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- : .Dear Colleague 2 - . - .

T 7 - 7 We haveé selected 'An Ana1y31s of ESEA'

' Title I Data in New Jersey as thé second publi:-

o ‘cation 1n the R.P.& E. "Occa31onal Paper" Séyies
u

i ‘The effegct of the dlstrlbutlon a sage. * .
of Title I fundg is of prime concern to evéryone :
in the educational community, especially ith the
enactment of programs-in-New Jersey such/as the
- "Thorough and Efficient" Education Act,/the State

Compensatory Education Act, and the Minimum,Compe-

) " = tencies Act. We must look tp the components of
the Title I programs and integrate them where .
possible with our education system. S

. We hope you find;thig'} search paper
infogmative and thought provoking.




. . . FOREWORD o .t

A7 N Y

The - second publication of the "0ccas1onal Papers
in Education" series ‘focuses upon the federally funded ESEA
Title I compensatory education programs in existence in many
school districts in New Jersey durlng the 1975 76 academic
year. ) X .

‘ "This publlcatlon tltled "An ‘Analysis of ESEA
Tltle I Data in New Jersey," and the research it is based
upon are a result of a grant awarded to the New Jersey =~ -
Department, of Education in 1976 by the National Ins1tute af
Education. Thé purpose of the'grant award was to: 1)
develop a comprehensive datbase containing all pertinent

-- --ESEA Title-I-information in New Jersey for. the 1975-76 -
academic year; and 2) from that database, in conjunction

< with other relevant data, examine the relaflonshlp—betWeen
concentration and services of ESEA Tltle I programs. in the
state. = - . . . o

. There, are certa1n caveats to the research Wthh :
must be considered. First, the study was primarily a
correlational<analysis of the-data; we must not lose sight .
of the principle that correlation does not imply causation,
only that a relationship exists. .Second, the 1nterpretat10n
of the analysit of data in- this, study does not constitute a
comprehensive ‘evaluation of the effectiveness of the partic-
ular ESEA Titleel programs. The research presented in this
publication provides a limited evaluation of.ESEA Title I.
* I-encourage other evaluations relating to the effectlveness
of these pregrams , . Cte
C . ’
This ‘analysis of ESEA Title I data in New Jersey was
‘facilitated by the cooperation, ass$istance and expertise of
Mr. Joseph Moore, Director of ESEA Title T in New Jersey and
his entire staff. Bpth Joe Moore and I welcome your comments
and reactions to this research study:~ .

2 R

-t Cordlally,

o oD
- . S Assistant 'Commissioher .
‘Research, Planning and
Evaluation
o
t
o f" < -
) v

[
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.‘tie\lkgf\the Eléhentary and Secondary Education’

.Act of 1965 was enacte\\\\\"Lo prov1de {inancial assistance

: “of ch11dren‘from low- lncome famllles to expand and lmprove

- -

their educatlonal programs by various méans which contrlbute

\

partlcularly to meetlng the speclal "education needs -of .‘ -
- educatlonally deprlved chlldren ' L
"‘f;—%rf—ffhi-:P . New Jersey received for ffscal year. 1975 76 \ -
approx1mately $49 million to be used for ESEA Tltle I

. ‘progects. Presently, llttle 1s known concernlng.the

-4

- distribution, and partlcularly the effect of the dispersal

)
and usage of these Title I funds on educatlonal achlevement

>

. . .
. To address “these problems, an extensive New Jersey ESEA Title I
database for 1975-76 was des1gned and developed

The information in this database was then analyzed
- | _ .
in;conjunction-w1th databases containing 1nformatlon

concerning reading and mathematics achievement, program

.

L _adoptlonVadaptlon and demographics to détermine relationships

o — e Ao %

1nvolv1ng ESEA Title I. .
l. Those LEAs with higher average staff Title I .
salarles were. USually the ones w1th the poorer performing
o . 'students in both readlng and mathematfbs*
- '2. Those LEAs with a larger ratio (i.e., less -

" instructors tO serve the students) were the poorer’ performing “%

o Ay

..o .+ SUMMARY T

to Local’ Educatlonal Agenc1es serv1ng areas\w1th conrentratlons

I - e

.+ The follow1ng conclusions_were drawn_fron the analysis.




'LEAs. ‘Ehls result when taken in context w1th the achlevement-

% .
salary per instructor correlation, may 1nd1cate thattthose

? .t

_LEAs with a small, ‘but well paid T;tle I.staff, aré ot

aaequately meetlng the students needs \>There shbuld be a *

ﬂarger staff, resulting in a smaller,gtudent—instructdr

* / . N L
\ s ratio, _ -

<. 3 N k) -
. . . N

o \ o 3. The generalfy positive association. between
: S achlevement and time 'spént per 1nstructor in Title I
/ - \
.- 1nstructlon 1nd1cates that those schools allottlng more tIme

- » *

per student per instructor’ for Title T 1nstruct1qn were the

- -

better performlng schools Tbe results 1nﬂ1cate that psrhaps,

¥

more time allotted for these addltlonal reading and mathematlcs
4 -
programs could result 1n~1ncreased mastery levels for the

.

-
5

stndents. .o - '
- . L N . ,

4f .Except for isolated instances there was no

e

,,..-..—-,

adgpted. This may, however, be an-artlfact of the data.

>

TS
R

There was not a large varlabllrty between achievement and number )

. of programs, whrch may cause spurious coTrelatlons

e 5. "It is important to note .all of the data_obEainable-
. from the ESEA Title I aflications were examined; conclusions

dravn were based solely on the analysis of tbe available data. - ™

- B
- . . -

It is apparent that the Title I applications deinot address

all areas’for analyses of ESEA Title I. s ..

>

This study analyzed the existing data in both a,

B deScrlptlve and correlatlonal manner. It must be remembered
N . , . N
T -that correlatlon does not 1mply a causatlon “only that a - i

L3

relatlonshlp exists between certain entltlts

- - K3 N t

ral




. Act of 1965 was enacted .o+ to pREV1de flnanclal assistance

: tlons of children from low-lncome families to expand and o)

-, "«
2 « . N .
- - F 8]
ﬁa { . »
-1 -
- S . \ . N . o * . -
TR ‘ LI - . S "

Titlé“T’of the. Elementary and Secondary Educatlon. .

v,

-

-

‘to 1an1°educatlonal agenc1es-squ1ng areds with concentra—

:-‘1

improve their educatlonal programs by varlous mean? whlch

-

contrlbute partlcularly to meeting the speclal.educatlon -0

needs of educationally deprived children " Each eligible .

' local educational agency (LEA) is required to apply to the ,
state educatlonal agency (SEA) for ‘the flnanclal asslstance .

]
‘and, in s04d01ng, is also required to describe to the SEA *the

b Y

manner by whlch it wrll "expand. and 1mprove (1ts) educat10na1
' program. The SEA is requlred to rev1ew the applzcatlon or :

each LEA for the-purpose ofldetermining that.the program R

descrlbed w{thln the appllcatlon complles w1th Federal‘and

state legé!“requlrementg The purpose of these guldelrpes
- A
is to assist each ellglble LEA in its efforts to design

sound.educatlonal programs that will meet the needs of

educatlonally deprlved chlldren that are in compllance w1th

both Federal and state regulatlons (NJ Dept of Education, 1976)

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATIOV ‘ACT
OF 1965
Title I - Financal assistance to local educational '’
agencies for the education of children of low-
income families. . >

»

D DECEARATION OF POLICY,
. Sec. 101. In recognition Qf the special educational
e needs of children of low-income families and the
impact that "concentrations of low-income families
have on the ability of local educational agencies
to support adequate educatlonal programs, the
. . 4 ’ ~

10 . \\“..
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Cohgress hereby declares it to’bé°fhéﬁAmericgn
policy.of the United States to provide fimamcial °. .

L assistance, (a$ set forth in the ‘following parts
., of this title) to local educational jgencies serving
s areas with concentrations of cnildren frem low- o
_ » in-ome families.to expand and improve their éducational-
. . * programs,by various means (including preschqol .
L programs) which cpntribute particularly to meeting
A T e the -special educational needs of educationally e
o A . ‘gepr1v§§_chzldreqﬁ. . - A ;.Q ot 3
s - " .. .(20U.S.C. 241a) Enacted April 11, 1965, P.L:"89-10, '
L, .7 . Title 1, sec. 2, 79 Stat. 27; redesigned .and amended -, .
S "' January.2, 1968, P.L. 90-247, Title I secs. 108 (a5 o "
. - * 110, 81 Stat. 786, 787; amended;April 13, 1970, P.L.. o C, e
. 91-230, sec," 113 (b). ’_° R - S .
. . .“‘ . } e “..’g . . g ¢ ‘ .,
. o . - - - : R k- M A Y ¢ ’ > N .
P .. * GENERAL GUIDELINES S . . e,
v C S . R e * .. »
e ! . The lgw itself and-the priteria'deVelopeg for
Y. ' . P . - : N ) ‘ ! ‘ e
. Title I¢by the Offide of Education included some basic
B . . ‘. ° ' e . . - - . . . LY
77 principles which must bé followed in plgnning a Title I,..» .
N . : - N 0 \- ¢ ' N N i ! ‘ “’ s *
project.- . ) L R .
] e . .
_ . The law: (compilation, secfien .141) says: .
L 1. Pfojects must meet the special educdtional’ -
] needs of educationally deprived childrgh in school satténdance,
. . areas having high .concentrations of ch¥ldren from Ilew-
o - income families. s . . i
LT 2. bejects must be of:sufficient,sizéd scopd, land | N
S quality to give reasonable promise of'substantial progress .
L toward meeting those needs. - .- e T
. '\« \ A Title T program should be, part of an'oveéall.
‘ * from, a number of programs -and agencies.' . Lo
‘ o “The Iitle.i program should support the regular-

- compensatory education program involving the use of resourles
school program and, where necessary, change it. = |
.- _éMost/children who are educationally deprived are
not responding positively tt the regular school program.. .
sThe Title I program should not only help thesge children - \
_ overcome their-learning problems, it should also support’ '
. ' “changes in the rg¢gular. school program, mzking it more
& responsive to student needs. Thé regular school pPogram,
the Title I program, and any .other special 'schliool programs-
\ . should be planned together as a total educational package. .

- <

-
. .l
N
. ..‘
.
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GENERAL ELIGIBILITY OF CHILDREN - - . ° ° »

v v *

IR SR ’ L -

5 ‘ Bas1cally, there ate two ‘criteria a child must i

®

meet N part1c1pate 1n.q Title I program D o

. 1. He must llve in the Title I attendance area. v
This does .not mean he must attend the public school where
Title I seryices may be offered; but he must be a reS1dent
of the "area served by the publlc school

-

* 2. ' He must ‘be’ eddcatlonally deprlved Most
school districts consider a child educationally deprived

+

if he is perfonmlng below the expected grade level for h1s .

age group.- ) .
3 - . . : A o

. o - _ &

COMPARABLE SERVICES ot - : ' —

-

_ No matter what services a T1tle I program prov1des
for educatloﬁhlly deprlved.chlldren they w1ll not be enough

. "\ .
to- help these chlldren overcome their learning problems if °

they are not, extra services. Title funds are .meant to be

,_ﬁsed in addition to Staté and local funds, not instead of

’

thef. \ \ P

-

i

Th1s was always the 1ntent of Title I but because

(4 " P

some schools usually recelved less serv1ces from State ‘anid

. L4 3

local,funds than other schools in the same district, the 1

-

Federal Government has made its .rules on providing eqfial or
"similar servlces to;children in-Tltle I and nonTitle‘I'schools
stronger and ‘more clear. | ) , . L oes
. The first reguletioms issued about Title. I stated )
that this Eeoeral money should be used to supplement and nog |
suppleht State aho local funds. Supplement means on top of ° o

or in addié}on to; supplant means to replace or instead of.

.
P4 -

P ) ..
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-~ PARENT PARTICIPATION’

S Pareptal involvement at the local level is deemed \ .

