3. To -quickly and naturally incorporate scientific language into the child’s vocabulary and
" techniques of .obsérvation in his experience giving him a real opportunity for success and status.
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4. To provide a social interaction between urban and suburban children in the learning proeess on
the common ground of discovery.

5. To provide presentations on different levels of sonhistication in order that the same basic
program can be readily adaptable to different experience levels.

The Paleontology Program coordinator instituted a pre and post test administered to every student who
participated in the PalpontologyiProgram. The following paragraph discusses this analysis.

Prior to the coordinator’s lezture demonstration, a pre-test, structured to find out how much the students

- knew about fossils, was administered to 2,000 students who were to participate i1 the Paleontology
Program. The pre-test consist2d of right-wirong answers for fifth graders and two open-ended statements for
third graders.

Subsequent to the coordinator’s visit, 1500 students were then given a post test to determine how much
kr owledge the students retairied-and how much they had learned from the demonstration lecture. The
scoring methods for the Paleontology testing program measured answers given in the post test as opposed to
the answers given in the pre-test. Generally speaking, many of the children when administered the pre-tect
would respond by leaving the question blank or replying “l don’t know”. The results of the post test
revealed that 80% of the children were able to identify key scientific terms (i.e., dinosaurs, fossils, etc.). In
most cases, correct responses have been noted when the pre-test was compared to the post test. In Title I
schools, school librarians have noted that library circulation of books on fossils and geology had increased
as much as 50%. It has been estimated that the Title I Paleontology Program has reached an average of
2,300 youngsters and has provided for roughly 200 youngsters on field trips for this 1972-1973 school
year.

In many cases the children have been able to correctly spell words asscciated with the Paleontology
Program after their exposure to the program. The results are obviously directly related to the spetial
emphasis on reading in the Title I Paleontology Program.

The evidence, as reported by the coordinator and on-site observers, indicates that the processes needed to
achieve the objectlves stated above have been successfully implemented in the 1972-1973 Paleontology
Program.

=
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8.0 EXPERIMENTAL CLASSES AT MARCUS GARVEY (AFS)
8.1 INTRODUCTION | |

Segtjon IV, 8.0. addresses the evaluation findings and discussion of the 1972:1973 TITLE 1
EXPERIMENTAL CLASSES AT MARCUS GARVEY (AFS). The readers of this report are reminded,
therefore, that all discussion in 8.0 concerns only this component of the Title I Program unless otherwise
indicatcd.

The African Free School has been funded by Title I funds for three {3) consecutive years. In November,
1972 while the Afrikan Free School was located in Marcus Garvey, the roof caved in forcing the classes to
be relocated. The Afrikan Free School classes were then transferred to 13 Belmout Avenue. The facility on
Belmont Avenuc as perceived by the evaluation agency was more than adequate for the rieeds of the
children it served. The building had.several rooms including a library to which the children had access.
Lunch was also served to the children in the facility.

In attempting to provide the Afrikan Free School with a comprehensive evaluation, it was necessary to
make several trips to AFS for rurposes of ¢stablishing a framework from which to work. It was made clear
that the purpose of the evaluation was to learn more about what. the students liked about the program in
order to attempt to better it. :

8.2 SAMPLE CHARACTERIST!CS

Evaluative data were collected from samples of the participants. The descriptions presented immediately
below delincate the major characteristics of those participants who were included in the sample population.

8.2.1 AFS - Experimental Group
The sample characteristics for the AFS Experimental Group were as foliows:

Pupil questionnaires were distributed to a sample of twenty one (21) Title I pupils in grades five, six, seven

~ and eight who were grouped in an ungraded instructional setting. * orty three percent (43%) of the pupils
responding to the pupil questionnaire were male: 57% were female. Ten percent (10%) of the pupils who
responded to the pupil questionnaire were in grade five: 14% of the AFS Experimental Group were in grade
six: 43% of the pupils were in grade seven, and 33% of the respondents for the AFS Experimental Group
were in grade cight, .

Responding to the question ‘“‘where were you born™, 70% of the pupils in the Experimental Group
indicated they were horn in the city of Newark: 10%. rcsponded they were born somewhere else in New
Jcrsey, and 14%. indicated they were born in a different state.

Questionnaires were distributed to each Tltle I teacher in the Experimental Group. One hundred percent
(100%) of the teacher questionnaires were returned. One hundred percent (100%) of the teachers
responding to the teacher questionnaire were females.

The average age of the Title I teachers was extended across two age groups; two teachers were in the 26-35
year old bracket. and two teaches were in the 36-45 year old bracket.

8.2.2 AFS - Control Group
The samplc characteristics-for the AFS Control Group were as follows:

Pupil questionnaires were distributed to a sample of twenty two (22) Title I pupils. Sixty eight percent
(68%) of the pupils in the control group were male; 32% were female.
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Fifty percent ('SQ%) of the pupils sampled stated that they were born in the city of Newark; 9% wete born
somewhere else in New Jersey - 36% were born in a different state, and 5% did not respond to this quggstion.

Questionnaires were distributed to cach Title | teacher in the Control Group. Three of the teachers
responding were female, and one was male.
Ve

8.3 GENERAL PUPIL ACADEMIC/BEHAVIORAL PROGRESS

8.3.1 Experimental Group

The pupils who compleed questionnaires were requested to express their opinions and feelings about their
own academic progress during the school year. Their responses are presented in the following paragraphs.

Thirty three percent (33%) of the pupils thought they were doing very well in their school work; 38% felt
they were doing well, while 24%% reported fair progress, and 5% stated they were doing poorly.

Cighty six percent (86%) of the pupils indicated they wanted to finish high school, and 76% of them
expressed the desire to attend college.

These same pupils were asked to react to several statements regarding how they felt about specific aspects
of their educational environment. Their responses, in percentages are as follows:

OPINION
STATEMENT
Yes No Sometimes
My teacher(s) are casy to get along with 67* 6 28
The special reading program has really helped me 83 6 11
My teacher(s) are very interested in helping me 95 -
I usually understand what my teacher is saying in school 79 - 21

*In percentages

Sixty two percent (62%) of the pupils felt that the AFS Program was a “pleasant” situation in which to
learn, whereas 10% were negative toward the program; 14% thought the program was difficult, while 14%
indicated the program was casy.

An cffort was made to explore the pupils’ extra-curricuiar reading habits. They were asked about this aspect
of their education; their responses are as follows: 48% reported they read comic books; 14%, church or
Sunday School books; 76%, newspapers and magazines; 62%, public library books, and 24% stated they
read “other types of books™ when not in school or doing homework. In addition, 67% reported they used
the library as often as they had to.

Finally, when asked about their ‘‘likes”” and “‘dislikes” regarding several instructional activities, the pupils
reported as follows:

* 95% expressed a positive attitude toward reading
. 94% expressed a positive attitude toward science
. 78% expressed a positive attitude toward writing stories

L 837 expressed a positive attitude toward arithmetic
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° 837 expressed a positive ¢ttitude toward language arts (English)
® 50% expressed a positive attitude toward Swahili
@  72% expressed a positive attitude toward Social Studics

The parents of the AFS Experim:--ntal Group pupils were also requested to respond to a set of questions
related to their children’s general acaderaic/behavioral progress in school during the year.

Thirteen percent (13%) of the parents ielt their children were doing very well in schooi this year: 52% said
their children were doing good work, while 26% reported *fair’, and 4% reported their children were doing
poorly.

Ninety six percent (96%) of the parents indicated their children were anxiocus to get good grades this year.
A similar percentage (96%%) said their children liked most things about school.

Sceventy percent (70%) of the parents. however, indicated they felt their ch.ldren should be reading better

than they currently were reading This is not to infer that the parents were displeased with the instructional
efforts of the Title 1 AFS Program, for 81% reported the program had heln: d their childiein to improve in
rcading.

Again, while 57% of the parents estimated their children were not writing as well as they should be, 74%
did state they felt the program was helping their children to write better than they had been, and 74% said
their children were spelling better.

Compared to last year, more library books were being used at home by the pupils according to 87% of the
parents. Sixty five percent (65%) of the parents reporied that their children spent more time studying as
compared to the previous year: 48% said their children planned their study time better than befove; 74%
indicated their children had done their homework more frequently than before, and 52% felt they showed
morc care about the neatness and accuracy of their homework. Eighty three percent (83%) of the parents
stated their children liked to read at home. ’

In summary, it can be said that the questionnaire data thus far presented indicated that the majority of the
pupils and parents who completed questionnaires were generally positive and favorable in their reactions to
the academic/behavioral progress of the AFS Experimental Group during the 1972-1973 school year. The
parents were particularly complimentary to the AFS Program in that 95% of them expressed their
satisfaction with the efforts being made to render their children special instructional assistance. Their
realistic approach to their children’s progress is revealed in the overall perspective from which they judged
the program, i.c., the program did help their children, but their children should be doing even better than
they were.

The AFS Experimentat Group did not garticipate in cither portion of the district testing program so
comparisons cannot be made according to the standardized test scores. Information, however, was
transmitted for a locally made test that was used as a pretest and post test for the pupils in the
experimental group. The results of this test appear in Table IV-99.

The value of the Control and Experimental groups in the Afrikan Free School for evaluation purposes was
limited since similar testing instruments wecre 0ot employed to measure gains for the two groups. A
standardized instrument should be chosen and poth the Control and Experimental groups in the Afrikan
Free School should be pretested and post tested with this instrument over the exact same time interval.

The Afrikan Free School had pupils both in a control group and in an experimental group. The control
group of 24 pupils was tested with a standardized testing instrument in October of the past school year,

Q
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TABLE IV-29 -
MATHEMATICS, KISWAHILI AND ENGLISH o
READING, HISTORY AND HEALTH*
AFRIKAN FREE SCHOOL — EXPERIMENTAL GROUP
September, 1972 — June, 1973 :

P:etest Post test Difference
Subject IN** Average Average = Aveirage N Improving
Mathematics , 21 3 4 +1 14
Kiswahili and English 21 3 5 ' +2 18
Reading 21 4 5 L+ 20
History | 21 4 4 0 | 7
Health 21 3 4 +1 14

*Minimum test score = 0; Maximum test score = 7
**Only pupils with both pretest and post test scores are included

The breakdown of the scores of this group appears in the Newark Interim Title I Evaluation Report. The
control group, however, did not participate in the district testing program in May of 1973.

8.3.2 Control Group

The pupils who completed questionnaires were requested to express their opinions and feelings about their
own academic progress during the school year. Their responses aie presented in the following paragraphs.

Elghteen _percent (18%) of the pupils thought they were doing very well in their school work; 55% felt they
were domg wel, while 27% reported fair progress.

All ( IOO%) of the pupils indicated: they wanted to finish high school, and 86%.of them expressed the desire
to attend college.

These same pupils were asked to react to several statements regarding how they felt about specific aspects
of their educatlonal environment. Their responses, in percentages are as follmlue

. OPINION _
STATEMENT Yes No Sometimes
C e
My teacher(s) are easy to get along with 77* - 23
The special reading prograin has really: helped me 85 5 10
My teacher(s) are very interested in helping me 9] - 9
I usually understand what my teacher is saying in school 64 5 32

*In percentages

Ninety five percent (95%) of the pupils felt thai the AFS Program was a “pleésant” situation in which to
learn, whereas 5% were negative toward the program; 36% thought the program was dlff“ cult, while €4%
indicated the program was easy.
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An effori was made to explore the pupils’ extra-curricular reading habits. They were asked about this
aspect; their responses are as follows: 50% reported they read comic books; 5%, church or Sunday School
books; 73%, newspapers and magazines; 59%, public library books, and 64% stated they read “other types
of books” when not in school or doing homework. In addition, 73% reported they used the library as often
as they had to.

Finally, when asked about their “likes” and *‘dislikes” regarding several 1nstruct10nal activities, the pupils
reported as follows: .

° | 95% expressed a positive attitude toward reading

e  96% expressed a positive attitude toward science

®  75% expressed a positive attitude toward writing stories

e  84%expressed a positivé attitude toward arithmetic

° 85% expressed a positi_ve attitude toward language arts (English)
° 75% expressed a positive attitude toward Swahili

° 80% expressed a positive attitude toward Social Studies

The parents ot the AFS Control Group pupi]s were also requested to respond to a set of questions related
to their children’s general academxc/behavxoral progress in school during the year.

