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EVALUATION OF ESEA TITLE I PROGRAMS
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 1967-68

Summary

I. Objectives

The purpose of the research was to continue the evaluation of special pro-
gr: 3 In the Distr!c* o. Columbla schonois funded under Title I of the Elem2ntary
and Secondatry Education Act of 1965, Public Law 89-10,

The primary objective was to obtain estimates of changes In student per-
formance and behavior that could be related to each of the varlous programs,
Answers were sought to the following questions: Do students perform better in
schanl because of the expenditure of Ti{tle I funds? What programs appear to be
the most effective In teriis of measurabile puplil galns? What programs and serv-
ices obtain the most student galn per dollar of Titlc I funds? Do Title I
programs prevent dropout?

IT. Description of the Target Population

There were 97 public and private schools, both elementary and secondary, in
the target area, with a total enrollment of approximately 70,000 students ranging
from kindergarten through the twelfth grade. These schools were selected con the
basis of the need of ‘he children in them, as determined from a combination of
the medlan schnal scores for the 4th end 6th grades on two standardized tests of
reading, and median incoms and years of schooling of the aduit population In the
census tract In which the school was located., Approximately 25,000 students in
thes2 target schools were designated by thelr school principal as potent'a) drop-
outs in need of spectal attention, Eighteen of the schools, with approximately
15,000 new students, were added to the target ares at the teginning of the 1967-
1968 school year,

111. Procedure

Teacher evaluations of student performance and attitude were obtained in
May 1947 and again in May 1968 for students in the target schools, ison uite
responses to these questionnalres, two sets of composites, obtained ty combining
similar items {rom the ques®lonnalres, were computed for students: who were In
the various Title I programs. These composites at the beglinning end erd of the
school year were taken as evidence of changes In the students in the programs,
The changes in the students in each progren were compared with each other, and
were also compared with simllar changes occurring In boys and girls in varlous
grade groups,

In addition to chianges in classroon performance, test scorei were used to
compare the performance of Title I schools with non-Title I schools. Informae-
tion was also obtained from teachers about the number of absences during the
two previous school years and average absences calculated for the students in
each program, Information was also available as to the cost per pupll of the

'g)'vidual programs,
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Inforpation ahbout the students identified as potential dropouts was
obtatned from questionnalres filled out by the Pupil Personnel Services Teams,

Non-statistical informatlon concerning the operation of each program was
obtained through Interviews with the program administiitors end teachers,
through observaticn of the program by the evaluation staff, and from the
Assoclate Superintendent for Planning, Innovatlon, and Research of the D.C.
Public Schocls and his staff.

IV. Evaluatlon of Specific Programs

The primary basls for the evaluations of the programs was the consideraticn
of the changes in the students in them as measured by the Classroom Ferformance
Composite and the School Adjustuwent Cowposite. Secondary consideration vas
given to such thirgs as cost per pupil relative to other similar programs, the
level of absen:es of the students In the programs, the kinds of students served,
end the extent to which the objectlves of the programs appeared to coincide
with the guidelines for Title I programs. Comparisons were made of the gains
or losses as reflected in the composite scores with various groups of girls
and boys at varlous greade levels.

Priority ratings were assignaed to the programs, both for the regular
school year as well as for the summer of 1967, and are shown In the table
which follows, Priority 1 programs are those which appear to be the most
ef “2ctive In that ~hey tend to improve the classroom performance and th schoul
adjustment of the students In them, They also appear to reduce absences and
to deal with the part of the target school population most likely to drop out
of school, In these programs the cost per pupil compares favorably with other
programs, The programs listcd as Priority 1-B are considered slightly less
effective then those In group 1-A, Priority 2 programs appear to have wmerit,
but do not fulfill all of the requirements for effectlve programs. Priority 3
programs usually have undesirable characterlstics.

V. Concluslons

A, It vas found to be possible to devise and use a statistical model
scnsitive enougn to detect small changes In evaluated pupil performance
assocliated with individual Title I programs of less than a year's duration.

B, Many Title I programs were foutd to be associated with galns In
classroom performance, school adjustment, and decreases in absences on the
part of the students In them,

C. Tho follovwing types of programs were assoclated with the greatest

positive change: pre-kindergarten, enriched primary and secondary summer
school, Pupll Personnel Services Teams, reoading incentlive semlnars, special

iv



PRIORITIES* ASSIGNED TO TITLE I PROGRAMS
SUMMER 1967 AND SCHOOL YEAR 1967-68

SUMMER 1967 Previous SCHOOL_YEAR 1967-68
——— Report¥*
PRIORITY 1-A: PRIQRITY 1-A:
410 Soclal Adjustment 1-A 241 Preschool Children-Parent Orlein .clon
420 Webster Girls!' School 1-A 249 Saturday Music Program
430 STAY Program 1-A 261 Webster Girls® School
440 Joint Public and 262 STAY Program
Parochlal--15-12 2 264 Reading Incentive Seminars
480 Pupll Personnel Services 281 Urban Service Corps
Teams 1-A 283 Pupil Personnel Services Teams
500 Primary Summer School 1-A 285 Widening Horlzons, NSD
560 Special Orlentaticn for
6th Graders 3 P1.(ORITY 1-B:

244 Expansion of Language Arts
PRIOx.TY 1-B: 324 Speclal Aldes, "hodel% Model
325 Teacher Aides & Assistants, MSD

450 JHS College Prep--Gonzaga 2 - 326 Communlty School, MSD

540 Secondary Schocl Enrlchment 1-B 328 Cardozo Data Processing, MSD
350 Morning Physical Fitness 2 329 English in Every Classroom, MSD
370 Summer Camplng 1-A

580 Instrumental Music 1-A PRIORITY 2:

600 Vocatlonal Orientatlon 1-B

246 Food Services
247 Breakfast Program

PRIORITY 2: 284 Future for Jimmy
286 Reading and Speech-Hearing Clinics
460 Summer Scholarships 2 321 Instructional Staff, MNSD
530 Georgetown College 322 Staff Development, MSD
Orientation 3 323 "Model" Model School Staff
PRIORITY 3: ERIORITY 3:
265 Living Stage
470 Summer QOccupational 282 Audlovisual Program
Orientation 1-B 327 Cultural Enrichment, MSD
320 Theater Workshops 2 '
610 MSD JHS and Teacher Should be financed from funds for the
Training Institute 1-A education of handicapped children:

243 Emotlonally Dlsturbed Children

*Priorlty 1-A: Highest in improving both classroom performance In school adjust-
ment, reducling absences, treating proper population, and favorable cost par pupil;
Priority 1-B: Not qulte so outstanding but meet all the requirements of 1-A}
Priority 2¢ Have merit but do not fulflll all the requirements;

Priorlty 3: Have undesirable characteristics.

**Datley, J.Tsy and Neyman, Jr., C.A. %Evaluatlon of ESEA Title I Programs for
the District of Columbia, Summer 1967", Final report on Contract NS-6837 to the
District of Columbla Government, Washington, D.C.t The George Washington Uni-
versity, fducation Research Project, March 1968, page 67,
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summ~r classes for soclal adjustment or orientation, summer camping, and
speclal high schools which directly rehabilitate potential dropouts, llke
STAY and Webster Girls' School.

D, There was (ittle correlatlon between estimated prograu effectiv...:ss
and cost on a per-pupil basls. There was also a wlide diversity between the
types of students In the varlious programs, not only by sex and grade, but also
the evaluations of thelr classroom teachers as to the classroom performance
and the school adjustment of the students i{n them.

E. Three principal factors assoclated with the Student Evaluation Form
cmerged from the factor analyses of the data:; School Adjustment, Classroom
Performance, and Aggressive Leadership,

F. While intercorrelations between the corresponding items on the pre-
and post-test evaluations tended to be rather low (below 0.40), the stabllity
of the composites as fudged by the consistent recurrence of the items in them
vas much greater, and are thercfore more approprlate for mecasuring the effects
of Title T programs than any single item would be,

G. Five factors emerged from the fartor analyses of the Pupil Personnel
Services Teams Evaluation Forms for the various groups of children in their
caseload:! Home Environment, Social Adjustment, Problems and Motive :lon, Out-
of-School Problems, and Aggressive Behavlior, not necessarily in that order of
strengthe.
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FOREWORD

The proposal upon which thia contract was based wvas originally
submitted to the District of Columbia Public Schools, FKHowever, in
order to release District of Columbla Title I funds during the summer
of 1967 to supply summer jobs to the youth in the Dilstrict, agreement
was made to conduct the evaluation study through the United States
Office of Education,

The work under the contract has been conducted as though the
District of Columbia Public Schools vas actually the contracting
party, rather than the Office of Education, as many parts of the
evaluation depended upon the Intimate cooperation of The George
Washington University evaluation staff and the D.C. Public Schools.

To thls contract was added an additional task of investigating
the usefulness of data from big cities across the country, such as
standardized test information by schools and ceirtain socloeconomic
information about the schools, in order to propose procedures for
making comparisons not only within the citles themselves but also
between similar groups of schools in various cities. The results of
this effort are reported separately.

O
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PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH

The purpose of the research was to continue the evaluation of
speclal programs ir the District of Columbia schools funded under
Title 1 of the Elementary aud Secondary Education Act of 1965,
Public Law 89-10.

The prirary objective of the evaluation was to obtaln estimat:n
of changes In student performance and behavior that could be related
to each of the varlious programs, Answers were sought to the follow-
ing questlons:

«++Do students perform better in school because of the expend-
iture of Title I funds?

++.What programs appear to be the most effective in terms of
measurable pupil gains?

««.Mhat programs and services obtaln the most student galn per
dollar of Title I funds?

«esDo Title I programs prevent dropout?

. 15

EJ{J!:‘ n nxi

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Chapter 1

BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 1Is a
program to provide flnanclal atd to schools In low-income areas to make
possible many services over and above those the schools normally supply --
services which attempt to compensate for the effects of poverty In a special
effort to provide compensatory educatlon to lnner-city children,

Thls report is primarily an evaluation of the Title I programs in the
schools of the DPistrict of Columbia during the regular school year of
1967-68. It continues and buflcds upon previous evaluatlve techniques as
described in the first report of this serles.*™

Also Included In this report 1s the statistical evaluation of the
Title I programs conducted during the summzr of 1967, Evaluations of
these summer programs have been previously reported** based upon non-
statistical procedures, but the statlstlcal evaluation was delayed so that
the Student Evaluation Forms administered in June 1968 could be vsed as
the post«test to determlne whether students who had participated in the

sumpier programs showed any measurable change as a resuii of the summer
pProgras,

It is extremely difficult to measure the short-term effects of Titic¢ I
programs by traditlional methods of measurement, many of which have been
found to bn invalld for testing children from disadvantaged cultural back-
grounds. Another complication arises from the fact that {nner-.city families
are usually hlghly moblile, making 1t difflcult to keep children in one
prograa long enough for change to take place. Turnover rates above 507
are not uncommon. The usual control groups cr control samples are not
avallable as Title I ostensibly covers all of the poverty areas. In audl-
tion, there were a multitude of programs, both officlal and unofficial,
going on all the time in Inner-clty schools. These Included such things
as the special prozrams of the Model School Livislon &s well as tutoring
and other special projects by many private organizatlons, the D.C. Recrea-
tion Department, etcs It was impossible as well as Impracticable to account

* “Evaluatlon of ESEA Title I Programs for the Distiict of Columbla, 1966

and 1967»

** NPEvaluation of ESEA Title I Programs for the Dlstrict of Columbla, Summer
1967"
O 1-1
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for all the influences affecting any one child or groups of chilcren in the
target area,

Because of these consliderstions, a statistical model was developed
whereby the probable performance of a student in any given program can be
predicted ~- if the student performs better than predicted, then the progrem
is apparently accomplishing favorable results.

The information collected and evaluated in this report shows certain
trends which have enabled recommendations to be made with regard to spe~ific
progrems (particularly when censidered in connection with the recnmacnuations
of previous reports). These recommendations, considered together with
various administrative factors, have been usad by the administrative person-
nel of the DsC. Schools in reaching decisions with regard to contlinuing,
strengthening, revising, or discontinuing individual Title I programs.

It was the decision of the administration that many of the programs
would be continued during 1967-68. Ninety-five schools serving areas of
highest concentrations of low-income famllics wera selected to receive
Title I funds for special programs involving about 66,000 students. This
was an increase over the previous year of approximately 16,000 students in
18 additional schools (13 elementary, & junior high schools, 1 senior high
school).

Data Bank

In carrylng out the previous evaluations a considerable amount of
information has been accuttulated about students in the District of Columbla,
particularly those in Title I schools and Title I programs. As described
in considcrably more detail in previous Title I reports, information has
been gathered using the followlng fnstruments and tests!