N - ) -
- to be an 1mportant means of increasing the effectiveness o

o

“oof programs under Tltle 1 of the Act. r -2

e~

w

ot " The regulatlons for the Act turther emphaslze the

~value of parental participatlon Reg. 116.16 GO) ,(2) (v1):
e '} "that the Title I programnjleach prOJect area A
T includes specific provisions for ‘informing and™ -

consulting with parents concerning the servicegw
3 L * .to be provided for their children under Title 1 o o
T o " of the Act and the ways in whdich such parents can ) -

. s ist their childken under Title I of the\Act and ‘ .
. , tﬁg\ways”in“whlchesuch parents can assist their b :

. children in realizing the benef1ts those serylces '

S aré\lntended to provide." - - ) N ;0
NE a . . - : BN ' -

~~ ““i&% u° . o o . = _._, K e
PARENT ADVTSORY COUNCILS. - - -..>

Sl

} ‘e A ‘ ‘ 3

. ir;?; Sectlon 141 (a) (2) requ1res that the local

- = o

educatlonalAagency shall establlsh an adv1sory council for N

. - v
< ,{.’ - :.\. Rt s »~

) the entlre school dlstrlct and shall establlsh an adv1sory ;
NS . R )

e councll for each school of such agency served by a program T
;g‘ . »L\ ~ v ) ._-“'u :La
- ox pr03ect ass1sted ‘Under” sectlon 143 (a) (2), each of which = | +
. . . < i . . . W
- adv1sory counc1ls : . o SR o
R "(A) has as a maJorlty of its members parents of o T
Y e . the ch11dren to be served, . - s f - —

e e s
3 13

|- e (B) is composed of members selected by the parents
% Ce e in each school attendance area. - - .

{ : . (C) has been glven responslblllty by such agency for

' - . advising it in:the planning for, and the

T ‘ -1mplenentatldn and evaluation of such programs -
« - . -and prOJects, and e %‘ '

N »

o 4 L (D) LS‘prov1ded by such ‘ageney, rn accordance with B
R . regulations of .the- Commlsslone;, with access - e
T ' ' to appropriate 1nformatlon concernlng such .- .

o prbgrams and pro;ects _ S .




PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS

e 3

3 Programs for which assistance is requested shall
oL, ‘

be concentrated on a limited number of projects\related to A -
! B a 1imited number of educationally deprived children.so as

' to give reasonable prom1se of success

Each application by a local educatlonal agency

oy . [N hd

for a grant must propose projects of suff1c1ent size,

- scope and quallty as’ to give reasonable promlse of substan- .
t1al progress toward meetlng the spec1a1 educatlonal

needs of educatlonally deprlved children for whom. the

projects are intended. . The prOJects must be developed in .

the ins;ructionel areas of language experlence and compu-
N3 . - ) - . o b | LI
tational skills.! 1In addition, there. are programs in

PR

Non-Standard English and kinderéarten/pre-kinderggrten.

The budget for a.pro"ct shall avoid impru&enégg

- extravagent or wastful expenditure which wOuld tend to

~ »

defeat the 1ntent of the Act to meet the educational -
needs of educatlonally deprlved chﬁ}dren The prOJect
- h appllcatlon mast Justlfy any proposed expendltures above :

‘the level of, expendltures bv the applicant for other compar-

o

P - able act1v1t1e§¢ (NJ Department ‘'of Education, 1976. ) ) .

s

.
A :

. ¥ J ” w’, . *} >

1Language Experience programs mclude all types of readlng programs .

s ; {reading;oral; reading-readiness, Language Development, etc.) through
.+ any LEA established method. Computation Skills program, include all - .

" types of mathematucs programs established by the LEA. )

87,
1Y
~




Title I funds on educatlonal achievement, espec1ally“1n terms -

\coll%?tfgn and 2) analysis and presentation of the 1nformation2

- -8-

- B - ¢

- °  New Jersey received for fiscal year 1975-76 approx-
imately $49 millfdn~to be used for ESEA T{tle I‘projects{
Presently, little is known concerning the ddstf??ution and
partlcularly the effect of the dispersal and usage of these

of‘hlgh concentration of federal monies and programs.

To address these problems, an extensive New Jersey _

ESEA_Title_I database for 1975-1976 was designed and developed, o

‘This database wase then used in conjunction with other existant

3 t

databases to determine the effect of the Tltle I program )
.>\ . N
The project consisted ofvtwo Wistinet segments 1) data ' '

»

DATA COLLECTION = | o I Lo o
D M ‘

.. Each fiscal year, LEAs who are applying for ESEA

Tltle I funds ara_requlred to submit- to. the New Jersey .
oy .
|

Department of Educatlon an. extens1ve and detailed appllcation

_ form. " The Title I database Was developed from information . =T -

[

-

e

- - ~

" comtained: 1n these applications. i . . .
From the appllcatlon form for EY 1975- 1976 two

types of coding sheets were developed--one for dlStrlCt w1de
L ] !

information and one for school information within the f"

»

district. (The coding- sheets and an instruction sheet appear
- a ’

in Appbndix A) .- ) - . o

3

The following information was obtained from the

FY 1975-1976 title I applications: SO .
A. " District ) A : ‘

- 1. Cournty N : - o ‘ -
. } un'? ame . x/,

< 2. ‘District Name v >
) .. 15
. - - v > ,.;. ' - 4 d .

] R A . \ .-




A ——

°10.

V. N &0 U W

b. number of pub11c school participants

- -
* .

e NN P . . -
'S A L4
< .

. Total expenditurés FY 1973-1974 ,

Total expenditﬁres FY 1974-1975
Federal funds FY .1973-1974
Federal funds FY 1974-1975 .

.“Average daily attendance FY 1973 1974 . ' .

Average daily attendance FY 1974-1975- LY'
Total Title I ﬁarticipants

a. ,pﬁblic schools .

b. private’ schools

c. Neglected & Dehnquent 1nst1tut10ns (N&D)

For each program (Langhage Experlence Computatlonali
Skills, Non- -Standard Engllsh Kindergarten/Pre- Kln—

“dergarten) 4.
"a. grade levels served '

v

c. number of private school partibipaﬁts

d. number of N&D,particiﬁants T o
e. total participants S
f.. number of full-time professionals. \ ) o

% ’ P A

. &2

g. number of part-time professionals .
. . ¢
h. 'ndmber of -full time non-professionals ) ‘
i. number of part time non-professionals - .
. j;‘"tost‘of—the;program = ‘v L '.; -

k. for each grade | ) L

district standard , '
SN~

“

number NSE ¢

2. ‘ellglble studenftfs

3. number above standard

4. number below standand C _‘ :
5. ‘

6.

number eligible to participate

- -
N L




-10-, A -
7. " number selected to participate
11. 1Is the Title 1 program a cooperative progfam among a
number of LEA's? If so, which LEAs are involved and

. how many students from each participating LEA.

12. Grade Span, number of schools, and nurber of res{ding '
students in own LEA, other LEAs, private schools, and
N&D institutions. ) )

+ 13. Number of students mot enrolled in any school but

S ~ . «. eligible for Title I programs. * e
o ' 14. Source of data used.for determining the number of
° children from low-intome famidlies (Aid for )
o Dependent Chiidren, Free School' lunch, etc.) -
. . - " E ~N -

_15. Number of attendance areas.

"16. .Number of children from Jow -income families{,

17. Number eligible students (pub%ick'private, N&D) .

o . 18. Non-standard English!enrollﬁent (public, brivate; N&D) .
- NO candard Eng, ub 2

19. Number of types of supportive services and 9ng911mgnt)"
o (pyblic, private, N&D). p X R .

*

20. Type of applicatidﬁ" T

a. basic.grant or special incentive grant <

° ». regular school term” summer School, total

c. impounded, carryover, or current year's funds ce

»

21.° LEA budget’ S : -

W

» a. administration:’ . ot -

" b. dnstruction .- -

-

c. _operation

. 'd. maintenance
e. fixed charges

“ f. student activities

g. other expenses

2

22, Title I salaries for each program. i -

23. Neglected & Delinquént Insgitutions“(number and '.”
.enrollment, title I participation, staff).( :

LT s , e ———

“ l ’{' ) ‘ -




-

| i

T 24, Klndergarten Pre schoolv(number of participants)
“ B. School . ° R i =,
: 1. School Name | , ~%i
2 \Distrlct Name ' {i:‘ :
' 3. Unduplicated Title 1 participants by érade ‘ -
-'4 For each program (Language Enperlence ¢Computatlonal
¢ Skills, NSE & Pre- Klndergarten/K1ndergarten)

s . - f“ a. number of profess1onal stafgnm_*_ ..
‘r'; ‘: . b. number of non- profess1onal staff -
’ | c; part1c1pat1ng children (public, non-publlc, N&D)

s d. number of days per week program is in operatlon

e

e. mlnutes per week per student L \
£. does program function during school hours9 \
. i ’?Q'
—_— . . ’ R
does program function afterlschool hours9

g.

A

Elght people performed the<task of. transferrlng the
necessary 1nﬁormatlon from the Tltle I appllcatlon to the -
district and school cod1ng sheets The task’ requ1red 378

man-hours to complete , In total 462 district codlng sheets and’ "

1557

-

school cod&ng sheets were completed

o .
.
3% . .
. -

~

Once the cod1ng process was completed the forms were

[

'keypuﬁched and ver1f1ed

and then developed 1nto two operatlonal

databases
i .

one for district 1nformatlon and one for school

r

<

information. A

e

“t

"'These databases were then merged with;the following

.

existent Department of Education databases.

1975 New Jersey Educational Assessment Program

‘AnnualI&, all{students in grades 4, 7,

‘

and 10 (and

-

/f\\£>\ o

-

«

-

e Are,ferenced ins tru‘ment in- readlng and mathematlcs

‘ \
every three years in grade 12) are adm1n1stered a cr1terron—

L This |

M
D




7]
. -

N A .
* T Y . A3
- ) - — —|2.. .
Coa - 1 - y . -

»

database contains the schpol level and district leveél results,

““of the,l975‘fnstruments for grades 4, 7, 10 and 12. - 4

. 2. Federal Programs Dlssemlnated in NeW'Jersey

. . ‘ ThlS database contains the number of dlssemlnated .

- PN ~

ax

e 7 projects adopted/adapted by each LEA in eleven categorles.”
mathematics, reading, sbecial educatidén, classroom management,

=
1

humanltles other, career education affective education,

. alternalve schools, educatlon management ‘and earlfgchildhood.
- ’ - ;.“ - -7 | T e
3. ‘District Demograohlc Database L '5‘” R
. - . . - ce * N o v
o o Based on information from the 1970 census, a measure'. . T~
. " of- the soc1oetonom1c status (SES) of the LEAs was determined.’ L :

e Y
To obtaln ‘this measure of the soc1oeconom1c'
- v RN
background of “the school dlStrlCt a factor analys1s was - - -

a <"

performed on a series of 1970 census varlables known to

contrlbpte o a distriét's socroeconomlc.status. The \
type of factor analysis used was-an iterative principle,
-A,‘ -~ .o

component analysis with a varimax rotation¥

T " . . _. There were eight gariables used,in the factor. ,
) analysis: >, . . o . : cee
).5 . _ . 1. The educatlon level_ ofwmales and femalesu‘ .y
B - " 25 years old-and 1 oldexr. - A
—- - v e e 2 The occuPat:Lon level of males and fema]_es \ )
. _ L 25 years .old and*older o ST T e
o . . . 3 . . ) h

" . . :

3. ’Average family income. . N

[} -
D

4. Percent of .persons living in the same housing
unit for at least the past ten years (moblllty)

' 5. Number of peopLe per housing unit (densLty).
: T 6. . Percent urban'population of the district. ) R
[ - 7 ’

N , Percent of experienced unemployed males and * .7
# . females 16° years old and older . .




