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INTRODUCTION

In the current 1967-1968 Title I evaluation, the Wisconsin Department

of Fublic Instruction Title I unit hais elected to use tle U, S. Office of

° .

Bducation national survey instruments for collection and analysis of sta- i
tistical data on Wisconsin schools. These survey instruments consist of
optical scanning (op-scan) principal, teacher and pupil forms.

All elementary schools receiving Title I funds were required to
respond. The principal form provided budgetary and enrollment cata as

well ag information on school facilities, personnel and socio-economic

e o e et P

status of the student body. All homeroom teachers of second, fourth

and sixth grade pupils reported on their educational background, teaching
expérience and composition end organization of their class. The teachers
also selected a 20% systematic random sample of pupils. Demographic in-
formation, achievement data and behavioral observations established a
profile of the individual student on the pupil form.

A total of 554 principal forms, 2,823 teacher forms and 14,059 pupil
forms were received in the state Title I office. A stratified random
sempling from this population provided data for the descriptive and in-
ferential statistics in this report and represent a population of approxi-
mately 50% of all schools and 9T% of all school districts in the state of
Wisconsin. The size of sample varied among principal, teacher and pupil
forms end was determined by choice of date analysis and number of complete,
accurate respondent forms in each of the above categories. Sempling

number (N) for pupil forms was 15%, teacher forms, 20%, and principal forms,

40% of the respective populations.




e ;

As the general purpose of these data analyses ig estimation as well as

statistical inference, the N of each subgroup or stratum in the sample is
| proportional to that existing in the population.

Stratification was necessary for several reasons. It assured repre-
sentation of all school districts by size and thus homogeneous data within
the stratum. It also allowed a comparison of Title I schools, pupils and
services across a broad continuum of socio-economic levels ranging from
isolated rural communities to major cities. Stratificetion of school
districts 1s shown in Table 1.

Table 1

Stratification of Schools by Size of District

in school district

Strata Number of students %
i

0-699 !
T00-1399 3
1400-2099
2100~-4999
5000-9999
10,000-24 ,999
25 ,Ooo‘hg s999
* 50,000-99,999
L;f 100,000 & over
No school districts are identi ied in this stratum.

O O~ O\t & o

Generally, stratified sampling presupposes some knowledge of population
characteristics included in the stratification. As shown in Table 2, school
district size or stratum corresponds with geographical location; the small
school districts reveal a high concentration of puplls in isolated rural
areas and small cities or towns; the larger districts are represented in

middle-gize and large cities. Primary and secondary areas of concentration

of school populations within each stratum are also identified.
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In sumary, stratification allows a discrete "telescopic view" of
Wisconsin's Title I schools, pupils and programs rather than an overviev.

Data in this report are divided into 3 parts, as follows:

Part I. Characteristics of Title I schools and teaching staff.

Part II. Cross-tabulations and analyses of data on pupils in
Title I gchools.

Part III. Rate of Learning studies: achievement data on Title I
and non-Title I students.

i, s .

§
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PART I

A 40% random sampling of prineipal forus providsd dezuripiive statistiog
comparing student enrollment, school tmdget, school facilitics, school per-
gonnel, socio-economic status of students and attendance nyecs scross
strata, Data on the background, experience and class orgenizaiion of teachers
in the 2nd,4th and 6th grades are aléa included in this section,

Enrollﬁent information from the prineipal form revesls a major con- ?
centration of students in compensatory education progrems ia the larger city
Title I schools (see fig, 1).

7%  School distriets with
student populations of
70L 10,000 & over [J//]]

65-r School distriets with
student populations
6 under 10,000

5

o
H
M

N
N

A\

\

kN
N,
N,

PERCENT OF TOTAL ENROLIMENT
\
A

13065 11.94
1 11,06 0,00 |

.

NN

w : 3
1 2 3 b ‘L 5 7
STRATA _
Flgure 1 shows the distribution of students participating in compensatory
programs in Title I schools, 1967-1968,
Note.~~ Appendix As Principal form, question 1-f,03,




Data on absenteeism supports this emphasis of compensatory programs in
the city Title I schools. An elmost direct inverse relstionship of attendance
rate to size of school district iz observed with the poorest attendance rate
or highest absenteeism in city school. The relationship of sbsentee rate,

defined by percentage of students enrolled attending school daily, to school

districet aize is shown in Tsble 3.

e i o




i Table 3

The Relationship of School District Size to Percentage
of Students Enrolled Who Attend School Daily

oo vt

Strate. Sechool district Bize Location* % enrolled who

attend school daily##®
(rank ordered)

1 2 700-1399 Rural ares, isolated 93,5k
Small city or town
é 1 0-699 Rural area, isolated 91.21
' Smell city or town
% 3 1400-2099 Small city or town 90.95
Rural area, isolated
; 5 5000-9999 Smell eity or town 88.01
‘ Suburb
Middle size city
h 2100-4999 Small city or town 87.98
Rural area, isolated
Suburb
T 25000-49999 Middle size city 86.53
, Suvburb
6 10000-24999 Middle size city 86.52 ;
Small city or town ;
)
9 100000 & over Large city 83.93 ﬂ
8 50000-99999 - - |
MEAN: ~88.57

% See Table 2
**‘§%ratum X of average deily attendance, 11-67
+ stratum X of average dally attendance, 4-68

e 2

Stratum &, 19671968 enrollment

Note: Appendix A, principal form, questions l-a, 1-b, 03.




The pattern of growth in enrollment of Title I schools is seen in a

comparison of totel enrcllment figures from 1965-1966 to 1967-1968 (Fig. 2),
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STRATA
gure 2 shows trends in growth of enrollment in Title I schools from

1965-1966 to 1967~1968,
Note.--Appendix As Principal form, question 03
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Although there is a trend toward increessed enrollment in Title I schools
observed in strate 3, 4 and 5, this growth is statistically non8ignificant.
There is, however, recignition of major school distriet consolidations
oceurring in these strata between 1965 and 1968; many rural schools com-
bined into single districts; others joined districts located in small
cities or towns edding to the school population of the larger community.
Title I schools, accordingly, reflect this fact.

Enrollment data on Title I schools in the larger districts appears
related to socioc-economic status of the student body. OStrata 7 and 9
reveel loss or negligible gain in enrollment in each stratum when com- j
pared to other strate or districts (Fig. 2). There is nlst a eritically

high percentage of Title I schools within strata 7 and 9 showing a

decrease in socio-economic stetus of the student body (Fig. 3). A
linear releationship between attendance aress serving residential-com-
mercial-industrial neighborhoods and a decrease in socio-economic status
of the student body is also found (Fig. 3). A similar relationship is
observed between primarily residentisl attendance areas and an increase

in socio-economic status of student body (Fig. 4). ‘g
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Figure 3 shows the relatlionship of residential~commersial-industrial
neighborhoods to decrease in socio-economic status of attendance area,
Note,=~ Apperdix A: Principal form,questions 21,23,
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Fig.4 shows the rolationship betWeen wasidential nelghborhoods and
inerease in socio-economic status of attendance area. .
Note,== Appendixz A: Prineipal form, Questiions 21,23,




The proportion of Title I school's total budget appropriated from
state and federal funds for compensatory education has increased each
year from 1965-1966 through 1967-1968., Nevertheless, all strata with
the exception of Milwaukee (stratum ¢} showed a decrease in federal and

state appropriations during the current 1967-1968 school year. The

percentage of Title I school's tctal budget for compensatory education .

was also found to generslly increase with size of school district or

stratum (Fig. 5).

)
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Fig, 5 shows the percentzge of mtle T school's total budget appropriated

froméStatZ and Federal. funds for compensatery education for 1965-1966 ,1966-1967

& 1967-1968,

Note,==Appendix A: Prinecipal form, Question 04,05,06.
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Table b shows considerable varisbility in progrem emphasis among
Title I schools. Nevertheless, compensstory funding across all grades
assumes a surprisingly normal distribution. As expected, the greater
proportion of federal and state funds was spent on projects in the
elementary schools. Data reflects a wider distribution of compensatory
funds across grades in the smeller distriets; this seems to repressent |
an artifact of sampling the smaller distriet populations. Primecipals
reporting from the smaller district are more likely to include grades
K through 12 then principals in the larger districts where elementary

schools are usually administratively independent of the junior high or

high school.
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Monies appropiiated from state and federal funds to Title I schools
provided compensatory services in the range of 100.-200 dollars per pupil
in the majority of school districts. A large percentege of students re-
ceived services in the 200-400 dolla: range also. Expe:.diture per pupil
appesrs to be distributed fairly evenly among dollar levels ranging from

5-50 dollars to 200-400 dollars. These data are shown in Table 5.