Student Evaluation Form - May 1966
Student Evaluatlion Form - Summar 1966
Student Evaluation Form - May 1967
Student Evaluation Form - Summer 1967
Pupil Personnel Services Evaluation Form - 1965-66
Pupil Personnel Services Evaluation Form - 1966-67
Model School Division Program Particlpation List - March 1967
Principal's Questionnaire - 1966-67
Teacher Questionnaire - 1966-67
Teacher Alde Questionnaires - 1966-67
Principal
Teacher
Teacher Alde
Student Questionnaire - 1966-67
Student Interview Foxrm - 1966-67
Themes - 1966-67

RIC 20
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Baseline Testing Information - 196¢-67
Project Talent Test
Technical and Scholastic Test
Language Faclility Test
Metropoiitan Achievement Test (MAT)
Sequentlal Tests of Educational Progress (STEP)
Stanford Achlevement Test (SAT)

A master directory has been developed {"Title I Short Mas:or File")
containing the identification number, name, sex, date of birth, school,
grade, and identification status for all students who have been in Title I
schools or projects, This directory contalns approximately 90,000 records
and will de used In future data processing to ascertain whether er not
information for any particular student is in the data bank, This file
contains records for many students who are not in Title I schools but who
have been in Title I programs, as many of the summer programs were
open to students from non-Title I schools. Other non-Title I children have
been Involved in Title I baseline tisting programs, This is a tremendous
body of valuable background data that can be used for future research on
the growth and development of these children, both in and out of Title I
schools,

In addition to the Title I Short Master File there is a Title i Long
Master File cuntaining the major part of the information used in the statis-
tical analysls of the 1966 and 1967 Title I programs. Other information is
not on tape but is avalisble on the data-gathering instruments or has been
punched on cards for use as needed,

Results of Previous Evaluation

The previous reports made recommendations as to the relative prierity
of the 22 summer and 24 regular school year programs funded vholly or in
part by Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965,
This was done after considering both the statistical and non-statistlcal
aspects of each program. The princlpal statlstlcal evidence of the effect
of Title I programs was based upon the change In teachers' evaluations of
the performance or attitude of the students in their classes who had been
In these programs, As the teachers who made the evaluations were usually
not the ones who conducted the programs, the evaluation should be relatively
free from this kind of blas, This method of evaluation has proved to be
effective,

In general, it was found that the evaluations by teachers showed that,
overall, students had changed in a negative direction between May 1966 and
May 1967. HRowever, there were a number of T{tle I programs in which the
students had reversed the trend, or changed 1n the positive directlion In
teacher evaluations, Other programs had reduced the negative efforts of the
general trends These results are reported in greater detall in previous
reports, :

Q _ :3].
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This report continues the evaluation of Title 1 progzrams using teachers®
observations of c¢lassroom performance as the evidence of change. The eval-
uations used as a post~test in 1967 are used as the pru-test In this report,

Summer 1967 Programs

The programs conducted during the summer of 1967 are described in
detall in the report entitled "Evaluation of ESEA Title I Programs for the
District of Columtia, Summer 1967', However, because of the fact that it
was desired to use the teacher evaluations for June 1967 as the pre-tost
and the evaluatlon of June 1968 as the post-test, it was not poseible to
include in that report anything more than the non-statistical evaluation of
thesc programs. The non-statistical aspects included dlscussion of the
summer programs with administrative personnel, gite visits to the program
activities, and information about the programs and their operaticn from
administrators, teachers, and students, obtained from interviews, question-
naires, and other sources, ’ :

Recommendatiors with regard to continuation nr modification of the
sutmer Title I programs are included as part of the present report,

26
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Chapter 2

PROCEDURE

Evaluation Syctem

Asses.ing the short-term effects of a single Title I program is very
difficult inceed, because so many out~of-school as well as in-school influ-
ences affect each student. To do so successfully requires longitudinal
follow-up studles with large numbers of cases and with statistical control
of the r-ny interactions among the factors involved in the performance of
the students., It was necessary to be able to measure as accurately as
porsible how each kind of treatment affected student performanc.. A sta-
tistical model was designed through which this relationship could be shown.
The rationale for the development and use of the statistical model is
described in Chapter 2 of the previous report in thls series, "Evaluation
of NSTA Title I Programs for the District of Columbia, 1967 and 1968."

From the s :atistival equacion i* was possible to predict tlie most prriuble
performance of students in any given program. If the program had no effect,
then students would behave as predicted; if a new program tended to cauvse
favorable changes, then the students in it would perform better than
predicted,

The evaluative system developed depends upon the ability to retain data
in a data bank in such a manner that they are available for the analysis of
programs and other aspects of school performance whenever desired. This
required t'.e development of a system for the ldentification of students in
ths various Title I schools and programs as well as in the baseline samples.
This data bank now cove-s approximately 90,000 students and extends over
the last three years.,

fhe basic ingredients of the system are the systematic evaluations of
students' achievement, behavior, and attitudes by their classroom teachers
R an ennual bacls, combined with various measures of student performance as
provided by routine testing supplemented by special tests in the Title I
areas. Teachers have rated their students on a large number of the aspects
of their achievement, behavior, and attitudes, such as school performance and
motivatlon, emotional maturity, cooperativeness, aggressiveness, leadership,
effect of home environment on school performance, et¢. The evaluative system
also depends upon information about the membership of students in the various
Title I schools and programs. These data were availlable from rosters and
other sources, and were placed in the data bank by means of each student's

o 2.1
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{dentification number. Thls number facilitates the process of inserting
data Into and abstracting Information from the data bank, Much of the
Zata collected were non-statisticaly however, the Intexpretation of tb~
statistics depends upon the non-statistical information.

Non-Statistical Informetlon

An extensive amount of non-statistical descriptive information has
been collected by the avaluatlon staff. This Involved visits to the
programs to observe them in operation, as well as conferences with program
administrators, program directors, principals, and teachers, and occasion-
ally with students in the programs, In addition, numerous conferences
vwere held with the Associste Stperintendent for Planning, Innovation,
and Research, hls assistant, and their starf, to dlscuss various aspects
of %he administratjon of the programs, the policies concerned therewith,
data collection and evaluation, and other aspects of the many Title I
programs., Members of the evaluatior staff also attended Title 1 advisory
meetings to discuss research plans, procedures, and findings.

Other sources of non-statlstical information available to the evalu-
ation staff were data-gathering Instruments which had write-in questions
that had not heen coded., Such things as student comments, teacher comments,
and other write-in answers assisted in gaining insight into the operation
of the programs.

Alsu avallable were !nterim and final reports of various Title I
programs submitted to their respective program coordlnators.

Statlntical Information
1. Student Evaluation Form (SEF)

This form is by far the most important of the data-gathering
instruments in the evaluation of Title I programs, as it 1s the one filled
out by the largest number of persons In the D.C. School System. It consists
egsentially of 18 questions which iiave remalned the same since the form
was first put Into use. Following these 18 que¢stions, other kinds of
information have been asked on various editlons of the form, but these
have been descriptive In nature for the most part, A copy of the form s
attached in Appendix D, SEF's have been obtalned not only from the reguler
classroom teachers but also from t'e summer schooi teachers when appropriate,
The analysis based on this form will be found In Chapter 6.

2. Pupll Personnel Services Teams Evaluation Form (PPF)

This form has also been used for each year of the evaluation of
Title I programs. It is €illed out by the Pupil Personnel Team members,
both regular and c¢linlcal, to asslst In evaluating the various aspects of
identifled students. Meny of the items In the PPF are the samo as items
in the SEF, in order to gather equlvalent information on the same student
from a different point of view., It was hoped th. U the two evaluation forms
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togather might assist in knowing better those Students who were having
difficulties, and enable the development of a better plcture of the kind of
students who were belng assisted by the Pupil Personnel Teams. Further
discussion of the D,C, Schools will be found in Chapter 8, Part A4« A

copy of the form i{s attached in Appendix D.

3. Instrument for Identifying Potentlal School Dropouts (IDF)

The purnase of this form is to (ry to identifv those students
who had the greatest dropout potential and therefore the greatest need for
priority In attentlon by the Pupil Personnel Teams. The form, origlnally
used In Tebruary of 1966 s a means of concentrating the efforts of Title I
programs on potentlal dropouts, was agaln filled in for all students in
Title I schools during the 1967-68 sthool year. This form yvas the 1espon-
sibility of the principal of each school, In addicion to fllling in the
resnonses to the questions it contalned the principal was also asked to
indicate on the form whether he thought the student should be an "identified"
student, This was generally indicated by putting a "I" In the upper right
corner of the form,

An analysls of the use of this form will be found In Chapter 8,
Part A, and a copy of the yellaw and green verslons of the form are
attached in Appendix D,

4, Teacher Alde Questionndires

These questionnalires were filled in by teachers, teacher aldes,
and principals tn those schools which employed classroom instructional
aides: These questionnaires were anonymous in nature and were used as
part of a larger study of instructlonal aides in the District of Columbia
and the surrounding counties, under the sponsorship of the National Educa-
tion Association, Detalls of this study are reported in Chapter 8, Part B.

5. Standardized Tests

Standardized tests were given by the Pupil Personnel Services
Department in connection with the regular scheduled testing program. These
tests, while not administered specifically for the evaluaticon of the Title 1
programs, vere available for such use. The testing program durinz the
1967-68 school year included the following:

Grade 2 Aprii-May 1968 Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT)
Grade &4 March 1968 STEP - SCAT

Grade 6 March 1968 STEP - SCAT

Grade 8 January 1968 Differential Aptitude Test (DAT)
Grade 9 March 1968 ITEP - SCAT

Grade 11 March 1968 STEP - SCAT

O
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Basls for the Analysls

1. Master Analysis Tape

The primary analysis of Title I programs depends upon the data
placed In the Master Analvsis Flle, Brlefly, this computer tape consists
essertlally of Information from the teacher evaluations (Student Evaluation
Forms) in May 1967 as a pre-test; a separate set of teacher evaluatlons (SEF)
of the same students in May 1968 as a post-test; an indicator showing the
programs in which each student had participated both in the summer of 1967
and the regular schoul year; and certaln other information such as school,
grade, date of birth, and ldentifled student status. A more detalled
description of this computer tape as well as reports of the statistical
findings of the evaluation will be found in Chapter £ and Appendix A of
this -eport,

While there were close to 70,000 students in the Title I schools
in 1967-68, the matched records on which the analysis is based was approxi-
mately 25,000, The flgures below show the successive decrement in total
numbers:

Total Title I students - October 1967 69,858
Total, after subtracting parochlal school students 65,966
SEF's received - June 1568 59,500
1968 SEF's on the Master Analysie Tape - 51,760
1967 SEF's 49,927
Matched 1967 and 1968 SEF's 25,003

Ynere are several reasons for the low number of matched cases -
the matched sample accounts for only about 38% of the total number of cases
in the target schools. None of the students in the 18 schools added to the
target area In 1967-68 would have SEF's for 1967. In addition, no SEF's
were fllled out by vocational schools in 1967, The 16,000 students in the
new target schools, plus the 3,000 in the vocational schools, reduces the
nupber of matched cases possible. Another reason for iack of match was
that when the computer was programmed to find the number corresponding to
a student's name, date of birth, and sex from the data bank, it falled to
find many of them because of differences in the spelling of names, date of
birth, or in the sex indlcated, or even because of the omlssion of any one of
these. When no match was found a new number was assigned to this student.

This matched tape was used to obtaln the changes in the students
In the various Tlitle I programs as evaluated by classroom teachers, discussed
in Chapter 6 of this report.

2, statistical Analysls of 1968 Student Evaluation Forms

Many students had only one of the SEF's needed to obtaln a matched
case, SO were not Included in the Master Analysis Tape. In order to o.taln
an evaluation of the students on which only a 1968 SEF was avallable, the

O
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forms themselves were used to obtain distributions for varlous groups of
students, These are discussed in Chapters 6 and 8 and the tabulations are
Included In Appendix A of this report.

3. Statistlical Analysls of 1968 Pupll Personnel Services Teams
EvaJuation Forms

It was planned to analyze separately the information obtained
from the PPF as this body of data would be available for the study before
the Master Analysis Tane, Two types of analyses w2re obtained -- one to
determine as far as possible whether there were differences between the
types of students identified as potential dropouts, and the other to measure
the effects of the various types of Interventlon or treatment given by the
Teams. The responses to the questions were also used to describe the popu-
.atlon in the Teams' caseload.

These are reported in Chapter 8 and the tabulations are included
in Appendix B of this report.

Q. oth%s

In addition to the statlstical analysis, descriptive information
was obtained from the various forms used in the study, particularly the
remarks and write-in responses on the Student Evaluation Form and the Pupil
Personnel Teams Evaluatlon Form for specific programs, groups of chlldren,
grades, schools, and other aspects of the target area. This has been an
{mportant source of Information in describing the programs and Interpreting
the data.
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Chapter 3

THE TARGET AREA

A, Designation of Title I Schools

In school year 1966-67 there were 66 public schools and 11 non-public
schools in the District of Columbia designated as target-area schools to
recelve Title I funds. The basis upon which these schools were designated
was described in last year’s evaluatlion report.* This deslgnation depended,
primarily, upon the placing of the public elementary schools of the District
of Columbia in inverse rank order consldering the following polnts:

1. Median family income, based cn the 1960 census trect in which
the school was located, adjusted for the public housing fector¥¥

2. Median years of school completed by the adult population,
based on the 1960 census tract In which the school was located

3. STEP reading test scores, Grade & (March 1966)

4, Stanford Achlevement Test (SAT) reading test scores, Grade 6
(March 1966).

These factors were weighted** and a composite rank order obtained, with
the lowest achleving schools at the top of the list., The secondary schools
were chosen that had the greatest number of Title I elementary schools
feeding into them. It was lmpossible to riake a perfect match in all cases
since some of the Title I elementary Schools did not feed into Title I
secondary schools nor did all of the students feeding into Title I secondary
schools come from Title I elementary schools.

Because of the fact that several schools not orlginally chosen as
Title I schools served Inner-city populations of the same soclo-economic
level as many of the 1966-67 target schools, 18 more schools were added to

* "Evaluation of ESEA Title I Prcgrems for the District of Colvanbia, 1966
and 1967," Chapter 2, page 2-2.

*%  1bid,
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the Title I group (13 elementary, 4 junlor high, and 1 senlor high school)
during 1967-68. These tabulate as foilows:

Title I Schools

Type of School ) 19656-67 1967-68
Publlc elementary schools ' 49 62
Public junior high schools 9 13
Public senlor high schools 3 4
Public vocatlonal hlgh schools 5 . 5

66 84
Non-public schools (grades 1-8) 1t 1)

17 95

The names of the schools in this year's target area are shown in Table 3-1,
together with their enrollment as of October 1967 and the number of identified
students in each school, The table also shows those schools which were added
to the program during this schosl year. .

B, Identificatior. of Potentlal Dropouts

One of the primary means of concentrating the efforts of Title I programs
was through the concept of the "identified" student. This implied that the
fdentified student was a potential dropout, The original list of !dentified
students was made up in February 1966 and thls list was used until October 1967,
when students were again screened for potential dropouts for the period of thls
evaluation. During the interval, no formal consideration had been given to the
new students entering Title I schools (kindergarten and flrst grade) or trans-
ferring from other schools, The October 1967 screening also included the
students in the schools newly added to the Title I list.

It had been suggested by the evaluation team that a quota be assigned to
each school, based upon lts percentage of fdentified students during che pre-
vlous year and modified by the average or median income of the families served
by the schools. New schools added to the list would be given quotas based upon
those of similar schools on the Composite Rank Order List, For varlous reasons
this suggestion was not used, and princlpals deslgnated those students in tt '
schools that they thought needed remedlal programs. The form used for the
identiflcation of potentlal dropouts was revised before being distributed again
to the target-area schools, As before, there vere two different forms - a
yellow one for students in grades K through 3 and a green one for students iIn
grades &4 through 11. Thls was a slight change, as the previous yellow one had
been used for only those children in kindergarten through grade 2. As shown
in Table 3-1, a total of 26,.48 students in these 95 schools were ldentified.