Twenty two percent (22%) of the parents felt their chxldren were doing very well in school this year; 61%
said their children were doing good work, while 17% reported ‘fair’.

One hundred percent (100%) of the parents mdicated their children were anxious to-get good grades this
year. A Slmllar percentage (100%) said their children liked most thlngs about school.

Seventy five percent (75%) of the parents, however, indicated they felt their children should be reading
better than they currently were reading. This is not to infer, however, that the parents were displeased with
the instructional efforts of the Title I AFS Program, for 88% reported the program had helped their
children to improve in reading.

Again, while 65% of the parents ¢stimated their childrcn were not writing as well as they should be, 80%
did state they f~It the program was helping their children to write better than they had been, and 72% said
their children .ecre spelling better.

Compared to last year, more library books were being used at home by the pupils, according to 67% of the ,
parents. Seventy eight percent (78%) of the parents reported that their children spent more time studying’
as compared to the previous year; 67% said their children planned their study time better than before; 78%
indicated their children had done their homework more frequently than before, and 83% felt they showed
more care about neatness and accuracy of their homework Seventy three percent (73%) of the parents
stated their children liked to read at home. 1

1
In summary, it can be said that the questionnaire data thus far presented indicate that the majority of the
pupils and parents who completed questionnaires were generally positive and favorable in their reactions to
the academic/behavioral progress of the AFS Control Group during the 1972-1973 school year. The parents
were particularly complimentary to the AFS Program in that 88% of them expressed their satisfaction with
the efforts being made to render their children.special instructional assistance. Their-realistic approach to
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their children’s progress is revealed in the overall perspective from which they judged the program, i.e., the
program did help their children, but their children should be doing even better than they were.

At the time of the publication of this report, only standardized pre-test scores were made available for
analysis and reporting from the AFS Control Group. These scores appear in the Newark Ir;terlm Evaluation
Report (March, 1973): '

8.4 AFS PROGRAM VALUE
8.4.1 Experimental Group

The sampled participants in the Experimental Group responded to a number of questions about the overall
value of the Program. These questions were designed to elicit the participants’ knowledge, opinions arid
feelings regarding several aspects of the program.

The parents of the pupils were questioned about their judgment of the overall program’s value during the
1972-1973 school year. The great majority (91%) of parents who completed Parent Questionnaires thought
their children had been helped by the Title I Program conducted in their children’s schools. Sixty eight
percent (68%) of these parents, however, did expect their children to get more from the program than they
had gotten so tar. Seventy seven percent (77%) of these parents also indicated that the precgram had helped
their children to imprcove their gencral attitudes toward school.

These data suggest the idea that while the parents expectations of the program’s effectiveness in relation to
their children’s improvement were not entirely met, they felt, nevertheless, that their chldren were
defi: :tely being helped by their involvement in the Title I activities.

In response to a question asking about the cooperation and support offered to their school’s Program by '
the principal’s staff, 96% of the parents reported that the principal and his staff were either “most
satisfactory” or “satisfactory” in their cooperation and support of the AFS Program. Apparently the large
majority of palents were generally happy with the compatibility that existed between the Regular School
Program and the AFS Program in the school.

In terms of pupil needs which should be met by the AFS Program, these same parents were asked to rate

the degree of importance they placed upon the Trtle I Program providing help to their children in the
following academic/behavioral areas: ‘

i

‘e Improve his/her readirtg

e  Gain self-confidence

e  Act more obedient ' S
e  Be proud of his/her background

° Deyelop respect for the rights of others

e . Develop his/her ability to think for himself/herself

e  Develop a respect for property and materials .

‘e Be able to speak and write better

° I.rnprove his/her grades
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In cach case, the majority of parents felt it was very important that the AFS Program help their children to
improve. This collective reaction of the parents, in turn, suggests two considerations: (1) the variety of
demands the parents personaliy place upon the progrmm, and (2) the potential they are willing to credit to
the program’s capabilitics of cffectiving positive acadeimic/behavioral changes in their children.

8.4.2 Control Group 4

The sampled participants in the Control Group also responded to a number of questions about the overail
value of the Program. These questions were designed to elicit the participants’ knowledge, opinions and
teelings regarding several aspects of the program.

The patents of the pupils were questioned about their judgment of the overall program’s value during the
1972-1973 school year. The great majority of parents (88%) who completed Parent Questionnaires thought
their children had been helped by the Title 1 Program conducted in their children’s schools. Forty seven
percent (477%) of these parents. however. did expect their children to get more from the program: than they
had gotten so far. Eighty six pereent (8697) of these parents also indicated that the program had helped
their childrea to improve their general attitudes toward school.

These data suggest the idea that while the parents’ expectations of the program’s effectivencss in relation to
their children’s imprevement were not entirely met, they felt, nevertheless, that their children were
definitely being helped by their involvement in the Title | activities.
In response to a question asking about the cooperation and support offered to their school’s Program by
the principal’s staff, 89% of the parents reported that the principal and his staff were either “most
satisfactory™ or “‘satisfactory™ in their cooperation and support of the AFS Program. Apparently the large
majority of parents were generally happy with the compatibility that existed between the Regular School
Program and the AFS Program in the school.
In terims of pupil needs which should be met by the AFS Program, these same parents were asked to rate
the degree of importance they placed upon the Title 1 Program providing help to their children in the
following academic/behavioral arcas:

L] Improve his/her rcading

° Gain sclf-confidence

° Act more obedient \‘

° Be proud of his/her background

o - Develop respect for the rights ot others

™ Develop his/her ability to think for himself/herseif

. Devclop a respect for property and materials

° Be able to spcak and write better

° Improve his/her grades

In each case, the great majority of parents felt it was very important that the AFS Program help their
children to improve. This collective reaction of the parents, in turn, suggests two considerations: (i) the

O
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variety of demands the parents personally place ixpon the program, and (2) the potential they are willing to
credit to the program’s capabilirties of effecting positive academic/behavioral changes in their childrén.

8.5 TEACHER SUPPORTIVE SERVICES s

(r ;
: .
8.5.1 Experimental Group

AFS. instructional staff were provided with in-service training during the school year. With the excepticn of
the training directed toward drug and sex education, the staff found great assistance from the training
provided them in the areas of reading, English Language Arts, new and/or innovative teaching techniques,
the diagnosis of pupils’ problems, the use of equipment and materials, and community relations.
. \

In addition, the staff indicated that the available printed matcrials and textbooks were appropriate for their
use; they also felt the available instructional equipment was appropriate for use in their AFS instructional
activities.

The staff was also directed to ind:cate what forms of assistance they would like to have provided to them in
future AFS Programs. They responded by indicating that they would like more tcacher aides, more
in-service” training programs, more consultant services, and more books and audio-visual aids. They judged
that these program factors were of great importance to them in the pursuit of their instructional activities
and had been of great assistance to them during the year. :

In terms of the various types of reading materials, methods and programs the siaff utilized during the year,
they reported that they made frequent use of the following:

e  McGraw-Hill Programmed Reading Program
e  Scott Foresman
. ®  Bank Street Readers_
e  Lippincott Basic Reading Progrdm
®  Cureton Reading Progfam
] e A

e  Other materials, methods, and programs_ ..
They felt that all these aids were of value to them in their instructional treatment.
8.5.2 Control Group
AFS instructional staff in the Cdntrol Group weré also provided with in-service training _during the school .
year. The staff found some assistance from theﬁraining--~provided them in the areas c. reading, English
Language Arts, new and/or innovative teaching techniques, the diagnosis of pupils’ problems, the use of
equipment and materials, community relations and drug and sex education.
‘The staff was divided in its estimates of the appropriateness of the available printed mateérials and textbooks
for use in its AFS instructional activities. Two AFS personnel considered them inappropriate; the others

were positive in their responses. The same reaction was apparent with regard to the instructional
equipment. . -

e

The staff was also directed to indicate what forms of assistance they would like to have provided to them in
future AFS Programs. They iesponded -by indicating that they would like more teacher aides, more
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in-service training programs, more consultant services, and more books and audio-visual aids. They judged
that these program factors were of importgnce to them in the pursuit of their instructional activitics ahd
had been of assistance to them during the year.

In terms of the various types of reading materials, methods and programs the staff utilized during the year,
they reported that they made frequent us= of the following:

. McGraw-Hill Programmed Reading Program
e  Scott Foresman
e  Bank Streect Readers
e  Lippincott Basic Reading Program
e  Cureton Reading Program
. —e—— .

e  Other materials, methods, and programs : b
They felt these aids were of value to them in their instructional treatment. As in- the case of the
Experimental Group, it is obvious that the staff involved with the Control Group employed a
multi-disciplinary approach to their teaching methods, apparently tailored to meet the needs of the
individual pupiis with whom they were associated.
8.6 PUPIL SUPPORTIVE SERVICES
8.6.1 Experimental Group
Fifty two percent (52%) of the pupils in the AFS Experimental Group were examined by a doctor in school
during the year. Of these children, 29% reeerved a physrcal examination; 10%, dental; 33%, eye and ear;
while 5% could not remember.
Parents of the group reportedithat their children were in néed of the following servires:

e  Diagnosis of educational needs

®  Psychological testing of child's special problems-

L Aeéietance with child’s personal and social adjustment

t
e  Referral to specialist or agency outside child’s school

e  Fiiysical, dental, eye or ear examinatrons
e Medical ot dental treatment
e  Physical therapy

Of ‘these services, the majority of parents indicated that physical, dental eye or ear exam1nat10ns, and
medical or dental treatment were most needed by their children.

In addltlon whrle they also reported that all these services were provrded the1r children, they stressed that

the above two services (physical, dental, eye or ear examinations and medical or dental treatment) were
prov1ded most frequently to thelr children.
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8.6.2 Control Group

Ninety one percent'(9l%) uf the pupflé in the AFS Control Group were examined by a doctor in school
during thé year. Of these children, 18% received a physical examination; 5%, dental, and 77%, eye and eatr.

‘Parents of the pupills repbrtgd that their clhildren were in reed of the following services:
e Diégnbsis of educational needs
e  Psychological testing of child’s special problems
e  Assistance with child’s nersonal 'and social adjustment
L] Referr-al to specialist or agency outside child’s school
° Physical, dental, zye or ear examinacions
e  Medical or dentai treatment
. Physical therapy

Of these services, the majority of parents indicated that physical, dental, eye or ear examinations, and
medical or dental treatment were most needed by their children.

In addition, while they also reported tlat ali these services were provided their children, they stressed that -
the above two services (physical, dental, eye or ear examinations and medical or dental treatment) were
provided most frequently to their children. :

8.7 PARENT/COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
8.7.1 Experimental Group

Parents of Title | pupils, when asked about the number of Title I school Parent Council meetings they had
~ attended this year, responded in these percentages: 50% said they had not at:end~d any; 20% replied they
had been to only one meeting; 20% stated they were at two councili mee*ings, and 10% of the parents
identified themselves as voting members of their children’s school Title i Parent Council.

Seventy percent (70%) of the parents who completed questionnaires indicated they had been informed
about the purpose of the Title I Parent Council in their children’s schools, and 26% reported they had
talked about the Title I Program with members of the Title I school Parent Councils. Forty eight percent
(48%) said they had not done so, and 35% indicated they didn’t know any members.
[ [ .

In order to elicit data about the kinds aznid types of activities in which the parents of Title I pupils in the
Experimental Group had participated -during the school year, a list of activities was presented to them for
their reactions. o

Thirteen percent (13%) of the parents stated they had not been involved in any school activities. Of those
who had been involved in Title I activities, 22%-attended group nieetings to :2arn how to help their child
with homework; 4% volunteered to help in the school library; 17% volunteered to help teachers on trips or
at school functions; 52% held talks with the Title ! teachers; 9% worked on the Title I Parent Council, and
78% helped their children with their homework.
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These data cffer some indication of the involvement in which the parents of Title | pupils in the
Experimental Group were engaged. It is evident that the greatest number of parents (78%) identified -
themselves as having helped their children with their homework, while tiis next largest number (52%) held
talks with the project teachers. These findings suggest that the parents are primarily concerned with directly
assisting their children in their instructional treatment (homework), and maintaining contact with the
project teachers.