- o

{
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E Table 5 ~17-
|
3 The Percentage of Pupils Who Have Received
| State and Federally Funded Compensatory Services at Each
Dollar Level Within Each Stratum
¢
 STRATA DOLLAR LEVEL
; 5-508 50~-100% 100-200% 200-400% More than 4003
! . & year per 8 year per & year per 8 year per a year per pupil
pupil pupil pupil pupil
o1 29,54 11.54 31.61 18.33 8.98
o2 28,76 9.63 bk, 32 14,90 2.39 ‘
3 15.42 7,42 27.36 46.37 3.43 ;
Coh 13.77 1L4.63 41,31 27.12 3.17
; 5 17.30 21.1h 1747 30.13 13.96 ;
6 22.54 7.68 31.87 37.91 0.00
7 k.82 5,87 82.39 6.92 | 0.00
i .
9 No data avallable !
" NEAN 18.87 11.13 39.47 25.95 h.56 !
. MEDIAN  17.30 9.63 31.87 27.12 3.43 5
|

Note: Appendix A: prineipal form, question 8.
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Data reported on Title I school buildings generally reflect the
soclo-~economic status and attendance areas of the school. More than
one-half of Wisconsin's Title I schools were built before World War II
(see Fig. 6). Findings also reveal 89.28% of Title I school buildings

in stratum 9 are over LO years oid. All other strata show 60% or less

of their Title I schools in this age bracket.
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Fig,6 shows percentage of all Title I schools in Wisconsin that fall in
each age category,

% Noto,==Appendix A: Principal form, question 11,




The majority of Title I schools have libraries renging in size from
1500 to sbove 10,000 volumes; library facilities show little or no dif-
ferentiation across strata. These findings, as shown in Table 6, are not
unexpected., The size of school librarles is usually determined by the
student population in the immediate area. The reader is reminded that
the present study involves Title I schools within distriets, However,

enrollment figures for individual schools, while showing variability, are

usually found to be comparable.




Table 6 -21~-
A comparison of School Library Faciliiies and Strata
Showing Percentage of Schools in each Category
STRATA LIBRARY VOLUMES
None or 250~ 500~ 750~ 1000~ 1500« 2500~ 5000 7500~ 10,000
. ~249 k99 Th9 999  1hgg  2L99 bog9g  Thg9 9999  or more
N 7 e T S D , more |
N 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 7.58 | 11.32 % 37,19 ' 23,56 f T.48 i 12.87
t ‘: i ‘ , N
| ﬁ 2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 { 6.15 | h4.62 | 29.23* 20.00 ' 18.47 = 21.53"
3 ; 3 ’ ; %
2 {271 | 271 | 5.40 ;0.00 | 0,00 | 21.62 | 13.52 ; 29,72 = 0.00 | 24.32"
. t ¢ o " :
.4 | 000 | 1.87 | 1.87 ;0,00 1.87 | 7.56 : 33.98 , 35.86% | 15311 | 1.88
5- s ‘f | E .=' 'i f
§ 5 | 0,00 }§15.39 0.00 | 0.00 % 0.00 1|30.77 38.46" 1 7.69 | 7.69 | 0.00 i
f { ! ; : f’ » ;
| 6 i 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 ;30.43 ! h43.47 |13.05 ! 0.00 13.05
; ? . & =y T/ |
: T 14,29 0.00 0.00 !0.00 : 0.00 | 0.00 ¢ 21.hk2 { 35,72 21,42" T.15
2 s '1 i ‘
{ ! e - - - —— — ! —— — - —
| 6 ! ; :
E 9 8.33 0.00 0.00 |0.00 ' 0.00 :12.51 | 29.16 | 20.84 | 12.50 | 16.66
: g : 1=
‘ } X1 3.6 2,49 .90 /0,00 }1.95 ;14.85 ; 30.80 |23.30 | 10.33 | 12.18

¥Categories having percentage figures underlined represent the

of Title I schools in each stratum.

Note:

Appendix A:

principal form, question 12b.

largest proportion
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The percentage of full time equivalents of classroom teachers,
gpecial instructional personnel, health and pupil personnel in Title I
schools is shown in Table 7. Professional staffing of Title I schools

reflects greater emphasis on pupil ne-s~nnel services iu the larger districts.

Table T

Percentage of Professional Staff Members
Availeble to Pupils in Title I Schools

= —E it
" STRATA Regular classroom Special instructional Health personnel Psychological :
f teachers personnel (speech, phy- (school nurse, personnel ,social |
f sical education, reading, physician, ete.) workers,counse- ;
! ete. ) lors, etc.) !
! ' | i
1 79.40 E 20.00 .10 .50 "
! ’ | ! i !
L2 77.60 ; 17.62 i 1.45 3.33

i3 76.27 : 19.10 i 2.28 : 2.35

{ i ‘( !

|k 72.95 } 19.30 | 3.77 ; 3.98

5 65.73 i 21,08 5,52 L T.67

: . | | |
.6 T0. bk ’ 1937 ! 2.95 i 7.2k ,
i 4 ; i )
! 4 : . !
T 81.75 ;, 12.98 | 1.72 ; 3.55 |
9 77.68 11.85 § 2.9) { 17.53 g

Note: Appendix A, principsl form, question 1T.
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Employment of teacher alde services was most frequently contracted in
the larger school districts. While 92.48% of the teachers in stratae 1, 2,
3, 4, and 5 stated they had no assistance whatsoever, only Th.2T% of the
teschers in strata 6, 7 and 9 reportec lack of classroom help. This dif-
ference in teaching aides in 2nd, bth and 6th grade classrooms in Title I
schools was supported by the fact that 25.,07% of teachers from the larger
distriets reported some part time classroom assigtance while only 6.18%
of the teachers in the smaller districts had the same services.

Class orgenization was similar across all strata with two exceptions;
departmentalized and ungraded classes were found more frequently in
larger school districts. Ability grouping, tracking, the aszsistance of
specialist teachers, and team temsching were comparsble classroom char-

acteristics across all strata.

Administrative duties of school porineipals in Title I schools

‘] varied accdrding to the size of distriet in which they were employed.
Fewer principals in the larger districts had extra teaching duties

although almost all found themselves teaching in emergencies. This is

Bl B A A R e Fam

- shown in Table 8.

TR e
»
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Table 8
Perceniage of Title I School Principals
with Additional Teaching Duties
STRATA No sdditional Tenchirg 1 or Teach only in ;
teaching duties mooe regularly emergency situations '
schedules clagses ~
1 36.38 56.92 6.70 ;
2 49.27 34.79 15.94 |
3 51.22 36.58 12.20
’i b 45,77 h7.45 6.78
5 62,50 12.50 25.00
6 69.23 . 19.24 . 11.53
T T3.3b 6.66 20,00
|
!l 9 60.72 0.00 39.28 ;
L |

Note: Appenéix A, principel form, question 16.
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Distribution of teachers by sex appears to reflect a fairly hetero-
geneous population across all strata although means for school districts
with under 10,000 students compared with means for school districts with
10,000 or more students show a slight inecrease in the number of male
teachers employed in the larger districts. These data are shown in
Tabtle 9.
Table 9
Percentage of Male and Female 2nd, Lth and 6th
Grade. Teachers; Distribution Across Strata®
r * STRATA X ﬁ o %
Sex 1 2 3 b 5 (1,2,3,4,5) 6 T 9 (6,7,9)

Male  11.62 9.2h 12,30 18.75 10.52 12,49  26.66  13.04 99.80 16.40

Female 88.38 90.76 87.70 81.25 89.48 87.51  T3.3k4 86.96 90.20 83.350

*Means for grouped strata ere underlined.

Note: Appendix B, teacher form, question 1.

I+t is interesting to note that stratum 6 has the greatest percentage
of male 2nd, 4th and 6th grade teachers as well as the largest annual
starting salary for beginning teachers with B.A. degrees (see Fig. T).
Teachers in smaller school districts are seemingly more experienced
according to findings reported in Table 10. Over 50% of the teaching
staff in strata 1 through 5 have had 10 years or more teaching experience
while 31.81% of the teachers in strata 6 through 9 fall in this same
category. This difference was also observed in relation to limited teaching
experience; only 17.06% of the teachers in strata 1 through 5 as opposed to

32.83% of teachers in strata 6 through 9have taught for 3 years or less.




Table 10

Years of Full Time Teaching Experience of
2nd, 4th and 6th Grade Teachers in Title I
Schools: Percentage in each category

. —
| Strata © Under 3 years Over 3 years & 10 years or : }

! ,  teaching exper- less than 10 ! more g -
; . ience i years ; :

{ - ! F :

! i % 3 :

0 1,2,3,4,5 17.06 ; 30.95 ; 51,99 |
; i ; -
: 6,7,9 32.83 ; 35.36 3 31.81 h

Note: Appendix B: teacher form, question 2.

In summary, there is a fairly even distribution of teachers with
comparable teaching experiemce in the larger districts while smaller
school digtricts have a greater proportion of teschers who have taught
for longer periods of time.

Teachers in the smaller school districts also appesar to have :
greater environmental s£ability. The findings in Table 11 point to a
significant difference betieen the percentage of teachers in the small
and large districts who have taught in the same school for a period of

10 years or more. An inverse relationship of years taught in the sgame

school to stratum is also observed in the category of under 3 years.




27

Talile 11

Years Teught in the Same School by 2nd, hth and 6th
Grade Teachers in Title T Schools:
Percentage in each Category

R R B e e T iy DBl e - o et ittt esmototey e e e e e e e e e T ]
!
Strats Legs than At least 3 years 10 years or
3 years but lesg than 10 nore
1,2,3,4,5 36.53 39.48 23.99
6,7,9 49.87 36.95 13.18

Note: Appendix B: teacher form, question 3.

Both Tables 10 and 11 establish the not unexpected relationship
of teaching experience to environmental stability; the teachers with
the most experience have remained in their teaching positions for the
longest periods of time. The obverse is true of teachers with the least
experience.