- - " 8. Percent of families below the poverty level.
. o ) N o
The factor analysis detérmined,two significant
[ -

factors " Based on the 1nterpretatlon of the slonificant

factors, the. flrst factor was determlned to bq a measure-

v ' ment of socloeconomlc status

-

»»»»» ' e A factor score was then generated for each of the

.

% -LEAs included‘}n the.analys1s. The distticts were ranked_g
_A according to their factor score”and cut—points were'estab-
lished to lelHe the dlstrlcts into lO Dlstrlct Factor
' . Groups (DFG) The cut- p01nts were determlned so that all

Dlstrlct Factor ‘Graups would be comprlsed of approx1mately

:\ﬁ\\ , the same. number of LEAs! The DFGs range from A, the
T - o ‘(l .
lowest SES group, to J the hlghest In. addition, DFG V
Q"3~\ ) contalns all Vocatlonal—Tech ical schools ‘districts and

. - " DFG Z contalns all school dlstrlcts for which no l970

census information was avallable (andxhence, no SES .

S e—

determlnatlon atta1nab1e . \'“‘\»

. ) N Thgs database conta1ns the DFG for each LEA as

-
-

£ well as the type of communlty in whlch the LEA lles - (urban

. * * ¢ center-rural, vocational and regional).? .

2 A definition of each ,{:ommunit‘y type appears in Appen'di.x':B.
N . x . . . Lt A ‘s . > ‘
ERIC 7 - : 20 : ,

¢
. f . N

' center urban suburban suburban suburban—rural, rural,.rural—
R T e N N

T
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. -DATA -ANALYSTS -AND PRESENTATION, ‘ -
A: Distrlct . h . ‘ ’ - _ . __

- - of the 589 operating school dfstricts in New Jersey, |
46§‘(78 AZ)Qreceived funds fpr ESEA-Title I:nroérams.
Table I 1llustratescthe nnmber of operatlng d1str1cts_

'l and T1t1o I d1str1cts by county, and the percent of LEAs '

( per cecunty oartlclpatlng in ESEA T1t1e I onograms
Tables 2 and 3 oresent the same 1nformat10n by SES ‘ .
and communlty type: Most of the low and middle SES w

%,
.o
dlstrlcts are T1tle I drstrlcts In add1t10n>all of the

- reglonal and most of the urban LEAs partlcipate in R
S : T — - X H’R.{‘ ‘
T Title I programs. . . . %
® " ’ IS ) 2 ) 3'\“ N ';ﬂév .

Lo All of the Title I FY l974 75_appllcations werq for: the-
TS

) baslc grant Most of the appllcatlons (44T or 95.5%) were:‘

for the Regular School year for current FY funds ' =

IS > S .

Lt The selection or ellglble students for partlclpatlon
- in ESEA Title I programs. is a two-step procedure

- . First publlc school attend@nce areas are selected a§ ,

-7 "7 .- . eligible bused. upon the number (percent) Of children e
B o from low-1ncome famllles in that area. Then 1nd1v1dual

;!' RN students are.. selected as>e11g1ble based ot educatlonal

.« T 7‘~-‘___\ . . ~
. : need. ) 3 =
. . L Te—— : -
. .
o S e ' -

The maJorlty of dlstrlcts "based the1r criteria for

‘selectlo of eligible attendance dreds for’ ESEA Tltle I R

funds on, Aid or'Deoendeﬁt Children (456 or 98.7%). ‘ .’
. e The‘Free Lunch Program was used by 59° LEAs (2. 8%) ;

uSchool St.cvey by ZD\Tﬁ %), Health Stat1st1cs by 13

.~ . - N
3 ) . ‘t": . -
f v ) R B . . ’ -~
B 2l N N

o "9,& ' - ~ . - . .
- d Ea A . N R . . -
. N . L . .T




‘ TABLE 1 «
: NUMBER OF ESEA TITIE I
. .NEW JERSEY PUBLIC SCLOOL DISTRICYS ™
* BY GOUNTY ¢
. Percent (By
' Number of LEAs Ceunty) of ESEA
5 — . Title I
County Operating ESEA TITLE I .School Districts
' . Q . .
Atlantic 25 .21 8u%
Bergen 75 50¢ 66.7 )
hl . Ve A -
Burlington 5" S 82:2
- Camdén . 38 h . 38 -19@7‘?”\‘
“Cape May T K 13 . 76.5
* Cumberland 15 . " 11 : 73.3 .
. Essex ) ‘22 T 68.2 .
Gloucester 287" . &5 .89.3 - i
. Hudson o | 12 85.7
' Hunterdon 29 - |7 a9 65:5
Mercer « 10 - "',,}7 - 79.0
Middlesex t25 T2y 96. Q.
Monmouth 52 43 . 82.7
. N ‘ ‘ .
Morris # ) 29 70..7 .
‘Ocean < 28 .22 78.6
Pa§s_q.ic T 20 18 90.0. o ‘
Salem 14 ‘ ) 11 . " 78 6

Somerset ! "19 15 79.0

Sussex 25 20 8.0
CUnion . 23 .| 60.9

Warren 24 - | 18 150

“Potal '




. . Table 2 - . . - . .
" " Number of Operating and Title I Districtg
’ T . —}-b& Socioegohomic Status! . . . ;
. . N » ..  Percent of.-
. Operating. .. Title I . Title' I
.SES- - . . Districts. ~ Distticts .Districts
S * : . v ) - ' ® '
_ Low XDFG A-C) , - 150. - 142 94.7 %
Middle (DFG D-G) 191 171 89.5
+High .(DFG H-J) 149 - - 98 - . -~ -65.8

~Total ) 490 C T, BIT _ 83.9

-
. -
‘s

-

. . 'The number of oper&ting and Title I districts is not .the
* samé for Tables 1 ,and 2 because not all districts are _. _
. categorized into.SES levels. The determination of the socio- & "
- .economic groups-has been explained previously.' The three . e

lowest SES groups (DFG A, B, and C)_comp;iée the low SES group,

the four middle SES groups .(DFG D, E,-F, ‘and'G) comprise the -
middie SES group; the three highest SES groups (DFG H, I, and

. thompxigs the "high SES group. - - : . : :
. N — .

- o

“o

—
\:\\‘m .
. \' . »
, Table 3™—.
- . .-- » R . \i.\\i.\. \‘.-.
L Number of Operating and Title I DlStIlCﬁS\\“\\\\\\\
W "= ° by Community Type? ' ——_
‘\ Y_/ :y.yp o _-. . T~

’

Percent of

7 Community. - " Operating Title I . Title I
Type ' Districts’ ° Districts Districts
Urban ‘ J 154 o 142 -, T 92.279,
Suburban 207 146. . 70.5- -

Rural . 155 o © 123 79.4
Vocational. 20 : 3 L 15.0 |

Regional - - . 48 48 "=-100.0

.Tocal - 584 - . 462 Y £ I AR

2The number of operating districts is not .the same for Tables . .
1 and 3 because not all districts are categorized into Y ..
community type. . .
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~

statlstlcs Z, (9. 4%), Houslng Statlstlcs 1 (d 2%) ,

. 1 r

B - and other, 14 (3 0%).. .

ks LS

."AstpreViOusly mentioned,.there are four types QfITitle I

»

~ progtams: Language Experienee, Computational Skills,

Non-Standard Engidsh, and Bre-Kindergarten/Kind darbten.

- Of the 462 Title I dlStrlCtS 411 (89 0%) used fundSWS\
Language Exoerlence Programs, 156 (33 87)‘had Comp El
SLllls programs, 68 (14 7%) had Non- Standard,ﬁngiygigﬁr
’ *programs and 146 (31 6%) had Pre-K1ndergartééL~”

Klnderga:ten programs Further, of the dlstrlcts hav1ng

”Language Exnerlence and Computatlonal Skllls oro rams

282 (61 0%) had only Language EX r1ence programs,.

27 (5:8%), -oulv Computatlonal Skl s programs and’ 129

%
27.9%), both ‘Language’ Experlence and Computational

.

Skills. Tahle 4 presents the number (and, percentage)

& ' .
of LEAs hav1ng partlcular pxograms, by SES and Communlty

: type L L, ‘ e

¥ e,

“Becavse of the nature of the Title I projects, the
8 _remainder\of\the\results will be discussed by program. )

.o " -
N £

-

Language Experience —~— T

" Table 5 presents the total public schiool,- non-public
. PN ~ T - .

~a

~. -,

> LEAs may use a combination of data sourgces. Hence, the total -is more
than the 462 LEAs. -

W

. M
" .
. . .
- 7- .o * .
. - - - .

(2 8 ) Unlted States Census, 12 (2. 4% ; emp%yyment .
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T TABLE 4
! —_n : NUMBER OF LEAS PER PROGRAM ‘ *
, - . . BY SES AND COMMUNITY TYPE! o
: ;‘ 1. Langyage Computational Non-Standard Pre-Kindergarten/ A
| SES Experience Skills o English . Kindergarten
N ' Low 135 (32.9%) (29.5%) __A1¥(60.3%) 53 (26.3%)
Middle 156 (38.0%) 65 (41°7%) 13 (19.1%) 47 (32.2%)
. . ’ A I N
. Lnligh 73 (17.8%) 34 (21.5%) 11 (16.2%) 39 (26.7%)
. . Y 2 . N
"y i ’, .. . : C - ."
Community . Language Computag}onal . Non-Standard - Pre-Kindergarten,
» .}t Type * __Experience _Skills ‘English . " Kindergarten .
. > el . - - < .
. | Urkan 130 .(31.6%) ° 56 (35.9%) 44 (64:7%) 69 (47.3%)
Suburbans 122 (30.0%) ‘| 48 (30.8%) - L .14 (20.6%) 45 (30.8%)
. . 3 Lot [ v 5 - o, I . . <
< | Rural 111 (27.0%) 30 (19.2%) . 7 (10.3%)- 27 (18.5%)
Yocatiopal 3 (0.1%) 1 toan 'Y o (009 0 (0.0%)
B ’ . " ) ) . . ) ‘ e 2 ' " ‘ i A y : ' N
: Regional * | "J45 (11.0%)° 21 (13.5%) "3 (4.4%) -5 (3.4%) -

Nt

— e gy

Ql

-~

LThe petcentages in the table re
- in each program..(i.e., 32,

~.  Pregrams.are !low SES.dastritt
* SES groupings, the total percentage does not efual 100%.

however, sum to 109% for the
. ! N e

-

.
* ¢

: Y -. oy

-
.

& ——
<

fer .to the percéAXage of those LEAs participating
£ all LEAs participating in Language Experience

. [

. ° -~

bredakdown Ey community type.

<.y Because not all districfs are categorized intoe
The, total does, *

«

-




’ S [3 .—: . . ~ ~ -
A S T T e - S U O e - R S R ) . :
T - o~ AR T . . ' - € alg. - <7 Y g
vl ew L% - L - . TABLE § . - N .
e . Y . . el .. ] . o , oy 3 R .
) < B "} — * ‘4 N - . IS . . A > -
. - ' R - Language Experience Participation, Staffing and Cost Ll
. . N . - - . . ) L P B o .7,
’ K ) ¢ \ ' . }\ ., - .- . . i e
‘ ~ T - T . R i . ~ “Students tudents - | Salary
L - - ‘| Non- A & ‘ s ’ : - « Non- Cost  * & Per per © +" Per
“lf |, .7 .t jeublic - | Public | ND ) Totaf . Prof. | - Prof. {-. Per [ Prof. |non-prof.|. * . . ‘i Staff
-l |- SES _ IStudents Students | ‘Students Students Cost Staff | Staff Student Staff Staff Salary < Membec
R n N - Y ey

. e

N m 44,067 6,036 395. | 50,498 | $15,022,000 1,134 |° 1,100 * $297.48
N . Pl .