AFS project teachers and parents gave their estimates of the importance the school Title I Parent Council
held in relation to several specified activity areas. Each of tiiese data sources, on the average, noted the
following activity areas as being either “very impartant” or of “snme importance” in terms of the work
performed by these councils:

¢  Improving school-community relations
- @  Understanding the desires of the parents and utilizing this information to improve education for
the children

® Planning and'coordinatirig Title [ activities

¢  Obtaining commuinity involvement in Title I Programs

e  Providing for community involvement in Title | Programs

® Helﬁing parents to find assistance in the community

e . Encouraging togetherness among parents, pupils and schools

In an attempt fo elicit additional information from the parents of the Title I pupils about their involvement
in and contact with the program, several questions were asked of them concerning their general feelings
about parental involvement in Title I activities, and the dissemination procedures utilized in the program.

Sixty five percent (65%) of the parents who completed questicnnaires stated thiey had been informed as to
thé purpose of the program in their children’s schools. '

While various means of communication wefc used (e.g., Title I newsletter, commuaity aides, mail, etc ) the

majority of the parents reported that their chief source of information was their children who brought the
information home. When questioned about parental involvement in general, 70% of the parents felt that
pareﬁts should be actively involved in Title I activities.

8.7.2 Control Group
- |

Parents of Titlc ! pupils in the Control Group, when asked about the number of Title I school Parent
" Council meetings they had attended this year, responded in these percentages: 22% said they had not
attended any; 17% stated they were at two council meetings; and 11% reported they had attended three
meetings, and 44% stated they had attended four or more meetings. In addition, 44% of the parents
identified themselves a3 voting members of their children’s school Title I Parent Council.

Sixty seven percent (67%) of the parents who completed questionnaires indicated they had been informed

about the purpose of the Title I Parent Council in their children’s school, and 56% reported they had talked .
about the Title I Program with members of the Title I school Parent Council. Twenty eight percent (28%)

said they had not'done so, and 11% indicated they didn’t know any members.

In order to elicit data about the kinds and types of activities in which the parents of Title 1 pupils in the

Contro! Group had participated during the school yedr a list of actmtles was presented to them for their
reactions.
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Only 11% of the sampled parents had not been involved in any of the school’s activities. Of those who had
been involved in-Title { activities, 72% of the sampled parents helped their child with his/her homework:
28% volunteered to help Title I project teachers and teacher aides on a class trip; 28% attended group
meetings to learn how to help their children with their homework; 61% attended mectings of the Title |
Parent Council, and 72% helped their children with their homework.

These data offer some indication of the involvement in which the parents of Title I pupils in the Coutrol
Group were engaged. It is evident that the greatest number of parents (72%) identified themselves as having
helped their children with their homework, while the next largest number (61%) did attend meetings of the
Title I Parent Council. These findings suggest that the parents of the Title I pupils are priinarily concerned
with directly assisting their children in their instructional treatment (homework), and supporting, to some
extent, the Title 1 Program through their attendance at the Parent Council meetings.

Project teachers and parents gave. their estimates of the importance the school Title I Parent Council held in
relation to several identified activity areas. Each of these data sources, on the average, noted the following
activity as being either *‘very important’™ or of *‘some importance” in terms of the work performed by these
councils: :

e  Improving school-community relations

e  Understanging the desires of the parents and utilizing this information to improve education for
the children i :

‘e Planning and coordinating Title I activities

e  Obtaining community involvement in Title I Programs

e  Providing for community involvement in Titie I Programs

e  Helping parents to find assistance in the community

e  Encouraging togetherness among parenfs, pupils and schools
In an atterupt to elicit additional information from the parents of the Title I pupiis about their involvement
in and contact with the program, several questions were asked of them concerning their general feelings
about parental involvement in Title I activities, and the dissemination procedures utilized in the program.-
All (100%) of the parents who completed questionnaires stated they had been informed as to the purpose
of the program in their children’s schools.
While various means of communication were used (e.g., Title | newsletter, community aides, mail, etc.) the
majority of the parents reported that their chief source of information was their children who brought the

information home. When questioned about parental involvement in general 89% of the parents felt tiiat
parents should be actively involved in Title I activities.
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9.0 TITLE | PROCESS OVERVIEW

In addition to the information cullected from the sample population, data specific to the overall Title 1
Program processes were also gathered via instrumentation designed for that purpose, as well as
documientation of both ~ statistical and descriptive nature made available through the Title I Central Office.

In considering an evaluation design for the Title I Preg'ra'm processes, a humber of ‘‘areas of concern” were
initially identified, then subsequently reducéd and refined into five (5) major categories for evaluat1on
These categories are delineated as follows:

1. Title I Instructional Activities : 1
2. Pupil Supportive Services

3. Parent/Commdnity Involvement

4, Title I Program Nveds Assessment

5. Title I Pupil Mobility Report

The foIlowmg sub-sections address each of these categories and discuss the ﬁndmgs revealed from an
analysis of the available data.

9.1 INSTRIICTIONAL ACTIVITIES

Tlus category addresses two distinct but intsrrelated aspects of the Title I instructional treatment provided
to pupils during the 1972-1973 schoo] year. The first aspect deals with the Title I classroom environment,
and the second aspect concerns itself with the types and kinds of reading matenals, programs, and methods
utilized. -

}

9.1.1 Title | Classroom Environment

Data collected on the Title I classroom situation were obtained through the utilization of observation forms
by .community representatives and CTC field personnel. The findings from the observation data about
Title I classroom activities are reported in the following paragraphs.

Eighty one percent (81%) of the observers of the Public Elémentary. Title I classrooms reported that
Reading was being taught, while 19% observed instruction in Mathematics, Language Arts, Science or other
academic subjects. Ninety eight percent (98%) of the observers felt that pupils were responding to the
teacher’s questions and 96% reported that the pupils wantéd to participate. Ninety percent (90%) noted
that the students were generally attentlve and 65% noted that students chd ask the teacher- questlom» during
the lesson.

Although 75% of the observers found the classroom a plea'saht place in which the teaehe"r could work and
a pupil could learn, 31% remrked that there weré disiractions within the building which were disturbing
to the class and 40% felt tn..t more instractional materials ahd/or equipment were needzd to assist the
teacher.

Forty seven percent (47%) of the obsérvers of Title { Non-Public Elementary classrooms reported that
Reading was being taught, while 53% observed instructién in English Language Arts. All of the observers
noted -that pupils seemed to want to paiticipate and did respond to the teachér’s questions; while 67%
reported that pupils did ask questions of the teacher. Pupils were classed “generally dttentive” by 93% of
the observers. A majority (67%) of the observers beliéved that the classrooin was a pleasant place in which
the teacher could work and pupils could ieain, although 40% did note the need of inore mstruetlonal
materials and/or equipinent to aid the teacher.

Elghty seven percent (87%) of the observers of the Secondary classrooms noted that Reading was being
taught, while 13% observed reading instructional activity within an Occupational Familiarization context,
Pupils were classed by a majority (67%) of the observers as “‘generally attentive”, However, while 60% of-
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the observers noted that pupils seemed to want to participate and 73% noted that pupils did respond to the
teacher’s questions, only 27" observed that pupils did ask questions of the teacher. Only a minority (27%)
of the observers felt that the classroom was a pleasant place in which the teachers could-work and a pupil
could learn; 80% noted the need to provide more instructional materials and/or equipment to assist the
teacher, 47% observed that there were distractions in the building that were otwiously disturbing to the
class, and 73% concluded that classroom remodeling was needed to create a more pleasant atmosphere.

All observers of the Special Education classrooms reported that Reading was being taught. All of the
observers noted the active response of the pupils to the teacher’s questions, their attention and their desire
to participate in classroom activity, while 60% noted in their observations that the pupils independently
" asked questions of the teacher. Also, all observers observed individual pupil activity with teacher assistance
and all observers felt that the classroom was a pleasant place in which the teacher could work and pupils
could learn.

In the Title 1 Bilingual classrooms, the breakdown of subjects being taught during the time of the
observation was as follows: Reading (42%), Mathematics (25%), English as a second language (21%); Enghsh
Language Arts, Social Studies and Cultural Enrichment activities (4% each).

Eighty six percent (86%j of the observers felt that pupils were generally attentive and seemed to want to
participate and 79% noted that the pupils did respond to the teacher’s questions. Sixty four percent (64%)
of the observers reported that students did initiate questions during classroom activity. A significant
majority (93%) felt the classroom they had visited was a pleasant place in which the teacher could work and
the pupils could learn, although 29% noted distractions within the building that were obviously disturbing
the class.

The observer of tihe Afrikan Free School attended an English Language Arts class which was conducted ina
large group instructional setting. The pupils did respond to the teacher’s questions and asked questions of
the teacher in turn. The pupils were generally attentive and seemed to want to participate.

" The observer felt the classroom was a pleasant place for the teacher to work and the pupils to learn, but
also indicated that more instructional materials and equipment should have been provided to assist the
teacher. The overall _rating the observer gave the educatlonal climate and pupil participation was
“excellent”.
: : ¢

CTC included subjective reactions in pupil/classroom observations in the 1972-1973 evaluations. The -
comments from the observers fall under the four (4) main categories; educational climate, pupil
participation, material and equipment availability and the overall outcome of the individual class..

In summarizing the observer ratmgs of these four (4) categories it was found that they reported the
educational climate was excellent in 28% of the classrooms visited, good in 44%, fair in 21%, poor in 6%.
. They judged pupil participation as, excellent in 44% of the classes, good in 42%, and fair in 13%. Materials
and equlpment for the class were. felt to be very adequate in 25% of the classrooms, adequate in 52% and
inadequate in 23%. The observers considered the overall outcome of the class as very satisfactory in 27%,
satisfactory in 37%, unsatisfactory in 34% and very unsatisfactory in 2%. '

The comments across all levels of the Title I Program showed marked similarities, mdependent of the
particular compor:ent of the program.

In dealing with the educatlonal climate, the dominant negative comment was the inadequacy of the
physcial environment, including room size, noise, improper ventilation and depressing surroundmgs The
observers consistently pointed to the obvious motivation and talent of the teachers as the redeeming aspect.
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Under pupil pariicipation. the overwhelming reaction of the observers was that, the students showed
interest and deep involvement in the classroom activity, Teacher dc¢ficiencies and student behavior problems
were minimal,

In general, the observers were favorably impressed by the materials and equipment utilized by Title |
students. In a few cases, however, they noted a lack of basic materials (pencils. paper. ctc.). a shortage of
workable equipment and a lack of textbooks.

The predominant comment was that the individual class oftered a pleasant learning experience for the
children in spite of any deficiencies in surroundings and that the teachers were effective and in control of
the learlung situation. Problems. however, arose in large classes where the distractions could be eliminated
by smal! group instruction.

Observers pointed to the need for minimizing interruptions o! class continuity arising from factors such as
noise from students changing classes.

Tne subjective evaluations of the observers. in general, reflect satisfaction with the teacher-studeni-learning
process offered in the Title 1 Program.

Prcbiem areas center on the physical environs. nceds. materials/equipment and the restriction of
disturbances.

9.1.2 Title i Reading Materials, Programs and Methods

An analysis of the available statistical and descnipt:ve documentation provided by the Title I Central Office
revealed the following information about types and kinds of recading materials, programs and methods that
were utilized in the 1972-1973 Regular School Year Title | Program.

It is apparent that a multi-disciplinary approach to Title I reading intervention generally prevailed in the
program during the year. In addition to those reading materials, programs and methods identified in the
1972-1973 TITLE I APPLICATION, a varicty of other aids were used by the project teachers.

In an effort to determine the frequency with which these materials, programs and methods were employed,
an analysis of the data was conducted: the findings {rom this analysis are herein discussed.

From a total of forty scven (47 dilferent reading materiais, nrograms, and methods. the ten (10) most
frequently used were identitied in terms of numbers ol pupils exposed to these instructional aids. They
were then placed in rank order from one to ten, with one (1) signifying the most fraquentlv used materials,
programs and mcthods. and ten (10) signitying the tenth most utilized during the school year. The
results of this analysis appear immediately below,
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TABLE IV-106G
READING MATERIALS, PROGRAMS, METHODS

Ranking Readmg Materials, Public Non- | Total Ne.
Scale Programs, Methods ‘ Elementary Special Public Bilingnal = of Pupi!s
#1 Scott Foresman 5,503 . 50 855 288 6,696
#2 Bar{k Street Readers 4,071 247 296 | 648 | 5,262
#3 Lippincott Basic Reading 1,272 - 68 245 1,585

#4 Distar (SRA) 1,442 52 37 0 1,531
#5 Cureton Reading Program 827 40 0 60 - 927
#6 E. D. L. Reading Labs 345 52 © 501 . 898

#7 Ginn Basic Readers 167 7 569 6 749

#8 Open Court 619 - 65 | - 684
_#9 i Frostig - s 31 0 0 505

#10° SWRL 290 . 132 49 a7

These reading materials, programs and methods were employed by the Title I project teachers in grade .
levels Kindergarten through grade six. In addition, The EDL Readmg Laboratories program was used at the
secondary level of instruction.