Larger districts appear to have teaching staffs with better
educational backgrounds. More teachers in the smaller districts are

employed with no degree or less than a B.A. degree (fig. ¥).
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Fig. 7 shows the percentage of teachers in 2nd, Lth & 6th grades in Title I schools]
who fall in each of the above categories.

Note. =~ Appendix B: Teacher form, Question L.




There are also relatively few teachers in Wisconsin who are members
of a minority group. In strata 1,2,3,4,6 & 7, no teachers in the 20%
random sample were identified as belonging to any minority group.
Stratum 5 reported 2.50% of their teaching staff as Negro while stratum
9 reported that 24,07% of their staff were Negro. An additional 1.85%
ware identified as Oriental in stratum 9.*

Teaching staff in Wisconsin's Title I schools have had a marked
inerease in salaries over the past 3 years (see fig. %®). All schools
in all districts show relatively proportional increases. Stratum 6,
representing districts with populations of 10,000 to 2L ,000 offered the
highest salaries. 'Teacher salaries were the lowest in the smellest

and most rural districts.

*Appendix A: principal form, question 10.
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PART I -~ SUMMARY

mitle T s4 onis inh Wisconsin represent the entire student population

oo the stote. Title T schools were shratified by school district size;

this permitted homogeneous grouping of schools and identification of

districts not only by size but also by geographical location and socio-

~ w-nic staLles of the population srea.

The mujor concentration of students in compensatory education pro-
srans was found in Title I city schools. Students in Title I city
schools also had the poorest attendance rate with absenteeism inversely
related to size of school district.

Title I school enrollments have increased the most iﬁ districts
with student populations of approximately 1500 to 10,000; the large in-
crease in enrollment in these districts seems to be an artifact of school
district consolidation. Significant relationships were found between &
decrease in socio-economie status of the student body and the neighborhood
served by the Title I school. A similar relationship was found between
rising socio~economic status of the student body and middle-class residen-
tial communities,

Although the proportion of Title I school eppropriations received
| from stete and federsl funds for compensatory education has increased
over the last 3 years, all strata except stratum 9 showed s decrease in
appropriations during the current 1967-1968 school year. Expenditures

per pupil appear to be fairly evenly distributed across dollar levels of

$5.00 - $50.00 to $200.00 - $400.00.




Library facilities esppear to be compareble across all strata although
Wisconsin's Title I schools are aging rapidly; more than one-half of the
Title I school buildings are over 30 yeers old. Almost 90% of the Title I
school build.ngs in stratum 9 are 40 vears or older.

Professional staffing of Title I schools reflects greater emphasis
on pupil personnel services in the larper districts; teachers in the
larger districts also have more teaching aides and assistants. Almost
all elementary principals found themselves teaching in emergencies al-
though fewer prineipals in the larger districts had extra teaching duties
assigned.

Female teachers outnumber male teachers by a ratio of about 9/1;
more male teachers are employed in the larger districts than in the smaller
districts. The stratum showing the greatest salary increase over the
past three years also has the most male faculty members.

Teachers in smaller districts are older, more experienced and tend
to stay in one teaching position for a longer period of time. Age and
teaching experience do not appear to be related to educstional training;
larger school districts have better trained teachers.

Few teachers in Wisconsin are meubers of a minority group; teachers
with minority group membership are found primarily in netropolitan areas.

Class orgenization in Title I schools was similar in all strata al-

though departmentalized and ungraded classes seemed to be more characteristic

of the larger districts.




PART II
CROSS TABULATTONS AND ANALYSES OF DATA
ON PUPILS IN TITLE I SCHOOLS

AXmost all questicng from the pup:l form were uged in the data anelyses:
ltems were’omitted if conparsbie dets were reported in other parts of the
1967-1968 Title I eveluaticn. Questions vere orgenized in 5 units as fﬁllawa:

1. Cheracteristics of Title i and non-Title I Pupils

2, The Title I Instructional Progrem end the Title I Pupil

3. Learning Erperiences of Title I and non-Title I Pupils
Other than Regular 3chool Year Progrem

i, Additional Factors Related to Pupil's Self-Concept and
Scheol Achievement

ﬁitle I and non~Title I pupils were defined according to the pupil's
participation in compensatory education programs for the academic year, 1967-
1968. All cross tabulations and chi square valueaﬁ wére between Title I
and non~-Title I pupils; Title I and non-Title pupils were also evaluated
acroas/strata on selected variables.

Dsta represent only Title I schools, Title I and.nanTitle I pupils
in gredes 2, b or 6, combined grades 2. 4, 6, or Title I and non~Title I
pupils in gradea'a, L, 6,across strata. Findings are not to be'seneralized
to grades ) through 6 in Title I schools or to grades 1 through 6 in other

elementary schools in Wisconsing enough differences were foundtbetween

greades to preclude genersalizetion.
A 15% stratified systematic rendom sampling of tae population of 1h,059
E pupil forms esteblished an initisl sempling N of 2,11k respondénta. Missing
f - D
|

or unusshke date reduced the N to between 1433 and 1702 subjects, depending

*See footnote on following pege.
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upon the question or data used; sample size required for valid statistical
inference meets and exceeds criteria of 10% of population parameters.

All Title I non-Title I camparisons are based on unequal Ns; Title I
pupils comprised approximately one fourth of the totél N for each study while
the remaining three fourths were non-Title I pupils. A number of the indivi-
dual studies report several chi square values gith differing levels of sig-
nificance, the level of significance for tne non-Title I pupils being always
greater than the level of significanée for the Title I pupils. Significance
levels for Title I and non-Title I pupils on a given study or set of variables
should therefore be evaluated within the context of unequal Ns. No sig-
nificance levels are reported that are larger than p<(.02.*

Minority group memtership, preschool, and neglected, delinquent and
migrant Ns are very small; studies are reported but should be viewed with
caution.

Most of the data in this section are derived from teachers' "estimates"
of family and student characteristics. These estimates represent ex post
facto Judgments, if not circumstantial evidence, particularly in the area of
behavior ratings. Use of teacher estimates will be discussed in greater

detail in the conclusions.

The chi square statistic is used with qualitative data or discrete
variables and reports the number of individuals falling in well de-
fined e¢lasses. Its purpose is to find out whether or not a given
set of data approximate a normal or "chi square" distribution; in
effect, it compares observed numbers to expected or average numbers
in a given cell when the hypothesis is true to given theoretical
velues. The level of significance implies that if we draw another
sample from the same population as the first sample, both the sam-
ple mean and standard deviation may be expected to be different
from the values obtained in the first sample. The use of the .02
level of significance means that we are expressing our degree of
confidence that in repeated sampling, with expected differing
values, the inference concerning our sample will still be essentiale
1v correct 98 times in 100. It follows that the .0l level of




slgnificance implies thst the inference concerning our sample will
be essentially correet 99 times in 100, and the .00l level essen-
tially correct 999 times im 1000. Although the N of the sample

is small in comparison to the total population, uze of the .02,

.01 and .001 levels of significance establish not only the identity
of the sample with that of the population but also determines the
significance of relationship between variables.

UNIT 1: CHARACTERISTICS OF TITLE I AND NON-TITLE I PUPILS

| Absentee rate of Title I and non-Title T pupils did not differ in
‘grades 2 and 6. However, findings suggest a significant difference between
Title I ond non-Title I puplls in grade 4 (p <.02) and across grades 2, b,
6 (p<{.02). Differences between Title I and non-Title I pupils within
érade 4 account for the significant chi square value across grades 2, L,

6. These data are shown in Table i?.

TABLE 12

Chi Square Values: Title I x non-Title I Pupils x Absentee
Rate for Grades 2, 4 & 6 and Combined Grades 2, 4, 6

Grade x2 ar
2 1.7933% 5
L 1k,15004# 5
6 4.9985h 5
2,b,6 13,76981# 5
¥ pg.o2
Note: Appendix C, Part I, question 1 and ks Part II, question 1.
N = 1644

Differences in absentee rates appear to be attributable to the

greater number of non~-Title I pupils who were absent for less than 5 days

while Title I pupils had higher absentee ratez in periods of absence of
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5-10, 11-20, znd k0+ days. Although non-Title I pupils showed higher
ebsenteaisn in the 21-30 and 31-40 day categories, thass differences were
no longer evident vhen categories were combined under "S5 days and 6ver"
end compared with "less than 5 days" f.r Title I and non--Title I pupils.

Thase data are showa in Table 13.

TARLE 13

Avgentee rates of Title I and non-Title I Pupils in Grade b
and Grades 2,4,6; Percentage Falling in Fach Category®

e
Pericds of Title I non~Title I Title T non-Title I
Absence Grede b Grag. 2,4,6

5 doys o kh.95 59.75 bl 71 53.13

or less _ -

5-10 days 34,86 27.75] 31.40 28.86
11-20 Ceys 14,68 8.00 19.11 12.93

21-30 days 3.67 55.0k L,00 h0.25 3.4l 1‘:55.28 3.7'5:“6.8"{
31-50 days 0400 .50 .3k 1.00

Los days 1.83 0.00] 1.02 .33

%The Lighast porceentege in the catego ies of "5 deys or “eas" dnd "5 deys
o> mere" is underiined.