- 0 P - N -

44.53 45.91 | $12.572.006 »,tl_s's,ez7,s7

\, Hiage | 12,535 1,469 3 | 14,003 [ 4.389.00.0 s1 o 425 335.90.] z?.ié . 33.04 ,s,ass,o\(;bn 3,682.64
v bgen . |- aass] o se] o0 e | s,es7 | o 1,389:,990;; Coas] . ms | - 2vaosd. T 2039 42.86) 1,072,000 | 2,928.96
" Tvag,. BN ERPE af 0 ass | azzon0]  7d - 7 12 28035 | | 64.71 3%.75 us,ooo’_' 6,210253

D ke .ses. - 900 | * 18 6 944 s 241,000 ° =51. 12 255,304  18.51] 78.67 169,000 | 2,682.54

L]
8
£
-

62,420 - 8,125 441 70,995 21,465,000 1,954 1,667 302.35 | 36.33| . 42.59| 17,389,000 4,802.26

= e W ‘. | Percent of .Percent of ! . | Percenf of ‘Percent of L
o : - ‘sks . Public Participants Non-Public Participantg| N&D Parc:”:xpancs Total Participants

. '-:,". : ) . N & ] N 5 2 N .‘ . . ) < N R ] L

> “ de ‘ <65. 4% : . 75.6% - " 89.0% 66.6% - "

S MIDDLE 78.3 ' 844 v | vl 24.7 L 785 \

=;. . ’ -t ‘__/ N o R N - . X : = ] . ] .

" ' | fen 62.9 : .. 70.5 ‘ 1'% - . 63.2 .
':..' ¢ . Co LA .o J ‘ o~ : T o L » . t‘:",.

o 'VOCATIONAL 75.5 ° ) . . 56.8 . ‘ 0.0 .4 Nt~

13 » . - - R .

NO SES e 83.3 d0 . 100.

Oo.

" 0.0 : 82.4 .o

"TOTAL . | 67.7 76.7 64.0" . * 68.6

L3
LY
' . » . .
.
: ) . . .
} ' : 4 A 3
‘ - L) ‘ > 4
; . . . ‘2 (
‘. g - . ) ,
) 20 : .
- - - : -~
* 3 . .
R B
o . )
. . .
o . - . A
. ~
b ¢t »
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0 I school and Neglected and Delinquent (N&D) students partici--

LY

pating in this program, the percent'of Title I"students

o~

_.participating, as well as the cost of the program, per pupil

s’ ‘cost,” profess1onal and non—nrofess1onal staff and number of

students per staff member for each SES level. 1In total

I »: . 70,995 chlldren partlclpated in language eXperlence programs

~ . utlllz;ng 1954, professional and 1667, non- profes31onal .
}
- staff—members at a-total cost of $21, 465 000. There were

36 33 students per profes31onal staff member and 42 59
£ T students per nonnrofess1onal staff member at a " cost of

$303 13 per student S

-

H "

7 . Language Experlence programs“”Cons1der1ng a total of
3621 instructional people, this amounts to $4,802.35 =
in’ salary per, instructional .person. Overall, ‘68.6% .

'of the Title I students part1c1pated in Language

X

s .ExperlenCe Program.

L)
<

« ¢ - -

- lo.assess interconnections between LSEA Title I

iﬂ .,.' 'involuement, educational achievement, and reading ' &

. -*projeots adopted/adapted, certain oorrélationaf‘
relationships wereoanalyzed. ‘ )

» <

The program dissemination _criterion was the number’bf
readlng programs adopted/adapted by the LEAs. The

eduCatlonal ach1evement criteria was based on an
RSP
[y —— ’

aggreoated score from the New Jersey‘Educatlonal

Assessment Program s l975 Statew1de reading 1nstrument_

aomlnlstered to alJ publlc school students in grddes
\)4 . ~ r

In total $l7 389,000 was spent., for salar1es for = .

s e
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4, 7, 10 and 12 in October "1975. The iﬁstruments are N

cr1ter10n referenced tests measurlng bas1c Sklll concepts,

in reading. = : o . Lo .
[ - . . i . -_,__.M

fTﬁe‘T{tIe“i';ariables analyzed wére cost cf language

Y

~

éxperi%nce.program per .student, average instructional

<

salary, number of students per instructional staff and

.

. percent Title I nart1c1pants (of thg total d1str1ct

'--. ®
.

enrollment); A : o e -

. . . , .. L e
- -

3 Jo control for the relationship between socioeconemic
; e

status and educational achrevement all analyses were-

(performed within SES groupings. Fhrther not all

districts have a fourth, seventh, tenth, and twelf¢h

/4

. grade \Additionally, most of thé Title I districts
. ' ‘ £ '_ A .' N
did not service students in all grades (kindergarteh ' ge

through twelv@. Therefore, the ‘analyses were per formed

=

only, for those distrfcts having th& particular grade and

also servicing that grade in its ESEA Tiglé I program.

i L. R

The relationsth between Tr;le I, adopted prbgramé .
and educatlonal achlevement varied accordlng to- the

l -

‘socioeconomic ‘levels of the participating LEAs. ' Co
- i . » :
1 . ‘/ e L T % . X <

.Of the 411 d1str1cts who had 1anguage experlence
_programs, 3§2 LEAs (85.7%) serv1ced students who
took the fourth grade 1975 NJEAP 1nstrument Jhe
correlatlon coeff1c1ents for the Tltle I, adopted

programs, and NJEAP data eppear in Table 6. For the

—
.

“Correlations for Computational Skills are alo included in
Table 6. The Computatlonal Skills |nTormat|on will be d|5cussed in

. |
that section. |

' \
1

N

.29 ) o ¥
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’ ) \ . . oY s ) g - . ..4 . °
S . i . . a4 TABLE 6 - ' e ! . i ) i
Lo X . ¥ FOURTH GRADE &ORRELATIONS BETWEEN ESEA TI'lLE I, : c .
-:—-———,—’-“_”—T—‘_ = \' .
© . . EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT AND PROGRAMS ADOPTED/ADAPTED _ T L.

. , Reading ] R Math- -~ . Readmg ) ..« Math
| __SES ~ . Test Test ‘ . Programs "__Programs -
: Low" y | { . E : ) ‘ ¢ l - v ‘ . " T v .
Cost per student - - ‘|:*r =0.172%° | ‘ ~=0.203 1t 0.143 0.120
N . s, . . . :‘\} \": o . - ) R ° N - i )
Salary per instructor. _ -0.027 -0.012 - .0.089 -~ -. 0.083
Students per instructor ‘_ -0.0006 -0.295% - - 0.036 - 0.158°
Percent Enrolled v - R ‘ M ‘ T
. « Students in PrgLan -0.513 ' -0.296%* ’ —%Fk —kkk .
b’lddle : N A - .. Lo ' -
. Cost per student 0.026 s -0.130 ;) . -0.063 ° - | o0.139 | -~
| Saldry per instructor | . - +0.260% . ; -0 ‘198_- - ~0.058 .| 0.525%
| Students per instructor ©C -0.168% . " -09013_ . 0.068 0.408% . <
Percent Enrolled . : o “{ R T .
Students in Program -0.274% s 0.01l0 . —kdck . . =k
s High - i -
Cost per student . 0.053 0.117 "t -0.233 Y1 0.360%
Salary per instructor o -0.362% - 07204 " -0.034 = . 0.270.
Studenfs.per instructor -0.382% . -0.233 . B g.171 - 9.176 .
Percent Enrolled '
* Students in Program - ‘ -0.288% . 0.027 L ek - — Kk
A - b ’ A l‘.
» *significant. p<.05. - - o o R ;
- ¥*significant p<.01 BN . , " e e -
"f**fxot done; see explalnatlon in tfxt..v RN : 3-‘-*
o ‘ .
e — —_— * ’ H % ‘
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programs . oy,

‘the LEAs. .The results ind.ic.ate that thos dls@icts which
- N .

;23’ E .7 ‘7 < - - - T,

low SES districts, the NJEAP result was significantly ' .
negatlvely conrelatedy(p< 05) with the per pup11 cost
ofi the Lanouage Experience program.- Therefore, as the

A4
per pu01l cost of .the program 1ncreased the average-

district read1ng agssessment score decregged Addltlonally,

there was a s1gn1f1cant negative correlation between the
NJEAP and the percent of enrolled students participating

in the program. Thls result 1nd1cates that those LEAs w1th

’
-

a greater maJorlty of part1c1pat10n in Title I programs )
had lower ach1evement levels That thlS relatlonshlp

is true is intuitive because the selectlon process of

eligible students for T1tle I is based on education .

levels. There were not significant relatlonshlps

I

1nvolv1ng the T1tle I variables w1th number of reading
- N . . Ve » ] . . .
& P )

o o

For both the middle and high SES groups-of districts )

there were different relationships present. For

. both groups‘the NJEAP xeading aggregated score was

s1gn1fleantly negatively correlated (p<.05) with both }_s

salary per instryctor, number of students per 1nstructor,

[y

and percent of.enrolled students part1c1pat1ng

in general, these results tend to suggest that there

>
-

' was a negative.relationship -between Title I related.

variables and the average educational achievement of

have large pupil-teacher ratios and large per instructor N
average'salar;es are performing poorest}: This result

might infer that by increasing the number of staff



el

,:\ .

L

.

-

" members involved in Title I;programs for Langua; e

'throughout the state (i-.e

X adopted/adapted 1s small)

vy
“r

. "24" ’ [y

< - ]

®

-

‘Experience, the educational attainment of -students in

those districts may increase. ' . S

» v . - -
.

There was no re1at10nsh1p between Title I and the number

.of: readlng programs adopted/adapted by. the LEA.

'y

The results based on the re1atlonsh1ps concernlng number

of programs d1ssem1nated may be an artlfact of the, data,

:

rather than a vafld relationship. The number of programs

vadopted/adapted did not vary cons1derably among dlstrlcts

' the. range of programs

Therefore, S1nce the

correlational relatlonshlps are h1ghly dependent upon

< s

the variations of the variables 1nvblved the correlatlon

coeff1c1ents concernlng the oroorams adopted/adapted may

% o ~

be spurious®.

¥ .

" Only 45 of the 411 districts (10, 9 o) serviced students
who Jwere. admlnlstered the 7th grade NJEAP reading

1nstrument.h Table 7 presents the correlatlon coefficient

for the various data items® Because of "the small numbérs
. -y . . : o
of LEAs in each-~SES categdry;nbnfparametric Spearman

S

rank order correlations was used in place of the more

customary Pearson Product Momertt correlations.

¢

e

-

e

5 The larger. the variability, the moré stable and ‘meaningful the
correlatnon coefficient will become

S

8 Correlat|0ns for Computatlonal Skills are also included in Table 7.

. The C;ijutatlonal Skills information will be discussed- in that
secti

)

.oy

3
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, _ TABLE"7 S
’ SEVENTH GRADE GORRELATIONS BETWEEN ESEA TITLE\I )
EDUCA'I‘IONAL 'ACHIEVEMENT AND _PROGRAMS ADOPTED/ADAPTED . L 2
T \.\\\
N R . Reading B Math Rea;iing' Math el
|-_SES - - Test Vest Programs Programs
o S S _ '
Cost per-student 0.104 ’ v -0-.286- . 0.156 0.082. -
Salarv per jnstructor 0.132. ° y -0.738% 0.115 0.412
Students per instructor ~0.187 ) -0.296 0.167 © -0.216
Percent Enrolled: T, - o, .
Studenrs ir Progran -0.566%* ~-0.048 — —
Middle .
" Cost per student 0.007 0.335 ~0.043 -k
Z, S . * » .
. Salary-per- instructor 0.070 . =0.011 0.387 —k B
> Students x:!'ér .instructor 0.075 " / -0.132 0.544 &
Percent Enrolled . . fk
Students in Procram -0.465% ..=0.159 — "
High ~ ] = : H _ . -
. Cost” ner ary lent ‘ "‘0 .200 —eet 0 .707 —tee
Sglary ner L&""'_‘_‘:.:‘?r_ ) 0.200 . — ek 0.001 . * —elede
= Students ner 1:_15_7_5_ or 0.300 2 — ek -0. 35,3 —deiki |
Perceat Enrolied . . t 1 C gexese |
Students in Pro-ran 0.600 Neage Stk T "
- \ _ . v
"fs:Lgnlflcant p<.05 . ' *:“?:Q
A **There was ho variation in the number of programs adopted/adaptéd . 3
" Q r¥iThere was not a sufficient sample size to analyze the relatlonshlps (an)

EK

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

%

] 35

»
——
LR



»

-

. the SES grouplnas except for achievement vs. percent

. ) N .
" Computational Skills . ~

SRS
D
.

