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ABRSTRACT

This is an evaluation report of FSFA Title T
programs in St. Louis, Missouri which maintains that despite the
dAecline in funis, St. Louis' M™itle T childirin held their owh. Tn
1970, these students scored ahoiut two months hiaker on achievene:t
tests than they had in 1966. The fact that Title I students Are nct
losing ground is considered a sionificant achievement, Fachk rerort
included in this evaluation has two sections. The "“"Proaqram Summary"
saection describes the objectives of the program and its bhasic
procedures for achieving the ohjectives; it also summarizes the
avaluation. The second section, the “Moritor's Fevort," is intended
for readers with more interest in the Aetails of the evaluation; it
yiews the protlems and orogress of the project against the backdroo
of the previcus year's evaluvation, and projec*s new priorities for
the coming year. Some of the programs include: (1) addition of
remedial teachers to elementary schools; (2) setting up multi-media
studvy-learning resource centers; (3) making availal'e cheap cold
lunches; and, (U) opening of Lincoln Opportunity Hiuh School for
students suspended from reqular hiah school proarams. { Pecause of the
contrast on a few pages of the original document, infornation about
the contact, number of rarticipants, time, staff, and cost of the
program given on these pages may not be as clearly leqible as the
rest of the document.] {"ditor/Jw)
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ST. LOUIS TITLE 1 PUBLIC SCHOOLS AND PROGRAMS

Elementary Schools and Programs

Ames 4-7-8-9-11 Dessalines 4-7-8-% Irving 1-4-7-8-9
Arlington 1-2-4-7-8-9 Divoll 2-4-7-8-9-11 Irving Br. 4-7-3-9
Ashland 1-4-7-8-9 Divoll Br. 4-7-8-9 Jackson 4-7-8-9
Ashland Br. 4-7-8-6G Dozler 2-4-7-8-9 Jefferson 1-4-7-8-2-11
Attucks 1-4-7-8-9-11 Dunhar 1-4-6-7-£-9-11 Laclede 1~4-7-8-9
Attucks Br. 1-4-7-8-9 Dunbar #r. 4-7-8-9 Lafayette 1-4-7-£-9
Banneker 1--4-7-8-9-11 Emerson 4-7-8-9 Lapgston 2-4-7-8-9
Bates 4-5-7-8-9 Ercerson Br, 4-7-8-9 Langston Br. &4-7-8-3%
Benton 4-7-8-9 Enright Middle 2-4-7-8-9-11 L'Ouverture 1l-2-4-6--7-8-9-11
Blair 1-4-7-8-9-11 Fuclid 2-4%-~7/-%-9 Madison 1-4-7-8-9
Blewett 1-2-4-7-8-9-11 Euctid Br. #1 1-4-7-8-9 Marquette 4-7-8-9-11
Carr 4-7-8-9-11 Euclid Br. #2 4-7-8-9 Marshall 4-7-8-9-11
Carr Lane 4-7-8-9-11 Farragut 2-4-7-8-9 Marshall Br. #1 4-7-8-9
Carr Laue Br. 4-7-8-9 Farragut Br. #1 1-4-7-8-9 Marshall DBr., #2 4-7-8-9
Carroll St. 1-4~7-8-9 Ferragut Br. #2 1-4-7-8-9 Mitchel} 4-7-8-9
Carver 1-4-7-8-9-11 Field 4-7-8-9 Mitchely Br. #1 4-7-8-9Y
Charless 4-7-8-9 Field Br. 4-7-8-9 Peabody 2--4-7-8-9
Chouteau 2-4-7-8-9 Ford 4-7-8-9-11 Pruitt 1-2-4-6-7-8-9-11
Clark 2-4-7-8-9-11 Ford Br. 4-7-8-9 Riddick 4-7-8-9
Clark Br. il 4-7-8-9 Franklin 1-4-7-8-9-11 Rock Spring 1-2-4-7-8-9
Clark Br. #2 1-4~7-8-9 Gundlach 4-7-8-9-11 Simmons 2-4-7-8-9-11
Clinton 1-4-5-7-8-9-11 Harilton 4-7-8-9 Sirmons Br, &-7-8-9
Clinton Br. 1-4-7-8-9 Hemiiton Br. #1 4-7-8-9 Stevens 4-7-8-9-11
Cole 2-4-7-8-9 Hamilton Br. #2 1-4-7-8-9 Stowe i-2-4-7-8-9-11
Cole Br. 4-7-8-9 Hamilton Br. #3 1-4-7-8-9 Turner Middle 4-7-8-9
Columbia 4-7-8-9-11 Harrison 1-4-7-8-9 Waring 4-5-7-8-9
Cook 2-4-7-8-9-11 Hempstead 2-4-6-7-8-3-11 Washington 4-~7-8-9
Cook Br. 1-4-7-38-9 Hempstead Br., #1 1-4-7-8-9 Webster 1-2-4-7-8-9
Cote Brilliante 2-4-7-8-9-11 Hempstead Br. #2 4-7-8-9 Wheatley 4-7-8-9
Cupples 4-~-7-8-9 Henry 1-2-4-7-8-9-11 Williams 2-4-5-7-8-9-11
Cupples Br. 4-7-8-9 Hickey 2-4-7-8-9--11 Williams Br. #1 4-5-7-8-9
Curtis 1-4-7-8-9-11 Howard /-7-8-9 Williams Br. #2 4-5-7-8-9
Curtis Br. 4-7-8-9 Howard Br. 4-7-8-2 Yeatman 4-7-8-9-11
Secondary Schools and Programs
Beaumont 2-4-7-8 Linzoln 3-7-8-11 Soldan 4-7-8-11 Vashon 2-4-5-6-7-8-11
Central 2-4-7-8-11 McKinley 2-4-7-8 Sumner 2-4-7-8 Work-Study 7-8-10
Griscom 11 0'Fallon 11
Program Number