Totos Appsendix C: Part I, question 1 and 4; Part II, yuestion 1.

N o= .64 {Crades 2,4,6) ‘

Pavirvormental stability of migrant and non-migrant children were com-
pared.  As expected, no differencesl'were found betweeir Title I and non-
Title I migrant children in grades 2, L, 6, and number of schools attended;
all migrant children were therefore. agssumed equally transient. However,

wvhen Title I falgrant and none-migrant children were conpared with non-Title I




migrant and non-migrant children, data reflected the presence of the less
stable migrant population in the Title I group. A significant difference
(p<.01) was found between number of schools attended and Title I and non-

Title I pupils in grades 2, 4, 6. These data are shown in Table 1k,

TABLE 1k

Chi Square Values: Title I x non-Title I x Number
of Schools Attended x Migrant non-Migrant Status

Variables Grade Xe af

Title I x non- 2,4,6 8.80589 5
Title I x non-

Migrant Status

x Number of

Schools Attended

Title I x non=- 2,4,6 2.83333 3
Title I x Migrant

Status x Number of

Schools Attended

Title I x non- 2,4,6 16.71653%% 5
Title I x Migrant

non-Migrant status

by Number of

Schools Attended

#% p<.0l
Note: Appendix C: Part I, question 1,28,29; Part II, question 1
N = 1487

Significant differences were found between minority group membership
and Title T non-Tivle I status for pupils in grades b and 6. The chi square
value for combined grades 2, k, 6, was highly significant (p¢.001); the
significance level appears to be a function of the increased N. These chi

sqrare values are shown in Table 15.




TABLE 15

Chi Square Values: Title I x non-title I x Minority
Group Mambership in Grades 2,4 and 6, and Grades 2,4,6

-

Grade X2 ar
2 4.71800 u
k 15.45882%# N
6 17.1809k#4 L
2.4.,6 31.20731 ### 6
#* 0L
T P<<‘. 001

Note: Appendix C: Part I, question 23; Part II, question 1.

['ata analysis revealed that differences were due primarily to the
inckusion of the response identifying approximately 90% of both Title I
and non-Title I pupils as having non-minority group membership. Dif-
vferences wvere also attributed to the greater number of Mexican children
having Title I rather then non-Title I status. Thesge data are gsupportive
of the findings in Table 14 which reported more Ttile I migrant than
non-Title I migrant children. Negroes comprised the largest minority

group among both Title I and non-Title I pupils. Table 16 reports these

data,




TABLE 16

Percentage of Combined Title I non-Title I
Pupils Having Minority Group Membership

Mincrity Group Title T » non-Title I %
(non~membership) 89.37 92,25
Americen Indian ¢33 1.05
Negro 6.31 5.43
Oriental .33 .08
Cuban 0.00 07
Mexicon 3.65 .32
Puerto Rican 0.00 .08

Note: Appendix C: Part I, question 23; Part II, question 1
I = 1636

All chl square velues for Title I x minority group x strota, non-
Title I x minority group x strata, and Title I non-Title I x minority
group x sirata wefe highly significant (p¢:;001). The greatest proportion
of minority group members were found in strata T and 9 with the exception

of those identified as #merican Indian. The distribution of Mitle I

non-Title I minority group membership cross strate 1ls shown in .Table 1T.




TABLE 17

Distribution of Minority Groups Across Sttata: Percentage of Total
Membershlp Found in Each Stratum for both Title I & non~Title 1
Pupil Population

<4 ————y

Minority Group - Strate

1 2 3 i
American Indian 10.53 0.00 15.79 31.58
Negro 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,35
Oriental 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Cuban 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Mexican 0.00 6.25 6.25 0.00
Puerto Rican 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Minority Group Strate

5 6 T 9
American Indian 5,26 5.26 0.00 31.58
N.2gro 4,35 6.52 23.91 65,22
Oriental 0.00 0.00 0.00 100,00
Cuban 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mexican 0.00 25.00 50,00 12.50
Puerto Rican 0.00 0.00 0.00 - 100,00

Note:6 Appendix C: Part I, question 23: Part II, question 1
N = 1604

When only Title I pupils having minority group membership vere compared
in strata 7 and 9, several patterns emerged. The greatest proportion of
Title I Negro pupils was found in stratum 9. An equel number of Mexican
and Oriental children was also found in stratum 9. Negro and Mexican
children were distributed in a ratio of about 3/2 in stratum 7. No
Title T pupile were identified as American Indian, Cuban or Puerto Rican

in eigher stratum 7 or 9. The percentage of students in each minority

group with strata 7 and 9 is reported in Table 18.




TABLE 18

Percentage of Negro, Oriental and
Mexizan Children in Strate T end 9

Minority Group Stratum E4ratum 9
E‘
f Negro 58.35 8l .3k
| Oriental 0.00 8.33
’ Mexican 41.65 8.33

Noteih Appendix C: Part I, question 23: Part II, question 1
N =

Feglected, delinquent end migrant children were distributed across

E strate as shown in Table 19, These data should be viewed with caution

; ‘a8 the N in each category was extremely small., Identifying delinquency in
grades'a,h,6 appears to be & rother premature assumption as only 1 child
comprised the entire sample which fell in gtratum 9. As expected, no
significant chi squeare values were found between groups of children or

within strata.

| PABLE 19

Distribution of Reslect.d, Telinguent and lligrent
Title I and non~Title I Children in Grades 2,4,6;
Percentage in Each Category Across Strata

S T STRPTREE O TAAT ST T T T

| Strate Negleacted Delinquent Migrant

1 0.00 0.00 0.00
2 11.11 0.00 1k.29
3 0.00 0.00 0.00
4 33.33 0.00 14,29
5 22,22 0,00 0.00
6 11.11 0.00 1h.29
T 0.00 0.00 1k,29
' 9 22,22 100.00 42,86

Note: Apprndix C: Part I, question 29;:Part II, question 1
N =17




Teachers were asked to ldentify their pupils! m>st immediate school-
related needs. Findings revealed significant differecnces between‘the
perception of needs of Title I and non~Title I pupils (p4§.001) for grades
2, b, 6. Needs havc been renk ordercd faé Title I and nen-Title I pupils

in gredes 2, 4, 6. These are shown in Table 20.

TABLE 20

Rank Ordering of Teachers' Perception of FNeeds
of Title I and non-Title I Pupils in grades
2,l,6: Percentage Felling in Each Category

Title I non-Titie I
Rank % 'in Need % in Need
category- _ category
1 35.45 = Indiv. Instruction- 17.9%  Indir. Instruction-
Reading : Reading
2 20.07 Indiv. Instruction- 1%.85 Indiv. Inastruction-
. Academic Arithmetic
3 12,04  Indiv. Instruction- 11.53  Indir. Instruction-
Arithimetic Acadomie
h 9.03 Psychological or 4,63 Psychiological or
Psychilstric Counséling’ Psychiatrie Counseling
5 1.67 More Adequete Diet 2.03 Fye Nxamination
€ 1.67 Eye Exauineation 1.54 More Adr-uste Diet
7 1.3% Physiecion's Services 1.06 Dental Care
8 1,00 Dentel Care .89  PHybician's Services
17.73 none of above 45,54 none of above

Note: Appendix C: Part II, question 1; Part IV, question 3 | ‘ B
§ = 1531 - §

Findings suggest that the needs of Title T and non-Title I puplils were

essentially similar; however, more Title I than non-Title I puplls were




identified as having school related needs in all categories. For example,
individual reading instruction was a primary need with boﬂh Title I and
non-Title I pupils, yet almost twice as many Title I a% non-Ti%le I

pupils were felt to need individualized inétruction in reading. Findings
were similer in the area of individual acedemic instruction and in.the

area of psychological and psychiatric coﬁnséling; approximately twice as
meny Title I as non~-Title I pupils were seen as needing individual academic
instruetion and psychological services. Few pupils were seen as having
neceds related to physicsal health.

Teachers were alsc asked how they would spend their time if given
an hour of free time per schobl day for the purpose of working exclusively
with the Title I or non-Title I pupil. Significant differences (pg .00L1)
were found in the ways teschers would spend their time with the Title I
or non-Title I pupil. Structure of the question* required a response
in both academic and nonngcademié areas. Those data were combined to give
8 total of 29 "areas of concentration” which represent all possible com-
binations of academic choice.

Data analysis did not provide info: etion as to how mch eacﬁ indivi-
dual apademic or non-academic score contributed to the total score when
veriables were combined, however, the following observations werelmade.
The majority of teachers feel that extra time should be spent with Title I
and non-Title I pupils in remedisl reading skills, primarily in the area
of comprehension and vocabulary. Te&thers preferred to spend time with the

Title I pupll not only in reading remediation but in the non-academic

" areas of classroom behaviors and child-child relationships. ' Psychological

health and positive attitudes toward school work an@ peers were more |

#Appendix C: Part IV, question 2




choice of "areas of concentration."

in Table 21 and 22.