-26=

.

Although in some instances, the correlation coefficients .

were relatively large in magnitude,.they were not

-¢significant (p<.95) hecause'of_theismallisample siées._ : ) e

?

There were not SigﬂlflCa;L relatlovohlps for any ‘of
3% e

of enrollment partlcrpatlng in the program (for the
low and middle SES groupsY. Based on these results
_ there wag no relation between Tltle I programs and

- Ny

educatlonal achlevement or dlsseminated programs R f

: adopted/ada[.ed.for the’ seventh grade.

Only 19 LEAs (4.6% of the 411 LEAs who'participate3 in ,
Language Experlence procrans)tested students in grades'

10 and 12 and served these students with Tltle 1 programs =
Iherefore, there was not a sufflcient number of LEAs ‘

per SES group to analyze the relationship.

Computational Skills programs were, utilized-in 156

' (33.8%) of the Title I LEAs. ‘In total, 18,381 public

. school'gtudents, 2,455 non-public students and 123 N&D ' . -

-

students (20,959 students in total or 20.Z%of the total

Title I students) participated in'Computational‘Skills

programs at a total expenditure of $5,231,000. The

' students were instructed by a staff of 462 profess10nals -

‘and 567 non- profess1onals, or an average of 45.37 students

per. professional staff person and 36.96 students per non-
[ 4 " .

professional staff person. The cost of the program per

pupil was $249.58. 1In total $3 568,000 was, spent on:

~

S
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,r

\r

salarles for the Computational Skllls program or $3, 468 S

SN . . . ’

per staff Dersan) . - -
- .

To assess it terconnectlons between ESEA Title I .2
rnvolvement educatlonal achlevement and mathematlcs

prOJeLtS adopted/adapted certain correlational

relationships were analyzed. The program dissemination ~

.criterion was the number of mathematics programs

adopted/adapted by the LEAs. .
. . Thefeducaticnal achiévement'criteria'was based'on an

aggregated score from the New Jersey Educatlonal
KX -

S Asseasment Program's 1975 Statew1de mathematics . u?i

.

instrument This instrument was _administered to al-

-

. publlc school students in grades. 4, 7, lO and'12 in
Octob%r, 1975. The 1nstruments are criterion referenced

ftests measuring basic skill concepts in mathematics. '

3
. . x . °
- .

. L]
L)

The T1t1e I varlables analyzed were‘fost of computktlonal
skllls program per student average 1nstruct1qnal salary, .

; number of students per instructional staff, and percent 7
Title I participants (of the total district enrollment). . -

Because of the relationship between socioeconomic status

1S

and educat10nal achlevement, all analyses were performed by

o SES grouplng Further, not,all districts have a fourthy _f‘
* seventh, tenth, and tweifth grade. kddltlonally, most of

S " “the Title I d1str1cts did not service. students inall

5 - "grades (klndergarggn_through twelve). Therefore, the;

&

3"{ ~. ) hd ’ * LI
', . ‘§ - - * /
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TABLES oo R - i
> R . ’ . .. .. . - . ’ 131 . o~
(Zomput_a_timgnl Shills Participation, Staffing and Cost, .
™~ Y T T I x . § ) * . - Students | Students ) ~'Salary
¢ ] 1 Non- ° ] . ) ‘ Non-- _ Cost - Per | per . Per
. ! |public Public ND 4 Total - o | eref. Prof. Per, . Prof. |non-prof. staff
.. '-SE§ Students Students.|’ Students Studentsi’ Cost Staff Staff Student Staff Staff Salary Member R
- v p CEN " [ T, . ° ) . 1 . A -
low 12,612 1,793 C - 103 N\ 14,508 1 $3,.811.000 21 312 $262.68 67.70 46.50] $2,579,000 | $4,903.04
Tmiddre - 5,498 a2z b, a0 | - 3,0n sss.o | el . 108 Caiza | T 26.990  19.90 650,000 | 1,889.53}
Hioh 1,808 222 | 0 2,120 481,000 o ', as‘ | 226,89 23.30 44.17 266,000 | *'1,915.67
; NN - T, . . N o . . . .
Voc. 140 16 0 156 50.000 c o2 r 6o | ©  320.51 78.00 26.00 | & 44,000 | 5.500.00
‘Ino g5~ | 233" 1 ) X 31,000 |- 7 0 =3 | - 132.48 © 26.00 78.00 29,000 | 2,416.07
“ . . . oy . . ) - .
lrorarr | 18381 2,455 |. 123 20,959 | 5,251,000 . 462 %67 249:58 . 45.37 36.96| *3,568,000 | 3,467.44
- N 0 g o . g T
. . N ' N i * . . \ . . L. . . .
, .o, Percent of bergent of . . |. Percent of Percent of. :
SES PublicyParticipants Non-Public Participants| N&D Participants | Total Particjipants
. 1 . - : . 4 . ) Ll T . ' ’ * z - »
h P [ c 2 - . .. AN
A 1 Lo .1 18.7% . 22.5%. . " . 23.9%. - 19.1% . X
- » - A - I P2 -
° . . . . & . : ) . . * [ — ‘,' .
MIDDLE 21.9 - - 24,3 _~. . 12.7 . 22.0 . ; Y
N * v . h-3 < g 1y .‘
N [ v 1 ' . * . * LT . . '-“ : .
HIGH 26.3 27.6 ) * Q.0 . '26.2 , .
KN . . * . . ) \ . s ' . . ‘ﬂ N :
VOCATIONAL 24.5 . ‘53,2 0.0 . 25.6 ° ‘, SN
— T - . £
. - ' . ‘l . P - -A-’ - » * $ l.\
NO SES ' 22.6 | 3,1 - - 0.0 - |- 215
. . N . * . . . - e . . . ‘,t /‘
TOTAL . - | 19.9 . . 23.2 v s . 17.9 20..2 X -l
. - . ) %- 3 . . -
] - .
e N B - @ . ? o ' L
R N3
-4 . - . . M f(,: !
~’ L3 'h' ’ . . H 1}‘ LI
) (LI [ . : . - . 'K?(i:~
o 3 - * “ - . ' ! v . . i . - . R ."‘-i-m.{_ N
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. analyses were performed only for those drstriets having
. the particular'grade and servicing that grade in its

"ESEA Title I program. . : v . ‘e

There were 127 LEAs (81.4% of the 156 LEAs who participated
N . in Compqtationai Skills program) nho administered the

b4 N ~ > > )
fourth grade 1975 NJEAP mathematicssinstrument and ?

S

o
H

%
o

R

I
3
4

g

e admlnlstered Title I Computational Skills programs to

Ay

- e W
L]
»

.
e

students in grade four

.
s B

AR

The eorrelations for'grade 4 Computatiénal Skills -

- :. programs for each oES level arg‘lncluded in Table 6 o,

» - ¢
.

Jrefpamancng j o AN
N W - B

- with the results for Language Experlences programs.

¥

; For the Iow SES distrlcts, the NJEAP average dlStrlCt .
. . . .
L result was s1gn1f1cantly negatlvely correlated (p<. 05) ‘

: o '~ with the gkgﬁent—teacher ratio, and with the percent of T

enrolled student participants, in the program; no other

e

correlation was significant’. For the middle and high

SESigroups of districts, whereas the NJEAP reading, there
existed a signifidant'relation.witﬁ salary per "instructor
and students per 1nstructor> there is no significant ' R

’ relations between NJEAP math and Title I variables.

o

LN IR 7Although the correlation between NJEAP reading and cost per
' ' student (-0.172) is significant and the correlation between NJEAP ’

mathematics and cost per student (-0.203) is greater in absolute

magni tude, it does not necessarily follow thatthat correlation be
o . significant (at the same level). The sugnlflcance of the correlation
. " coefficient is a function of the sample size, For a smaller. sample

. size, a larger corrglation coefficient i& necessary to be.significant.
! - thecorrelation for NJEAP reading is based on a larger sample size
’ ‘than. for NJEAP math.\ Hence, to obtain a significant correlation,
a larger coefficient is.needed for math than for reading. .
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. ‘ /
ere did ex1st relationships between the number of

. M [
. mathematiCS programs adopted/adapted and Title T.
&N\

For the middle SES' groups of districts, there were

- strong pos1tive relationships (p< 01) with: salar per

instructor and stugents ‘pexr 1nstructor _For the high

-

SES group, 'there was a strong negative relationship w1th .

 the’ cost per student. However, these results concerning
~relationships with programs adbpted/adapted should be

used judiciodsly The variability of programs adopted/

1

adapted among\districts is nor large. (Low SES mean = e

0.195; standard deviation 0. 459 middle SES mean = 0.041;

Ts.d. = 0.200; high SES mean = 0.10,;s.d. 0.305).. = .y
. & . T, .

Therefore, these/eérrelations may be spurious.

The low SES finding of a negative relationship between

[OS——

'NJEAP math and students per“instrudtor was also
<discovered for NJEAP reading for middle and.high SES

groups. 'Those districts for which there were a smaller;.

'number ‘of instructors per sgpdent, achieved at a higher"

1eve1~ - A . ;
> ) . ~ . N ‘);’,

There were 27 LEAs (17.4% of the 156 LEAs with Computational '

- Skills programs) who both administered the seventh grade
1975 NJEAP and had Title I programs in tpat’grade: The
correlational results concerninéhESEA Title I, educational
achievement and programs adopted/adapted are presented

with similar information for Language Experience in

Table 7. . . - N
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o

. There was no results. for the high SES group because only iy

'group, there were no results for correlations concerning e

two LEAs were in that categury. For the middle SES

prograﬁ,éaeptioﬁ/adaption Qecauée there was no'veriabiifty
among LEAs in number of adoptions/adaptibﬁs. ) . .
| .“‘ - .o -‘..‘~
The only significant correlation for any ef the SES
groups cgncerﬁed the NJEAP and the average salary per
fitle‘I instruttor ThlS result 1nd1cated that the

better performing LEAs were those with a smaller

) average Tltle I instructor salary. ThlS ‘may indicate

(espec1a11y with the negatlve correlation between
pupll-teacher ratio and NJEAP) that_tbe_better ,

performing LEAs are those with a greater number-of

t e N ”

instructors.

.
[

Only 9 LEAs (5.8% of the 156 LEAs part1c1pat1ng in
Computat10na1 Skills programs) tested students in
tenth and twelfth grade and administered Title I pregrams' v

’

to ‘those students' There was not a suff1c1ent number \\\

of LEAs per SES group to analyze’tgefiiiet1onsh1ps, .
. - . . . , ‘ l )

Pre Kindergarten/Kindergarten

-

Title I‘programs for Pre Kinderggrten/Kindergarten were

initiated’'in“ 137 "(29.1%) of the 462 participating LEAs.