The remaining thirty nine (39) other instructional aids listed in the available documentation were used by
the teachers with varying degrees of frequency, ranging from the Growing with Phonics Program (454 .
Title I pupils) to Follett (City Series) to which one pupil was exposed.

- It is evident that the project teachers attempted to previde the Title I pupils reading intervention ihat:
allowed for a variety of approaches and methodology which addressed, as much as possible, the indidual
instructional needs of the pupils. Apparently, the majority of children were not locked into  individual
program, but were exposed to several, depending on their academic progress and capabilities.

9.2 PUPIL SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

In addition to the data collected from ihe questionnaire participants regarding Pupil Supportive Services in
the Title { Program, statistical and descriptive documentation about these services was made available to
CTC for analysis and reporting. The followmg sub-section is devoted to a discussion of the findings revealed
from this analysis.

The scope of Title I Supportive Services included the following services: Youth Development Clinic, Bureau
of Health Education and Service, and the Bureau.of Attendance. '

The Youth Development Clinic of Newark was designed to meet the needs of Title I children who exhibit
severe atypical behavior patterns with psychiatric out-patient services. The parents or parent surrogates
were also eligible for the services.

EKC o V174

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




The services included diagnostic and appropriate counseling plans to obtain desired counseling aims and
objectives. The diagnostic process inctuded the compilation of the applicant’s social history; examination of
the patient, and/or the patient’s parents or parental surrogates as required by a psychiatrist. '

Table 1V-101 illustrates the services provided Title I children by the Youth Clinic.

TABLE IV-101
'YOUTH DEVELOPMENT CLINIC
CUMULATIVE STATISTICAL REPORT
(November, 1973 - June, 1973)

ESEA —TITLE I :

. Total Serviced Percent
Family Counseling Interviews 500 25%
individual Counseling Interviews 998 51%
Group Counseiing Interviews 58 3%
Application Interviews 128 | 7%
Intake Interviews 191 10%
Diagnostic Interviews 4 33 | . 2%
Psychological Testing - . 30 2%
TOTAL © 1,938  100%
Total Scheduled Appointments missed: | 904

Data made available to CTC encompassed the months from November, 1972 fo June, 1973. An
examination of the table points to the fact that approximately 1,933 sessions were held for Title I
participants. The largest service provided was that of indivicual counseling interviews with approximately
51% taking place.

—

Family counseling interviews comprised the next largest service with 500 (25%) coumnseling interviews
taking place. A closer look reveals that psychological testing and diagnostic interviews both comprised 2%
of the total services provided. Application interviews totaled 128 or 7% and intake interviews numbered
191 or 10% of the total services provided.

It is interesting to note that of the 1,938 sessions conducted there were an additional 904 appointments
-that were not kept.

The Bureau of Attendance had .provided CTC with data regarding the number of children who were given
assistance, Table IV-102 shows 1,411 pupils had been helped by the attendance bureau.
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TABLE 1V—-102

BUREAU OF ATTENDANCE
CUMULATIVE STATISTICAL REPORT
r (December, 1972 - June, 1973)
ESEA -TITLE 1 ‘

1. Attendance Slips Issued - Form 763 " 3. Reasons for Absences - Excused
Elementary 0 Iliness of pupil , 868
Secondary 3,899 Personal emergency (clinic,

Special - 0 dental) 153
Children interviewed at school lliness in family 203

by Att’endance Counselor 358 Death in family ‘83
Parents interviewed at Bureau Lack of clothing or food :

of Attendance 47 (not parental neglict) 3
Pupils assisted at Bureau of - Change of residence 64

Attendance 1,411

: TOTAL 1,374

2. Reasons for Absences - Unexcused 4. Legal or Administrative

Social Ordered into court 48
Parental ISusr?enc.ied . Vouts 1 149
Lack of clothing or food ns;;tr;les%r:la:‘lglzzctlc() outh house, 35
1llegal employment 31 Excluded (Personal illness,

Total - 78 emotional problems) 44
Truancy 1,106 Withdrawn from school (over 16) 70
- Awaiting special class placement i

Attendance slips in process of
investigation _ 34
TOTAL 381

5. Special Investigator Report

Number of schools inspected for
inventory, equipment identification

and storage practices 87
Breaking, entering, larceny 35
Extortion and theft . 8
Assault involving students ‘ 32
Assault on teachers 5
Disorderly conduct 2
Possession - use of barbituates 1

Posession and carrying injurious B
instruments 9

TOTAL 179
Value of equipment missing $4,931.66

Value of equipment recovered 680.00
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Table 1V-103 illustrates kinds and numbers of Title I services provided through the Burez ' of Healtl
Education and Service.

TABLE IV-10}
BUREAU OF HEALTH EDUCATION AND SERVICE
CUMULATIVE STATISTICAL REPCRT
(Oct., 1972; Jan. - June, 1973)
ESEATITLEI

Part I - Medical Services: Total Numbers Part II - Dental Services: Total Numbers
A- Health Service within the schools A- Health Services within the schools
Number of health examinations Pupils referred to.
by school physicians 3,038 Private dentist 3,347
Number of pupils rgferred by School clinics 222
school health cffice to school . . . .
clinic, private physicians, Community clinics 171
health agenries 5,068 3- Health Services of Schocl
Number of pupils treated by Clinic (Central Office)
private or clinic physicians 2421 Pupils reporting for reatment 2,831
Number of pupils excluded by Number of operations 2,847
healt.h ofhcg suspected com- Number of pupi:s completed 1,784
municable disease 743 . .
) Pupils refusing treatment 58
Number of pupils tested for cen- )
tral visual and hearing acuity Pupils referred to:
tests 9,128 Private dentist 1,163
Number of pupils with vision or Hospital or other dentist 115
orthoptic defects 2,031 g
Number of pupils with
hearing defects 89

Number of pupils seen by school
physician for: first aid, vac-
cinated, tuberculin, immunized
and oral vaccine 3,075

Number of classes inspected by
school nurse or physician 1,407

B- Health Services or School Clinic Division

1. Eye
Pupils examined 339
Eye glasses issued 282
2. Medical
Total of pupils examined in all
medical clinics 322

Health conferences with
parents and home visits 13,029

IvV-177




The medical services pointed to the fact that 3,038 Title 1 pupils received health examinations by school
physicians. Two Thousand four hundred and twen'y onc (2,421) pupils were treated by private or clinic
physicians and 5,068 Titie I pupils were referred by the health-office to school clinics or private physicians.
Fupils tested for central visual and hearing acuity tests amounted to 9.128. Three thousand and seventy
five pupils were seen by school physicians for first aid, vuccination, ete. T .:rteen thousand and twenty nine
health converences and home visits were held with parents of Title | pupils. Twenty Eight hundred and
thirty one (2,831) pupils reported for treatment for health services at the Title I Central Office school clinic
with 1,278 pupils being referred for private dental treatment, hospital, ctc.

Three Hundred and thirty nine (339) Title ¢ pupils received optical examinations and 282 Title | pupils
received ey< glasses.

TABLE IV-104
DEPARTMENT O CHILD GUIDANCE
SAMPLE STATISTICAL REPORT
ESEATITLE 1

Services Total Numbers

Target pupils serviced by
Title I social workers 1,473

Social workers conferences
with Title I coordinators 993

Psychiatrists’ evaluations
of Title 1 pupils 267

Two hundred sixty seven (267) Tit’e 1 pupils received evaluation by psychiatrists and 1,473 Title 1 pupils
were serviced by Title I social wnrkers as Table IV-104 illustrates. Nine hundred ninety three (993)
confzrences were held with Title I coordinators by the social worker.

9.3 PARENT/COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

In addition to the data collected from the questionnaires regarding parent/community involvement,
statistical/descriptive documentation was provided to the evaluation agency for anqusis and reporting. The
results of this analysis are presented in the following paragraphs.

A specific index as to how active the Title I local Parent Councils were is provided by Table 1V-105.
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. TABLE IV-105
TITLE I LOCAL PARENT COUNCIL MEETINGS FY I972 1973

No. of Meetings No. in Attendance Avg. Attendance
Public Elementary 353 » 7,495 21
Non-~Public Elementary 89 1.451 16
Secondary Follow-Up Reading Project 4 - 19 5
Special 102 1,006 10
Bilingual 32 602 19
Total ‘ 580 10,573 18

This table shows that a total of 580 meetings were held during the school year. Attendance at these
rmeetings totaled 10,573 for an average attendance rate of 18 per meeting.

The bulk of the mectings, 353. were held in the Public Elementary Component. They were attended by
7,495 people, for an average meeting attendance of just over 21 persons per meeting. The parents in the
Non-Public Elementary Component held 89 meetings attended by 1,451 people, for an average attendance
rate of 16 per meeting.

In the Special Education Component 102 meetings attracted 1,006 participants for an average of over 10
persons per meeting.

Thirty two (32) informial fneetings of parents representing the Bilingual Education Component were
reported; participation totaled 602 people for an average attendance of 19 persons.

Documentation (refer Table IV-106) provided to CTC by the Title I Central Office revealed that during the
1972-1973 school year a total of 191 Title I parent workshops were held on a variety of topics related to or
dealing specifically with Title I matters. The attendance at these workshops totaled 3,339 for an average
attendance rate of 17 per workshop. Comparisons with the 197i-1972 statistical data on Title I parent-
workshops indicated that there was a 27% increase in the total number of workshops held during the
1972-1973 school year, and a 32% increase in the total number of parents in attendance at these .
workshops.

TABLE IV-106 -
TITLE 1 PARENT WORKSHOPS
1972 - 1973 Regular School Year

No. of workshops No. in attendance Avg. attendance
Public Elementary 146 2, 19
Non-Public Elementary 21 191 o
Special 1 96 9
Bilingual 13 341 26
TOTAL o 191 - 3,339 17
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Some of the areas covered by the workshops included:
. Federal and State Guidelines
. Child Growth and Development
. Various reading methods
. Utilization of audiofvisual aids
. Health Services
¢ Nutrition
. ‘I-'umily Living
. Drug Education
. Sex Education
. Rodent and Rat Control

The Title 1 staff’s dissemination of intormnation to the community on almost every aspect of the Program
was similarly expressed. Additional documentation provided by the Title I Central Office included copiss of
the “Title I Newsletter.” These newsletters were published and distributed by the Department of Federal
Assistance Programs and served as a vehicle to inform and ivolve the public in the Title I Program. The
newsletters included articles and information about the activities in individual schools, parent activities,
project coordinators, in-service seminars, support services. bilingual education and other federal programs.

The newsletters published materials from various sources such as the Chairman of the Title I Central Parent
Council, the President of the School Board, Superintendent of Schools, the Title I Administrator, parents,
State Department of Education officials, Title'] Project Coordinators and others.

Title I newsletters were also published by individual schools. These publications also served the purpose of
informing and involving the local school community. Their content included articles by the pupils, the
professional and paraprofessional stafi, parents, and informed the reader about events in the school, parent
council meetings, workshops, trips and other related Title I activities.

The newsletters, both on the local and the district wide level, did much to inform the community and thus
contribute to desirable community relations.

In the overall effort to inform the community, a city-wide Title I Parents Conference, titled ‘A Catalyst
For Quality Education,” was held on May !5, 1973 at the Robert Treat Hotel in Newark. This fifth annual
conference was directed toward strengthening the mutual bond between parents, teachers, the community,
its agencies and the Title I and school district administration. Total conference planning and coordination
was accomplished through cooperation of parents, tcachers, community members invovled in the Title I
Program, the Newark Board of Education, the Department of Federal Assistance Programs, and Newark
Title 1 Central Office staff.