(ne of the primary purposes of identlfying potential dropouts was to
supply the caseload for the Pupil Personnel Servlces Teams, Table 3-2 shows
the distribution of boys and girls by grade level In this caseload. These
data were obtained from the evaluaticn forms turned In by Lhe Pupil Personnel
ii—"lces Teams at the end of the 1967-68 school year,
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Table 3-1

TITLE I TARGET SCHOOLS ~-- 1967-68
ENRGLLMENT AND NUMBER OF IDENTIFIED STUDENTS

Enroll-

ment

Public Elementary

ALEON ssieirosnesasccensses
*Amldon seresesrossestscsree
Birne;

Blalr S0sssssscsres s

Blow Sesesnscesbossssonness
*Bowen ®0setsessitss st
Brent S0ssesrosssvtortscene
Bryan nl-u-lnuauud-nh;--n;-
Bi'-hanan seesesesonensesass
BUndy (M) ésocbeccbescenins
Burrvllle 60gr0ss 00 0ossetns
Cleveland (M) secss et s
COOR, J.F, fesssnnvesonenen
*Crummel & AnneX cvesennsnie
*Draper Secssssesesoresonrsoe
*Dre" [ N NN NN NN NN NN
Ecklngton ®ssresrevessenseon
Edmonds essstsessoveIereen,
Emery Sosssssstsssrt s
Garrlson (M) es000ss0sernes
Glddings titetereeseanenne e
GOding Vetetsesetessstsotne
Grimke (M) sesesetosroensene
Harrison (M) suieeessccnoes
Hayes Seeessssessscesssnee
*HOUStOﬂ 1etessssecensenrne
Keniluorth sesevestocecrnane
Lﬂngston ssessserserensrsne
*Leﬁox ®esesovosrresirrnanee
Lenox Annex ssecssccsenrccssces
Lewls Cerrnennesssostensess
Logan Tetnsessessesessettee
Lovejoy esitesesstatesennae
Ludlow serstecee s ser et
Madison seseetseesasssnsese
*Neyer (H) seettessetreren e
Miner Testieensessssenuteae
*Monroe (M) seesesceesseneee
Montgomery (M) tetesesseane
Morse (M) tecsesscnssdnsnne
*Mott “tisevscestrteesetense
Nlichols Avenue tesessretcree
Park View (M) esessesrten e
Perry ®sevecessvesvengenen
Q
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1,077
617
1,138
225
201
609
223
857
678
363
561
574
592
469
1,371
$94
265
266
673
1,062
475
973
705
669
211
903
965
279
443
101
71¢
782
622
203
278
1,234
962
623
620
224
765
743
979
372

3u

Iden-
tifled

250
222
733
83
42
238
72
338
352
347
340
428
52
259
184
1nit
121
172
292
320
262
153
232
254
68
367
381
66
205
98
175
423
342
59
128
749
728
336
388
227
234
230
214
252

Enroll-
ment

Plerce eesecsscrossorsvoncns
*RIChardson sevveeseesssses
Seaton sierececeossssssses
*Shadd Prescsseseisossrcesey
SImmons siseessoesecccione
Slater ll.;.;lllllllilllll
Smothers cececsenseencinse
Syphax esesstrsesesIvsen
Taylor l;ll-lnnloln-illllo
Thomas seesrisssecsiescens
ThOmMSON sesersssseasssares
*TUFNEY seesecovassssesasss
Tyler Cet0esssactetostnoete
Van NeSS seesrososrcensocs
Walker-Jones .eiesssvesssse
WatkIng seesscscescsscenns
Vheatley ssserssecetron e
WIlson, JO, sesersssssess

264
1,041
327
866
676
225
634
788
261
972
561
926
793
893
687
1,302
899

879

Iden~
tified

94

99
105
166
618

65
135
205

87
457
184
552
130
630
273
203
174
207

————

TOTAL (ELEMENTARY) .¢.....40,655 16,001

Public Junijor High

Benneker (M) esesenntenstee
*DOUSIBSS teeteotaratetnnroces
E'i-‘lt Cecepensentsesntesse e
“EVANS essesstsecevsccessnns
Garnet-"atterson (M) seese
HINEG evevenssscnneesnassnes
Langley R R RN NN
*Hiller et esessssres e
Randall ceeeeosrerescncscse
*Roper veeesssrsctecrt o nd
Shaw (M) sevrrssstersse e
StUBTIL seessnvrcrsconarntnis

851
1,267
1,252
910
807
1,062
1,182
1,111
998
1,361
1,285
923

477
683
622
643
423
369
435
4817
236
644
801
492

Terrell ecvieeecetaesnanunae 11035 529
TOTAL (JUNIOR HIGH) +ve1ee.14,004 6,828

*Sclionls added to Title T In 1967-68
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Table 3-1 (Continuved)

Enroll- Iden- Enroll- Iden-

ment  tified ment tified
Public Senior High Parochial
Catdozo (M) ess030000800808e 1’688 426 Holy Comfﬂrtet ae0s000 000 557 73
Dunbar 2000000000000 tone 1’355 127 Holy Name eseesossssssssas 502 36
Eastern seeeenesvsinsssnssce 2’539 563 Holy Redeemer sosssssssnns 305 62

*SPINGATN coevssencnsssaonss 1,721 281 Immaculate
Conceptlon se0sssssssnse 89 26

TOTAL (SENIOR HIGH) s00000 2 7,303 1,397 Cur Lady of :
oo ’ Pcrpetual Help [N NN NN NN 400 176

: Sacred Heart cecesvcccscase 312 26
Public Vocational St. Benedict cescoscsssnnse 343 83
Ste Martin®s seeesecessnse 380 214

Bell s0000ssssssevntorenas 453 20 St. Paul and
Burdick seseessrsncacsssses 540 125 St. Augustine ,.e00e0000 354 94
Chamb(:l‘laln ssacsassscessas - 354 8 Ste Poters sesecessossarer 303 97

Phelps l.;ll.l.'.llll.ll..l 753 143 St. Theresa seessvrorescrsee 347 _§§
Martha Washlngton soenssscee 599 _gg

. TOTAL (PAROCHTAL) senvesss 3,892 ys5
TOTAL (VOCATIONAL) ..eenves 2,899 332

Special

STAY Program AR NN RN YNNI 950 950

Webster School GRAID TO: AL 69,858 26,648
for Girls “seevessssnenas 155 155

TOTAL (SPECIAL) sesvssesaae 1,105 1,105

*Schools added to Title I {n 1967-68
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Table 3-2

DISTRIBUTION OF IDENTIFIED BOYS AlID GIRLS BY GRADE LEVEL

Boys Girls Total

Grade N & N % N =
11 138 2.0 151 3.0 289 2.4
10 183 2.1 212 4,2 395 3.3
9 285 4,2 250 4.9 535 4,5

8 403 5.9 381 745 784 6.6

7 362 5.3 340 6.7 702 5.9

6 867 14.2 696 13.8 1663 14.0

5 973 14.3 671 13.2 1644 13.8

4 943 13.8 593 11.6 1536 12.9

3 846 12,4 575 11.3 1421  11.9

2 798 11.7 571 11,2 1369 11.5

1 923 13.5 €48 _12.6 1574 _13.2
Total 6824 100.0 5088 100.0 11,909 100.0
Combined 57.3 42,7 100.0

It will be noted that Table 3-Z shows a total ¢f only approximately
12,000 out of a total of 26,648 identifled students in the target area.
This is due to several reasons. In the first place, many students did not
stay in the schools in which they were evaluated but moved to other areas.
it was also found that some of the identified students really did not need
assistance even though they had been identified by thelr princlpal. The
12,000 boys and glrls probably constituted a reasonable work load for the
Pupil Personnel Services Teams at thelr cascload level during the 1967-68
school year,

A further description of the snalysls of these data obtained from the

Pupil Persornel Services Teams i1s centained In Chapter 8 entitled "Special
Ltudles.”
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Chapter 4

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

This chapter contains brief descriptions of the various Title I programs
conducted during the regular school year of 1967-68 and financed under the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 as amendeds These descriptions
are included in this report so that finterested persons may obtain a general
fdea of the nature of the programs. For more detailed information, the final
reporte from the project directors to their respective coordinators should be
consulted. The descriptions which follow were obtained from the proposal sub-
mitted to the Board of Educatlon of the District of Columbia in the request
for funds, from observation of the programs, and from conferenzes and inter-
views with the program coordinators, adminlstrators and with the staf{ i thu
Associate Superintendent for the Division of long Range Planning, Innovation,
and Research of the D.C. Public Schools.

The flgures shown for the csst of the programs are budgeted amounts and
do not reflect expended amounts, which were not avallable at the time this
report was written. Many programs could nct function without support from
th% operating funds of the D.C. Schools and in some cases without financial
assistance from other sources such as private founda-ions and institutions.
Other programs depend greatly upon voluntary participation of private
individuals with or without partial reimbursement for their expenses. To
attempt to separate or account for these contributions would be extremely
difficuit. However, these contributions to the success of the programs
should be acknowledgeds It should also be noted that the figures given for
enrollment in the programs are the best estimates avallable of the number of
students affected by tl. programs and therefore differ somewhat from the
number of students who successfully completed a p-rticular progran,

Every effort was made to keep to a minimum the clerical load on operating
school personnel In obtalning the data needed to evaluate these Title I pro-
grams, A strict accounting of attendance and membership in Title I programs
was not requested where it was even remotely possible to obtain this sort of
information by other means. One example was in the evaluation of Teacher
Alde Programs -~ records could have been kept of :he number of hours the alde
worked with each student, but because of the clerical work involved, depend-
ence was placed upon the item in the Student Evaluation Form where the teacher
indicated how much time each individual student spent on the average with a
teacher alde in the room. Data were abstracted from thls item to determine
tie efiect of the presence of teacher aldes on student ciassrerm pcrfo nez.

Evaluatlions of these programs will be found in subsequent chapters,

ERIC 35
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#1241

PRESCHOOL CHILDREN-PARENT ORIENTATION
(Saturday Morning Program)

DESCRIFTION AND OBJECTIVES

The purpose of this program was to instill a posltive attitude toward
scheol in preschrol children. The program was based on the ticory that once
a positlve attltude toward school has been developed, the child's cliances of
completing his education sre greatly increased. The Preschool Children~-Parent
Orientation Program was concucted on Saturday mornings for twenty weeks, In
order to attend, the chlld had to be accompanied by one or both parents. Par-
ental participarion was compulsory because it was felt to be a vital element
in the fostering of a positlve school attitude in the children, at an age when
their cttitudes ere for the most part foxmed by the adult members of their
family.

Tha parents were acquainted in detail with school activities, and were
taught varlous arts and crafts projects for their children, as well a3 methods
of working a~d plaring with them. Psychologlsts and educetion specialists
spoke to the parents about child development, and movies dealing with child

rearing and educatlon were shown. The children sang songs, pa'"'~« ">re read
to, saw movies, had free play periods, and participated in a »f other
activities. Time was allotted for parents and children vo wurk t. ke

part in activities together. Also, parents, childien, ard te:c’ ok trips
together to such places as the zoo, the alrport, Storybook 1. : .2 Natural
History Museum, the Navy Yard, Enchanted Forest, t%e Pentagon, - 1 Arlington

Mational Cemetery. Walking tours of the community were taken. l...luding
visits to the police statlon, the firehouse, and other communitv orsanizations;

buses were provided for transportatlion when the distance was to ¢ 1o walke.
On o number of speclal occasions a few of the Saturday Morni' «c1l. .ccs com-
bined for an activity such as an Eester egg roll at Rock Craek ., and a

party at the end of the year.
The objectlives of the program were:

1. To provide a positive initial school experience for »rerschool
children

2. To Involve the parents in the school program, t ‘Ate a more
aducation-oriented home atmosphere for the students

3. To educate the parents in child development an wvaring.

STAFF

The staff consisted of 1 director, 68 teachers, 34 tea. y and
10 volunteers.,

ERIC 34
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#241 Preschool Children-Parent Orientation
Continued

PARTICIPANIS

Four hundred fifty children, and thelr parents, participated in the
program. The participants came from the nelghborhoods of the elementary
schools in which the programs were conducted: Alton, Birney, Bryan, Zcking-
ton, Emery, Goding, Houston, Kenilwortisi, Lewis, Mott, Miner, Syphax, Thomas,
Tyler, Watkins, and J. O, Wilson,

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

Budget allotment: $55,523
Cost per pupil: $123

El{l\C 3u
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#2642, #2645, #248
#263, 324, #325

T IACHER AIDES

#242 Reading, Mathemstlicc, and Classroom Assistance
#245 Teacher Assistant Training Program

#248 Teacher Aldes

#263 Teacher Aldes and Teacher Assistants

#324 Speclal Aldes, "Model"™ Model Schools

#325 Teacher Aldes and Assistants, MSD

There were six Teacher Alde programs in the District of Columblia Title I
schools in 1967-68, The general purpose of all Teacher Aide Programs was to
relleve tChe teacher of a portion of her duties so that she could spend more
time worklng with the students in ieor class. Although each of the six pro-
grams was concelved to serve this general purpose, slight variatlons existed
arong them. They wili therefore be described individually belou:

Flementary School Teacher Alde Programs

Reading, Mathematics, and Classroom Assistance

The main objective of thils program was to provide remedial help in
reading and mathematics to those student:s who needed it. It was felt that
this help could be given the children by t'w teacher, If she had a teacher
alde ©o perform some of her non-teaching dut:ies, Fifty teaclier aldes were
hired for this program, for the following Title I elementary schools: Aiton,
Blalr, Bryan, Burrville, Draper, Drew, Eckington, Edmonds, Godlng, layes,
Kenilworth, Lenox Annex, Ludlow, Miner, Mott, Nichols Avenue, Perry, Thomas,
Thomson, Tyler, Walker-Jones, and J. 0. Wilson,

Budget allotment: $274,929

Cost per pupil: 519 "

Teacher Assistant Training Program

This program was deslgned to frovide teacher aldes with training
while on the job. 7The aides were glven instruction in job skills mainly of
« clerical nature, so that they could becoms more proficlent Iin relleving the
teacher of her non-teaching duties. The 70 teacher aldes hired under this
program were divided smong the following Title I elementary schools: 8low,
Brent, Bryan, Burrvlille, Edmonds, Emery, Giddings, Hayes, Lenox, Logan, Love-
joy, Madison, Miner, Plerce, Seaton, Slater, Taylor, and Themsen.

Budget allotment: $291,05C
Cost per pupil: $36

Q 30
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#242, #245, 4248, #263, #324, #325
Teacher Aides
Contlinued

Teacher Afdes (Elementary)

This was a general teacher aide program involving all the Title I
elenientary schocls, The aides were hired mainly tc perform non-clericuai
duties, such as record keeping, attendance taking, moncy collection, lunchroom
and playground patrolling, etc. They also helped in the initiation of new
programs conducted in the schools. »Most of the teacher aldes were elther
parents of children attending the schuol or members of the community. Thus,

indirectly, che program also provided for parental and comnunity Involvement
In school activities.