A total+of ‘15,005 children (14342 pyblic, 656 non public

and 7 N&D) were serviced by 594 professional staff

" members and 619 nopprofessional steﬁf members (25.26

students per professional staff persoﬁ and 24.24

stfidents per non-professional staff person). In total

. 42
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tﬁe'projects cost $5,815,000 of which $3,948,000 wes

used for salarics..($3,255 per instructional staff
person). A total of 14.5%of the Title I students
. pErticipated in these programs' Table 9 presents -

e pertlnent descrlptlve 1nformatlon by SES

-
N L
-

Non- Standard Engllsh

. Non-standard Engllsh programs were funded for 68 (14 7%)
of the Title I LEAs. 1In tot

11,969 students (§.7% of‘
’ thé Title I st&ﬁents) Qere °er;ed by_24l pr?fessipna;
hand‘209.ﬁen-p;ofes%ional sta.f members (49.66\students
per\professional staff member and'57:2% students per non-
professional’staff person). .The total_cost pf the
.. . . project was §3,713,000. Of this total $2,407,000 was '
. ; spent for salaries ($5, 348. 89 per instructional person)\
The NSE information is presented in Table 10.
o _ ‘An additional facet of the study concerned an examination
- of the relationship between each district's‘ESEA\}rtle I

per pupil expenditures and its total budget per pupil.

v >, o A -
expenditure. ha : \ .

o
Overall, there was no significant correlation (p<.05)

between Title I per pupil expenditures and the total per

<

pupil eipenditures (rf0.00Z). Qbserping the relationship-
by SES groups, it was also determined that for the ,
middle SES group (r—-O 001) and high SES grbup (-0.106).,"
) the correlgtions were not significant (p< 05). However,
for the low SES .group there was éggignlflcant pqsitiQe

‘correlatlon (p< 01, r=-.227) betwean the two types of

'
I
Qo expenditures.

RIC 7 S
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‘ Pre-Kindergarten/Kindergarten larticipation, Staffing and Cost
. Students | Students Salary
“t L fon- . Non- Cost Per per Per .
Public Public ND Total . . Prof. Prof, Per Prof. [non-p.of, .| Staff
SES Students § Students Students Students Cost Staff Staff Student Staff Staff Salary Member
Low 10, 676 466 ol Tf142 | $4,293,000 363 474 $385.30 " 30.69 23.51 | $2,854,000 [ $3,409.80
Middle 2,077 126 71! 2}.}10. 933,000 116 79 422,17 19.05 27.9/ 618,000 +3,169:23
. hd « ¥ .
High * 1,519 § 64 .0 1,583 563,000 108 60 355.65 - 14.66 « 26.38 458,000 2,726 491
< 1 j Py
voc. v 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
o Ses s 29 0 0 70 26,000 7 6 371.43 10 11.67 18,000 |  1,384.62
Total 14,342 656 7] 15,005 5,815,000 594 619 387.54 25.26 24.24| 3,948,000  3,254.74
. ; Percent of Percent of . Percent of o Percent of -
SES Public Participants Non-Public Participants| N&D Participants | Total Participants
LOW- 15 8% 5.8% ’ 0.0% 14, 7% .
MIDDLE 13.0 7.2 4.4 12.3 e
- /,,—’M .
HIGH 21.2 . 8.0 0.0 —— |7 19.6. «
] ) . .
VOCATIONAL 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0
© _....._.-‘ )
} NO SES 6 8 0.0 . 0.0 6.4
TOTAL 15.6 6.2 ‘1.0 14.5 .
Q .
-
44 /// 4\.). ‘,
Qo - . ‘ ‘ X

g

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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0 v . oo .
g N . Students | Students am Salary
. Non- . Non- Cost Per per i Per
L Public * Public ND Total Prof. Prof. Per . Prof. |non-prcf < Staff
N SES Students Students Students Students .' Cost Staff Staff Student’ Staff Staf? Salary Menber
Lo 7,032 2,788 137 10,857 | $3,535, 0000 220 203 $325.41 49,35 | 53,49 $2,262,000 |$5,343.52
Middle 171 603 0o | - 161,000 15 6 " 208,01 s1.60 | 129.00f 129,000 | 6,142.86
mich 53 205 0 258~ 18,000 6 0 69.77 a3.00f 0 15,500 | 2,583.33
a - . R > -~ . . . -
VO‘C. ol 0 0 |’ 0 0 ) 0 0 0 0 J . 0 e 0
No SES 3] 0 m 0 80 1,000] - 0 0 .-11.25 "0 o 0 0
Totsl 8,159 3,673 137 11,969 3,713,000 241 200 308.71] « ~ 49.66 57.2711 2,407,000 | 5,348.89 >
Percent of ’ Percent of - . Pércent of . Percent of - h
. SES "Public Participants Non-Public Participaupts| N&D Participants | Total -Participants
: —
';:”r- ’ * ] ’ -
LOW * 11.8% .8.1% 30.9% 11.5%
. MILDLE 1.1 - 0.4 . 0.0 1.0
. HIGH 0.7 0:4 0.0 0.7
- r , f)
VOCATIONAL 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0
NO SES 0.3 0.0 0.0 : 0.3 |
TOTAL 8.8 6.2 19.9 © 8.7
. ° S . .
Z 4 ;‘) 4’:\;0

4

LA

-

TABLE10

Non-Sm'and:ird‘English P:frticipation, Staffing and Cost

e




B. Schooir. , ‘ . © o
3t * ’
For the academlc year 1975 76 there were 3,300 elementary

v

’aﬁdasecondary schools in New Jersey (2,464 public and

In this manner it was determined that 298,Sﬁhools (19.1%)
were from high SES LEAs, 521 schools (33.5%) were from
mlddle SES LEAs; 676 schools (43.47%) from low SES LEAs,

=

12 schools (0.8%) were from Vocatlonal-Teshnlcal LEAs;

¥

and 50 sphools (3.2%) were from LEAs with. no soc1oeconom1c

)

status levél.

Of the 1557 schools particrbating in ESEA Title.I,
1413 7(90.8%) administered Language‘Experience programs,
508 (32.6%) Computational Sk111s programs, 53§ (34.0%)

-

Klndergarten/Pre-Klndergarten programs. and 362 (23 3%)
NSE programs. Of the schools part1c1pat1ng i nguage
Experience and Computational Skills programs,zgﬁi schools
administered both programs, 948‘pn1y_Lahguage Experience,
and 43 only'Computational Sgills. Table 11 presents ‘
information concerning the hpmber of schools in each

SES category who participated in each of the four EéEA

Title I programs.

.

. 838 n.omepublic) Of this total,..l 557 . (47.2%) «

~part1c1pated in RSEA Tltle I programs. — o

$ : N »
{ ) - ' Ind1v1duallzed schools have.not beenmclass1fied accnrding

. . N .. 3

SR " to socioeconomic status; however by assumlng a - T e
e homogengfty of SES throughout a school district, SES 1eve13 ’
;;;’/A,/-; and communlty type levels can be ass1gned to each school



.o =30

" TABLE-H:-

Number. of -Schools Per Program by.SESL

-

? N

e

L .. Language Computational Non-Standard Pre-Kindergarten
%ES _ Expfrience : Skills English — Kindérgarten. )
Low _ 646 (45.7%) 240 (47:5%) 315 °(86.4%). | 241 (45.5%)
Middle " 474 (35.8%) ,159 (31.,3963- L 32 '(8.8%) .157 (29.6%)
High-' ' . 236 © (16.7%) -94* (18‘513) Y ,'(4.7%)" 12.7;? (23.2%)
Vocati;nal. ‘12 (0.9%) 4 (0.8%) . 0 (6.0%531‘ 3 {0.6%)
No SES 45 (3.2%) 11 (2.7%) 0_(0.0%) 6 (1.1%)
Total 1413 508 362 | 530 .
) _ ro.

'The perdentages in the table refer to the percentage of those schools

participating in each prdgram (e.g., 45.7% of all schools participating

LAY

_in Language Experienc2 Programs were from low SES districts.)

w

N
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“, _ ; The school-wide information’obtainablehfor each of the
x four prograns concerned numbers of students participatingg

\numher of profeeeional and‘non-profeseional staff,
- number of days the program,was in operation, when_the
, program; was in operation (during achdol hours and/orx

after), and the number' of minutes per student per week.
: . . . ot _

; "/‘-' .- From thlS information, it was then p0351b1e to obtain,-
% for each program, an average student- staff ratlo. an

average minutes per ‘week per instructor and f1na11y

"~

an average m1nutes per week per student per instructor.

ThlS information (obtalned for each program) washthen

L)

borrelated with NJEAP fourth and‘seventh grade 1975 )
ggregated school results to assess pertinent relation—
- ships (there were not enough schoolg for whlch the NJEAP
was'hdmlnlstered and programs offered in tenth or

twelfth grades to obtain meanlngful relatlothlps)

Aga1n Gecause of the effect of socioeconomic status, these,

o

analyses‘yere performed according to SES group.

It-was not feaeible to analyze relationships concerning
programs adopted(adaptedAbecause the variability between.

schools concerning number of adoptions was very small.

' The: remainder of the results for this section will be -
.. -

analyzed by program.

Language Experience

-~

There were 1407 schools (99.6% of the schools participating

) /
in Languagé Experience programs) whose programs were

administered during school houts. . On the average the

D ST

.
\‘\ / -




:nrograms were admlnlstereu ¢. 05 days per week Each ]
participating student had 148 54 minutes of ESEA Title
'I Instructlon per week while the average ‘time per week
per student »per staff member was 53.76 minutes. The ’

. average pupll -staff member ratlo was 24 02 students per
staff member. This information by .SES group, is

presented in Table 12. L.
. 1 ' N

‘Table 13 presents the correls 1on coeff1c1ents between

N

selected ESEA T1tle T variables and 1975 NJEAP reading
results for each SES grouping. For all ‘three SES °
. categories, there was a s1gn1f1cant negatlve correlatlon O

A

between achievement. and numberbof“students per. instructor:

-

Ihls relationship indicates that for ‘those schools

having a smaller ratlo (i.e., more rnstructors per‘
‘student), the average educatlonal achle"ement level was
\ higher. This result supports similar results found in

.~

the district wide comparisons.

kN ‘e

Addltlonal s1§h1f1cant results (p<. 019 were nresent for 7 -
_ the .iow SES group “between achievement ‘and minutes per week :
per student per instructor and minutes per week per student "'
(p<.01). The correlations‘indicated that l’ I these -

low socioeconomic schools more instructional time for

each ‘studént per 1nstructor was related to a higher

average achievemert level; and 2) ‘the poorer Derformlng .
students were receiving more-.instructional time. These

results were not present for the’ middle or high SES - “::>

groups for fourth grade.
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. N ~
.y Ny : N . Average
: Average Days Per . Average Mmutes per ; Average Students Minutes per Week per
SES- Week of-Program %ﬁk per Student per Instructor Student perﬁstru§tor'
" Low 4.79 % 162. .0 2934 - . | 46,37
s : ¢ 0" .. ' * - N . N '
Middle 4.51 7 = R 128~. 81 17.28- ' - 55.96
_High_ - . 4.54 7 - C{\ 149.88 16.19 - : 75‘t74
- ’ A‘. K . . ? . - - . C .
: Vocational * - 5.00 ) §, 199.17 24.13 - 79.67
No SES 4.56 145.18 11.24 93,33
. Total 4.65 148.54 24.02° 53,76
_/;:.'
TABLE 12 o
AN " LANGUAGE EXPERIENCE SCHOOL INFORMATION :
- .
!
;
: i
~ 52 , 3 ; ) 53
T , . )
N R .
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" TABLE 13 |

.

AND EDUCATIONAY. 'ACHIEVEMENT

FOURTH, GRADE SCHOOL CORRELATIONS OF ESEA TITLE I -

. * significant p<.05

+ ** significant p<.01

\ A o

Reading Math
SES - TR Test " Test
’ ' o i ‘ = '
ST ) —
pr . . , .
| - ‘ L .
<~ Students per instructor K " -0.254%% -0.251%%*
Minutes per week ﬂgr student per instructor | 0.422#% 0.236%*
. Minutes per student per week -0.194%%" -0.421%%
" Middle - ‘ R : .
i Students per instructor-\f -0.247%% -0.089
! . . i
5 Minute;Apen week per student per’instructor |- 0.123 0.188
—i . 7. § T I . .
"+ 7, Minutes per student per weck -0.116 -0.061
AR : -
- Students per instructor -0.289% -0.401%
‘ MinuteS'bér week per student ger instructor | -0.103 -0.365*
. . Minutes per student per week -0.194 -0.365%




_instruction on an average of 4.63 days per week for-

° ’ f '“ - - \\
. N e . ¢ ' .