TABLE 21

characteristic of the non-Title I than Title I pupil according to teachers'
This last observation would be sup-
portive of the finding that more Title I than non-Title I pupils had needs
in the area of psychological and psychiatric counseling.*¥ Rank ordering

of "areas of concentration" for Title I and non-Title I pupils are shown

Renk Ordering of Areas Where Teachers Would Prefer

to Spend Extra Time with Title I Pupils

Description

Rank Rank  Rank (non- Percent
(all cate~ (academic academic falling in
gories) areas) areas) category

1 1 18.40 Reading comprehension

2 8,68 Reading comprehension, classroom behaviors

3 2 ‘ﬁ, 1.99 Reading vocabulary

b 3. 5.90 Number concepts

p 5.90 Reading comprehension, ¢hild-¢hild relationships

6 4 5.21 Arithmetic computations

7 4.7 Reading vocab., classroom behaviors

8 5 o h.17 Speech

9 3.13 Arithmetic comput., child-child relstionships

10 - 3.13 Reading vocabulery, child-child relationships

11 6 3.13 Another reading ares

12 1 2.78 Classroom behaviors

13 2.08 Arithmetic comput., school citizenship

1h 2.08 Other Arith. material, school citizenship

15 2.08 Reading Vocab., school citizenship

16 T 1.7h4 Other arithmetic material

17 1.7h i Reading comprehension, school cltizenship

18 1.39 Number concepts, child-child relationship

19 1.39 Another reading area, class behaviors

20 1.04 Number concepts, class behaviors

21 1.04 Number concepts, school citizenship

22 1.0k Other arith. material, child-child relationship

23 1.04 Another reading area, child-child relationship

24 1.0k Child-child relationships

25 2 .69 School citizenship

26 3 .69 Other arith. material, class behavior

27 .35 Speech, school citizenship

28 .35 Speech, child-child relationships

29 .00 Anéther reading ares, school citizenship
(6.60) (None of the above)

Note: Appendix C: Part II, question 1, Part IV, question 2.

##Reported in Table 20.




el

«13=

TABLE 22

Pank Ordering of Areas where Teachers would Prefer to
Spend Extra Time with non-Title I Students

P e T T RS T R g

Rank Renk Rank Percent Negserintion
(all cate- (academic (non- falling in
gories) areas) academic category
areas )
1 1 12.19 Reading comprehension
2 2 9.63 Arithmetic comvutetion
3 3 . 5.20 Resding vocsbularv
4 N k.85 Another reading aves
5 5 4,60 ther arithmetic material
6 3.75 Resding comprehension, classroom behaviors
T 6 3.67 Number concepts
8 3.50 Reading comprehension, child-child reletion
9 1 2.98 Child-child relationshlps
10 2.6k Reading ccmprehension, school citizenship
11 T 2.47 npeaech
12 2 2.47 Classroom behaviors
13 2.22 Arith. Computations, child-child relationship
1k 2.13 Arith. compubations, school ecitizenship
15 2.05 Reading voesbulary, classroom behaviors
16 1.79 Reading vocebulary, child-child relationship
17 1.62 Nuriber concepts, clessroom behaviors
18 1.36 Number concepts, e¢1ild~child relationship
19 1.28 Other arith. materisl, elassroom behavior
20 1.28 Other erith. material, thild-child relationship
21 1.19 Another reading area, child-child relationship
22 3 1.02 School eitizenship

o N
oW
3 -
N

Bpeech, child-child relatienships
Spe c¢h, classroon behsariors

25 .25 Paridag vocehnlary, school citizenship

26 T Another reading area, classroom behaviors

27 .68 Number concepts, school citizenship

28 A3 Speech, school citizanship

29 .26 Other arith. material, school citizenship
(20.72 None of the above)

Note: Appendix C: Part II, question 1l; Part IV, question 2.




]l

When teachera' choice of areas of concentration was eveluated in terms
of specific need, findings revealed differences in response according to
Title I status, non-Title I status and grade level. ALreas of concentration
are also more veriable for the nca~Title I pupll then for the Title I
pupil; this would appear to be & function of the identificetion of the non-
Title I pupil as one with fewer problems, thus areas of concentration aée
more difficult to discriminate.

Teachers preferred to teach reading vocabulary siills to pupils
needing reading remedistion in grades 2 and 4; as need for vocabulary
skills decresased across grade levels, need for teaching reading compre-
hension increased. A similar pattern was observed in pupils needing
individual iﬁatrﬁction in arithmetic. Teachers preferred teaching
numher concepts in the earlier grades; srithmetic computation was a
major ares of emphasis by grade 6. |

Needs for individual academic instruction also reflectad similer
curriculum across grgdea. These findings are reported in Tables 23, 2k

and 25,
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For pupils needing psycﬁological and psychiatric counseling, the
initial lmpression of areas of concentration is contradictory. Data in
Teble 26 suggesté thet teachers are more concerned about psychological
services for the non-Title I pupil than for the Title I pupil. This con-
¢lusion is incorrect. Closer analysis of these data shows that academic
areas of concentretion are weighted so heavily for the Title I child that
he is seen primarily within the context of scedemic rather than non-
academic need. Actually, needs for psychiatric and psychological counséling
for the Title I pupil are twice that of the non-Title I pupil.* Teachews
apparently recognize these needs of the Title I pupil in the area of psy-
chological and psychiatric counseling but tend to respond in terms of their
own abilities for working with the child.

Nevertheless, more Title I pupils than non-Title I pupils in grades

2, b, 6, participated in programs treating social, emotional and disciplinary

problems. Table 27 shows the percentage of students receiving help from
pupil services.
TABLE 27

Percentage of Title I and non-Title I pupils who Participated
in Pregrams treeting Socisl, Imobtionsl, snd Disciplinary Problemg#®

et

Type of Participation in Program

Yes, as a pert, Yes, as a part Yes, but don't No
of the reguler of a special know source
personnel ser- compensetory of help
vices provided pupil personnel
to any pupil in service
this schnol dis-
trict
Title I 10.96 5.1b .34 83.56

non-Title I  3.49 2.13 9k 93. sl

¥ he largest percentage in each category is underlined.

Note: also see Appendix C: Part II, IV, question 1,
x of 16.47128 (p«c.01)
N = 1466

¥See Table 20




Although the chi square value in Table 27 is attributed mostly to the
large percentage'of Title I and non-Title I pupils who did not receive pupil
services, the percentage of Title I and non-Title I pupils receiving psy-
chological services compares favorable with pupils identified as having
needs in this area. Again, the data is somewhst misleading as the need-
pupil services relationshin is within the context of perceived or recognized
needs. These data do not acknowledge the etiolcogy of the learning dis-
ability which is frequently psychological in character and undiagnosed
or treated szcept in terms of academic remediation. One must conclude
that the need-pupil service relationship is discrete and somewhat super-
ficial. A more meaningful implication of these data is that needs are not

being met.

UNIT 2: THE TITLE I INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM AND THE TITLE I STUDENT

Of those Title I students participeting in academic compensatory
programs involving reading,

8%
50%
34%

6%

2%

Of those Title I

in
in
in
in
in

were
were
were
were
were

reading programs
reading programs
reading programs
reading programs
reading programs

in a 1-1 relationship,
with 2-5 pupils,

with 6-15 pupils,

with 16-25 pupils,
with 26 or more pupils.

students enrolled in the above reading programs,

4% were in programs lasting less than 6 weeks per year,
12% were in programs lasting 6-12 weeks per year,

16% were in programs lasting 13-2l4 weeks per year,

68% were in programs lasting 25 or mcre weeks per year.

Of those Title I students enrolled in arithmetic programs,

2% were
21% were
30% were
30% were
17% were

in
in
in
in
in

arithmetic
arithmetic
arithmetic
arithmetic
arithmetic

programs
programs
programs
programs
programs

in a 1-1 relationship,
with 2-5 pupils,

with 6-15 pupils,

with 16-25 pupils,
with 26 or more pupils.
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Of those Title I students enrolled in the abov: arithmetic programs,

11% were in programs lasting less then 6 weeks,

22% were in progreams lasting 6-12 w2cks per year,

10% were in progrems lasting 13-2L woeeks per year,

5T% were in nrograms laesing 25 or more vecks per year,

Of those Title I pupils enrolleé in the Englisu Usage programs,
4% were in English Ussge programs in a l-1 reletionship
22% were in English Usage programs with 2-5 punils,
34% were in English Ussge programs with 6-15 pupils,
28% were in English Usage programs with 16-25 pupils,
12% were in English Usage programs with 26 or more pupils.
Qf those Title I pupils enrolled in the sbove English Usage program,
10% were in programs lasting less than 6 weeks per year,
20% were in programs lasting 6-12 woeks per year,
15% were in programs lasting 13~-2h weeks per year,
55% were in programs lasting 25 or more weeks per year.
Of those Title I pupils participaitng in other ncademic progrems,
18% were in other academic programs in a l-1 relationship,
16% were in other academic progrems with 2-5 pupils,
19% were in other academic progrems with 6-15 pupils,
28% were in other academic progrems with 26 or more pupils.
Of those Title I pupils enrolled in the above .cademic programs,
15% were in programs lssting less than 6 weeks,
23% were in progrems lasting 6-12 wesks per year,

19% were in programs lasting 13~24 wieks per yeer,
43% were in programs lasting 25 or more weeks per year.