Budget allotment: $458,853
Cost per pupil: $135

Secendary School Teacher alde Program

Teacher Aldes and Teacher Assistants

This program was a general teacher alde service for all Title I
secondary schools, Flrty-five 65-4 and G5-2 teacher aldes and &ssistants
were provided to perform general non-teaching functions in the schools.

Budget allotment: $227,711
Cost per pupil: $14

Model Seiool Teacher Alde Program

Special Aldes, "Model' Mode! Schoals

The te.cher afdes in this progran were for the niost part trati. ' in
a specific skill so that, rather than working as general classroom aides, they
worked as overall school aldes, performing such functions «s assisting in ~he
library, assisting counselors and guidance pergannel, end asslsting in the
office., Thils program took place at Harrison, Garrison, Montgomery, and Morse
schools.

Budget allotment: $49,890
Cost per pupil: $19

Teachor Aldes and Asslstants

The Model School Division Teacher Alde Program (7TAP) wac flrst
Inftiated in 1965, A great deal of study and effort has been glyv»n this pro-
gram over the years, for the purpose of lmproving and enhinclng the rol:
pilayed by the teacher aide in tiie school.

ERIC g

P e
4.5



#2462, #245, {248, #263, #324, #325
Teacher Aldes
Continued

This program included:

1. A teacher aide tralning program, given before the start of
the school year

2, Practlcal =xperlence on a work-study basls
3., In-service tralning and workshops
4., Job-counselling follow-up
The program provided 70 teacher aldes who were asslgned throughout

all Title I schools in the Model School Division,

Budget allotment: $370,1338
Cost per pupll: $33
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#243

EMOTTONALLY DISTURBED CHILDREN
{Episcopal Center)

DEECRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

—_—

Tne Emotionally Disturbed Children Program is a demonstratlon and research
project for primary school children. The focus of the project is on a thera-
peutic school and activily program for emotionally disturbed children in order
to enable them to re-enter regular school. Also, procedures were developed for
use In the regular school system for handling these children. It is a day
school program conducted at the Episcopal Center foxr Children.

Thirty-seven boys with identified emotional problems were selected from
schools located In Title I areas of the city for participation in this program.
For each one, a control child was sele:red and matched on the basis of age,
intelligence, achievement, socio-economic factors, and type or severity of
disturbance, The control children were left In the regular school and were to
receive no special treatment, Thelr records were checked continuously for
change.

The boys in the special program were placed In small classes with four or
five students to a teacher., Each boy was glven work at his level and glven
only as much as he could handle uithout becoming upset at fallure. Counselors
(many of them male graduate college students) worked closely with the class-
room veacher, If for any reason a student became disruptive in class, he was
taken out of the room by a counselor, who talked and worked with him unti}
the boy was sufflclently calm to return to class. At first, class pericds were
quite short and then were increased in length as the boys developed longer
attention spans and better self-discipline,

Many actlvities were provided for the boys to augment iheir classrc¢.a
experiences., Thero was on attractive litrary available to them from which
they were encouraged to borrow books to take home. A music teacher taught
them folk songs, rhythm, and dances. There was a workshop avallable for
crafts, The grounds of the Center were open to the boys and the play areas
were extensive. Relationships between the boys and the counselors were
strengtheaned ¢n the playground; contact with men as well as other boys was a
basic pert of the program,

Most parents were involved in sesslions of varlous types, sometimes group
centered, sometimes purely soclal, The ratlonale for the parent involvement
was that the abliity of these students to function properly depended greatly
on the atmosphere of the home. By involving the parents in the activities and
by having parent-directed therapy, the staff felt that the boys would have a
better chance of maintaining enotional statility. It was felt that by better
understanding the chlld in the school, the parents would also better nunderstand
his brothers and sistcers,

O
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#243 Emotionally Disturbed
Continued

There were five primary.objectives whi:h the staff of this project
hoped would be accompliched:

i. Experinentation with imaginative teaching methods for
resistant hostile children

2. Experimentation with flexible grouping methods thut are
suicable for public school situations

3., Experimentation with methods of working with families of
such children and the effectiveness of such work on the child

4. Emphasis on the importance of early awareness of emotional
problems in children

5. Developing an ongoing program for personnel who work s'ith
erotionally disturbed children

This 1s the second year of the demonstration project. Early
evaluation has indicated that this progra: l:as been successful for early
elementary children who are seriously maladjusted,

The design of this project is such that, at a future time, this type
of program could be totally integrated into the public schools.

STAFF

The program was directed by the principal of Sharpe Health School and
the director of the Episcopal Center for Cihildren. The Center itself has
had a resident program for emctionally disturbed boys, and has been
providing in-service training for workers with emotionally distuibed
children. In addition to the two directors, there were four teachers,
four counselors, two social workers, and one clinical psychologist, All
the teachers were women and were selected primarily for their ability to
work with this type of children. All the counselors were men snd were
selected for the same reason. All elght of them had had training and
experience in education,

The evaluation of the entire program in detall is under the super-
vision of Dr, Richard Kolm, Research Director, Department nf Soclial Work,
The Catholic University,

PARTICIPANES

There were 37 boys from the primary grades enrolled in the program.
Each boy had shown definite signs of mental or emotional disturbance.
Students with any evidence of primary mental retardation or psychosis
were not selected. Fo. each of the 37 boys in the Center (experimental
group), tiere were 37 in regular schools {control group).

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

—

Budget allotment: $116,164
Cost per pupil! $3140

ERIC au
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#2644

EXPANSION OF LANGUAGE ARTS PROGRAM

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

The purpose of the Language Arts Program was to teach standard English
and other communication skills to inner-city children. These children
tend to speak an urban dlialect which devlates from the standard norm.
The expansion of the program added seven schools to those already partici-
pating in the lLanguage Arts Program which besgan in 1964,

The program included children from kindergarten through grade three,
Specially trained language Arts teachers came into tite classrooms and
worked with the children in order to develop thelr oral and written
language facility. Methods such as story telling, role playinz, and
tape recording of volces were used,

Objectives of the program vere:

1. To develop a Language Arts program that would meet the
specific needs of the children.

2., To create an environment conducive to the learning and
retention of standard English.

3. To foster a feeling of interest and involvement on the part
of the parents as well as the children concerning the language arts and
thelr importance.

4, To make the improvement of Language Arts skills an ongoing
process whlch would be continuously growing and expanding.

5. To develop effectlive teaching techniques and a new curriculum
geared to the needs of these children.

STAFF

The staff consisted of elght speclally trained Langﬁage Arts teachers,
one for each of the schools in the program.

PARTICIPANTS

There were 4311 elementary school children from Amidon, Bowen, Logan,
Syphax, Watkins, Wheatley, and J.0. Wilson, renging from kindergarten
through the third grade, who participated in this program.

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

Budget allotmznt: $52,722
Cost per pupil: $15
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#246

FOOD SERVICES

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

The Food Services Program provided breakfast, consisting of fruit
julce, mllk, and cereal, to students in Title I schools who were not
getting adequate breakfasts at home., The maln objective of this program
was to furnish the chlldren with the proper nutrition to enable maximum
functloning of body and mind.

This program differed from the Breakfast Program (#247) In that It
provided breakfast to any Title I students who qualifled for free lunch,
whereas the Breakfast Program included a physlcal education period and a
shower &s well as a nutritlous breakfast for selected students.

STAFF

The staff consisted of one Program Specialist, one Assistant Food

Coordinator, and 45 part-time helpers.
PALTICIPANTS
All Title I elementary school studsnts who qualified for free lu-ch

vwere included In the Food Services Program.

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL:

Budget allotment: $278,438
Cost per pupil: $21

O
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247

BREAKFAST PROGRAM

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

The Breukfast Program was desligned to prevent dropouts by providing
an early morning physical educatlon program and a good breakfast to
students who had displayed a lack of interest In school, poor performance,
and poor attendance., It was hoped thls program would serve to change the
image of school, and encourage rather than force these young people to
attend regularly and pursue their school work seriously.

The original project was conducted at Perry and Bundy Elementary
Schools, 1Its initial success led to its being extended to other schools
throughout the city. In 1967-68, students from flfteen elementary schools
attended the program at four centers: Ellot, Randall, Stuart, and
Terrell Junlor High Schools. FEach of these junlor high schools also had a
group in this program. Girls participated in the program only at Stuart
Junlor High School. Students vame to the center nearest their home. The
program started each day at 6:45 a.m.

The coordinators of the program were staff members of the Physical
Education Department. The emphasls was on physical fitness, not record
breaking, with such diversified activities as tumdling, weight lifting,
and basketball. The group was divided into four sections, with each
group spending about ten minutes at a glven activity.

At the end of the physical workout, students had a supervised shower
period, with attention glven to the importance of daily bathing and
cleanliness, Then came brealfast, which many of these students dld not
usually recelive at home, after which the students were escorted back to
their schools,

STAFF

In addition to a supervising director, the staff conslsted of 24
teachers and 24 teacher aldes.,

PARTICIPANTS

There were 961 students who participated in the program from the
following schools: Blow, Bundy, Glbbs, Giddings, Goding, Lennox Annex,
Logan, Lovejoy, Miner, Payne, Perry, Simmons, Syphax, Van Ness, Walker-
Jones, Eliot JHS, Randall JHS, Stuart JHS, and Terrell JHS. Generally,
the selection of the partliclpants was under the control of the principal
ol the participating schcol and consisted of the students in his schoui
vho were called to his attention through the teachers, Pupll Personnel
Teams or soclal workers, as the ones whose performance in school would be
improved by this program.

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

Budget allotment: $243,245
Qo ‘st per pupil: $253 4.,
ERIC Y
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#2649

SATURDAY MUSIC PROGRAM

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

The Saturday Music Program was organlzed as a resulc of the Summer Music
CaLp which was conducted in 1966 for 100 boys and girls fron eicmentary
schools in the District of Columbla. These children lived for six weeks in
a resident camp In the Washington area. The program offered each student
indlvidual and concentrated instruction in music, as well as camp activitles,
Student and parent reaction to this music camp program .as so enthusiastic
that Saturday classes in musical Instruction were organized for the school
year 1966-67 and continued in 1967-68.

The musical part of the camp program had been staffed by instructors
from the Catholic University School of Musfc. Catholic University staff
also conducted the Saturday classes.

In 1967-68, 126 children attended Saturday classes for 30 weeks at the
Cathollc University, This was a voluntary program and children with interest
and muslical aptitude were reconmmended by principals, teachers, and counselors,
Most of the Instruction was conducted in group classes. Instructors worked
separately with the string section and the wind section ard then the group
played together as an orchestra. The group also gave several concerts during
the year,

STAFF

The staff, with the exception of two music teachers from the District of
Columbla, were finstructors from the Music Department of the Cathollc Unlversity.

PARTICIPANTS

One hundred twenty-six 5th. snd 4th-grade children particlpated In the
Saturday Muslc Program. Chlldren attended from the following schools: Birney,
Bundy, Burrville, Garrison, Goding, Grimke, Kenilworth, Logan, Lovejoy, Miner,
Park View, Perry, Seaton, Thomson, Tyler, and J. O, Wilson.

BUDCET AND COST PER PUPIL

Budget allotment: $23,500
Cost por pupil: $127

Q 4 ‘;
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#261

WEBSTER GIRLS' SCHOOL

- DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

The Webster Girls* Junior-Senior High School offers to school-age pregnant
girls a program of coordinated educational, health, ard social welfare services.
The school attempts to reduce the number of dropouts due to pregnancy and to
produce attitudinal and behavioral changes which will reduce the incidence of
recidivism, .

Webster School, one of a few of its kind in the United States, began as
an exper'mental program in the fall of 1963, financed by a grant from the
Children's Bureau of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare., This
grant expired in 1966, and the program was then funded under Title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, Girls attend this school from
the time they are required to leave the regular school until at least six
weeks following delivery of the child -- & period of four to six months. The
number of girls admitted to the school is limlted by the amount of funds,
staff, and space available.

The primary objectives of this program are:

) 1, To halp the girls keep up in the required school curriculum
while awaiting the birth of the child ‘

2, To provide visiting teachers for home Instruction when the
girls cannot attend school because of illness

3. To provide prenatal care and instruction
4. To provide psychological help when necessary
5. To provide social service help to the girls and their parents.

In 1967-68, academic classes ranged in size from three to thirty students.
Most of them took four major subjects in the areas of English, business edu-
cation, home economics, mathematics, sclor :e, the soclal sclences, and Spanish.
Sessions were ¢onducted in "family 1iving", designed to orient the students
in the ways of families, past and present, and to point out some values of
family solidarity,

The one visiting teachar assigned to the Webster School was able to
maintain a caseload of only nine students at one time. A few senlor girls
were assigned to other visiting instructors from the Urban Service Corps or
Sharpe Hoalth when possible, A total of 52 Webster girls recelved home in-
structlon during the year,

The services of a guldance counselor wvere added to the program in 1967-68
in order to facllitate and promote continulty in the students' developmental
process, The girla are shown how many of tlcir personal, soclal. educational,
and vocatlional goals can be attained despite unexpected setbacks.

ERIC 43
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#261 Webster Girls*' School
Continued

The schoul nurse was assisted in her duties of Interviewing, counseling,
and teaching by a public health nurse, who was assigned half-time to Webster
School. Students were interviewed by the school nurse on:admission to ‘Webster.,
A health record was then opened for each girl and screening was done, Compli-
catlons and defects were referred to the appropriate clinics. Students who had
not been attending public health clinics were sent to the Gales Maternity Clinic
where a doctor and publlic health nurse participated In the weekly clinic for
flebster girls. Birth control and family planning were discussed at the clinic
and a program for parents was presented in one of the series of evening meetings.
A movie, "Nine Months to Cet Ready,'" was shown and followed up with a question-
and-answer period. Two Health Department nutritionists were assigned to Webster
for a full day of teaching and consultations, '

It was the .opinion of the social worker that new ways must be found to
actively involve the parents in the rehabllitative process of the girls. It
was found that many girls appeared to have very unsatlsfactory home situations
and lacked comuunication with thelr parents.

In an informal preference survey, the Webster School was ranked as "first
priority" of Title I programs by 85% of th: school personnel contacied and by
677 of the community people contacted. The program wis selected as one of X
outstanding ESEA Title I programs for 1967-68 throughout the United States.