Attendees at the conference, in excess of 1,500 persons, were, for the most part, parents and community

members. Other attendees, City, State and Federal, in the role of presentors, conference resource persons or
interested observers, included Newark’s Mayor Kenneth Gibson; members of the Board of Education;
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Acting Superintendent of Schools, Dr. Edward 1. Pfeffer; President of the Newark Board of Education, Mr.
Charles Bell; Chairman, National Advisory Council on the Education of Disadvantaged Children, Mr. Alfred
Z. McElroy; Region II Commissioner, Dr. Robert Seitzer; State Department of Education, Director of
Urban Education, Dr. Ronald Lewis; State Title I Coordinator, Mr. Jerome Jones; Chairman of Title I
Central Parents Council, Mrs. Elayne Brodie; and the First and Second Vice Chairmen of Titie i Central
Parents Council, Mr. Charles Mabray and Mrs. Nettie Conyers. Other officials and resource people included
the Administrative Coordinator of the Department of Federal Assistance Programs, Mr. Frank Esposito; Mr.
Robert Darden, Title I Program Administrator; U. S. Office of Education Parent Coordinator, Mrs. Velma
James; Executive Director National Advisory Council on the Education of Disadvantaged Children, Mrs.
Roberta Lovenkeim; President, Essex County College, J. Harry Smith; Acting Assistant Director, ESEA
Title I Division of Compensatory Urban and Supplementary Program of Maryland, Dr. Ronald C. Watts.

The conference program, during the morning session, constituted a series of workshops and demonstrations
in the areas of Title I Elementary and Secondary Developmental and Remedial Readirng Projects, as well as
those of Bilingual and Special Education. The afternoon program was keynoted by Mr. Alfred McElroy,
who stressed the fact that Title 1 is the best vehicle available to serve disadvantaged children.

This conference, as in past years, was a model cooperative venture between parents, teachers and the
community which very successfully served to inform attendees of the obiectives, content, methodology and
direction of the Title I Program in Newark.

9.4 TITLE { PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT

The Title I Program in the Newark School District has limited resources. Working within this realistic
constraint, the Program designers/planners must continually direct their attention and efforts toward the
re-assessment and consequent revision of program priorities.

in order to assist those Title I personnel responsible for this task and provide them with needs assessment
data that could be utilized in the design and developinent of future Title I Programs, CTC conducted a
Needs Assessment Survey distinct from the evaluation survey (questionnaire administration). The results of
this Needs Assessment Survey are presented and discusszad in the following paragraphs.

The sample of participants selected for this survey included these data sources:

Titie 1 Principals Title T Teacher Aides
Project Coordinators Title I Community Aides
Project Teachers Title I Clerks

Parents of Title I Pupils

These data sources were requested, via a needs assessment survey form, to respond to three (3) questions
which addressed three {3) major areas of concern regarding program needs. They were; (1) the grade levels
at which the Title I instructional activities should be conducted, (2) the types and kinds of instructional
treatment that should be provided, and (3) the specific supportive services required.

The respondents were given a list of grade levels, instructional activities and supportive services; they were
directed to choose the three (3) most important from each list and rank them according to a threc-point
scale, from the “first most important™ to “the third most i .ortant.”

The determination was made to analyze and report the findings from this Needs Assessmeiit Survey by
question, by individual data source, and by a composite of all the data sources.
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QUESTION

Please rank the THREE (3) MOST IMPORTANT GRADE LEVELS at which you feel the
INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIE_S should be concentrated.

INSTRUCTIONS: Use the following scale to rank the grade levels of your choice:
1= Thelﬁrst most important
2 = The second moest important
3 = The third most importanf
Place the numbem in the spaces provided next to the three grade levels you choose.
( ) Pre-Kindergarten { ) Grades7-9
( ) Kindergarten through grade 3 { ) Grades i0-12
{ ) Grades4-6
RESPONSES
In response to this particular question, each of the data sources, i.e., Title I principals, project coordinators,
teachers, aides and parents of Title I pupils, on the average, ranked Kindergarteri through grade three as the

“first most important” of the grade levels at which the Title I instiuctional activities should be
concentrated. .

Grades four through six were ranked second, on the average, by all the data sources, and Pre-Kindergarten
was considered the third most important grade level at which the T fle I instructional treatment should be
directed. Table IV-107 presents these findings in composite form for all the data sources who responded.

TABLE IV-107
GRADE LEVELS
NEEDS ASSESSMENT RESULTS

IMPORTANCF

(In percentages)
GRADE LEVELS First Second Third Overall Rank Order
Pre-Kindergarten 17 12 13 3
Kindergarten through Grade Three 66 21 3 -1
Grades 4 - 6 o 11 50 27 2
Grades 7 - 9 4 9 35 4
Grades 10-12 2 1 i0 5
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QUESTION

Plcase RANK the THREE (3) MOST IMPORTANT INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES you feel the Title I
Program should provide the pupils.

INSTRUCTION: Use the following scalc to rank the activities of your checice:
1 = The first most important
2 = The second most important
3 = The third most important

Place the numbers in the spaces next to the THRIELE activities ycu choose.

( ) Reading ( ) Foreign Languages

( ) Language Arts ( ) Drugz Education

{ ) English as a Second Language ( ) Sex Education

( ) Computational Skills (Math) { ) Home Economics

( ) Social Studies ( ) Work Experience Programs

( ) Sciences ( ) Career Education (Voc. Ed.)

{ ) Cultural Arts ( )} Family Life Education

{ ) Physical Education ( ) Bilingual Education
RESPONSES

On the average, Title 1 principals, project coordinators, project teachers, and clerical aides replied as
follows: Reading was ranked the first most important Title I instructional activity that should be provided
to the pupils; Language Arts was ranked in second place, and Computational Skills was considered the third

most important instructional activity.

Parents of Title ! pupils as well as teacher and community aides also ranked Reading in first place; however,
they differed from the other Title 1 personnel mentioned immediately above in that they considered
Computational Skills 1s the second most important instructional activity, and Eanguage Arts as the ihird
most important of these activities.

Table I'V-108 presents these findings in composite forin for all the data sources who responded.
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TABLE IV-108

INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES
NEEDS ASSESSMENT RESULTS
IMPORTANCE
(In percentages)
INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES First Second Third Overall Rank Order
Reading 83 8 2 1
Language Arts 2 29 12 3
English as a second language 3 12 12 4
Computational Skills (Math) 2 29 22 2
Social Studies 1 3 6 -
Sciences‘ - 2 4 -
Cultural Arts 1 2 6 -
Physical Education 3 3 -
Foreign Languages - 1 2 -
Drug Education 1 4 8 6
Sex Education 1 , 1 4 -
Home Economics - 1 1 -
Work Experience Programs - 2 5 -
Career Education (Voc. Ed.) - 1 4 -
Family Life Education i 1 5 -
Bilingual Education 7 4 4 5

QUESTION

Please RANK the THREE (3) MOST IMPORTANT SUPPORTIVE SERVICES you feel the Title I Program
should provide the pupils.

INSTRUCTIONS: Use the following scale to rank the services of your choice:
1 = The first most important
2 = The second most important

3 = The third most important
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Place the numbers in the spaces next to the THREE services you choose.

() Mcdic'al Diagnosis and Treatment

( ) Psychological Diagnusis and Treatment

{ ) Nutritional Services

( ) Social Workc_rs' Services

( ) Referral to Community Services. ¢.g.. Social Services Agencies

( ) Attendance Services

( ) Dental Diagnosis and Treatment

( ) Eyeand Ear Examinations

( ) Guidance Counseling
RESPONSES
On the average, Title I principals and project coordinators ranked psychological diagnosis and treatment as
the first most important supportive service they felt the Title I Program should provide to the pupils; they
indicated that medical diagnosis and treatment should be the second most important consideration; and
social workers’ services ought to be the third most important service made available by the program.
Title I project teachers, as well as teacher and community aides on the other hand gave the highest ranking

to the need for medical diagnosis and treatment, followed by psychological diagnosis and treatment; third
place was given to social workers’ services.

The pare-.ts of Title I Pupils likewise saw the requirement for medical diagnosis and treatment as the first
most important service the Title I Program should provide to the pupil; anu also judged that psyciiv.og-
ical diagnosis and treatment should be given second priority. They felt, however, that nutritional services
and dental diagnosis and treatment ougnt to te equally considered the third most important services to be
rendered to the pupils through the Program.

The' Title I clerks were of the same opinion as the parents in reference to the first two rankings. Their third
choice, however, fell in the area of guidance counseling: they indicated that this particular service should be
viewed as the third most important consideration.

Table IV-109 presents the composite findings of all the data sources regarding the responses to this
question, '
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TABLE IV-~-109
SUPPORTIVE SERVICES
NEEDS ASSESSMENT RESULTS

IMPORTAN‘E

(In percentages)
SUPPORTIVE SERVICES First Second Third Overall Rank Order
Medical Diagnosis and Treatitnent 47 12 9 {
Psychological Diagnosis

and Treatment 17 17 9 2
Nutritional Services 7 12 9 4
Social Workers’ Services 8 13 11 3
Referral to Community Services.

e.g., Social Service Agencies 2 7 9 —
Attendance Services 4 6 6 —
Dental Diagnosis and Treatment 3 14 11 6
Eye and Ear Examinations 7 9 14 4

Guidance Counseling 6 8 17 5

The findings from the Title I Needs Assessment Survey (Spring, 1973) support the change in scope for the
1972-1973 program, i.e., the concentration of the Title I ‘nstructional activities at the lower and middle
elementary grades; furthermore, the data reinforce the need to continue concerted efforts to provide
preventive, individualized and developmental treatment to pupils who have demonstrated extreme reading
deficiencies.

In addition, the findings indicate that those pupil supportive services most needed are: (1) medical diagnosis
and treatment; (2) psychological diagnosis and treatment, and (3) social workers’ services.

9.5 TITLE | PUPIL MOBILITY REPORT

In an effort to provide the Title I Program management personnel with data pertaining to Title I pupil
mobility in the Newark School District, the evaluation agency reviewed the available statistical
documentation provided by the Department of Federal Assistance Programs. This review revealed the
following information which is sut-divided into three (3) categories: (1) pupil- -unsferred within the Title I
Program; (2) pupils transferred into the Title I Program during thz 1972-19%_ school year, and (3) pupils

transferred out of the Title ] Program during the year. .

An indication of the rate with which the Title I pupils transferrcd within the Title I Program can be
determined from the fact that 1,793 pupils were reported as havi .z moved from their original schools
(September, 1973) to other Title I schools within the district during the school year.

Eight hundred and forty six (846) pupils were placed intc the Title I Program during the school year based

on a needs assessment. Of these pupils, 77% were additions to the Title I enrollment from within the
Newark School District, while 23% were recent transferees from school districts other than Newark.
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A total of 918 pupils transferred out of eligible attendance areas and thus out of the Title I Program.
Twenty two percent (22%) of these pupils moved to schools within the Newark School District and 78%
transferred to schools located in other districts within New Jersey, as well as districts in other states, e.g.,
Irvington, New Jersey, North Carolina, Puerto Rico, etc.

From these findings it can be inferred that the 1972-1973 Title I papil population remained relatively
stable during the school year. There was pupil mobility within the program (1,793 transfers), but this
number of transfers represents only 7% of the total Title I pupil popuiation and can be considered minimal
in relation to the size of the Newark School District Title I Program.

It is important to note that the number of pupils (846) who entered the Title I Program after its inception,
closely approximated the number of Title I pupils (918) whi eft the program during the year.

[v-187/1V-188



10.0 TITLE | PROGRAM MANAGEMENT/ADMINISTRATION

As part of its overall evaluation eifort, the Communication Technology Corporation (CT('), examined the
management procedures and organization applied to the Title I Program in Newark, New Jersey. This effort
included a detailed review of personnel assignments and time studies associated with personnel activities.
Exhibit 1, presents the Table of Organization which CTC found in existence at the outset of its review. CTC
found, with regard to this Table of Organization, thai the Administrative Coordinator was directly
responsible for all Federally funded programs for the Board of Education. The Titlel Program
Administrator reports directly to the Administrative Coordinator of the Department of Federal Assistance
Programs. The Title I Program Administrator is assisted at the Central Office level by five (5) Central Office
Coordinators and a Statistical and Budget Analyst along with a number of supportive personnel. These
Coordinators and the Statistical and Budget Analyst report directly to the Administrative Coordinator.

In addition, two (2) Title 1 Field Coordinators, a Dissemination Specialist, 2 Community Liaison person and
a Clerk/Stenographer report directly to the Title I Program Administrator. The remaining clerical staif are
directly responsible to the Administrative Coordinator. of the Department of Federal Assistance Programs.