To summarize, the greatest percentage of Title I vuplls errolled
in reading progrems were in very smell classes (2-5 pupils) lasting at
least two thirds of the regular school year. The majority of Title I pupils
enrolled in arithmetic progrems were in classes of maderate to large size
(6-15, 16-25 pupils) lasting at least two thirds of the regular school
year. Most Title I pupils enrclled in English Ussge progrems were in classes

within the moderste size range (2-5, 6-15, 16~25 tupils). English Usage pré-




-P -

grams were also in effect for at least two thirds of the school year. Title I
pupils pérticipating in other academic programs'were fairly evenly distributed
across classes of all size from the 1-1 relationship to classes with over

25 pupils. The majority of Erglish usage progrems lasted at least two

thirds of the regular school year.

UNIT 3: LEARNING EXPERIENCES OF TITLE I AND NON-TITLE I
PUPILS OTHER THAN REGULAR SCHOOL YEAR PROGRAM
Pre-school learning experiences of Title I and non-Title I pupils
in. structured scademic programs differed in only 1 category: thig was
Headstart, School Year. A PQ test for significance found more Title I
pupils in grades 2, 4, 6 enrolled in Heedstart programs (p<.01). The
percentage of pupils in other programs was comparable in all other cate-

gories. These data are shown in Table 28,

TABLE 28

Learning Experiences of Title I and non-Title I
Pupils: Percentage falling in each Category®

School éxperiences Title I non-Title 1
before lst grade

Don't know L,56 3.61
Other preschool progrem | .3k .40
Heedstart, School Year o5 .08
Nursery school 97 .96
Kindergarten T7.60 88,22
Headstart, summer L9T7 .73
None 14.91 13.10

#The largest percentage in each category is underlined
##pQ test for significance: p<.001

Note: Appendix C: Part II, question 1; Part I, question 22
N = 1687
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During 1967, there were more Title I than non-Title I pupils partici-
pating in summer progreams. These differences are highly significant for
combined grades 2, L4, 6 (p<Z.001). 'Table 29 reports the percentage of
Title I and non-Title T pupils who partieipated in ncademic programs
during the summer of 1967.

TABLE 29

The Percentage of Title I and non-Title I Pupils
who Participated in Summer Programs in 1967%

%&.&m%

Grede Title I - non-Title I
2 22,99 6.75
h 30. 8% _ 7.67
6 2L, 72 8,64

*The highest percentage it underiined in each Title I categery for
each grade,

Note: Appendix C: Part IT, question V, 1,

N = 163

Participation in cultursal enrichment programs was compared across
Title I'and non-Title I pupils and grades 2, 4 and 6. Although chi
square values in grades 2 and 6 approached significance, only grade I
met the eriteria of a significant difference between categories. These

date are shown in Table 30.

TABLE 30

Chi Square Values: Title I x non-Title Ix
Cultural Enrichment x grades 2,4 and 6

Grade »2 ar
2 3.28867 1
L 6.5738h## 1
6 2.86269 1
** p .01
Note: fpuangdix C: Part II, question 1.
N = 291 | ,
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Culturel enrichment progrems were evaluated across strata; several
patierns emerged. There was a greater percentage of Title I than non-
Title I pupils in cultursl enrichment programs in all strats with the
exception of steats 1 and 3. The ratio,aflTitle I to non-Title I pupils
in programs is approximately 2/1. Surprisingly, the emphasis of cultural
enrichment progrems across strata seems unrelated to socio-cconomic

status with the exception of stratum 7. Table 31 shows these compariscns.

TABLEZ 31

The Percentage of Title I and non-Title I Pupils in
Grades 2,4,6 in Cultural Enrichment Progrsms Across Strata

STRATA
1 2 3 L 5
Title I 19,23 36,23 23.68 27.50 43,48
non-Title I  19.6k 13.71 28.09 11,36 L.T6
STRATA -
6 T 9 X
Title I 28.57 73,91 37.50 34.15
non-Title I 16,84 34,18 16.67 16.90

¥The highest percentage of pupils in each stratum is underlined
Note: Appendix C: Part II, gquestions 1 & 2.
N = 291

UNIT 4: ADDITIONAL FACTORS RELATED TO PUPIL'S
SELP-CONCEFT AND SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT
Behavioral date revesled signfficant differences between Title I and
non-Title I pupils on pre-test evaluation, post-test evaluation and dif-
ference between pre and post test or smount of behavioral change (all

chi square values,'p4:.001). Pupiis were judged on 1l behaviors ranging

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC
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across factors of ebility, motivation, and peer and teacher relationships.
Retings were on 8 5 point scéle ranging from far below average (1) to far
above aversge (5). With 14 behaviors, each pupil was permitted a pre or
post test minimum total score of 1k and « pre or post text maximum total
score of 79. Pifty-seven scoring categories were established from this
range of scores, 1 category for each possible total score. Chi square
percentage values were then determined by the percentage of students
falling in each of the 57 categories. These percentage figures are shown

in Teble 32.
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Table 32 reveals a consistent pattern of diffevences hetween Title I
and non-Title I puplls.
1k through 37 show more Title I than non-Title I pupils receiving lower
gcores., The opposite holds {sue in vhe upper range of total possible
scores,

Frequency tables made gvailable the percentage of Title I and non-
Title I pupils whose behavior hed changes in either a positive or negatiwe
direction or {WHEfM¥RE the same. Table 33 reports these values after

conversion to the original 5 point scale.

TABLE 33

Percentage of Pupils whose behavior changed from Pre to
Post in each of 5 Total Possible Score Categories¥®

Total possible scores in the renge of approximately

Pre-test Post~test
| Title I non-Title I
% receiv- % receiv- % recdiving % receiv- % receiv- % receiv-
ing lower ing same higher than ing lower ing same ing higher
than initial as pre- pre-test than initisl as pre- than pre- |
pre~test test score score pre-test test score test score
score ; score
ror vaTEW (F) 0.00 20.000- - 80.06 0.00 12.50 87.50
below average(2) 0.00 28.10 71.90 1.61 19.69 78.97
average (3) 3.75 39.13 57.12 5.29 32,29 62.42
gbove avepage(lh)  33.33 42,87 23.80 1.78 49.36 47.86
far above (5) 0.00 100.00 0400 0.00 52.00 4,8.00

*The highest percentage of those receinging higher than pre-test scores in each total
possible scors category is underlined.

Note: Appendix C: Part II, question 1, Part IV, question 1.

N = 1702
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Table 33 shows more non-Title I than Title T students having
rositive behavior change across all scoring categories. More Title I
students also show lack of improvemen®t in behavior. As expected, the
~reatest behavior chenge was observed in the Lowest scoring cahegoriss
vhile least change was found in the above gversge and far above average
categories,

Teachers were asked 1o estimate potential schievement levals of
itle T and nen~Title I students. Marked differences were found in the
tweacher's perception of these students (per.001); the Title I child
was perceived as having’less aqademic potential than the non-fitle I child.

These data are shown in Table 3,

TABLE 3b

Teacher's Estimate of Poténtial Achievement Level of 2nd,kth.6th grade
"itle I and non-Title I pupils; Percentage falling in each Category¥

el [ amoulion o I e L pttred il ek kA 5 B, M A s A D PR S A A, 4 T S Pl
T B R et it Coate A1 0§ S £ L b DO TP At e e i % v z

Zstimate of
Fduc. Achievement Title
{Ability Known)

noa~Title I

i~

Carrn

Will complete 8th 6.62 1.13
grade or less
Will complete 9th 8,94 2,59

or 10th grade

Will complete 1lth

or 12th but not ‘ 10.93 3.72
graduate H.S.

Graduate from H.S. YT 45 .47

Will enter College 21.19 57.09

¥THe larger percentage in each Ccategory 18 unGerLined.
Fote: Appendix C: Part II, question 13 Pert I, question 2%.
N o= 1693




Teachers' perceptions of academic potential of Title I and non-
Title I pupils were more sharply defined when observed aecross strata..
The following conclusions mey be drawn from the percentage figures pre-
sented in Table 35. Although ability level was considered, teachers in
the smaller distriets (strata 1 through 6) are apparently less confident
of higher achievement in Title I pupils than teachers of non-Title I
pupils in the larger districts (strata 7 and 9). The Title I pupil, by
definition, is disadvantaged, thus the phenomena of generalization permits
extending socio-cultural characteristics to the area of academic poténtial.
This ;s done more easily in the smaller community; previously reported
data* asserts that employment of older, more experienced teac&ﬁggzia:
more éharacteristic of the smaller district, thus teachers in these
distriets know pupils, their families and homes, better and for longer
periods of time. Further,:social class attitudes of the older teacher
in the smaller community may allow greater prejudicial judgments against
the Title I pupil.

In the largest districts, socio-economic levels are are stable and
consistently depressed across thecentire Title I school population while
various socio-economic levels are usually more evident in the Title I
schools in the smaller districts. Evaluating the Title I pupil within
the context of his classroom peer group in the smaller community permits
greatér discrimination and identification; thus the Title I pupil is more

easily compared unfavorably with the less disadvantaged non-Title I pupil.