Rooms of Twenty 1

Remedial Teachers 2

Lincoln Cpportunity High School 3

Instructional and Supplementary Services 4

Study-Learning Resourcz Centers 5

Mini-Grants 6

Audiovisual Services 7

Curriculum Materials Center 8

Vit-A-Lunch 9

[]z\ﬂzwork-Study High School 10
e Summer School 1 11
! |
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PREFACE

In the four yeais of Title I, the amount of funds provided
S$t. louis has decreased from $5.2 millions in 1966 to $5.1
millions in 1970, 1In the years hetween 1966 and 1970, there
was even less money from Title 1. The $§5.1 million allocated
in 1970 was able to purchase less than th: same amount had
purchased in 1966, Stute support has fallen off: St. lLouis
was denjed $3 million by the defeat of the 1970 State income
tax referendum. The decline in the city's student popula-
tion brings with it a decline in State aid. Depressed
property values in the city produce fewer local dollars each
year. Since 1966, the number of children on ADC in St. Louis
has nearly doubled. There were 22,000 ADC children in 1966
and 42,000 in 1970. While the need for expanding successful
cducatlonal 1 ograms grows, the resources for supporting the
programs decline.

The Federal goverament has iutroduced and will enforce the
principle of accountability in Title I programs. St. lLouis
has no quarrel with accountability in principle. Account-
ability is an old and familiar concept, as stern and basic
as the maxims that appear from time to time in this report.
Title I gives pnublic funds to produce results in the learning
of disadvantaged children, and it is only reasonable that a
school be judged on its performance. The St. Louis Title I
projects are developing performance criteria. This report
candidly reflects St. Louis's willingress to be judged by
the lcarning it produces with children.

Accountability works two ways, however. When demands for
performance are made, resources for meeting the demands must
be supplied also. Despite the decline in funds and the in-
crease in numbers of disadvantaged childrcn, St. Louis's
Title 1 childre1 have held their own.