During the course of the management studies, CTC staff members began a series of interviews with the
personnel associated with the Department of Federal Assistance Programs. In conducting these interviews
CTC learned that no provision had been made in the Table of Organization (Exhibit 1) for the following:
The Title I Central Parent Council, School Project Coordinators, Project Teachers, Teacher/Community
Aides and professional personnel who are responsible for the centralized supportive services. At the same
time, CTC conducted an anzlysis of time studies of the various personnei in the Department of Federal
Assistance Programs. The results of this analysis are as follows:

Pércentage of ' Other

POSITION - — Time applied to: Title 1 Tederal Programs
Central Office Coordinator “A” 100% —

Central Office Coordinator “B” ' 100% —

Central Office Coordinator “C” 65% 35%

Central Office Coordinator “D” 75% 25%

Central Office Coordinator “E” 60% - 40%

Title I Program Administrator 100% —

All Other Title I Salaried Personnel o 100% - —
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Based on the information presented above, one can see that there is an obvious requirement for three of the
Central Office Coordinators to spend a sizable percentage of their time in monitoring Federal Programs
other than Title J. Since these Coordinators salaries are paid from Title I Funds, their time should not be
spent on programs other than Title 1. The evidence suggests that the Board of Education should consider
the employment of two (2) full-time additional personnel to assist the Administrative Coordinator in the
monitoring of all Federal Programs other than Title 1.

The reason for the suggestion of two (2) additional personnel, rather than only one, is that the three
Central Office Coordinaiors presently applying their efferts to the inonitoring of other Federal Programs
bring a diversity of skills to this effort that may not be available in the one person that the Board might
secure for this position.

It should be noted that there are a number of Federaliy funded programs in Newark that do not have an
administrator/director assigned. This situation places these responsibilities directly on the present
Administrative Coordinator of Federal Programs. The present workload of this position doesnot allow
sufficient administrative effort to be directed toward these programs without administrators/directors. The

additional personnel would necessarily be charged with providing this required administrative effort,
thereby permitting the person responsible for all Federal Programs to devote his time to the tasks at hand.

Based on time studies and the constraints of salary sources it is suggested that the Department of Federal
Assistance Programs reassign all of the present Central Office Coord;nators to concentrate their efforts
entirely on Title I activities. Exhibit 2 presents the recommended organizational structure for this
reassignment. In this exhibit it can be seen that the Central Office Coordinators would report directly to
the Titie.] Adminstrator. Exhibit 2 does not, however, deal with other than the Title I Program. If the
organization shown in Exhibit 2 is adopted by the Newark Board of Education and the position
reassignments made as indicated by this exhibit then there is a dire need to immediately secure the services
of two (2) competent personnel to monitor other Federal Programs.

Additionally, CTC suggests that the Newark Board of Education consider the realignment of the entire
Department of Federal Assistance Programs. Because of the responsibility placed on the Administrative
Coordinator of Federal Programs to communicate, negotiate, and in other ways deal with the Federal
Representatives of the funding sources, this position should be elevated to a higher level.

Exhibit 3 presents the suggested reorganization of the Department of Federal Assistance Programs, as well
as reflects the suggested stature for the person responsible for all Federa! Prcgrams in Newark. This exhibit
als. shows the position of the two (2) auditional personnel who would, as director and administrative
assistant, monitor all other Federal programs in Newark. No clerical staff is shown for personnel at the
Assistant Superintendents level although it is obvious that such personnel will be required.

Whereas Exhibit 3 shows the recommended Organization Structure for Central Office personnel, it does
not make allowance for the Project Coordinators, project teachers, teacher/community aides, and
professional personnel who are responsible for the centralized supportive services.

Exhibit 4, therefore, serves to illustrate the relationship of these field personnel to the Title I Program
Administrator. -

Finally, Exhibit 5 illustrates the relationship beiween the recommended position of Ass;stant

Superintendent—Federal Programs and the recernmended two (2) new personnel. In addition, there is
shown the depth of federally funded progrzms for which these personnel would be responsible.
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EXHIBIT 2 — ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
DEPARTMENT OF FEDERAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
ESEA TITLE 1
NEWARK, NEW JERSEY

ADMINISTHATIVE
COORDI!.ATOR

PRINCIPAL
CLERK-
“TENOGRAFHER
TITLE | CENTRAL TITLE | PROGRAM
PARENTCOUNCIL | — — = — — ~] ADMINISTRATOR
—
1
CLERK- | ‘
STENOGRAPHER \ PRINCIPAL
\ — CLERK-
N STENOGRAPHER
DISSEMINATION COMMUNITY
SPECIALIST LIAISON
CLERK-
STENOGRAPHER
CLERK
STENOGRAPHER
——
CENTRAL CENTRAL CENTRAL CENTRAL CENTRAL
OFFICE  }- OFFICE  }=  OFFICE --ﬁ OFFICE - OFFICE |- FIELD - FIELD
COORDINATOR COORD'NATOR COORDINATOR COORDINATOR COORDINATOR COORDINATOR CDORDINATOR
STATISTICAL CLERK- CLERK- CLERK- CLERK-
AND STENOGRAPHER TYPIST STENOGRAPHER TYPIST
BUDGET
ANALYST
CLERK
PRINCIPAL {PART TIME]
ACCOUNTING
CLERK
CLERK
{PART TIME}
DENOQOTES LINE RELATIONSHIP
— — — DENOTES STAFF REL ATIONSHIP
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EXHIBIT 3 — RECOMMENDED ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

FOR

DEPARTMENT OF FEDERAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
CENTRAL OFFICE PERSONNEL
NEWARK, NEW JERSEY

SUPLURINTENOENT

DEPUTY
SUFERINTENOENT

PRINCIPAL
CLERK-
STENOGRAPHER

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ASSISTANT ASSISTANT ASSISTANT ASSISTANT ASSISTANT ASSISTANT
SUPERINTENDENT SUPERINTENOENT SUFERINTENOENT SUPERINTEMOENT SUPERINTENOENT SUPERINTENOENT
CURRICULUM SECONDARY SPECIAL FEOERAL ELEMENTARY PERSONNEL
EQUCATION EQUCATION PROGRAMS EQUCATION

P:;gi’l;;, TITLE | CENTRAL | TITLE | PROGRAM
””””” ADMINISTRATOR
CODROINATOR PARENT COUNCIL ‘W DMINIS’
T
i
ACCOUNT CLERK- 1
CLERK STENOGRAPHER X PRINCIPAL
CLERK-
STENOGRAPHER
AOMINISTRATIVE
FEDERAL DISSEMINATION COMMULITY
PROGRAMS SPECIALIST LIAISON
CLERK-
] STENOGRAPHER
CLERK
STENOGR A"HER
CENTRAL CENTRAL CENTRAL CENTRAL CENTRAL
OFFICE OFFICE OFFICE OFFICE OFFICE FIELO FIELO
COOROINATOR coorDINATOR | |cooRrDINATOR| |cOORDINATOR| {cOOROINATOR COOROINATOR COORDINATOR
STATISTICAL CLERK- CLERK- CLERK- CLERX-
ANO STENOGRAPHER TYPIST STENOGRAPHER TYPIST
BUUGET
ANALYST
CLERK
(PART TIME]
r PRINCIPAL
ACCOUNTING
CLERK
CLERK
(PART TIME}
A}
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EXHIBIT 4 — RECOMMENDED GRGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
FOR THE
DEPARTMENT OF FEDERAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
FIELD PERSONNEL
NEWARK, NEW JERSEY

TITLE 1 PROGRAM|

ADMINISTRATOR —
rawcitac IaSrEso sz
COOROINATOR COUROINATOR
STENOGRAPHER VISUAL AIDS TECHNICIAN (1)

PHYSICIANS (5)

MEOQICAL TECHNICIANS (3)
OENTISTS I

DENTAL ASSISTANTS {3)
NURSES {121
PSYCHIATRISTS (2}
PSYCHOLOGIST (1)

. e e e e SOCIAL WORKERS (112)
SPECIAL INVESTIGATOR 11}
ATTENDANCE COUNSEL L ORS (3)

CLERK
STENOGRAPH' R

|
| g

R ~ | _ | |

ELEMENTARY SECONIARY 4 SPECIAL NON PUBLIC
o, BILINGUAL SCHOOL SHOOL PALEONTOLOGY UNK
Reaoe PROGRAM PROJECT PROJECT PROJECT PROJECT
COORDNATOR | |ADMINISTRATOR COOROINATOR COOROINATOR _Hoono_z:oz COORDINATOR
H nn

|
o e I e e e B o o)

| I [

| |
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TEACHER AIDE CLERK

A
PRACJECT TEACHER COMMUNITY AK PROJECT IG_FW__“MCRN
TEACHER AIDE AIDE CLt TEACHER
o2 (268 w2 12 1201 PROGRAM
ADMINISTRATOR

]
PROJECT TEACHER CLERK PAQUECT TEACHER
TEACHER AlOE " TEACHER AlDE
171 FTE m "y ne

\ PAQUECT \ COMMUNITY

BILINGUAL
CURRICULUM
SPECIALIST

SILINGUAL
PROJECT
COOADINATOR
»

CLERK
L]

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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EXHIBIT 5 — RECOMMENDED ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
DEPARTMENT OF FEDERAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
'FEDERAL PROGRAMS OTHER THAN ESEA 1
NEWARK, NEW JERSEY

ASSISTANT
SUPERINTENDENT
FEDERAL PROGRAMS
FEDERAL TLE
| , PROGRAM
PROGRAMS :
ADMINISTRATOR
COORDINATOR (SEE EXHIBIT 3)
PRINCIPAL , : ACCOUNT
CLERK : CLERK
STENOGRAPHER I :

ADMINISTRATIVE
ASSISTANT
FEDERAL
PROGRAMS

Refer Attachment A"’ for List of Federal Programs

Q .
EMC ; :1 1V-195



ATTACHMENT A

P.L 81-874 School Assistance In Federally Affected Areas
P.L. 85-864 National Defense Education Act
P.L. 88-452 Economic Opportunity Act

Title I1-B, Section 222 Follow Through Program
P.L. 89-10 Elementary and Secondary Education Act

Title 11 Library Resources

’l:i’tle I}’I Linguistics Program

Sussex Avenue School Community Resource Center
Program for Guidance, Counseling & Testing
Program to Improve Iaformational Processing

of Children wit, Learning Disabilities
State of New Jersey Plan for Environmental Education
Instructional Development Institute

L3 E2]

» »

» %7

» o Project SWRL
o rroject TREND
Title 1V Cooperative Research Act
Right to Read Progr.m
Title VI-B Education for Handicapped
Program for Socially Maladjusied Girls
Title VII Bilingual Education
New Jersey Bilingual Education Program
P.L. 90-35 Educational Professions Development Act
Part B-1 Urban Education Corps
Part B-2 Training of Aides
Part D Career Opportunities Program
Part D Urban/Rural Schools Development Program

New Careers Intern Program
P.L. 90-129 | Public Broadcasting Act
P.L. 90-351 Omnibus Crime. Control Center & Safe Streets Act
Student Congress on Drug Abuse .