*See Part I, page 26-27, Tables 10 and 11.
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TABLE 35

Teachers' Estimate of Potential Achievement Level of 2nd,
kth,6th Grade Title I and non-Title I Pupils
Across Strata: Percentage falling in each Category*

Egtimate of Strata
educationsl }
achievement 1 2 . 3 l |
(ability known) Title I non-Title I Title I N~T T  NT T N-T ‘
Will cpmplete 88.46 36.13 17.63 36.65 85.00 40.21 82.50 k. kg
either 8th,9th |
10th,11th,12th
grade or graduate
from H.S.
Will enter 11.54 63.87 22.37  63.35 15.00 29.79 17.50 55.51
coliege ’

Straty

5 % T 9

Will complete
8th,9th,10th,1ith

12th grade of 8k.62 5k.05 80.00 50.00 57.69 39.66 66.67 68.18 1§
greduate from H.S. , '

Will enter
college 15.38 54,95 20.00 50.00 k2,31 60.34 . 33.33 31.82

#The largest percentage in each stratum is underlined. .
Note: Appendix C: Part II, question 1; Part I, questicn 25
N = 1537
Teachers were asked toc evaluate the educational aspiratipns parents h;d
for their children. Dath revesled ho significant difference in educatioﬁal
aspirations for Title I and non-Title I students in grade 2 although expectation
of achievement differed significantly for Title I and non-Title I students in

grade b (p<.02), grade 6 (p<.001) and subsequently for grades 2,4,6 (p.001).

These data are shown in Table 36.
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TABLE 36

Parent's Educational Aspiraffons of Title I and non-Title I
Pupils in grades 2,4, and 6 and grades 2,4,6: Chi Square Values

Grade X2 ar
2 10.89959 5
b 1k4,20951 %% 5
6 53, 2L464 38ne 5
2,4,6. 61.440220wn 5
“* p 02 *
"8 » .001

Note: Appendix C: Part II, question 1; Part I, question 20|
N = 1534 (grades 2,4,6)

Differences reflected more favorably én the family attitude of the
non~Title I than the Title I student. Teachers reported that more
porents of Mon-Title I pupils wanted their child near the top of the class
wvhile parents of Title I students varé‘only concerned abouf; their child
passing the grade, 'In the absence of a direct statement from parents, the
same pattern of family attitudes was observed; teachers felt that more
parents éf non-Title I students wantei their son or daughter near the éop
of the class; they also felt that parents of Title I students only wanted
their cpild to pass the geade. A significantly greater pthentage of
Title I pupils than non-Title I pupils also had parents whod were not con-

cerned sbout their child's educational achievement. These data are shown

in Table 37.
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TABLE 37

Parent's Educational Aspiretions of Title I and ron-Title I Students
in grades 2,4,6: Percentage of students falling in each Category®

. —

Expectation

of achievement Title I non-Title 1
Parenta state that they .

went him to be near top 2,67 6.6
of class '
Parents state they want 9.33 6.47
him to pass this grade

I feel parents want him! 11.33 | 32,09
near top of class

I fecl parents want him 57.33 41,47
to pass this grade

I feel parents sre 7.33 k.37
unconcerned

I don't know 12.00 8097

—
#The largest percentage in each category is underlined.
Note: Appendix C: Part II, question 1; Part I, question 20.
N = 1534
UNIT 5: FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS OF TITLE I AND NON-TITLE I PUPILS

Title I s~hools, by definition, represent tlhe lower strata of income
levels. Thus, éifferences were not anticipated tetween the Title I students
or those within compensatory programs in Title I schools, 1967-1968, and
the non-Title I students in Title I schools. Nevertheless, & significant

invepse rslationship was found (p<.0l) between income level families and

Title I non-Title I status. These percentages aye shown in Table 38.

a




TABLE 38

The Percentage of 2nd,hth,6th grade Pupils whose
Families fall) in Income Level Cetegories according
to Classroom Teachers' Estimate of Tncome

I?;:geyi::;ls Title I ' | non-Title I
Under $3000 9.40 3.80
$3000-5999 38.64. 30.61
$6000-9000 blv, b 49,92
$9000 + T.46 15.58

Note: Appendix C: Part I, question 9
N = 1702

Chi square values were highly significant yhen family d%ellinga of
Title I and non~Title I pupils were compared as groups (p<.001) and across
strata (p<.001), Generally, the types of family dwelling of the Title I
and non-Title I pupil in the larger city schools were distributed more

evenly across each of these stratum than in the smeller districts. When

categories of well kept single family ‘houses and well kept multi-family f
houses were combined and compared with the categories, run down single family
houses and tun down multi-family houses, non-Title I family homes vere

significantly better than Title I homes even though located in the Title I

e A S S

school population area. These data are shown in Tsble 39.
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TABLE 39

Home Description of Title I and non-Title I Pupils;:
The Percentage of Puplila who live in each type Home¥

e T

Strata

Cemaesped o Loy 1 _ 2 3 4
Title e Title N~ Pitie N~T Title N-T

col host osingle 76.93  90.C0 81.08  84.57 85.00  89.12 57.50 87.19
st masti-family '

R

Jur ton aingle 15.38 6,67 10.81 L63  7.50 5.67T 32.50 7.86
ardd malid ofamily

PSS R

T '+ Edelorts 7 . 69 3 ¢ 33 8 . ll 10 . 80 7 . 50 T . 22 10 00& ‘ h . 96

Stratna
Fion 5 6 T 9
deznritsion Title o' Title N1t Title B-T Title N-T

Rtar oA A, o Ao TR

Well xert single 60.00 1&;%&. 66.00 72.16 57.69 56.90 33.33 48.86
and multi-Tamily
homas

Fav dowrn slngle Lo.00 17.28 32.00 19.59 42.30 39.65 66,67 k0.91
A mulhl-Camily
SO

R e 0.00 10,91 2,00 8.25 0.00 3.45 0.00 10.23

#

L Y T YV

s largest percentage in each category within each stratum is underlined.
Nese: Apperdix C: Part II, guestion 1: Part I, question 18.

Now TEN
Note: "ille=Title I, NeT= non-Title I.
N\
Chi square values approaching significance (pﬁg.ﬁﬁ) were found between
ramily size and Title T snd non~Title I pupils in grades 2,4,6. Data in

Tarle 4O reflects s pattern of larger families of Title I than non-Title I

pupils.  Patterns of family size were found tc be consistent across all

strats for both Title I and non-Title I pupils.




TABLE 40

The Relationship of Family Size to Title I and non-Title I Students
in grades 2,k,6 in Title I schools: Percentage fulling in each Category

Title I

Size of Family non=-Title I
(children - parents)

less than L 15.33 23,18

5 to 6 k2,00 46.11

T to 10 38.33 26.99
10 + 4.33 3.73

Note: Appexdix C: Part II, question 1l; Part I, question 12.

N = 1692

Fathers of Title I students were less well educated than fathers of

non-Title i students (p<.001).

These data are shown in Table Ll.
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TABLE L1

Estimate of Educational Level of Fathers of Title I and non-Title I
Students in grades 2,4 ,6; Percentage in each Category®

Estinate of Title X non-Title I

educational level ‘

cof father '

Little or 2.37 5T

no . education

less than 9,49 3:19

8th grade

completed 20,00 10.22

8t grade )
some H.S. ' 23.39 19.22 )
completed H.S. 31.86 \ hh 2l

some post H.S. |

of some college 8.61 12.35

completed | k.07 10.22

college Sm——

*¥The 1argesu percentage in each category is underlined.
Note: Appendix C: Part II, question 1; Part I, question 13.
N = 1700

Differences between the educational level of fathers of Title I -

and non-Title I students were zlso found to be significant across stratu

(pes.001). These data are shown in Table 42,
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TABLE 42

Estimate of Educational Level of Fathers of Title I and non-Title I
Students in grades 2,4,6 across Strata: Percentage in each Category¥*

i

-

folimate oft

Strata

Briae, el
of Funille 1 2 3 L
Yether - Title I Non-T Title -~ Non~T e vl Non-T Title I Non-T
Lit*le or 0.00 2.61 0.31 0.00 0,52 0.00 0.00
e edue.
Frechahlsr 3.85 1 .67 2.18 5,00 0.52 15,00 1.67
lezs than -
8+ grade
Probably  34.62 6.67 20.00 11.21 17.50 9.33 25.00 7.08
complete — o
8th grade
Probably 23.08 20.83 20.00 16.82 25.00 15.5h 17.50 20.00
gome .S, '
Probably ; 38.L46 36.00 Lhr.04 40,00 Lo,22 30.00 45,42
completed — B
H.S. i
Probably , 0.0C 13.33 6.6T 10.59 5.00 13.99 10.00 15.L2
some post
H.5. training
or college
Probably 0.00 5.83 4.00 11.84 7.50 10.88 2.50 10.42
completed o
colliege

106.00 100,00 100.00 100.00 100,00 100.00 100.00 100,00

Strata
5 6

Little or .00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 1.75 6.67 3.45
no educ. -
Probably 4,00 4.59 6.00 2.08 20.83 T.02 13.33 1k.9h
less than o o
8th grade
Probably . 12,00 10.09 16,00 11.hé6 16,67 12.28 20.00 19.54
complete
8th grede
Probably | 28.00 16.51 24,00  29.17 29,17 19.30 33.33 2k, 1k
some H.S.
‘robably 140,00  38.53 26.00 39,58 16.67  36.84 - 13.33  28.7h-
completed | — -
H.S.
Probably 8.00 14.68 16.00 12.50  12.50 5.26 13.33 6.90
some post
H.S. training
or college .
Probably h,00 15.60 6.00 . . .
completed g : 5.21 bh.17 17.54 0.00 2.30
collere 100,00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00

#The largest percentage in each category is underlined.