\/‘J ) | '~ | . _

—

Table 14 presents the same correlational relationships

for those schools administering the seventh grade 1975,-w
NJEAP and servicing students with ESEA Title I programs -
in ‘that grade. The only significant relation (p<.0l) for

seventh grade concerned student-instructor ratio and. ) .

. achievément for the low SES groups of schools Similar

to other results obtained a smaller student staff ratio

was related to a higher reauing achievement level. No

bl =4

other significant relationship existed.’ . ( ’

_ Computational Skills - ‘

Students in‘Computational Skills programs received

157.65_minutes per week. There were 14.22 pupils per

staff person and the mean time for each student per
instructor was 57,32 minutes per week. Table 15 ~ ‘

B
[N

5 .
presents this information by SES groups.

The correlations between Title I information and fourth

grade mathematics achievement appears in Table 13, along

with similar data. for Language Experience:

Y

-

The results for mathematics resemble those for reading.
For the low SES group, there was a strong nerative -
correlation (p<. 01) between achievement and student- E \\\\
instructor ratio and achievement and minutes per
student while a strong positive relationship existed
(p<.01) Between achievement 'and minutés per student per
instructor. As for the Languaée Experience program,

thiJ combination of significant correlations ¢

indicate that those schools with more individualized,

' - ‘ ' 'J . =
N oo 55 . . o . I




TABIJE '14

- f

SEVENTH GRADE CORRELAZIONS OF, ESEA TITLE I
AND EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT

: ] Reading Math
SES § ‘h Test Test
N —
N 1
Low
. | Students per instructor * -G.709%: -0.714;; '
‘Minutes per week per student per instructor | -0.141 0.004
Minutes per student per weck 0.165 0.143
. LoMiddle ~
Students per -instructor L —0.40§h_ -0.517
Minutes ber week per student per instructor 0.292 6.617
Minutes per student per wéﬁk -0.129 <0.163
!ligh ' ) -
Students per instructor ' . -02200 —
R - Minutes per week per student per instructor -0.738 —
) Minutes per student per weck ) ‘ ~0.738 —
j * significant p<.05 - ’

** significant p<.01

—

50 -

e}
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Average Days Per

Average Minutes per

Average Students

Average .
Minutes per Week per

Week of Program Week per Student _per Instructor Student per Instruct9r
Low 4,71 170.92 14.74 51.14
Middle b4 ! 131.68" 12.60 { 60.23
Hi gh 4.66 152.82 14.59 87.33 .
Vo;ational 5.00 210.00 -« 19.33 93.33
No SES | 4.55 136.82 9.43 71.67
Total 4.63 157.05 14.22 57.32 ‘

TABLE 15

COMP UTATIONAL SKILLS SCHOOL INFORMATION

&

£
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" o v .

attention for a longer period of time were the schools

.

in which the students performed best on the mathematics 1

~

R - test. . -

‘Tﬂere Qere no significant correlations for tﬂe ﬁiddle
‘SES group. For thg high socioeconomic group, there
were Significant:(p<.05) negative correlations for all the
- ‘ .relatidnships wfth achievement. The negative.co;rela—
tion for time of instruction per week with achievement
.. o f indicates thaﬁ Ehe bettexr performiﬁg schools are
;, ' administerinyg the Computational Skills program.for a
- ‘lesspr amount of fime; or conversely, thosc schoqls
which need the Title I instr&ction most ﬁi.e., poorest

average achieving schools)., are administering the-

program, on the average, for a longer amourt of time.
] . .

‘lable 14 presents the same correlations for seventh
grade mathematics achievement. Because of small sample
sizes, the Spearman rank-order correlation coefficient was

used. .Further, because of small sample sizes, correlations

could not be calculated for the high SES gTbup;

The only significant relationship (p<.0l) was a
negative correlati&n between NJEAP math and students

per staff ﬁerson for the low SES group.

Non-Standard English

0f the 362 schools participating in Non-Standard English

programs, 348 (96.1%) administered their program during

, ’ . 53 ) / ‘. -
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school hours. Overall, NSE programs were admlnlstered
4.72 days per week durlng whlch students spent

169.66 minutes per week ih NSE programs and the.average ‘
time per student per staff member wa§‘53.éO minutes

. per Week.. There were 21.36 studentg'per staff member in

‘7 - :, ,", NSE programs. Table 16 presents this information, by

it

SES group.

» Pre-Kindergarten/Kindexgarten ,

There were 530 schools who part1c1pated in Pre-Klndergarten/
Klndergarten«programsﬂ Of this total, 526 (99 2%)
administered their program durlng school hours. InformationL

by SES, perta1n1ng to the Pre-Klndergarten/Klndergarten
‘ X

_programs is presented in TFable 17

In general, these programs were admlnlstered 4775 days

z,;l

per week. Each child received an average of 257.27 o ,
minutes per week of instruction (or 80.56 minutes per
week for each student per instrﬁcror). There were

8.78 students per staff member.




" g6 \

’

. Average Days Per Average Minutes per\\ A\;e;age S.tude;'nts ) Q:;f::gz per Week per
SES Week of Program Week per Student ! __per Instructor Student per Instructor]|.
Low 4.93 173.60 22.22 49.51
Middle 3.22 127.66 ‘ 8.50 9500
High 3.82 179.12 6.11 167.17 .
Vocationa.I 0 0 ‘ 0o ' 0
. No SES 0 0 . 0 ' 0 - {
.L_Total T4.72 "169. 66 21.36 53.20
- TABLE 16 ‘
’ . NON-STANDARD ENGLISH SCHOOL INP;ORMA'iIION '
. ; 6%
- _i": g -
r




Average Days Per

Average Minutes per .|

Averager Students

Average -
Minute. per Week per

SES * Week of Program - Week per Student . per Instructor Student per Instructor
tow\ 485 321.76 8.31 69.22 .
Middle %458 197.60 9.29 __93.60 | f
High ' ' 4.76 _212.93 _ 10.77 118.51
Vociitional _ 6.00 105.00 4,44 3500
No SES 4.00 _225.00 5.00 103 85 |
‘Total 4.75° 257.27 _ 8.78 80 56

' N TABLE 17 -

v

PRE-KINDZRGARTEN/KINDERGARTEY SCHOOL INFORMATION

’

S

]

ke
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Conclusions

A

. Certain general relationships between ESEA Title I and

educational-échievqment‘were evidenced throughout the

%

socioeconomic groupings.

. * Those LEAs witﬁehigher avefage staff T;tle I salaries

.

‘were usually the ones with thé pocrer performing

.students in both reading and mathematics. The key

\

to this. relationship lies in the definition of a large o
‘averace salary figure. 1If a higﬁ average salary figure - ¢
- represents high pay to few éta§§QMembgrs,.then it

.may be concluded that a small Title I staff is not

B

effectively meeting. the academic needs of the students.

The inverse relationship between achievement and student-

* instructor ratio strenghtens ‘the conclusions drawn from.

—

the relationship between achievement and salary per -

instructor. Those LEAs with a larger ratio (i.e., less
» ' ! N
instructors to serve the students) were the poorer

4 s
-

berforming LEAs. This result when taken ?n‘contéxt with
. the achievementssalary per instructor co?relatiénﬁ may
indicate that those LEAs with a small, but we'l paid
Tlc}e I‘sfaff, are not adequately meeting the students

needs. There should be a larger staff, resulting;in a . :

“

‘smaller student-instructor ratio. ’

- . ’

3

~

The generélly positive relationship, between achievement
and time spent per énstructor in Title I instruction

indicates that those schools allotting more time per

student per instructor for Title I instruction were"

the better performing ‘schpols. The results indicate '

« .

.. 65 .o

[}




- -.that perhaps more time"allotted.fo;:these ad%itional

reading and mathematics programs could result in increased
£ . ’ s E -
.+ - .- mastery levels for- the students. : C -

) ~ Except for 1solated 1nstancks, there-was no re1atlonsh1p
between achlevement and number of programs adopted/
adapted This may ,. hOWever be an arifact of the data
There was not a-large vatlablllty between achlevement and -

- -~

\'~ N number ofoprograms, which may_cause spunlous correlations. -

\ ' o

\ It 1s important to note all of the data obtalnable from

-
.

N, ’ the ESEA Title I appllcatlons were examlned those E .-

e / conclusions drawn were based solely on the analeis of

+

b the avallable data. It is apparent that tne Title I -

. "

appllcatlons do not address all areas of concern for

‘analyses of ESEA Title I for New Jersey%

This study analyzed the -existing data_in both. a descriptive
manner and a correlational manner. It must be remembered
that correlation- does not imply a causation, only that &

-,

relationship exists between certair entities.

- . B ~




" T - . - - o
N - o
. R v B € N . -4 )
. ‘ . . _50‘_ . . -
.- A N - . -
. o . . i . . . - 7 s
\ . R . N - .
! - :
. - b - -
. . . -~
L Y
] ‘ LY . . . M
N - * . T
-, « . . ; . . N
; : : .. : L I
= » - - - . -
) ’ . . N
5 - vy . : -, + N
- ' . e
i X . * . -
2 . . . . R .
- . [
J . . < . R -, N
- - . ] - [ :
. x ¢ e N . - "
. N . .
. 0 . . . h
J . - - .' o "
" : . ) .. . ®
. k]
- S . . s . b
., . 4 .
- < L] . - - »
- > - g
. _ \ . - v
. | . ca i
N * . . .
. . P
‘ .
. . Y .
. [ .
~ , ~ - -
‘ . .
< . o
- - *
) » _( N -
N .
£ | '
¥
. |
. v Ny . .~
)
. . )
- 3 .
j ‘ ' '
. { " . .
* LY
- . ’ “ . -
N * ! - »
T, ) . ';
\ . Fa 3
. .
’ N - ] ' "
- . - . ] <00
» N .
< . R
DR . .
~
., *
. . v
> - . . N L4 °
4 - ¢
s - .
- ' v ’
. . R -
N s N y
’ . ‘ s 6] . x
: .

EMC .. . ) N .-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -




" AppTitation
¢~ «Dage
| - ‘; Distric; Number¥* -
1 District Name
County Numﬁer*
‘1 . County Name .
1 ‘ Total Expenditures
< FY 1973-74
) “FY 1974-75
1 ‘ Fedéral Funds
. FY }973-74

o7 i FY 1974-75

District Number¥

Grade Levels*™

© Publ.ic

1975-76 Title I District Data Sheet

1 Average Daily Attendance
o FY 1973-74
- U FY 97475 Ty
"1 Pééliminary Allocation
. 1 Amount of Request
1 Title I Participants‘
Public
Nonpublic
N&D
1 Language Experience

v

. o (1-4)
(5-35)

" (36-37)
—_—— =
0 8-

(48-55)
$ (56-63) _

I-(D

'§ (64-71)
$ (72-79)
1 (80)

(5-9)
(10-14)
(15-22)
(23-30)

_________(51-35)
(36-40)
(41-45)

. (46-47)
(48-52)




Nonpublic
N o
Total /

Full Prof

Part Prof
Full Non-prof

Part Non-grof ¥

- e = = - - = = m e wn e e e e = e el e e e e e " =

District Number* L.