Newarkfields Project




P.L. 90-576

P.L.91-517

Vocational Education Amendments

Career Education Frogram

Center For Occupational Education/Experimentation and Demonstration
World of Finance

World of Transportation

Distributive Education '(4) ‘

Employment Orientation (4)

Child Care Program

Work Experience Career Exploration Program
Cooperative Industrial Education (9)
Homemaking & Consumer Education (8)
Health Occupations

Introduction to Vocations (5)

Developmental Disabilities Services Act
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SCHOOL

046
051
052
053
055
057
059
060
061
063
066
06,
068
069
071
072
073
075
076
079
080
081
082
084
086
087
088
089
091
092
093
094
096
097
099
101
102
103
140
159
098
099
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110
105
89
84
50
135
52
71
73
98
135
116
70
94
110
72
106
153
182
140
124
61
114

-
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152
36
52
42
78

199
VA

101

140
20

84
162
a1
12

APPENDIX 1A

PUBLIC SCHOOLS KINDERGARTEN

Title I Pupils

Class:fication Levels By Schools
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25
10
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APPENDIX 1B

NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS KINDERGARTEN
Title 1 Pupils
Classitication Levels By Schools
Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test - May, 1973

SCHOOL N A B c
715 25 3 1 6
730 29 0 10 15
735 43 0 5 16
760 56 5 15 14
770 26 2 10 13
795 61 6 25 28

1B-1

1"

19
15

O 0O ~NWOo S



APPENDIX 2A

TITLE | PUBLIC ELEMENTARY PUPILS -- GRADE 1
Total Reading Scores -- By School
Metropolitan Achievement Test - May, 1973

SCHOOL N MEAN STANDARD SCORE MEAN G.E.*
046 45 33 1.5
051 109 34 1.6
052 80 32 1.5
053 107 31 1.5
055 94 35 1.6
057 88 34 1.6
059 67 33 1.5
060 178 33 1.5
061" No Scores
063 85 . 34 1.6
066 127 33 1.5
067 62 31 1.5
068 21 35 16
069 103 34 1.6
071 44 31 1.5
072 82 34 1.6
072 102 34 1.6
075 59 34 1.6
076 69 31 1.5
079 125 26 1.3
080 204 34 1.6
081 64 31 1.5
082 No Scores
084 79 40 1.9
086 57 32 1.5
087 35 31 1.5
088 61 30 1.4
089 131 33 1.5
091 31 36 1.7
092 57 35 1.6
093 23 31 1.5
094 73 32 1.5
096 128 32 1.5
097 73 32 1.5
098 44 2 1.6
099 94 39 1.8
101 64 31 1.5
102 27 31 1.5
140 74 34 1.6
159 199 33 1.5

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

* Grade equivalents were derived by extrapolating standard score to G.E. on Primary | level test,

2A-|
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SCHOOL

046
051
052
053
055
057
059
061
063
140
066
067
068
069
o7
072
073
097
075
076
079
080
091
094
081
082
084
086
087
088
089
103
092
093
096
099
101
098
159
102
060

MEAN G E.

23
22
21
2.1
2.3
2.0
21
1.9
2.5
23
21
22
23
2.2
23
20
20
2.0
21
21
21
22
25
21
20
21
21
2.1
21
21
21
21
21
1.9
20
2.0
23
2.2
22
2.2
21

N

39
144
155
135
142
137

72

61
102
110
158
112

95
160

97
148
164
130
128
159
219
242

48
137
176
204
154

61

60
179
200

72

67

66
228
205
152

61
218

29
185

APPENDIX 2A

PUBLIC ELEMENTARY PUPILS
Reading Grade Equivalent Comparison of Title I and Non-Title 1

Pupils in Schools Providing Title I Services
Metropolitan Achievement Test - May, 1973

GRADLE 2

TITLE | MEAN G.E. Ny
23 39
2.2 89
20 46
20 98
23 63
1.9 67
21 55
19 63
25 97
2.2 61
21 68
24 65
2.2 18
2.2 101
26 66
21 53
1.8 103
20 80
22 55
20 143
2.0 101
21 79
25 48
1.9 74
20 69
23 180
2.2 69
21 51
2.1 39
21 107
21 84
2.2 41
2.0 39
1.6 38
21 182
- 19 56
25 72
20 22
27 207
2.2 29

2A-2

NON.TITLE | MEAN G.E.

2,2
21
2,4
2.3
21
2.1
1.9
05
24
2.1
2.2
23
2.2
1.7
19
2.3
20
20
3.0
2.2
2.3

2.3
2.0
0.6
2.0
21
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.0
2.2
2.3
1.6
2.0
21
2.3
2.2

N2

55
109
37
79
70
17

49
90
47
77
59
31
95
61
50
73
16
118
163

63
107
24
85
10
21
72
116
31
28
28
46
149
80
39
1

DIFFERENCE

0.0
+0.1
+0.4

0.0
+0.2

0.0

0.0

0.0
+0.2

0.0

-0.2
+0.1

0.0

-0.9
-0.2
+0.5

0.0

-0.2
+1.0
+0.2
+0.2

+0.4

-1.7
-0.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
-0.2
+0.2
+0.7
-0.5
+0.1
~-0.4
+0.3
0.0



SCHOOL

SCHOOL

O

ERIC
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046
051

052
053
055
057
059
060
061

063
066
067
068
069
07

073
097
Q075
Q076
079
091

094
081

082
084
086
087
088
089
103
092
080
093
096
099
101

159
102

046
053
055
059
063
066
067
om

MEAN G E.

28
‘2.5
2.5
25
2.7
2.4
2.7
26
2.4
2.6
25
26
26
26
2.7
2.4
25
26
26
25
35
2.5
2.4
2.5
2.7
26
2.6
2.5
25
25
2.6
2.8
25
25
2.4
26
25
25

MEAN G .E.

2.8
3.3
3.3
3.0
3.2
2.8
3.0
2.9

N

53
104
153
139
143
188

73
163

56
1M1
163
00
_1 HH
129

65
192
107
115
117
229

40
137
190
166
133

55

45
189
222

67

55
209

64
239
198
145
199

30

N

165
128
150

67
132
151
103

76

GRADE 3

TITLE | MEAN G.E. Ny

28
24
2.4
25
2.7
2.0
2.9
2.3
24
28
25
26
2.4
26
2.9
23
2.4
2.8
26
2.
35
26
24
24
3.0
26
29
2.4
24
23
24
26
19
21
2.5
25
25
25

53
54
50
127
143
50
65
89
56
80
103
67
51
86
54
108
60
66
110
116
40
97
17
152
54
43
33
101
139
41
29
92
17
32
61
102
150
25

GRADEL 4

TITLE | MEAN G E. Ny

26
3.4
2.9
2.9
3.7
26
26
2.7

122
108
82
63
39
55
67
59

NON.TITLE | MEAN G.E.

26
26
25

2.7
11
3.0

21
25
26
28
26
1.7
25
26

a
N

26
2.7

23
24
36
25
2.6
1.8
26
2.7
28
2.8
3.0
2.7
26
24
2.8
25
25

NON-TITLE | MEAN G.E.

34
2.8
38
4.6
3‘.0
2.9
34
3.6

N,

50
103
12

68
74

31
60
33
59
43
"
84
47
49

113

40
73
14
79
12
12
88
83
26
26
117
47
207
137
43
49

43
20
68

93
96
63
17

DIFFERENCE

-0.2
-0.2

0.0
-0.7
+1.8
-0.7

+0.7
0.0
0.0
-04
0.0
+1.2
-0.2
-0.2
+0.5
0.0
~0.4

+0.3

0.0
-1.2
+0.5

0.0
413
-0 2
-0
-0 3
0.4
-0.4
-0.8
-0.5
+0.1
-0.3

0.0
" 0.0

OIFFERENCE

-0.8
10.6
-0.9
-1.7
+0.7
-0.3
-0.8
-0.9



GRADE 4 (Continued)

SCHOOL MEAN G .E. N TITLE | MEAN G.E. Ny NON-TITLE | MEANG.E. N DIFFERENCE
075 3.3 120 35 51 3.2 69 +0.4
076 3.4 138 3.2 116 4.5 22 -1.3
079 3.0 236 23 54 3.2 182 -0.9
091 4.4 47 4.4 47 - - -
094 3.1 157 29 89 34 68 -0.5
084 3.1 134 2.7 97 4.2 37 ~1.5
086 3.2 55 3.0 41 38 14 -0.8
087 3.1 56 3.0 47 36 9 -0.6
088 3.1 160 28 : 93 35 67 -0.7
101 3.1 134 28 98 3.9 36 -1.1
159 3.2 206 28 11 3.7 95 -0.9
102 3.0 28 2.8 25 ' 4.7 3 -1.9
080 34 143 2.7 106 5.4 37 -2.7
081 28 181 2.3 15 26 166 -0.3
092 2.7 53 1.7 1 2.7 52 -1.0
099 28 181 ' 36 18 2.7 163 +0.9
069 26 95 26 80 26 15 0.0

GRADE 5

SCHOOL MEANG.E. N TITLE | MEAN G .E. N, NON-TITLE | MEANG.E. N DIFFERENCE
076 * - - 3.2 69 - - -
080 ’ 34 143 35 118 20 25 +0.6
091 35 29 35 29 35 0 0.0
084 3.7 129 2.9 40 4.1 89 -1.2
086 3.2 39 32 37 3.2 2 0.0
088 35 174 36 51 3.7 123 -0.7
102 3.2 26 3.0 21 40 5 -1.0
081 3.0 148 - 3.0 29 3.0 119 0.0
087 36 56 238 6 3.7 50 -0.9

* Data unavailable for 076.

GRADE o
SCHOOL MEANG.E. N TITLEIMEANGE. M, NON-TITLE | MEANG.E. Ny DIFFERENCE
137 4.2 346 35 163 48 183 +1.3
102 48 52 i 14 5.4 38 +2.3

ERIC
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APPENDIX 3A

PUBLIC ELEMENTARY PUPILS
Study of Reading Intervent: .n Pupils
Metropolitan Achievement Test  May, 1973

GRADE |

SCHOOL N STANDARD SCORE MEAN  GRADZ EQUIVALENT MEAN* N2 18G.E. N<18GE. %= 18G.E.

046 27 33 15 6 21 22%
052 34 3 15 5 29 15%
053 64 29 1.4 2 62 03%
055 64 35 “16 18 46 28%
057 38 34 1.6 5 33 13%
059 19 32 15 4 15 21%
060 44 29 14 5 39 1%
063 33 30 1.4 d 32 03%
066 47 30 14 4 43 09 %
069 0 32 15 2 19 10%
072 3 32 15 3 28 10%
073 59 33 15 5 54 08 %
075 21 ' 34 16 ‘ 3 18 14%
076 n 30 14 1 10 09 %
079 94 25 13 13 81 14%
081 53 3 : 1.5 5 48 10%
084 33 35 1.6 8 25 24 %
086 23 30 14 -0 23 0%
087 19 30 14 1 18 05 %
088 55 3 15 3 52 05 %
089 67 32 15 7 50 10%
091 22 38 1.8 10 12 45%
092 . 52 35 16 14 38 27%
093 9 30 1.4 0 9 0%
094 29 3 15 2 27 07%
096 86 32 15 8 78 09%
099 76 40 1.9 49 27 64%
101 47 31 15 1 46 02%
102 12- 28 1.4 0 12 0%
140 38 33 15 7 31 18%
159 99 3 15 9 90 09 %

* Grade equivalents were derived Ly extrapolating standard score to G.E. on Primary I Level Test.

e
.,
X,

' GRADE2

SCHOOL N PRETEST MEAN POST TEST MEAN DIFFERENCE MEAN N 2 2.8 GAIN N< 2.8 GAIN %2> 2.8 GAIN

046 23 1.6 2.2 06 " 4 19 17%
051 30 1.5 2.2 06 3 27 . 10%
052 21 1.4 1.8 . a4 1 20 5%
053 54 14 1.9 ¢a 0 54 0
057 30 14 1.7 03 0 30 0
059 20 5 19 ‘04 0 20 0
0 12 0

061 12 13 15 02,

O

ERIC 3A-I
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SCHOOL

063

on
073
075
079
081
082

086
087

SCHOOL

046
051
052
053
057
059
060
061
063
056

068
069
071
073
075
079
081
082

ERIC
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N

31
14
30
34
22
32
49
20
55
57
23
35
15
23
23
17
32
30
4
37
48
145
a1
a5
45
8
10

N

19
4
12
103
22
16
52
17
34
16
29
43
20
10
49
9
37
78
27

FRETEST MEAN

— o m s m m e s o e e e e o e e e o e e o o
TS UL DU OWE NS OED B BWOD S LU

PRETEST MEAN

19
16
1.5
1.9
1.7
16
1.7
1.7
19
1.8
2.0
19
19
2.1
1.6
1.7
18
1.9
16

GRADE 2 (Continued)

POST TEST MEAN

21
19
21
22
21
25
1.7
2.0
13
20
20
21
1.9
22
19
24
26
2.0
156
23
19
21
1.9
1.9
24
16
21

POST TEST MEAN

24
1.8
21
24
1.9
24
22
24
23 -
22
25
24
24
26
2.2
29
24
23
20

DIFFERENCE MEAN

0.7
05
06
0.8
0.5
1.0
04
0.5
04
06
06
06
0.5
0.7
0.5
0.8
09
06
0.2
0.7
0.4
06
05
05
0.8
0.2
06