Poverty is an accepted predictor of learning disability:
when numbers of poor children increase, we expsct to see
achievement in basic skills decline. That has not happened.
Actually, in 1970, Title I students scored about two months
higher on achievement tests than they had in 1965. The fact
that Title I students are not losing ground is no cause for
jubilation, but it is a significant achievement, considering
the task.

Each report in this volume has two sections. The "Program
Summary' section describes the objectives of the program and
its basic procedures for achieving the objectives. It also
summarizes the evaluation. The first section should be

iv



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

suitable for readers who have unlv a general interest in
the project. The second section, the "Monitor's Report,”
is intenced for readers with more interest in the details
of the evaluation. The "Monjtor's Report" views the prob-
lems and progress of the projeet against the backdrop of
the previous year's evaluation, and it projects new pri-
orities for the coming year.

The reason for having a report Llike this is to communicate
with people who have an interest in the projects and the
schools. That 1Is a broader audience than nost reports
assume: it includes not just government officials and re-
searchers who get paid to read reports; it includes the
people in the schools and parents too. The effort and
gowd will of teachers, principals, and parents ofter wmake
the difference between a project that fails and one that
succeeds. If school people and parents are clearly and
directly informed of the programs, more effort and more
good will may follow.

We thank the students, their teachers and principals, and
other administrators who gave us information and coopera-
tion during the evaluation.

We especially acknowledge Gordon K. White's contribution

to this report. His help with measurement and evaluation
designs, and his skillful management of computer operations
were vital services. Emily Bever helped analyze, digest
and communicate much of the data in the report. Madeline
Coran helped with some editing and the graphics. David
Mahan and Elaine Afton offered reactions and perspectives
that were helpful.
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RUGMS OF THENTY
PROGRAM_ SUMMARY: .

The Titl: I Rooms of Twenty program provides speeial herp
for low achieving elomentary school children. Specially
trained teachers provide instruction in the basic skills
of reading, language, and arithmetic for classes limited

to no more than twenty children. 1In these smaller clagses,
teachers caa glve individualized help, focusing cn the
particular needs of each child.

Studentz in the R/20 classes are referred by teachers and
principals in the Tlitle 1 schools. The students must have
an 1Q no lower than 8Q and be a year or more below grade
level in the basic skijls as measured by standardized
tests. The main objective of the program is to improve
the students' skille to the poirt that they can succeed in
the regular classrooms. An impc 't secondary goal is to
help the children grow in self-co. dence, to help them
overcome feelings of defeat and frustration.

The 1968-69 evaluation provided some detailed and fuunctional
informatior. that could bc used to generate improvements in
the program. All of the R/20 classes were ranked according
to the average !{earning rate of the class, and the twenty
highest classes were compared to the lowest twenty. Atti-
tudes and behaviors of teachers, students, and principals

in the two groups were ident<fied. All the variables were
subjected to factor analysis.

The findings were, perhaps, predictable. The vooms in which
the students had the higher learning rates more nearly ful-
filled the aims of the program. There was open communication
between the principals and teachers. Both principals and
teachers thought the program was valuable, and the teachers
were proud to be teachers of problem learners. The teachers'
relationship with their students were responsive and warm.
They integrated materfals and outside resources into their
program. Teachers worked closely with parents. Their students
liked being in Rooms of Twenty. The less successful rooms did
not show those characteristics. The 1968-%9 evaluation con-
cluded as follows: '

The information we have gathcred will be given
to the teachers and principals in the R/20.

The data and its significance will be carefully
explained to them. . . . The findings can become
a guide for a program to train effective teach-
ers for inner-city children. The information
from this study can be used as the guideline for
an in-service program.

ERIC
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Much of the 1969-70 evaluation was planaed by the partici-
pants in cooperation with the project evaluator and was
intended to follow up the issues ralsed in the previous
year's evaluation--to assess the changes that resulted from
the '68-'69 evaluation. In addition, the '69-'70 evaluation
examines (1) 2chievement gains as measured by the Iowa Tests
of Basic Skills and Metropolitan Achievemeat Tests, (2)
frequency distributions in basic skill test results, (3) the
average learning rates, and (4) student attendarce. Another
part of the evaluation examines achievement scores of a
random sample of students who were in the R/20 program dur-
ing the 1968-69 schonl year; the purpose was to see how well
former R/20 students do when they return to regular classes.
Last, the evaluation presents the achievement scores of the
~lassrooms from which four or more R/20 students were re-
moved during 1969-70.