Note: Appendix C: Part II, question 1; Part I, question 13.
N = 1700
See Tghle 27.




In compering the percentage of fathers of Title I and pon-Title I

fathers across strate, several significaent patterrns emerge. All strate

with the exception of stratum 6 showed estimates ¢f more non-Title than

Title I fathers completing higu schovi. Mowve swoners lu strate 1 through
o were estimated to have completed some post high sche:l as well as some
coliege. All strata with the exception of strata 5 show aun estimate of

more non-Title than Title I fathers completing college.

Greoter variability in educationsal level iz observed in strats S throukh

9. Nevertheless, vhen the percentage figures in sireta 5 through 9 are
combined for fathers estimated as having less then an high achool education
as oppesed to fathers with high school or mere edveation, the rattern

is 8till spparent. Title I fathers in all strats ars estimates to be

less well educated then non-Title I fethers. Thesa cunulative percentage

figures are shown in Table U43.

TABLE 43

Estimate of Educational level of Fathers of Title I and non-Title I
Students in grades 2,4,6; Cumulstive Percentage in each (ategory®

o

Ee

Strate

Title I Non-T  Title T Non-T Title I Non-T TitleI  Non-T
Less than 48.00  31.19 52,00  h2.71  66.67 40.35 73.33 62.07
H.S.
H.S. & 52.00 68,81 48,00 57,29 33.33 59.69 26.67 37.94
H.S. + '

*The largest percentage in each category is underlined.
Note: Appendix C: Part II, question l; Part I, question 13.
N = 1700




The aducstiocnal bhackgrowmd Title I and non~Title I mothers was the
same a8 that obgerved in Title I and non«Title I fathers; more Title T
mevuers were estimated 4o have less educabion then non-Title T mothers. ;f
Taese date are shown im Teble bk, Hdueational hackground of methers wasg
ot compared scrogs strata, Differencem'W@re significont at the .00

Sevel,

TABLE b

fstimate of Educational level of Mothers.of Title I ané non-Title I
Students in grades 2,4,6; Percentage in esch Category? .

Tatimate of
adue. level o
of mother . Title I nen-Title T . .

iittle or 2,01 0.4 »

1o edue. %

iess than T.38 2.68 E

8th grade f
N

completed 13,76 7.38 .

th grade x
|

some H.S. 25,17 19.55 |

e

completed 39.93 51.58

H.8.

some post H.S. T.38 11,44 :

oy somé college -

zompleted 4,36 | 6.7 .

college

¥The largest percentage .o each CALEgOry i8 underiiped
Note: Appendix C: Part YI, guestion 1; Pert I, suestion 1b.
N = 1531




PERCENT OF UNEMPLOYED FATHERS

3h

--=-=fof fathers du.zesed oi wot in home
% of unemplp¥#d fathers

1 2 3 b 5 6 7 9
. Strata -
Fig. 9 shows the relationship between size of school district and unemplpyment
status of Title I and non-Title I fathers of students in grades 2,k,6.




The employment stetus of Title I and non-Title T fathers was
almiler within each stratum, However, findngs revealed significent chi
sanares (p'o.0L) for Tile ¥ fothers atross strata, non-Pitlie I fathers -
across strata, and Title T ard nopTitin T Tothors auross strate. A
iirear relstionship was guund betwasn ai#e of stratun and the percentage
of Title I and non~Title I fathers who were either deceased or not in the
home. ‘The percentage of wnemployed fathers slso inecreased with size of
school distriet although greater variability in employment status wes
noted in distriets of mddaraﬁe size (fig, 9). The percentage of fathers
erployed full time showed little variability in strata 1 through I but
dronped significantly in strata 5 through 9. Data on employment status
of fathers of Title I and non-itle I students are shown in Qetail in

Table 45,

TABLE 4%

Estimate of Employment Status of Fathers of Title I and non-Title T
Students in grades 2,4,6 across Strats: Permgntage in each Category

ostimate of ' Strata

enployment

statug 1 2 3 h 5 6 T. 9

No father 3.05 2.91 2.49 Ta10 8.57 12,2 16.28 32,46
or deceased

Feployed. - T.93 0 281 249 k.63 5.00 3.03 1.16 5.26
part-time

Employed 87.80 91.48 92.12  81.65 B2.86  8L.6%  TE.TH  5y.02
Toll~time

Unemnloyed .22 2.69 2.90 U.62 3.57 1.21 5.8 5 .26
Note: Appendix C: Part II, question 1; Part I, auestion 10.

N = 1680

Differences were not found between the employsment status of mothersz of

Title I and non-Title I students in grades 2,b,6. ZAmployment stmtus of mothers

wag not evaluated across sitrate.
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PART II SUMMARY

Findings in Part II are strongly supportive of Title I's selection and
identification of pupils needing compensatory services,

Highly significant differences werc found irn the sample of Wisconsin's
Title I school populations bhetween Titie I pupils, those who were enrolled in
1 or more special compensatory education programs, 1967-1968, and non-Title I
pupils, those who did not participate in special compensatory programs, 1967~
1968,

The Title I pupil has a higher absentee rate than the non-Title I pupil;
Grade U shows the greatest difference between groups. A greater number of
migrant children have Title I rather than non-Title I status; minority group
membership was also more characteristic of Title I than non-Title I pupils.
The greatest proportiqn of minority group members was found in strata T and
9 with the exception of Title I pupils identified as American Indien; these
children were identified in nearly all strata.

The family home of the Title I child was usually less desireable than
the home of the non-Title I child except in stratum 7. This is & surprising
finding; one would expect less differentiation in view of the population aress
served by Title I schools. Income was also lower in the Titlzs I family.

Di fferences in family size approached significance (P<.05):;% the Title I
family was found to be slightly larger than the non-Titie I family.

Parents of the Title I child were less well educated than parents of the
non-Title I child. Employment status did not differentiate between parents
of Title I and non-Title I children although there was a linear relationship
between employment status of parents of both Title I and non-Title I pupils
and strata; more fathers were unemployed, not living in the home, or deceased

as school district populations increased in size.

¥For purposes of this study, only the .02, .0l and .00l were predetermined
acceptable significance levels.
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Although renk ordering of needs for both groups were essentially the same ,
teachers saw the Title I pupil with greater academic and non-scademic needs.
Teachers also responded differentially to the needs of the Title I and non~
Title I pupil, reflecting their own abilities in working with the child.

The Title I pupil was seen as receiving more pupll services treating
sowisl, emotional and disciplinary problems. Perception of needs of pupils
for pupil services and academic remediation appears somewhat stereotyped;
findings suggest little knowledge or understanding of learning disabilities.
Remedial progrem emphasis is primerily academic with age and grade appropriate
cuwrriculum.

More Title I children than non~Title I children have been in Headstart
aad special summer programs. Cultural enrichment programs seem to lack the
necessary relationship to socio-econcmic status of the area population. One
would assume that the strongest cultural enrichment progrems would be “ound
in the larger city schools and more depressed areas; this was true only in
stratun 7.

Teachers' perception of Title I pupils confirms previous studies reporting
negative attitudes toward the disadvantaged child. Teschers saw less positive
behavior change in the Title I than in the non~Title I child. They also saw
hir. with less potential for achievement even wiith ability taken in consideration.
The Title I pupil, by definition, is disadvantaged, thus the phencmenon of
generalization permits extending socio-cultural characteristics to the area of
academic potential.

Teachers ulso reflected the parent's view thet the Title I child would
achieve less than his non-Title I peer; the congruity between parent and teacher's

perception of the student is an unfortunste but factual finding.
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In summary, findings in Part II are strongly supportive of the Title I
program's selection and identification of pupils needing compensatory services.
Findings also reveal teacher and parent attitudes known to negatively influence
achievement, social growth and psychological health of the disadvantaged child.
Data on cultural enrichment programs suggests insppropriate emphasis in terms
of population areas. Program emphasis is primarily academic; learning dis-

abilities are generally undiagnosed and/or treated except in terms of academic

remediation.




PART III

RATE OF LEARNING STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT DATA
ON TITLE I AND NON-TITLE I PUPILS
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PREFACE

This preface represents a summary as well as a "study guide" to the
main body of research in Section III. Its purpose is to make the daté'and
general content of the study more comprehensible to those with minimal’
experience in inferential statisties and experimental design.

The purpose of the study is to comparsz achievement of Title I pupils
vith non-Title I pupils. The initial comparison is made with the use of
the statistical technique of analysis of variance. Three "models" of co-
variance or three sets of covariates are also used to examine the effects
of previous learning on in-program achievement for both Title I and non~
Title I pupils. (See page 56). In other words, we are not only interested
in establishing differences between our groups (using the snalysis of varience),
but we must also establish the validity of the differences by determining the
covariate or factor responsible for such differences.

The study can be divided into three functional "units." The first |
"unit" is primaerily introductory and explains the use of "rates of learning."
The main assumption underlying the use of "rates of learning' for measuring
achievement is that achievement gain is measured in unequal rather than equal
grade equivalent units. Theoretica’'ly, the child must achieve more or maintain
greater units of gain in the early gradec than in the iater grades to maintain
normative gain. Grade equivalent scores afe treated as cumulativ