GRADE 3

DIFFERENCE MEAN

3A-2

05
02
0.6
05
0.2
0.8
0.5
0.7
04
04
0.5
05
0.5
05
06
1.2
06
0.4
04

N 28GAIN

-

O OO =N ONOONOU = WONWX2EOOONwMO W==N

N=0.7 GAIN

N<28 GAIN

29
13
29
31
22
25
49
20
55
53
20
33
15
20
22
12
22
28
4
29
46
130
39
a4
39
8
10

N<0.7GAIN

14
4
7
73
20
6
37
9
25
10
20
30
13
8
29
)
26
54
22

%22 2.8 GAIN

6%
7%
3%
9%
0
22%
0
0
0
7%
13%
6%
0
13%
4%
29%
31%
7%

22%
4%
10%
5%
2%
13%

%2> 0.7 GAIN

26%
0
42%
29%

2%
63%
29%
47%
26%
38%
31%
30%
35%
20%
41%

100%
30%
31%
19%



GRADE 3 (Continued)

SCHOOL N PRETEST MEAN  POST TEST MEAN  DIrFERENCE MEAN N2 0.7GAIN N<0.7GAIN %2 0.7 GAIN
084 21 2.0 2.7 0.7 12 9 57%
086 7 1.6 25 09 . 6 1 86%
087 12 1.9 28 0.9 10 2 83%
088 20 20 2.3 0.3 4 16 20%
089 24 1.7 22 0.5 8 16 33%
091 34 25 3.6 1.1 27 7 79%
092 27 1.9 24 05 7 20 26%
093 4 1.5 1.8 : 0.3 1 3 25%
094 39 2.1 26 0.5 14 25 36%
096 12 14 20 06 7 5 58%
097 32 1.8 23 05 12 20 38%
099 17 15 20 05 5 12 29%
101 17 1.8 21 0.3 2 15 12%
102 - 12 2.2 26 04 1 1 8%
103 4 1.6 2.2 0.6 2 2 50%

GRADE 4

SCHOOL N PRETEST MEAN  POST TEST MEAN  OIFFERENCE MEAN N 0.6GAIN N <O0BGAIN %= 0.6GAIN
053 a 22 3.0 +08 16 25 39%
055 59 24 . 29 +0.5 29 30 49%
063 14 2.1 3.2 ' +1.1 10 4 71%
067 6 21 2.2 +0.2 2 4 33%
071 2 2.9 28 -0.1 0 2 0
075 10 1.7 3.1 +13 10 0 100%
091 28 28 48 +2.0 24 4 86%
094 19 2.1 23 +0.2 5 14 26%
084 a9 2.1 24 +0.3 16 33 33%

GRADE 5
SCHOOL N PRE AVERAGE POST AVERAGE GAIN AVERAGE N == 0.6 N< 06 %2 0.6
091 20 3.3 a1 0.8 10 10 50%

GRADE 6
SCHOOL N PRE AVERAGE POST AVERAGE GAIN AVERAGE N= 06 N<06 %206

137 57 28 3.0 0.2 16 41 28%

ERIC
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SCHOOL

710
7156
720
795
700
730
735
750
755
760
770

SCHOOL.
710
7156
720
795
700
730
735
750
7556
760
770

SCHOOL

710
7156
720
795
700
730
735
750
7556
760
770

ERIC
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MEAN G.E.

1.9
1.8
2.0
1.8
1.9
1.9
1.8
1.7
1.8
2.0
25

MEAN G.E.
2.7
25
3.1
2.4
2.8
2.9
26
2.7
2.7
34
3.2

MEAN G .E.

35
3.2
35
3.4
3.2
46
3.0
3.1
2.9
3.7
36

N

28
23
23
75
33
32
50
35
34
89
32

N

29
19
26
73
26
27
49
21
33
64
27

N

37
27
27
72
28
22
44
30
39
62
29

APPENDIX 4A

NON-PUBLIC ELEMENTARY PUPILS
Reading Grade Equivalent Comparison of Title T and Non-Title |
Pupils in Schools Providing Title I Services
Metropolitan Achievement Test  May, 1973

NON.TITLE | MEAN G E.

24
1.8
23
21
14
1.9
2.7
1.7
1.8
23
3.2

NON-TITLE | MEAN G E.
35
3.0
4.0
2.7
31
3.2
31
0.7
2.2
45
- 38

'

NON-TITLE | MEAN G.E.

4.0
3.6
4.3
3.9
3.9
5.0
3.3
3.1
3.3
4.9

GRADE 1|
TITLEIMEANG.E. N,
1.7 20
16 2
1.7 11
15 38
2.1 23
1.9 15
16 33
1.7 32
1.8 23
19 65
2.3 25
GRADE
TITLEIMEANG.E. N
2.2 18
22 12
2.6 17
2.1 37
2.7 19
27 17
2.1 25
2.8 20
2.9 23
2.8 a1
2.8 16
GRADLE
TITLEV MEAN G.EE. Ny
3.1 21
29 16
2.8 14
30 41
3.0 22
43 13
2.7 20
3.1 26
2.7 26
3.1 a1
3.3 22

4A-]

45

N,

21
12
37
10
17
17

11
24

N2
1

36

10
24

10
23
1

N3

16
11
13
31

w G

13
21

DIFFERENCE

-0.7
-0.2
-0.6
-0.6
+0.7

0.0
—-0.6

0.0

0.0
-0.4
0.9

DIFFERENCE
-1.3
-0.8
-1.4
-06
-04
-05
-1.0
+2.1
+0.7
-1.7
-1.0

DIFFERENCE

-0.9
-0.7
-1.5
-0.9
-09
-0.7
—-0.6

0.0
-0.6
--1.8
-1.2
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SCHOOL

710
715
720
795
700
730
735
750
755
760
770

SCHOOL

710
715
720
795
700
730
735
750
755
760
770

SCHUOL

710
715
720
795
700
730
735
750
755
760
770

MEAN G.E.

a1
35
44
4.4
37
38
35
4.0
4.0
45
4.4

MEAN G E.

5.7
4.1
4.6
4.7
4.3
5.2
4.9
4.7
4.8
6.1
5.6

MEANG.E.

7.3
5.6
6.2
6.3
5.4
5.9
5.3
5.8
4.2
7.8
6.3

N

35
25
29
74
28
23
28
28
39
68
30

N

34
30
25
65
27
24
27
30
34
64
30

N

29
25
30
66
25
22
27
22
33
68
27

GRADE 4

TITLE f MEAN G E,

3.8
3.2
3.7
3.6
3.4
35
3.2
35
3.3
3.6
4.0

GRADE 5

"TITLEI MEAN G .E.

45
36
4.0
4.0
3.7
4.7

.3.8
4.7
46

TITLE IMEANG.E.

53
4.7
5.1
55
4.3
4.5

36
4.9

GRADE 6

4A-

Ny

28
16
19
27
14
19
12
12
21
28
22

Ny

i6
20
16
30
15
17

0

0
16
26

7

Ny

14
19

NON-TITLE | MEAN G.E.

5.3
4.0
5.7
49
4.0
5.2
3.7
44
4.8
5.1
55

NON-TITLE | MEAN G.E.

6.8
5.1
5.7
5.3
5.1
6.4
4.9
4.7
5.7
7.1
5.9

NON-TITLE | MEAN G.E.

7.8
7.0
9.2
6.9
5.7
6.7
5.3
5.8
46
8.9
6.3

N,

10
47
14

16"

16
18
40

18
10

35
12

27
30

23

Nj

23
10

8
37
20
14
27
22
19
49
27

DIFFERENCE

-15
~0.8
-2.0
-1.3
-0.6
-1.7
-0.5
-09
-1.5
-1.5
-1.5

DIFFERENCE

|
-
o

|
=
9 bW

-1.9
-24
-1.3

DIFFERENCE

-2.5
-23
—-4.1
-1.4
-1.4
-2.2

-1.0
-4.0



APPENDIX SA

NON-PUBLIC ELEMENTARY PUPILS
Study of Reading Intervention Pupils
Metropolitan Achievenient Test - May, 1973

GRADE |
SCHOOL N POST TEST MEAN NZ>18 N< 18 %18
710 2 18 1 1 50%
795 37 15 5 32 14%
735 13 16 2 1 15%
755 23 1.8 ’ 14 9 61%
760 27 15 3 24 1%
770 21 24 19 2 90%

GRADE 2

SCHOOL N PRETEST MEAN  POST TEST MEAN DIFFERENCE MEAN NZ=28GAIN N< 28GAIN %= 2.8GAIN

710 8 1.7 2.2 0.5 0 8 0
715 1 1.6 23 0.7 0 1 0
795 37 1.5 2.1 0.6 6 31 16%
735 1 14 20 06 0 1" 0
755 20 1.9 28 0.9 8 12 40%
760 12 1.7 25 c.8 3 9 25%
770 16 2.0 28 0.8 7 9 44%
GRADE 3

SCHOOL N PRETEST MEAN POST TEST MEAN DIFFERENCE MEAN N=>0.7GAIN N <0.7GAIN % == 0.7 GAIN

710 13 2.4 3.1 0.7 7 6 54%
715 12 2.1 2.8 0.7 7 5 58% -
795 39 21 3.0 0.9 26 13 67%
735 5 1.9 2.7 0.8 2 3 40%
755 25 2.2 2.7 0.5 7 18 28%

- 760 12 2.0 2.7 0.7 6 6 50%
770 21 3.0 34 0.4 6 15 29%

GRADE 4

SCHCOL N PRETEST MEAN POST TEST MEAN DIFFERENCE MEAN N2 06 GAIN N <0.5GAIN % = 0.6 GAIN

710 14 3.2 34 0.2 5 9 36%
715 9 28 28 0.0 1 3 1%
795 27 2.8 36 0.8 16 1 E9%
730 1 2.3 23 ' 0.0 0 1 0

735 4 2.6 28 ' 0.2 1 3 25%
755 7 2.5 30 05 3 4 43%
760 4 19 28 T 09 4 0 100%
770 22 3.1 .41 1.0 16 6 73%

ERIC
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SCHOOL N

o

770 7
715 14
730 3
710 11
795 30
SCHOOL N
7.9 3
715 4
795 28
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PRETEST MEAN

3.2
3.1
3.7
3.8
3.5

PRETEST MEAN

4.1
3.6
4.0

POST TEST MEAN

4.5
3.2
39
4.3
4.0

POST TEST MEAN

4.6
a.7
54

GRADE §

DIFFERENCE MEAN

1.4
0.1
0.2
0
0

v

%,

GRADE o

DIFF ERENCE MEAN

W

[

0.5
1.1
1.4

N = 0.6 GAIN

[6:43)

N = 0.6 GAIN

[ NN

N < 0.6 GAIN

~N N 0N

N <. 0.6 GAIN

% == 0.6 GAIN

71%
36%
33%
a5%
43%

% 22 0.6 GAIN

67%
75%

82%



APPENDIX 0A

SECONDARY FOLLOW-UP READING PROJECT
Mean Grade Equivalents and Gains By School
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills
Pretest 10/72 Post Test 5/73

SCHOOL N PRETEST MEAN G.E. N POST TEST MEAN G E. AVERAGE GAIN
027 210 47 150 5.8 ) 1.1
028 221 4.5 136 5.7 1.2
030 210 5.2 75 7.0 1.8
031 191 5.0 146 5.5 0.5
033 204 56 132 : 6.3 0.7
034 207 39 114 _ 4.7 0.8
036 158 4.7 105 55 0.8
037 220 _ 5.5 184 56 0.1
039 106 © 53 " 96 R 08
040 107 53 86 5.8 0.5

APPENDIX 6B

SECONDARY FOLLOW-UP READING PROJECT
Pupils Taking Both Pretest und Post Test
Averages. Gains 77 Mecting Performance Objective
Pretest 10/72 - Post Tost 5/73

SCHOOL N PRE AVERAGE POST AVERAGE GAIN AVERAGE NZ06 N<06 % =06
? 027 150 a9 5.8 09 99 51 66%
028 136 48 5.7 03 83 53 61%
030 75 5.2 7.0 18 b1 14 81%
031 124 5.0 55 05 60 64 48%
033 128 5.2 63 1.2 82 46 64%
034 112 3.9 4.7 0.8 60 52 54%
036 101 4.7 5.5 0.7 52 49 51%
037 185 5.6 5.6 0.0 70 115 38%
039 93 5.4 6.1 0.7 51 a2 55%
040 80 5.3 5.8 06 38 a2 48%
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