The evaluation revealed that the R/20 staff had been success-
ful both in identifying program areas in need of immediate
changes and in making some specific improvements. Achieve-
ment gains for middle unit R/20 pupilc were only slightly
greater in 1962-70 (8.0 months gain in 10.0 months) than they
had been in the previous year (7.9 months). The tests used
with primary R/20 were inappropriate for over-aged students,
so there is no accurate picture of those pnpils' achievement.

Achievement scores for a random sample of former R/20 students
suggested that the benefits of the program may be more apparent
after the children return to regular classrooms. Also, i
average achievement gains of classes from which R/20 students ’
had been removed was 12.5 months in the 10 month school year.

The attendance data is equally encouraging for the program:

the R/20 students attend schocl more regularly than any other

group of students in St. Louis—--elementary or secondary,

Title I or non-Title I.

MONITOR'S REPORT

The 1968-69 evaluation, unlike previous evaluations, pointed
up the variance in the learning rates of R/20 classes and

of fered evidence ot the connection between student achievement
and effective teaching. In that respect, the evaluation
challenged the teachers to improve instruction, to become ac-
countable for their students' learning.

At the same time, the evaluation provided an occasion for the
project personnel to point out constraints that impair their
teaching and that help explain the variance in the performance

of R/20 classes. It also offered an opportunity for them to

express their eagerness to find ways to improve their teaching.




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The personnel in the program were willing to accepl full re-
sponsibility for improving instruction; but before that re-
quest became reasonable, some unnecessary constraints had to
be removed.

As consequences of the evaluation last year, five basic
changes were made in the R/20 program:

A. Many teachers suggested that a reason for their students'
not making satisfactory gains on tests of basic skills was
that teachers were heing expected to teach the students
science, social studies, gecgraphy, etc. The students enter
the R/20 program because they are behind grade level in basic
skills achievement, but when they are returned to regular
classrooms, they are assumed to have had the same subject
matter backgrounds as other students. The obligation had been
imposed for providing the regular curriculum in addition to
intensive remedial work in basic skills.

That issue has been clarified: the obligation of the Rooms of
Twenty is for instruction in basic skills only. Course work
or activities related to other matters will be used only to
reinforce or enrich the basic skills instruction.

B. Guidelines for the R/20 program also require that students
have IQ's of 80 or above. Because of insufficient special edu-
cation facilities, a number of children who should have been
assigned to special education have been assigned to Rooms of
Twenty. That guideline has been fully enforced: no students
are assigned to Rooms of Twenty who have IQ's below 80.

C. Decentralization has resulted in considerable variance in
R/20 policies from district to district. If there is to be
comparison of student performance from class to class across
the system, the policies under which the classes operate must
be uniform. To achieve that end, a supervisor has been ap-
nointed to coordinate the project and to provide support to
the R/20 teachers.

D. R/20 teachers, supervising teachers, supervisors, and
some members from the Local Advisory Committee revised the
grade card used in the program., The new grade card reports
the actual performance level of each child in reading,
language, and arithmetic. 1t does rot indicate failure, nor
does it compare performances of the children. The card was
ready for use in the fall of 1970 and will be evaluated by
the teachers at the end of the current scheool year.

E. An effect of the 1968-69 evaluation was to hold up as
models the teaching of the top achieving R/20 teachers. The
consequence was a rather exasperated plea for communication
within the program and for in-service training. The teaclers
wanted to learn ways to improve their teaching, to learn how

19
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the more successful teachers achieve their results. 1In the
[all of 1370, teachers and supervisors planned an in-service
training program for R/20 teachers. Four Saturday training
sessions were presented by teachers and supervisors with
special skills in teaching reading, language, and withmetic.
More in-service is planned.