Cost. - #

1 ~ Non Standagg‘Eéglfsh ] . J ~
| ande Levels¥¥ / | / (13-14)
- j Public | as-19)
" Nonpublic 1 o028
N&D | / (25- 19)
P Total l (30-34)
U Full Prof \ 1 (35-3D)
- Part Prof \ ' / (38-40)
Full Non-prof / (41-43)
Part Non-prof j (L4-46)
\C_gst ‘ 5 | (47-54)
1 _ Computationak Skills \ ov] Q:
Grade Levels™™ \\ ! | (55-56)
Public / (57-61)
Nonpublic ‘ \ X (62-66)
HED ] (67-71)
Total / (72-76)




Add #1.1

Add #1.1

A - #1.1

' 3
Full EfOf — (77-79)
\ 3 (80)
District Nuﬁber** ()\ (1-4)
Part Prof (5-7)
Full Non-prof (8-10)
Part Non-prof (11-13)
Cost $ (14-21)
Pre-K/Kindergarten
Grade'Levels** |‘ (22-23) .,
Public (24-28)
" Nonpublic (29-33)
> NGD (, -  (34-38)
Total. (39-43)
Full Prof © (h-46)
Part Prof (47-49)
Full Non-prof . (50-52)
Part Non-prof (53-55)
Cost $ _(56-63)
Cooperative Pr?gram (l=yes, 2=no) (64)
District Number of Participating Districts®* (B) (65-68)
(only if Cooperative Program is checked yes) (C) (69-72)
Number of %articipants in each District (A) _(73-717)
(only if Cooperative Program is checked -yes) . ! :
4 (80)
District Number® (1-4)
Number of Participants : B (5-9)
(C) (10-14)

VAT



) . -54- ’
 Add #1.1  Amount of Funds - W (15-22)
. | (B)S (23-30)
: - () (31-38)
1 Tdtn1~A119cafion ) ‘
Preliminary . $ (39-46)
| Final . 5 (47-54)
1 . Total Requested | ' '
‘Preliminary . . , $ (55-62)
B . Final . ~ s (63-70) .
1 Tbtal Approved ! '
Preliminary . . ' ﬁ ___(71-78) \:
. 0 ” 5 - (80) .o
District Number* ; (1-4)
Total ‘Approved
Final ‘ $ (5-12)
4 - Enrolled in Public Schoois own
~. ’ School District
Grade Span¥¥ ‘ . | (13-14)
Number schools h 7 (15-16)
Number of Residing Children (17-21)
" Other School District(s) d\
Grade Span¥* . : (22-23)
Number of PResiding Children : | ) (24-28)
4 Enrolled in Private Schools own |
School District
Grade Span¥ | (29-30)
Number of Schools (31-32)

Numnber of Residing Children (33-37)




e . -55-

Other School Dié;rict(s)

Number of Residing Children (38-42) - .

Neglected and Delinquent ‘ . ‘ )

Grade Span®* | (43-44)
Number_gf Schools ‘ _ '/(45‘46)
Number of Residing Students (47-51)
Not Enrolled but Eligible o (52-567

Data Source;Low Income
(1 if checked; 0 if not checked)

Aid for Dependent Children ‘ ‘ R YD)
Free Scha&l Lunch . . (58)
3choolﬁs§é§e§ : I 1)
Health-Sfatistics T - (60)
Housing Statistics (61)
Employment Statistics (62)
U.S. Census . - (63) .
Other. ~ (64)
Total Number of Attendance Aréas L (65-66)
Total Chi}dren f;om Low Income Families (67-71)
Number Eli%ible %ublic ! (72-76)
LT - 6 (80)
District Number#* ~ I ¢ £ )
Number Eligible Nonpublic L (5;9)
N&D L . (10-14)-
NSE . | R
Public , o (15-19)
Nonpublic (20-24)
* N&D : | (25-29)

ld

~f
o

R




- 29 s Number of Different Types of Supportive ‘ . )
Services i ~ : _130-3T)'
‘ Total Public ‘ _(32-30)
Total Nonpublic o : (37-41)-
___ Total N&D © ‘ (42-46)
35 Combinations ofrFiscal Datd (l=yes, 2=no)
Reg, A, Realloc _ (47)
T Reg, A, Carry . . . (48)
L Reg, A, Current ! ¢, (49)
Reg, B, Reafloc 7 I © (50)
Reg,.B. Carry . . . _ (51) o
Summer, A, Reall ~ o \‘(52);“’,
Summer, A, Carry ’ (53
Summer, A, Current . - ""(54)
o Summer, B, Realloc | (55)
Summer B, Carry ' " (56)
Total, A, Realloc (57)
Total, A, Carry - - (58y N
Total, A, Current . (59)
. Total; B, Realloe - , _ (60)
Total, B, Carry ‘ \ ‘ (6D
Total, B. Currént ' i (62)
37 Budget Breakdown (Part A) . _ T*
Line 100 Administration $ (63-705 }

(71-78)

200 Instruction

Line




& - =50 —

Line 600 Operation $ (5-12) A
’ Line 700 Maintenance ,‘ $ * (13-20)
_ Line 800 Fixed Charges . ' $ (21-28)
.Line 1006 Student'ActiVities. $ (29-36) - '
. .. Line 1100 Other Expenses $ (37-44) .~
‘ 37 Salaries (line 200) ) |
: Language experience . $ .5(45;52)
NSE . ‘ $ (53-60) °
Compugafional Skills \ $ (61—685 '
. - Pre-iind/Kind $ (69-76) ’
‘ 8 (80)
Disgrict Number ** ) ' . 1-4)
Ad@ #2.1  Number of N&D Institutions ’ (5-6)
Total Number of Children : (7=10)y-—"""_
Public = , - o (11-14)
Private . (15-18)
o . Institutional o (19-22)
Dropouts ' . ' (23-2¢)
° Participation (Total)
Pre K (27-30)
K ' (31-34)
1-6 (35-38)
7-12° " (39-42)
* Dropouts (43- 46)
-~ Add #2.1 Total number of non-professionals (47-48)
Total Staff ) (49-51)




© Add 4.1 " Pre-School

. O

Add #4.1 Kindergarfen

-

Number parficipants
N&D Participants .
Public

Nonpublic

N&D

(52-56) .
(57-61)

(62-66)

- (67-71)
L (72-76)

{80)




P11

01 (5-6)
02 (5-6)
03 (5-6)
04 (5-6)
05 (5-6)

06 (5-6)

"o

Distridt Number¥

Language Experience

1

3

~N O
hed

0

10
11
12

(
— A

1-4)
(80)

District

Standard ",

T Eligible
Students

Above

Below
Standard

NSE

; Eligible to
participate

Selected to

Standard

participate

JF SRR S,

I




, / ‘ -60- .
.. .
District Number® . _ (1-4)
R B (80).
P12 . .
Standarci Above Lelow ..
. Level Standard Standard . Selected
01 (5-6) 1 ) (7-22)
L 2 ‘ N ("23-383‘_. /; e
Coae 3 (39-52F T ’ T
’»' . 4 . (55-70) o '
02 (5-8) 5 ( (7-22)
‘ 6| .. \ (23-38)
. 7 ' (39-54)
. ‘8 (55-70) -
03 (5-6) 9 (7-22)° !
) ~ 10 p (23-38) *
11 " (39 . 1) |
12 B (85-70) . T




Tu

-61- /
a’ ) \ /
. AN /
“District ‘Number’ -
s . C
- . ) /
Computational Skills a
/
/
— 7/
Add #3.1 District Above Below : . ' ﬂ/ .
. Stan .ard Standard Standard . NSE Participants
01 (5-6) 1 '
2 ~
3
02 (5-6) 4
5
6 R
03 (5-6) 7 )
8 * '
9
04 (5-5) 10 . _
11 L 5
12
. - N

0

(7-26)
(27-46)
(47-66)

(7-26)
(27-46)
(47-66)

(7-26)

(27-46)

(47-66)
(7-26)

(27-46)

| (47-66)

81-

.
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R v ‘, © 262- .
, ° 1975-76 Title I School Data Sheet
: (one must be completed for each school within the district). |
- Aﬁpiication—. ' \ ) ;
page ’ . {
- . -~ - District Number¥ (1-4) ‘!
y School Humber* | (5-7)
School Name | (8-39) !
‘Z)P. 13 " Unduplicated Participants é
A | | PK (40-43) |
K (44-47)
. 1 (48-51)
; 2 (52-55)
3 \ (56-59)
4 (60-63,
! : 5 (64-67)
v 6 (68-71)
7 (72-75)
T 8 (76-79)
S - (80)
\ District Number¥ (1-45
"School Number* (5-7)
P. 13 Unduplicated Participants 9 (8-11)
10 (12-15)
11 (16-1?)
- 12 (20-23)
P. 23 Professional Staff (24-26) .
Nonprofessional Staff (27-29)

\’)




. 27

Participating Children
Public
Non?ublic
N&D

Number of DaysjProject in Operation

During School hours (1=yes, 2=no)

Other Hours

" Minutes/students/week (convert to minutes)

NSE !

X

Number Proﬁeséional Staff

Non-proféésional Staff
Partic%éating Children
' Public
Nonpublic
N&ﬂ\

Days Project in Operation
I

During Schocl Hours
i X

" Other Fours

Minutes/students

Add 3.7 Computational Skills

Professional Staff
Non-professional Staff
[

Pubiic Participants

NDigstriat Number*
School Number*
S 1t

Neonpublic
N&D

Days ' of Veek

(1=yes, 2=no)

(30-33)
(34-37)
(38-40)
(41)
(42) .
(43)
44-46)

\

(47-49)

(SOTSZ)

— Y

\

\

(53-56)
‘(57-30)
(61-68)
(64)
(65)
(66)

(67-65\

1

|

(70-72)!
(73-75))|
(76-79) |
(80) |
(1-4) \
1) |
(8-11) |
(12-14) |

(15)
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During School Hougxs
Other Hours

Minutes/student

Add 4.4 Pre K/Kindergarten

Number o©f Professionals
Non-professionals
Public

Nonpublic

N&D

Days of Week

During School Hours

Other Hours

(16)
(L7)

_(18-20)

(21-23)
(24-26)
(27-30)
(31-34)
(35»37)’
(38)
(39;
(40)
(41-43)

(80)
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Instructions for Title I Data Collection
District number is a four digit number to be obtained from
the computer printouts (Add leading zeros if the number is
less than four digits).

School number is a three .digit number obtained in the same
manner as district code.

County Code - use the following codes:

" Atlantic - 01

Bergen - 03

Burlington - 0,

Camden - 07

Cape May - 09

Cumberland - 11

Essex - 13

Gloucestér - 15 N

Hudson - 17 , ,

Hunterdon - 19 <:X\\

Mercer - 21 R

Middlesex - 23 )
Monmouth - 25 . ' .
Morris - 27 .

Ocean - 29

Passaic - 31

Salem - 33

Somerset - 35

Sussex - 37

Union - 39 g
Warren - 41

Round all numbers to nearest whole number.
Use the following code for Grade level

- pre kindergarten

- kindergarten ’

lst to 9th grade

- 10th grade

- 11th grade -
- 12th grade . vouE

&

-
1
1

o \ .
For all items marked Grade Level, record the code for the

. lowest grade level and the code for the highest’grade. For -
example, if the Grade levels are 2.3,4. and 10, use the
following code B

Grade Level ™% : 2 I A - .

On page 6, fcr the number of different types of supportive
services, you will have to count the numbet of types_qf’serviées,
and place that number on the sheet.

/ u

(\
S




For the Budget breakdown Bn'Page 6 and 7, use only Part A budget

In ‘the schonl data sheet, page 2 and 3, for the entry markéd
Minutes/Stude: t, if the data in the Title I application is not
given in minutes, you must convert the time to minutes.
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COMMUNITY-TYPES

Urban Center (UG) -.densely populated with extensive
development.

Urban-Suburban (US) - near an urban center but not as highly
developed, with larger residential areas. .

Suburban (S) - predominantly single family re51denr1al
with a short distance ¢ an urban area.

Suburban-Rural (SR) - rapidly developing area, but still
large tracts of open land available for development.

Rural (R) - scattered small communities and isolated single-
family dwellings. :

Rural Center (RC) - hlchly density core area "with surrounding
'rural municipalities.

© Rural Center Rural (RCR) - small developed core area
surrounded by rural areas. -

Vocational (V) - primary emphasis on vocational training
under a separate educational jurisdiction.

.

I3
Regional District (R) - an educational Jurisdiction estab-
lished to serve :s~veral surrounding communities.