STAFF

Full-time staff consisted of:

7 classroom teachers 1 nurse

1 visiting teacher 1 assistant principal

1 gulidance counselor 1 secretary
PARTICIPANTS

Many more glirls apply to Webster School than can be admitted due to the
limitations of funds, space, and staff. The following statistics for 1967-68
show the plicture of enrollment:

Referred: 858

Enrolled: 372 (Junior High Schcol 143
(Senior High Scheol 229

Transferred: 149

Dropped: 53

Graduated: 47 ( 9th grade 25
e : (12th grade 22

Daliveries: 217
To be transferred to regiular school In September 1968: 79
Expected to re-enter Hehster in September 1968: 44

46
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#261 Webster Girls' School
Continued

This program served girls from the 7th grade through the 12th grade.
Priority for selection in the program was made on the following criteria:

1. Girls who were under 16 years old and who were In the early
stages of pregnancy

2, Girls who were near to graduation from elther junior or senlor
high school :

3. Girls who were under 16

- &, Girls who were 16 or over and In the early stages of pregnancy.

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

There were 356 girls enrolled in 1967-68. This enrollment varied through-
out the scheol year as girls returned to the regular school and another girl
was admitted to the program.

Budget allotment: $118,556
Cost per pupll: $333

ERIC f
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STAY PROGRAM
(School To Aid Youth)

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

STAY Program is an afternoon and evening high school program which offers
an vpportunlity for high school dropouts to complete their education and obtain
a Fich school diploma, Any student between the ages of 16 and 21 who has com-
pleted the elghth grade and has a recommendation from a previous school may
attend.

Classes are held five nights a week from 3:45 to 9:45 p.m. This schedule
pernits many students to work during the day or to carry out responsibilitles
at home. The curriculum includes all required courses necessary to earn a
high school diploma, and Is soarranged that o student may eaia in a half year
(one semester) the number of unlts normally earned In the regular day school
during a complete year (two semesters). English, governmernt, sociology,
mathematics, sclence, and Spanish are offered. Business courses include
bookkeeping, record keepling, typing, shorthand, office machines, and printing.
Home economics and child development classes are also avallable. Plans for
the future include marketable sklll-type courses such as upholstering, archi-
tectural drafting, and ‘ata processing,

An innovative and successful additlon to the STAY Program was inltiated
In 1967 -- the establishment of a nursery school to care for the students!'
childrea while they attend classes. The lack of child care was a major
problem for many students at STAY and a cause of absenteeism. Funded under
an ESEA Title III grant, the nursery care center 1s staffed by a home eco-
nomics teacher and a preschool teacher, Mothers leave preschool children at
the center during thelr classes. ifany of them also particlpate In infor-
mation seminars on nutrcltion and child care.

In .nsive counseling and job condlitloning are an Important part of the
STAY Program, Job counselors find employment for many students and help
arrange for work hours to be adjusted to the school program. In the school
year 1967-68 over 707 of the students enrolled at STAY were employed. Stu-
dents also meet with school counselors to talk over scholastic or emotic.al
problems, Soclal workers vislt thelir famllles when this seems advisable.

Since the beginning of the STAY Program in March 1965, there has been
a steady growth In enrollazent end number of students graduated. In June
1965, 21 students were graduated; In June 1968, 252 students were graduated
from the STAY Program and 64 students rcturned to regular school programs.

The STAY Program was honored in 1967 by the National Education Assoclatlon
a3 a program "for leading the way to better educatlon for America's youth.”
Alsn, thls program was salected &s one of the 50 outstanding ESEA Title I pro-
grams throughout the United States 1 1957-68.
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#262 STAY Program
Continued

STAFF

Selection and assignments of the staff are made by the Board of
Examiners of the Personnel Department of the District of Columbia Public
Schools. In 1967-68, per diem teachers and job counselors were employed in
addition to the regular staff. These teachers and counselors were often
speclalists in varlous subject areas but available for only limited periods
of time. It was felt by the administrators of STAY that the services of
these teachers and counselors added considerably to the effectiveness of
the teaching of subject areas and job placement activitles.

On the staff for 1967-62 were:

principal

assistant principals

teachers (all high school subjects)
teacher alde

counselors

nurse

librarian .

reading clinician

per dlem teachers

per dlem counselors

DO e DD U N

PARTICIPANTS

Any student between the ages of 16 and 21 who has dropped out of school
and s interested in earning a high school diploma may attend the STAY Program.
More girls than boys enroll and meet the requirements for graduation. Data
fron a sample of 715 students enrolled in 1967-68 show that 707 wure girls and
30% wure boys.,

STAY serves the entire District of Columbia Public School System, although
the majorlity of the students ave from the northeast sectlon of Washington
where the school is located.

BUDGET_AND COST PER PUPIL

The student enrollment tends to fluctuate throughout the school year.
The average dally attendence for 1967-68 was 550 students.

Budget allotment (Title 1): $298,940
Budget allotment (Title III): §$ 17,940
Cost per pupll {(Titie I): $ 315

o 43
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#2664

READING INCENTIVE SEMINARS

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

The purpose of the Reading Incentive Seminars was to improve the reading
ability of students reading two or more years below grade level. The program
was designed to motivate siow readers and to provide them with an incentive
to read. Thls was done by:

1. Having small and informal classes (less than 25 students)

2. Allowing the students themselves to structure the course, by
selecting realing materials, bringing current materials into class, and gear-
ing the course to tihielr Interests

3, Giving students paperback books of their own on subjects in
which they were interested.

The classes were conducted during and after regular school hours. Enroll-
ment was tusvally on a voluntary basis. Certain students, who teachers felt
would benefit from the program, were encoiraged to participate but were never
forced to do so. Additional enrichment and motivation were provided by fleld
trips relating to course content, and by using a variety of teaching methods
such as dramatization, oral reading, tape recordings, etc.

The objectives of the Reading Incentive Seminars were:

1. To motivate the slow or ‘'reluctant' reader
2, To improve reading skill and ability

3, To instill a desire in the students to read for their own
enjoyment, on their own time,

STAFF

Forty extra teachers were added to the staffs of the participating scheols
in order to make It possible to reduce the class size to provide a greater
amount of Individual attention,

PARTICIPANIS

Seminars were neld In the ten junior and three senior high Title I schools
not in the Model School Division.

RUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

Budget allotment: $317,232
Cost per pupil: $125

O
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LIVING STAGE PROGRAM

DESCRIPTION aND OBJECTIVES

The Living Stage Program was designed to provide Title I students
with first-hand exposure to a variety of cultural ractivities connected
with the theater. The Repertory Company of the Arena Stage gave three
dramatic performances at each of the Title I secondary schools. Nicolar
Gogol's Inspector General and Arthur Miller's The Crucible were typical
oL the type of plays performed. Each of the presentations was treatcd s
part of a complete instructional unit, The students were prepared for the
plays by reading and discussing them in their English classes, Follow-~up
activities included discussions, re-enactments, and writing composlitions
and reports. It was intended that the plays would thus be integrated into
the total curriculum and not be regarded merely as isolated experiences or
momentary diversions.

The objectives of the program were:
1. To provide the students with a meaningful cultural experience.

2. Tc lntegrate the dramatic presentations with the students’
everyday lives.

3. To provide a total dramatic experience with a professional
theatrical group.

STAFF

All arrangements for the performances were made by the Supervising
or Assistant Director for Special Programs, Junior and Senior High Schools.
Other than the members of the Arena Stage Repertory Company there was no
additional staff necessary,

PARTIC IPANTS
All Title I secondary school students'participated in the program,

BUDGET AND COST PER PUFIL

The Arena Stage and Title I shared the funding 50/50 for the program.

Title I budget allotment: $84,000
Cost per pupi!l: $5

Q. ol
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URBAN SERVICE CORPS

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

The Urban Setvice Ccops was established specifically to assist in the
strengthening of education in the deprived areas of the District of Columbia.
Programs of the Corps were designed to meet the neceds of the children in
these areas as they are related to the schools. These n:eds may be educa-
tional, cultural, occupational, medical, or economic.

The Urban Service Corps started approximately seven years ago and was
initially funded by the Agnes Meyer Foundation, The Corps still operates
on Mrs. Meyer's premise that there are hundreds of people who have services,
talents, skills, or training which they would be willing to give, If asked,
to help children in the public schools.

Washington, 1ike all other major cities, has many educational problems
reflected most frequently in its inner-city areas. It was felt that the
Urban Service Corps could be most effective against the typical inner-city
child's background of social, economic, cultural, and educational depriva-
tions through the pursult of two major goals:!

1. The development of plans, projects, or programs Lo augment or
support the present educational offerings of the schools as well as to
explore new avenues o education for the disadvantaged.

2. The vecruitment and tralning of volunteers to bring needed
services to children. These programs which provided opportunities for the
discovery, development, and training of inner-city parents as volunteers
received increasing emphasis, '

The District of Columbia Public Schools are indebted to hundreds of
college students, housewives, professionsrl people, cabinet wives, church
clubs, and busliness groups who joined the Urban Service Corps volunteer
staff to help meet the needs of thousands of children, These voluntcers
showed a great deal of sensitivity, skl}l, ard humanity in working with
these calldrens

Many innovative programs in the Urban Service Corps were organized as
pilot projects., A great number of these programs have been adopted as
permanent programs {n the District of Columbia Public Schovis.

In 1967-68 ataff and volunteers were involved in more than 22 projrcta,
Some of the services provided iIncluded:

1, Aides to Teachers of Ssverely Mentally Retarded Children -
Voiunteers assisted the classroom teacher in the performance of her daily
actlivitles.

2, Better English to Forefgn Students - Volunteers gave indi-
vidual assistance to forelgn-born puplls who had language problems,

P
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#281 Urban Service Corps
Continued

3., Urban Service Corps Community School Program - This progran was
developed at Logan Elementary School and expanded to Maury. An effort wus
made to involve entire families in helping to make the educational programs
of these two schools meet the needs of the community. Typlcal aspects were:
(a) a summer camping program, {b) "Cottage Kindergartens" in community homes,
and (c) adult education classes In sewing, typing, and practical nursing.

4. Urban Service Corps Clothing Center - The Corps established a
clothing center at the Perry School and provided clothing, shoes, and over-
shoes for more than 1000 children., The Center also served as an educational
resource center for parents and provided !nformation regarding emergency food
supplies, initiated contacts with Food Stamp Offices, made referrals to the
Department of Public Welfare, etc.

5. Free transportation, hearing alds, eye glasses, and clothing for
children - Certain personal health and clothing needs were provided for under-
privileged children in Title I schools, Small transportation allotments for
fic.d trips wore provided to students in Titia I schools.

6. Counselor/Reading Aldes - Volunteers worked with 411 students
on an indlvidual basis during the recgular school day.

7. Urban Service Corps Junior Primary Summer Schools {a pllot
praject) - Junior primary summer schools were established at Logan and Maury,
in which 10 high school students instructed 20 six-year-olds who had been
promoted to junfor primary instead of to the first grade. Each high school
student was responsible for the Instructional program of two junior primary
youngsters, under the guldance of a senlor teacher,

8. Tutoring Program for Unwed Mothers - Tutoring was provided
Veele to help pregnant girls maintain their grade level while they were
unable to attend regular school.

The design of many of the Urban Service Corps' programs was indlcative
of their premise that children's needs in school are often & reflectlion of
fa'aily and community needs. The Corps sought to recruit and coordinate
resources whichwould strengthen the family unit, One major vehicle, they
felt, through which to develop the famlly potential was by the expansion of
the community school movement,

STAFF

Staff positions funded by Title I included an asslstant to the Assistant
Superintendent, an administrative alde, an cdministrative clerk, two clerks
for the clothing center, and two community aides for tne community centers.

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

Title [ furnished only a fractlon of the funds for the Urban Service Corps
activities. The Corps relles primarlly on volunteer effort for their projects,

Budget allotment (Title I): $142,875 (prcvided clothing, glasses, hearing
'Q & egnall allowance for fiold trlps, and the salaries of 7 stafi members)
EMCCost per pupll: 512 Ud
4.21
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AUDIOVISUAL PROGRAM

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

This program provided for tha purchase, repair or adjustment, and
transfer from one school to another, of audiovisual materfals and equlipment
for the Title I schools. Teachers and teacher aldes were trained in the
use and upkcep of new audiovisual items,

This was one of the programs in which parochial Title I schools
participated.

STAEF

The regular steff consisted cf four audiovisuel speclalists,

PARTICIPANTS

All Title I schools were included in this program,

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

Budget allotment: $23,187
Cost per pupil: $1
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PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES TEAMS

(Techniclans and Consultants)

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

The target population for most Title I programs In the District of
Columbia Schodls are the "identified" students -- ldentified as potential
dropouts by the principals, teachers, and counselors in the target-area
schools, The criteria for identification include economic, social, physical,
mental, emotlonal, and educational needs. The Pupll Personnel Services Teams,
under the supervision of the Department of Pupil Personnel Services, provide
speclal assiscance tc these children identified as potential dropouts.

The thrust of the efforts of the Teams has been to remove or miniu.ze
the causes for children dropping out of school. These causes lle In the
community, the family, the schools, or within the child himself. The teacher
does all she can within the classroom, but the Pupil Personnel Services Teams
provide other experts with speclal skills who give attention to the problems
of each of these children.

In order to accomplish this, the Pupll Personnel Services Program was
organized into interdisciplinary teams: Techniclans (workers and aides) and
Consultants (psychologlists, social workers, and attendance officers).

The Pupll Personnel Techniclans (workers and aides) are the "grass-roots"
nefghbarhood educational workers, Their activities are under the dirrction
of the Pupll Personnel supervisory staff and they are in constant contact
with the principals of the schools where they are assigned, Service~ offered
to an individual child depend upon the kind and degree of help needed to
assure a child's belng able to remain in school.

The solution to a child's economic needs might range from supplying
clothlng or arranging for free lunches to work-training for an adult member
of the fanily or establishing eligibility for welfare funds.

Social needs might be met by helping the child become a member in a
¢lub, attend a summer camp, or joln group activities led by the Pupil Personnel
Technicians or Consultants.

When educatfonal needs were indicated, the student might be referred to
the Consultant Teams for psychologlcal testing and evaluation. In other
i.stanc2s, the student might be referred to the Reading Cen*er, to a s;:~ch
or hearing therapist, or to the Urban Service Corps for overcoming physical
disabllities by supplying glasses, hearing aldes, or medical or dental care.
Sometimes tutorinz was arranged wlth volunteer agencies or by organizing
tutoring within the schaol Ltself.

Contacts with tue family were important to reinforce the efforts of the
Teams., Home visits were made and parents were counseled so as to develop
becter uni2rstanding and cooperatiou with the school,
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#283 Pupil Personnel Services Teams
Continued

The emotional needs of this group of children are very great. Where
the home was the major source of the difficulties, community services were
made available or supportive help by the appropriate consultants or techni-
clians was arranged to the greatest extent possible. Often the friendly
relationship with the Pupil Personnel Team members was enough to give an
anxious or fearful child the support he needed to remain in school., With
other children, intensive psychiatric services or special school facilities
m}~ht be needed,

In every way the Team members sought to help the children and their
families recognize their own worth. Efforts were made to find ways to help
each child realize his potential,. The Teams fostered home-school-community
relations aimed at lmproving the educational climate in which these children
live and study.