A less tangible recent effect within the program is an
atmospherc of renewed pride in the Reoms of Twenty. The
teachers report thai their morale is higher than it has been,
and attendance at voluntary meetings and training sessions is
exceptionally good. The teachers, principals, and supervisors
have all participated actively in making decisions about the
project and in planning the evaluation. The practicality of
the evaluation, the assumption of distinct responsibilitics by
/20 staff, and the responsiveness of the administrarion may
help account for the higher morale in the programn.

The evaluation for the past school year included analysis of
data related to pupil achievement. Figure 1 shows that niddle
unit R/2% pupils made a composite gaiu of 8.0 months in the

10 month school vear. This is only & slight increase over

the 7.9 month gain during the previous school year. Tt is
significant, however, that the projected gain has increased
ecach year since the program started.

Teachers in the R/20 program have suggested that it may not

be totally realistic to expect great gains during the time

that pupils are in the program, since it usually takes a
student almost a full semester to develop confidence and to
become motivated. In response to that suggestion, the eval-
uation examined the gain R/20 students make after they returned
to the regular classroom. A random sample of former R/20
students now in regular classrooms (grades 5 through 7) was
seiccted. The projected gain in ten months, as measured by

the 11BS, tends to bear out the hLypothesis suggested by the
R/20 teachers. (See Figure 2.) 5th and 7th graders have
gained more than 10 months in ten months, and 6th gradcrs
gained 8.8 months in 10 months. The typical R/20 student

was gaining less than 7 months in 10 before entering the pro-
gram. Future evaluation of the program will include follow-up
data to show how well R/20 students do after they have

returned to regular classrooms and how well they do in relation
to their performance before they went into the R/20 program.

The R/20 program for primary unit students has been handicapped
by the lack of an apprcpriate achlevement test. A primary

form ITBS will soon be made available, but currently the
Metropolitan Primary I1 Achievement Tesi 1s used in the program.
The Metropolitan is inappropriate for the many R/20 primary
children who are over-age. The test is designed for younger
children, and older pupils’ scores cluster together at the

high range. The students score iitigh on the pre-test, but they

5 11



Figure 1

PROJECTED GAIN IN 10 MONTHS ON
IWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

FOR ROOMS OF TWENTY, MIDDLE UNIT

1969 - 70
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Figure 2

PROJECTED GAIN IN 10 MONTHS ON COMPOSITE SCORES,
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS
FOR A RANDOM SAMPLE OF STUDENTS IN ROOMS OF TWENTY DURING 1968 - 69

o 1969 - 70 '
(Students Present for Both Pre- and Post-Tests)

Y4 14.1
13-
Projected
12~
Gain
in L 11.3
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9
+ 8.8
84
7
T
T
N=20 : N=57 N=39
GRADE 5 GRADE 6 GRADE 7
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score about the same on the post-test. The Metropolitan
simply does not discriminate finely between the achievement
of students in the high range. Consequently, we accept the
test results in Table I with considerable reservation.

Table I

ALL TITLE I ROOMS OF TWENTY (PRIMARY UNIT)
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

1969~70

Cain Projected

G.E. G.E. in 6 1/2 Gain in

N=404 Pre-Test Post-Test Months 10 Mornths
Word Knowledge 3.00 3.56 5.6 8.6
“Wword Discrimination 2.70 3.06 3.6 5.5
Reading 2.81 3.18 3.7 5.7
Arithmetic 2.96 3.35 3.9 6.0
Composite 2.83 3.25 4.2 6.5

Teachers in regular classrooms have often commented that the
learning situation improves yhen slow learners are removed

and placed in remedial or special classes. Table II shows the
achievement of classrcoms from which four or more slow learning
pupils had been removed and assigned to R/20 classes. The
table shows that the average projected gain, over the 10 month
school year, for 27 such classrooms was 12.5 months. Any
number of variables, of course, could be responsible for the
sizeable gain reflected by the 27 classrooms.