The Pupil Personnel Consultants, technically trained professional
psychologists, psychiatric social workers, and attendance officers, under the
supervision of a supervlsory director, concentrated on the more difficult
casess These fourteen persons worked closely with the Technician Teams In
providing services for identified students where the regular school services
were not readily available. Referrals to the Consultant Teams came primarily
from the Techniclan Teams and also from school principals and staff.

Psychologists performed tests and evaluations to clarlfy learning
deficiencies and to detect causes for emotional disturbances. Psycho-
dlagnostic tests were tailored to identify cevelopmental shortcomings which
needed remediation. Counseling and short-range therapy were undertaken when
practical. The assistance of other mental health facilities was enlisted
vhen intervention was required in depth.

Psychlatric social workers served as community resource experts when
environmental problems inhibjted a child from living up to his learning
potential, These workers visited the homes of children with psychiatric-
type problems, and many times initiated contacts with appropriate professional
persons to help the child.

Attendance officers acted as hone-school !laison personnel to idenhaiiy
and help eliminate causes for excessive absenteelsm so characteristic of
potentlal school dropouts. Emphasis was on encouraging school attendance
rather than enforclng the conpulsory attendance law. These workers made
numerous home visits and con*acted a varlety of community organizatlons and
facilitles with regard to providing appropriate assistance.

Recognizing that there are too many chiidren with educational problems
for effectlve Interventlion on an entirely individual basls, Increased cmphasis
was placed on \orking with children in groups. Each member of the Consultant
Teams worked wi ‘h a group of Techniclan Team members in a staff development
program designed to brir, about greater effectiveness in grcup work., In
addition, most members also held group meetings wlth children, teachers, and
parents. '

EI{IC oL

4.24



#283 Pupil Personnzl Services Tcams
Continued

Approximately 68% of the caseload of the Consultant Teams came from ele-
mentary schools, 29% from junior high schools, and only 3% from high schools
and vocational schools, There were 7 boys to every 3 girls. Forty-three per-
cent of the referrals to the Consultant Teams came from the Technlclan Tears,
34% from the standard Form 205 orlginating in the schools, and .the balance of
the informal referrals were made by principals, teachers, counselors, and the
staff members themselves,

STAFF
Technician Teams Consultant Teams

1 supervising dlrector . 1 supervising dlrector

2 assistant directors . 4 school psychologists I
63 workers 2 school psychologists 1I
56 aldes 6 psychiatric soclal workers

1 GS-6 adminlstratlve aide 2 attendance offlcers

1 GS5-5 clerk

8 GS-4 clerk-typists

1 G5-2 file clerks

2 WBR-6 drivers

Pupil Personnel Workers were required to have a college degree with
specialization In soclology, psychology, or educatlon. Pupil Personnel Aides
vere required to have graduated from an accredited high school and to have one
year of college or work experlence with a youth, community, or soclal service
agency. When possible, Aldes were selected from the community in which a
Title I school was located. The Supervising Director of the Aldes felt that
mature men and women, with knowledge of and interes: in the community, were
most effective for this job.

A vorkshop was conducted for orlentation and tralning of Workers and Atdes
during the first two weeks of school, and in-service training sessions were
conducted throughout the school year,

All members of the Consultant Teams participsted in weekly staff develop-
ment meetings under the supervision of the Washlngton School »f Psychlatry.

PARTICIPANTS

Ideritifled students from 95 Title I schools, Including 11 parochiat
schools, were served by the Pupll Personnel Services Teams.

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

Budget allocatlion: $1,049,030
Cost per pupil: $87 (based on the 12,053 caseload of the Technlcian
Teams)
$39 (based on the 26,648 fdentifled students {n

target-atea scliools)
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d FUTURE FOR J IMMY

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

Beginning in 1965 the Washington Urban League operated a program
called "Future fecr Jimmy', designed to provide academic assistance to
students in Kelly Miller, Shaw, and Terrell Junior High Cchools, The
apparent success of this project as part of a larger school -community
program led the District of Columbia Schools to allot Title I funds for
its operation In June 1966, under contract to the Urban League.

The purpose of the Future for Jimay Program was to offer tutorial and
counszling services to students In the 6th through 12th grades who had
academic problems in school and possible difficult home situations. The
emphasis In the tutorial program was on reading and mathematics. Special
efforts were made to involve the parents and other members of the community
in the activities of the program. It was hoped that this comblned effort
would improve the abllity of the students to succeed in school.

In school year 1967-68, the Future for Jimmy Program operated at
three school centers - Dunbar and McKinley High Schools and Randall Junior
High School, whichwere open two evenlngs a week from 6:00 to 8:(C0 p.m,
Students from 29 Title I schools came to these centers. The program was
organized into three phases - school, home, and community, the rationale
being that all three play a signlflicant role in the life of the student
and if they are rade to work together to give mutual support and cncerr-
agement, the student will recelve the optimum benefit.

School Phase

Both the tutors and the tutees participated In the program on a
voluntary basis. Although sume were referred by principals, teachers,
and community agencles, most of the students came because they wanted to,

One Important strength of thls program was the callber of tutors it
attracted, The tutors were almost equally divided between men and women,
and reflected a wide background of interest and eXperience - professlonals,
college students, government workers, teachers, housewives.

Conferences with teachers, princlpals, ang school counselors were an
important aspect of 1linklng the tutorlal program with the school.

In-service training for the tutors was part of the program. Two
general orientaticn programs were held, and also regular workshops dealing
with mathematics and reading skills were conducted throughout the school
year, The tutors were directed to employ i{magination in helping thelr
students. Although standardized classroom materlals were available,
dependence upon them was not encoursaged. Every concelvable device or
method was used to improve the skills end study habits of the students.

00
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#284 Future for Jimmy
Continued

One example was the Jimmy Journal. Student contributions were encouraged
and an editorial board of students met once a month to select and edit
articles, and produce the journal, which was used as a major tutoring tool.

In the summer of 1967, the program staff organized a special Laubach
Basic_Reading Program for a selected number of Future for Jimmy students.
It was an experimental attempt to use tested adult materials with junior
high school students. Sixteen stiidents were involved in the program. The
majority were 6th graders whose recent reading tests indicated they were
reading below the 4th-grade level. Of the sixteen, ten were reading on a
4th-grade level or helow; four were reading on a 4th-grade level or above.

The 14 tutors involved in this program recefved special training in the
Laubach method and were zlso encouraged to use other creative approaches in
their tutoring.

An evaluation of the B-week program iadicated that highly motivated
tutors and students - as these were - can be involved in a tutoring rela-
tionship that can provide personal and academic growth. There were increases
in reading skills in almost all of the students. This might be attributed
to the personal encouragement as well as the work in academlc areas.

H1me Phese

The home phase of the Future for Jimmy Program was designed to involve
the parents as much as possible in the program activities. A part of the
role of the counselors was to make home visits to acquaint parents with the
program. Efforts were made to work with students and famillies on special
problems the students were having at home or in school. During 1967-68,
383 home visits were made.

Each center sponsored parent nights, Alsc, parents were encouraged to
attend and take part in the planning of a night prugram, held twice a year,
in which students and tutors were given awards for outstanding attendance.

Coemmunity Phase

Contacts within the community were also an important aspect of Future
for Jimmy work. The staff worked with the Committee of 100 Ministers, to
provide a program of four seminars to Inform church people about the
program and the schools in general.

The staff worked with other community agencies in planning and organ-
lzing the Labor Day activities sponsored by the D.{. Recreation Department.
Another Future for Jimmy community project was the Experiment in Interna-
tional Living Program., ‘fhrough funds raised by the group, one student
spent the summer with a family in Austrla, one student went to Brazil, and
another to Sweden,

O
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#2384 Future for Jimmy
Continued

Special activities of the Future for Jimmy Program Included compiling
a bibliozraphy on Negro life for students and tutors, establishing a
writer's workshop to encourage young writers in the program, and organizing
trips to theaters and special events in the Washington area.

In an annual report submitted by staff of the program, the following
observations were made:

+ssFutire for Jimmy has touched the lives of hundreds of students,
parents, and people in the community in the past year.

+eeMany of the students seemed tc blossom under the guidance of
interested adults. Some of the students came into the program belligerent,
hostile, and disruptive. These children were encouraged to return rather
than being sent away. Some of these students have become shining examples.
Several are now employed as tutors themselves under a special NYC program.

.esThe staff founa the children to be intelligent people, although
almost universally two to three grades behind in reading and mathematics,
With constant and personal help, the students' own lmage of their abilities
has greatly improved, an important factor for any youngster attempting to
do well in school.

The tutors appeareu to learn as much as the children. As they returned
to their communities, they undoubtedly understood the problems of children
from these schools better for having worked with them so intimately,

STAFF

The staff consisted of 332 tutors as well as a director, social wcrker,
and a coordinator and counselor for each of the three centers in the program.

PARTICIPANTS
Approxfimately 458 6th- through 12th-grade students from Title I
schools participated in the program. Most of the students came on their

own volition. Some were reccmmended by teachers and administrators.

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

Budget allotment: $106,339
Cost per pupil: $232

ERIC 60

4.-28



#285

WIDENING HORIZONS

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

The Widening Horizons Tours for Teens Program was administered under the
Urban Service Corps of the District of Columbia Public Schools with the ald of
a voluntary community committee. (overnment agencies and private institutions
cooperated in providing programs and opening their facilities to secondary
school youth.

 Concelved and launched by Mrs. Arthur Goldberg in 1962, Widening Horlzons
offered an opportunity for students to explore different kinds of job oppor-
tu. {tles and to enjoy the various cultural and recreational resources in the
Washington area.

During the school year 1967-68, 300 9th-grade students from Randall, Shaw,
and Terrell Junior High Schools participated in the Videning Horlzons Program.
A vocational guldance alde was assigned to the staff at each of these junior
high schools to coordinate the tours and work with the students i{n the area of
vocational guldance. Bus transportation was provided as part of the program,

Tours for the year included a visit to the Glant Food Stores warehouse
where the children were able to see a variety of jobs being performed -- they
s&w how produce was unloaded, the process of bagging vegetables such as
potatoes and onions, the butcherinz and inspection of meat, the manner in
which perishable goods were refrigerated, how inventorv was taken, etc. The
students also visited Kafritz Memorial Hospital, where they were given a tour
of the hospital, a general overview of how a hospital functions, and an intro-
duction to the different jobs found in the hospital environment, A visit was
made to the Departmental Auditorium at the Labor Department, wheru the children
saw an African dance and drums performance. Other visits included a trip to
the Smithsonian Institution and a tour of the Treasury,

The main purpose of these tours was to give students an increased insight
into a variety of interesting vocatlions avallable in the Washington area.

STAFF

The Widening Horlzons staff consisted of a cirector, three vocational aldes,
three parent aildes, and a secretary., Hundreds of volunteers participated in
arranging a trip with an agency, recruiting youngsters from the community, and
chaperoning the tours. Some of these volunteers were youths who had themselves
formerly participated In the Widening Horizons Program.

PARTICIPANTS

Three hundred 9th-grade students from Randall, Shaw, and Terrell Junior
High Schecols particlpated in thls program.

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

Q .
get allotment: $38,927 .
EMC:: per pupil: $136 $¥Y
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READING AND SPEECH-HEARING CLINICS

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

Remedial reading and speech-hearing services are particularly Important
to students in the target area schools. A large majority of the identified
students have reading problems. Many others have hearing problems or speech
defects which prevent maximum utilization of Instruction,

In addition to thelr regular visits to Title I schools, clinic personnel
held meetings with representatives of non-public Title I scioois to impiove
reading services,

STAFF

The following members were added to the regular staff of the two clincs
for the purpose of providing assistance in the Title I schools, including
parochlal schools, Staff was assigned on an equivalent tiwe basls.

assistant directors
reading specialists
speech specialists
clerk

clerk-typlsts

o WM

PARTICIPANTS

Priority of treatment was given to the identified students in public
schools who without this extra staff help would otherwise have had to await
appointments for the regular clinics. Students In parochial schools were
not eligible to use the regular clinic facilitles, so reading and speech-
hearing specialists visited these schools.

All fidentified students were surveyed, and those needing treatment were
glven speclial attention.

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

Budget allotrent: $98,540
Cost per pupil: $4

PP
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#321, #323

#321 INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF
#323 “MODELY MODEL SCHOOL STAFF

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

Both the "Model™ Model School Staff Program and the Instructional Staff
Program provided for an expansion of the regular school staff by the addition
of more teachers, The "Model' Model School Staff Program, which Included
Harrison, Garrison, Montgomery, and Morse Schools, provided for four more
teachers In these schools. The Instructional Staff Program made provision
for elght extra teachers to be added to schools in the Model School Division,
eXcepting the already mentioned "Model" Model Schools., The maln objective
of these programs was to make possible smaller classes, by expanding the
staff, thus allowing the teacher to devote a greater portion of her time to
the individual students,

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

Model" Model School Staff Program budget allotment: $33,759
Cost per pupil: s13

Instructional Staff Program budget allotment: ‘ $85,032
Cost per pupil: $10

O
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#322

STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

The Staff Development Program in the Model School Divisinn was carried
out by a group of fifteen teachers, called the Innovacion Team. All fifteen
members, with the exception of one, had previously taught in the Model School
Division. The Innovation Team was trained for three consecutive summers,
starting in 1965. Each member was specially trained in new methods and cur-
ricula in the fields of mathematics, science, social studies, reading, and
human relations.

The Innovation Team operated at every school in the Model School Division.
Members of the Team visited the individual classrooms and worked with the
teachers to improve and enhance the existing method of instruction and to
give them help and advice with any problems or questions wvhich confronted
them. The Team member together with the teacher decided upon which new
teaching methods and materials would be most beneficlal for the students.
The Team member ascertained 1f any materials were lacking, answered any
questions the teaciier might have, and generally tried to assist in any way
possible, In addition, the Team made arrangements for curriculum and in-
structional workshops, which were day-long sessions in functional skills for
teaching in specific subject areas. The Team members themselves conducted
the workshops or arranged for special educational consultants to conduct
them.

STAFF

The staff consisted of a director and fifteen Team members.

PARTICIPANTS

All of the students attending Title I schools in the Model School
Division were affected by thls program, as each teacher was visited at least
once by the Innovation Team.

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

Budget allotment: $321,235
Cost per pupil: $28

ERIC 4
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#326

COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROGRAM

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

The main objective of the Community School Program was to involve the

community as much as possible with the school and its activities. The

“rationale behind develop, <. of such a program is that a school will be

e
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a more effective unit if it meets the specific needs of the children, as
well as adults, of the community which it serves.

Information about the needs and desires of the community on which to
base a program and a curriculum was obtained by canvassing the neighborhood,
by holding meetings between school personnel and members of the community,
and by working with the churches, youth and adult clubs, and other organi-

zations.

Community School activities and courses were conducted in the school
buildlngs of the participating schools: Bruce, H. D. Cooke, and Garnet-
Patterson, and at other locations throughout the community. The functions
ranged from courses in sewing, home managcment, sex education, and basic-
educatlon for adults; famlly-sirengthening programs, which involved
activities such as outings and plenics where the family as a whole unit
could participate; to tutcrial, recreational, and entertainment activities
for children; as well as a wide variety of other actlvities geared to

community members of all ages.

The objectives of the program were!
1. To develop closer communlty school ties
2. To develop an educatlonal curriculum geared to the children

3. To serve the community members in an educational as Well as
personal manner.

STAFF

The staff included three community-school coordinators, as well as
teachers and a variety of volunteer workers.

PARTICIPANIS

Students of Bruce Elementary, H. D. Cooke Elementary, and.Garnet-
Patterson Junior High Schoolsy and members of the surrounding communities,
particlpated in this program.

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

Budget allotment: $39,930
Cost per pupil: $16

6o
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#3217

CULTURAL ENRICHMENT

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

The purpose .of the Cultural Enrichment Program was to broaden the
scope of .inner-city students'! cultural knowledge, in an effort to compensate
for their cultural deprivation. :

‘The objectives of the program were:

1. To expose the children to the contributions to contemporary
11fe of various kinds of artists, such as musiclans, actors, authors,
painters, and sculntors,

2. To provide students with the opportunity of meeting these
artists in person,

3. To encourage intra-school cultural activities.
4, To expose the studenc to the culture of other countries.

5. To take advantage of the opportunities for cultural enrich-
ment available in the Nation's Capital.

Examples of some of the cultural experiences to which students were
exposed ware: ' plano, vocal, choir, band, guitar, and jazz concerts; and
Aramatic, operatic, and dance presentations, Groups such as the Philhar-
monic Symphony Orchestra, the National Cathedral Choirs, the Howard
University Band, the Garrick Players, Mimes and Masques Theater for Youth,
and the National Ballet performed for the students. The events were arranged
in one of two ways - either the artists or groups came to the schools and
performed there, or the students took trips to the location of the presen-
tations,

Field trips to places of interest In the District of Columbia, which
the majority of students had nevervisited, served to augment the program.
Filmstrips and lectures by representatives of foreign countries scquainted
the students with life in lands other than their own,

STAFY

Other than the regular school staff and the varlous performers, there
was no additional scaff necessary.

PARTICIPANIS

All of the elementary and secondary school students in the Model
School Divlslon participated in the program. .

PIDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

Budget allotment: $18,500
Cost per pupll: $2

66
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#328

CARDOZO DATA PROCESS ING PROGRAM

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

This was a Model School program designed to give ldentified students
at Cardozo High School the opportunity to learn data processing skills
while still attending school. They were taught how to operate the card
punch machine, the verifier, and the card sorter, In addition to
functional skills, students were taught the overall data processing and
computer cycle, They learned about how d.ca processing evolved and grew,
the various ways in which 1t is used, and an overall understanding of vhat
the fleld of data processing entails, so as to be adequately prepared to
work in this area. Another important aspect of the course was to acquaint
the students with the different occupations In the data precessing fleld
which they could pursue once they successfully completed the programs

Tnere were two classes of twenty students esach, whlch me% for three
hours every day for one school term. After completing this course students
could go on to a continuation course (Data Processing II) which was
taught at Armstrong Adult Education Center because the necessary equipment
was located there, And finally, if they wished, students could take a
computer programming course {(Data Processing IIl). The studeats were
glven Instruction to help them pass the Clvil Service Examination, the
Clerk Typist Examination, and the Office Equipment Operators Test. Also,
after students had completed one or more of the data processing courses
they had the opportunity to go out and work as part of the CORE program,
and to earn school credits at the same time,

The objectives of the program were:

1. To glve students an understanding of the term "Data
Processing".

2. To glve students a knowledge of the evolution, growth, and
uses of data processing systems.

3. To introduce students to the varlous data processing systems
and equipment.

4, To trailn students for proficlient operation of data processing
equipment.

5. To prepare students to pass various Clvil Service examinations
in the data processing flelds,

STAFF

The staff consisted of two speclally tralned teachers of data
processing.

\I)C‘ 6 {
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{328 Cardozo Data Processing Program
Continued

PARTICIPANIS

In the 1967-68 school year 80 students participated in the prcgram,
All of the participants had to be business students, and were required to
have had courses in either Commercial Arithmetic or Business Mathematics,
Typewriting I, and Recordkeeping. -

BUDGET AND COST PER PUPIL

Budget allotment: §£17,000
Cost per pupil:  §$212

65
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#329

ENGLISH IN EVERY CLASSROOM

DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTI(VES

The purpose of the English in Every Classroom Program (lModel School
jivision) was to lmprove the students' level of achievement in English and
to make the learning of Engllsh an ongolng process -- a part of the students'
everyday Life. The program consisted of four major aspects: (1) newspapers,
(2) magazines, (3) paperback books, and (4) individual journals.

1) Newspapers: The Washington Post contributed enough dally news-
papers to each school to supply one for each student fn every &£nglish
classroome The children were taught how to read a newspaper, how to find
specific information, and how newspapers could be useful in their everyday
lives, Special reports and discusslons based on news articles helped to
integrate reading and English into the students! lives in a practical,
functional manner.

2) Magazines: Magazines In which the students were Interested, such
as Teen, Seventzen, Ebony, etc,, were procured. This type of reading
material served to motivate the students to want tc read, and to discuss
what they had read with the teacher and other class members,

3) Paperback books: Paperback editions of the classfcs, novels, and
other types of books were supplisd to the students. Book reports were
made, compositlons written, and varfous other projects carried out. One
advantage of paperback books was that they seemed to have more appeal for
the students, In that they are not like textbooks or other school material,
and therefore seem to have more of an "enjoyment™ connotation.

4) Journals: The students were given spiral notebooks to use as

individual journals. Anything the student wished to write about could

be included in the journal, The keeping of a journal was not compulsory, ;
and was done on the student's own time, Whenever one notebook was i
comgleted the student was given another to continue his journal. Some

students filled as many as 3 or 4 notebooks during the year, while others

wrote only a few pages. Thls aspect of the program allowed the students

the flexibllity to work according to their own degree of motivation and .
desire, :

Another major objective of the program was to make English a part of i
other subject area classes. Soclal Studies &nd Mathematics teachers, for |
example, assigned the writing of compositions or reports relevant to their
particular class. After the subject teacher had looked over the composi-
tions, they would be given to the English teacher to be read and corrected.
English was In this way interwcven Into the students' overall school :
curriculum and not just confined to the English ¢lassroonm. !

O
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#329 English in Every Classroom
Continued

STAFF

Other than the regular staff of the school there was no addltlonal
staff necessary.

PARTICIPANTS

807 students in Garnet-TPatterson Junior High School took part in the
program.

BUDGET_AND COST PER PUPIL

Budget alletment: $20,000
Cc 't per pupll: $25

70
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Chapter 5

PATTERNS OF PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

General Considerations

There were four principal types of Title I programs as far as the
participation of Title I students was concerned. The first type consisted
of those programs designed specifically for Title I students and open to all
students in Title I schools regardless of whether or not they were "identi-
fied" as potertial dropouts. An example of this type was the Teacher Alde
Program, Teacher aldes were assigned to Title I schools, but it was
fmpossible to assign them so that they helped only identified students, as
these students were scattered in varying proportiuns throughout the class-
rooms of the target-area schools.

The second type consisted of those programs in which onhly identified
students were served. An example of tais type was the Pupil Personnel
Services Teams Program where the caseload consisted of only identified
studzats. Ancther example of this type was the Summer Camping Program,
where the Pupil Personnel Teairs specifically recruited identified children
for participatich, making all the arrangements for transportation, clothing,
parental consent signatures, etc.

The third type of participation consisted of prograns already ongoing
ir. the D.C. Schndl System, such as the Reading Clinic snd the Speech-Hearing
Clinic, to which Titl. I funds were added to provide sdditional personnel.
The operation of these programs remained the same; Title I funds simply
made it possible for the regular services to be expanded to include more
Title I students without any delsy.

The fourth type consisted of programs such as some of the summer schosl
programs, which were organized to meet some specific need of the target
group, but fcr various reasons (primaril:, lateness of funding) the programs
could not be confined to only [itle I students. In order for sufficient
participants to be recruited, these programs were opened to non-Title I
school +hildren as well, -The results of this late recruiting during the
summer of 1967 are shown in the evaluation report on the Title I summer
progragms . *

* PEvaluetion of ESEA Title I Prugrams in the District of Columbla, Sumser
1967," Table 2, page 59.
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Numerous problems arose in the administration of varlou: Title I programs
concerning the involvement of non-Title I students. One of the most difficult
to resolve was what to do with identified students who had moved from Title I
schosls into non-Title I schools, Were they to be considered as still identi-
fled or were they to be dropped from the work load of the Pupil Personnel
Teams? Fer the most part, these students were dropped, but in cases where the
students moved to a school adjacent to a Title I school and it was not tuo
difficult for the Teams to maintain contact, then the Teams continued to work
with them. In other cases, there were whole sections of a school attendance
area moved to adjacent non-Title I schools. Also, there were cases where indi=~
vidual students moved to a completely different section of town;-la general
these wvere dropped from the caseload of the Teams after notifying the staff of
the students®' new school of the previous. "identified" status of thefetudent.

Cost Per Pug}i

One of the important ccnsiderations with regard to evaluating Titla 1
programns is the average cost per pupil, Table 5-1 shows figures :ierived from
the descriptions of 2ach program in Chaptar 4 of this report. These are the
best avallable estimates of the average costs.untll the final audit for the
school year s obtained. Even then audited costs dc¢ not represent the actual
total expcnditures because of other suppert to many programs -- such things as
the volunteer efforts of the Urban Service Corps in thelr various projects, and
the maintenance of bulldings and grounds where programs are conducted, which 1s
funded by the regular schonl budget. To facllitate comparison or a strict
cost-per-pupil basls, the various programs heve been arcanged in rank crder
according to the ascending cost per pupil, : :

Table 5-2 shows the cost per pupll foer the T!tle I programs durang the
summer of 1967, also arranged ln aSCending order of cost,

Participation Patterns

“ A somple of 1760 slhdents was taPen from tha 50,000 in the Master Analysls
Tape tor whom there was a record of program participation. The prcgrams in
which they participated during the summer of 1967 and the followlng school year
were tallled separately for identified and non-ldentified students. The re-
sults are showr in Tables 5-3 and 5-4. The total cost per pupil was estimated
Ly :dding together Lhe per pupll cost of the programs in wnlch ea"h studiat
partlclpated. . . :

Table 5 3 shows that the 792 ldentlfied students In the sample participated
in a total of.1220 programs, including being identified students, but not count-
ing being with a teacher alde.- This 1s an average of approximately 1,54 programs
per pupils. Only two out of seven identified students in the sample wera In any
Title I program, except for being classified as an identified student. VUhen the
cost of all the 1220 programs s added up and prorated across the 792 students
In the sample, che &avarage cost per pupil for these progrems is $66.69,



Rank Frogram
Order Numbey

VW

282
327
286
265
321

281
323
263
244
326

242
324
246
329
322

325
245
283
241
264

285
248
249
328
284

247
262
261
243

Table 5-1

ENROLLMENT, BUDGET, AND COST PER PUPIL

Propram Title

Audiovisual Program

Cultural Enrichment, MSD

Reading and Speech-Hearing Clinics
Living Stage Progrum

Instructional Staff, MSD

Urban Service Corps

"Model" Model Schuol Staff

Teacher Ald>s & Teacher Assistants
Expansion of Language Arts Program
Community School Precgvam, MSD

Readlng, Math, & Classroom Assistance
Speclal Aildes, "Model’ Model Schools
Foed Servlnes

English in Every Classroom, MSD

Staff Duvelopment Frogram, MSD

Teacher Aldes & Assistants, MSD
Teacher Assistant Training Program
Pupll Fersonnel Services Teams
Preschoal Children-Parent Orientation
Reading Incentive Seminars

Widening Horizons, MSD

Teacher Aldes (Elementary)

Saturday Muslc Program

Cardozo Data Processing Program, MSD
Future for Jimmy

Breakfast Program

STAY Program

Webster Girls'! School
Emotlonally Disturbed Children

5-3

FOR TITLE I PROGRAMS AND SERVICES FOR 1967-68 SCHOOL YEAR

Enroll- Funds Cost per
ment Allottad _Prnpil
26,000 § 23,187. § 1,
11,311 18,500. 2.
26,000 98,540, 4,
16,676 84,000, 5.
8,746 85,032, 190.
12,000 142,875, 12,
2,565 33,759, 13.
16,676 227,711. 14,
4,321 62,722, 15.
2,441 39,930, 16.
14,803 274,929, 19,
2,565 49,890. 19,
13,311 278,438, 21.
807 20,000, 25.
11,311 321,235, 28.
11,311 370,138, 33,
8,198 291,050, 36,
26,000 1,049,030, 39,
450 55,523, 123,
2,536 317,282, 125.
300 38,927, 130.
33,975 453,853, 135.
126 23,500, 187.
80 17,009, 212,
458 106,339, 232.
961 243,245, 253,
950 298,940, 315,
356 118,556, 333,
37 116,164, 3140,
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Program

Number

480
580
463
540
430

350
600
570
560
464

500
410
470
450
462

420
440
520
461

530

610

Table 5-2

ENROLLMENT, BUDGET, AND COST PER PUPIL

FOR TITLE I PROGRAMS AND SERVICES FOR SUMMER 1967

Program Title

Pupil Personnel Services
Instrumental Music

Summer Seminar--Helghts School
Secondary School Enrichment
STAY Program

Morning Physical Fitness

Vocational Orientation

Summer Camping

Special Orientation for 6th Graders

Institute of Languages~--
Georgetown Unlversity

Primary Sumier School
Sacial Adjustment
Summer Occupational Orientation
JHS College Prep--Gonzaga
International Seminars--

St. Albans School

Webster Girls' School

Joint Public & Parochial--15-12

Theater Workshops

Soclology Seminars--National
Cathc.'ral School

Georgetown College Orientatlon

MeD JHS & Teacher Training Institute

5.4

Enroll- Funds Cost per
ment Allotted _Pupil
(17,437) $ 43,188, § 2,
530 12,200, 23.
3 ‘ 90. 30.
782 25,572. 33.
435 15,782, 36.
947 34,803. 37.
355 19,800, 56.
9C2 53,230, 59,
335 22,348, 68.
93 6,975, 75.
4,953 408,401, 82.
327 28,298. 87.
279 27,962, 1.00.
89 11,000, 124.
32 4,493, 140.
53 10,466, 197,
175 35,016, 200.
54 12,000. 222,
9 2,700, 200.
52 30,000. 577.
143 19,067, Not
Applicabdle




Chapter 6

ANALYSIS OF STUDENT EVALUATION FORM DATA

Introduction

As with the evaluations of Title I programs in preceding years, this one
is hased upon the cange in teacher evaluation of student perfermance ar-
attitude using two separate sets of Student Evaluation Forms (SEF's). The
rationale for the development and use of this lustrument, as well as conslder-
able discussion of 1its use in the analysls of the comparativa performance of
students In Title I programs, is given in the report for 1966 and 1967 .%

Master Analysis Flle

Analysis of the effects of Title I programs upon students who were in
them during the summer of 1567 ard the school year of 1967-68 depends in
great part upon the change in teazher evaluations of classroom performance
and attitude between June 1967 and June 1966. It was necessary to combine
information from a number of sources in order to obtain the computer tape
with which to accomplish this analysis, This computer tape was called the
"Master Analysis Flle" and contained the fcllowing information:

Description Source
Student identification number Data bank
Student name Data bank
Sex S Data bank
Date of birth Data bank
School and grade, 1965-56 Data bank
School and grade, 1966-67 Data bank
School and grade, 1967-68 IDF 1967
Identified student indicator, 1965-67 Data bank
Identified student indicator, 1967-68 IDF 1967
Student Evaluation Form, June 1967 Data bank
Student Evaluation Form, June 1968 SEF 1968
Program i:cmbership Roster or S'F

* tEyaluatlon of ESEA Title I Programs for the District of Columbtia, 1966 and
1967%

ERIC 6-1
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The program membership section of the tape contained the record of the
programs in whlch each student participated. Each program was considered as
a separate varlable, and the tape marked to show whether the student was or
vas not in each particular program represented by that tape position. Program
nembership Iinformation came from three principal sources. One was from
rosters of students supplied by the program administrators; another source
was the SEF's filled out by teachers in special programs such as the STAY
Program; and another source was SEF item 25 (in a classroom with a teacher
alde present) combined with information from the data bank as to the school
and/or grade of the student. For example, the program membership for students
in the Model School Division ‘Model" Model Special Aldes Program #324 was
determined as follows: When 1t was found that a stulent had been in a class-
rcom with a teacher alde, his school code was checked to see whather he was
al.o in Harrison, Garrison, Montgomery, or llorse schools; if so, then hlc
program membership record was marked to indicate participation in program
#324 (1" for In the program, "O" if not).

The Master Analysis rile contained 51,760 records. However, there were
only 25,003 of these records which had both a 1967 and a 1968 SEF, This flle
contained many records of students who were not in specific Title I programs
other than belng identified students or in Title I schools., Therefore, a
shorter working tape was developed, called the '"Matched Data Tape,” which
contained 5521 records, From the 25,003-reccrd tape were selected out the
records ¢f all students who were ir 23 Title I programs. (These 23 programs
vere the cnes with ey tollments so low that 1f was necessary to use all avall-
able records In order to have an adequate sample, A list of these 23 progvams
will be found in Table 6-1, at theend of thls chapter.) There were 3610
records with membership in these 23 programs among the matched SEF's from
1967 and 1968 contained on the tape. To these were adZ2d. for control pur-
pcses, 107% of all the rest of the records on the tape, which resulted In a
total of 5521 recovds. The "control" sample was made 4p of students in
Title 1 schools, and could have been elther identiflied or not ldentified;
they could alsn have been in Title I programs not included in the 23 listed
in Table 6-1,

The Matched Data Tape was ucsed for most of the analyses of Title I
programs which follow. The 25,003-record tape was used to obtaln the data
about boye and glrls separately where the programs themselves were not
involved,

The means and standaxd deviations for the first eighteen items and for
ths rumber of days absent for each of the two sets of SEF's on the Matchad
Data Tape have been computed for all students for whom data were avallable
in most of the Title I programs as well as for varlous groups of students by
grade and sex. The means and standard deviations for the individual ltems
will be fourd in Appendix A,

76
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Classroom Performance and School Adjustment Composites

In the 1967 report one limitation on the interpretation of the data was
the fact that the main reliance was upon changes in SEF items 2, 12, and 14,
taken separately (How well does this pupil do in his school work, Uncoopera-
tive-cooperative, and Shy-aggressive, respectively). A factor analysis of
a sample of SEF's produced three factors relating to the items In the SEF.
These factors were named “Student classroom performance”, represented by item
2; “Allenatlion from school and soclety", represented by item 12; and
YAggressiveness', represented by ftem 14.

Based upon this previous study and upon subsequent study and discussion
with the Title I Advisory Committee, it was decided to use two of these three
factors as composites, and to add to the analysis the average number of days
absent for the students In the varlous programs. These were called "Class-
room Performance Composite" and "School Adjustment Composite', and were made
up of the following items:

Classroom Performance Composite

SEF ftem 1. How well does he apply himself to his school work?
2, How well does this pupil do in his school work?
7. How well does he like, or is he learning, to read?
10, Alert-Dull

School Adjustment Composite

SEF Item 3. How well does he get along with other children?
4, How is his emotlonal maturity?
10. How well does he cooperate with you?
12, Uncooperative-Cooperative
13, Frlendly-Hostlle
15, Irresponsible-Responsible
16, Neat-Unkempt

The exact wording of thes. items will be found by referring to a copy of
the questlionnalre in Appendix D, The responses to ltems 1 through 10 were on
a three-point, defined interval, scale. The responses to items 11 through 18
vere on a five-point, undefined, scale.

In order to combine the ratings within tho composites, the three-point
ccales of items 1 through 10 were changed mathematically from 1, 2, and 3,
to 40, 20, and 00, respectively. This was so that the largest number would
represent the '"good"” end of the scale, or the "deslrable" characteristlics.
The values for items 13, 16, and 18 were changed mathematically from'l, 2, 3,
4, and 5, to 40, 30, 20, 10, and 00, respectively, This also placed the
score representing the "good" characteristics at the high end of the scale,
For items 12 and 15, the high values were already representative of the
desirable characteristics, so for them the values of 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 were
changed to 00, 10, 20, 30, and 40, respectively.

ERIC 77
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For the Classroom Performance Composite (CPC) the possinhle scoras were
from 00 for the completely negative evaluation on the four ilems, to 160 for
the completely favorable evaluation; the middle or neutral point for this
composite was 80. For the School Adjustment Composite (SAC), with its seven
items, the negative evaluation was also 00, but the completely favorable
score was 280 and the neutral point 140, Coa

Both the Classroom Performance and School Adjustment Composites for each
set of means given in Appendix A were computed. The composites for the
students in ine 1967 summer programs are given in Table 6-2; Table 6-3 contailns
the same composites for the programs in the regular school year; and Table
6-4 contains the composites for various groupy of students for comparative
purposes.

These same data are shown graphically in Figures 6-1 through 6-6. In
these figures the programs have been rearranged in ascending order of the
numerical vealue of the composites for the 1967 mean. Arrows have been
drawn showing the direction of change. The arrow starts at the point cor-
responding to the score of the 1967 composite, and the tip of the arrow
indicates the 1968 value, If the arrow points to the right, then the
students in that program had a higher composite score in 1968 than they did
in 1967, If ‘t points to the left, then their composite score decreased,
and the students changed in an "undesirable' direction, as evaiuated by
thels classroom teachers.

In Figure 6-1, showing the Classroom Performance Composites for the
summer 1967 programs, all programs show change In a positive direction with
the exception of three -- Summer Occupational Orientation, Theater Workshops,
and the MSD JHS & Teacher Training Instltute students. Of these, the latter
made the greatest negative change.

Figure 6~2 shows the School Adjustment Composites for these same sunmer
programs, There were five programs which showed negative trends. The same
three that decreased in the Classroom Performance Composite also decreased
here; two more showed a negetive trend -- the Georgetown College Orientation
Program and the Summer Camping Program.

Both of these figures show a tremendous range between the scores of the

"students in the program at the top of each chart and the program at the

bottom. This indicates that these summer programs covered a wide range of

children, according to tha classroom teacher, It should be remembered that
this evaluation covered only those students who were ln Title I schools ln

both June 1967 and June 1968.

All of the programs in the lower part of the two figures have students

" whose composites show that their teacher evaluations were well above average

to begin with, It is quite probable that these gtudents are not potential
dropouts. Moreover, it appears that many of these summer programs had a
negutive effect on the students in them, particularly as shown by the
School Adjustment Composite.



Fil,urcs 6-3 and 6-4 show the Classroom Performance Composites and
Sciiool /djustment Composites for students In the regular 1967-68 school
year programs. In Flgure 6-3, all programs showed change in a positive
direction with the exception of two which showed a negative trend .- the
students to whom the Urban Service Corps gave hearin, aids, and the students
in the Breakfast Program, the latter with a just perceptible downward trend.

Figure 6-4 shows that the students In four programs had a negative
change and in two more the scores were practically unchanged. Again the
students who were supplied with hearing alds by the Urban Service Corps had
the greatest downward trend. Also with moderate downward trends were the
students in the Reading Incentive Seminars, the Model School Division stu-
dents with teacher aldes, and the Model School Division English in Every
Classroom Program, The other programs that were stationary, or practically

so, were the MSD Special Aldes, "Model" Model Schools, and Model School
Division students as a whole.

It is quite evident from these two figures that the amount of change
was not nearly so great as for the summer programs. It Is also noticeable
that the over-all range of composites was not so great, elther. The range of
composites for the summer programs was from 43,1 to 125.,7 for the CPC
compared with 48.4 to 95.7 for the regular school year. For the SAC the

range for the summer programs was from 100.6 to 230.0 compared with 130.0 to
199.8 for the regular school year.

Flgures 6-5 and 6-6 were derived from the data in Table 6-3, The set of
arrows on the first four lines shows the changes for boys on the left and for
girls on the right, for ident{fled students In programs and not in programs,
then for non-identified students in programs and not in programs. The set of
arrows on the next four lines ehews the changes for a sample of hoys and girls
at grade levels 1-3, 4-6, 7-9, and 10-12, taken from the 25,003-record tape
(Reformatted Master Tape), Three hundred boys and three hundred girls were
dravn at each levei. The remalning set of arrows was taken from the Matched
Data Tape, for all males, all females, the 10% control sample (those students
not in the 23 Title I programs listed Iin Table 6-1), and all students in the
Model School Division on this tape.

The arrows show that most groups changed in the positive direction. This
1s quite different from the previous report* where the over-all trends of all
items were In a negative direction. No dsta were avallable In the last report
on differences either by grade level or by sex, Flgure 6-3 shows thal there
is a considerable amount of difference between grade groups and between the
boys and the girls. In this figure there is only one group that moved in a
negative direction -- the grade 10-12 girls. The girls at the grade 7-9 level
shoved no change between the two evaluations.

* "Evaluation of ESEA Title I Programs for the District of Columbla, 1966
and 1967"
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In Figure 6-6 showing the School Adjustment Composites, there are three
groups of boys whose composites go down. These are the non-identified males
in programs, and the males at the grade 1-3 and the grade 10-12 levels. The
identified males in programs showed no cuhange, nor did the males in the grade
7-9 group, This means that of the nine composites for males, three go down,
two show little or no change, and four go up., For the nine female composites,
only one moves in the negative direction -- the grade 10-12 group, One other
group, the girls at the grade 4-6 level, shows no change, but all the others
move upn,

Analysis of Days Abs-nt

The Matched Data File also contained the data from SEF item 19 (days
absent)s This was the record of the teacher as to the number of days the
student had been absent during the precediiig year. The over-all average days
absent of students in various groups is another way of evaluating the effects
of these programs. Table 6-5 shcws the average days absent during 1967 and
1968 for the same groups of students as in Tables 6-2, 6-3, and 6-4,

It will be seen that for the elementary grades the number of days absent
decreased from 1957 to 1968 for toth boys and girls. In the secondary grades
the number increased. The largest decrease was for the grade 1-3 boys, with
a change of a little over 3 days. The largest increcase was for the 10-12
grade girls, Here they averaged almost 2 days more absences in 1968 than in
1967,

The range of absences in the rest of the table is quite extreme., lost
of the programs showed a decrease in the average number of days absent. The
ones that showed an increase tend to be those in the secondary schools. The
Reading Incentive Seminar Program was one of these., Ths Breakfast Program,
however, was basically an elementary school program but showed an increase
in absences of over 2 days. Both the Future for Jimmy Program and the Widening
Horizons Program showed favorable absencs rates. Widening Horitons, a 9th
grade program, not only showed a decrease of 1,2 days per student but was also
4 days less on the average than 7-9th graders in 1968. In another junior high
school program, English in Every Classroom, the students dropped 1,5 days of
absences in 1968, This put them well below the grade 7-% boys in 1968 and
belov the girls e& well.

In the summer programs there was considerable variability. One that
showed & tremendeus change for the better was the Georgetown College Orienta-
tion, vhich showed a decrease from 21 days absent during 1967 to 13 days in
1968. This 13 days was even below the average for senior high school boys and
girls. 7Two other programs showed absence rates well in excess of the average --
the Social Adjustment Program and the STAY Summer Program. In the Soclal
Adjustment Program the number of absences decreased somewhat, but did not in
STAY.




Several programs showed a considerable increase in the number of days
absent, The largest change was in the Summer Occupational Orientation Program,
where the average went up almost 7 days., Another group which showed a large
increzse was the students in the Model School Division Summer Institute, where
the number of absences more than doubled. While the resulting average was
somewhat below the average for junior high school children in general, a change
of this nature should be investigated,

Factor Analysis of SEF Data from Matched Data Tape

In order to determine the factorial structure of the two sets of SEF
evaluations, eight subsamples were drawn from the Matched D+«ta Tape (MDT).

_ All cases were divided into four grade groups where the record contained the
grade level in June 1968, and then was further divided by sex. Fron t. .;e
elght subsamples, three hundred cases were drawn at random. These subsamples
accounted for the proportions of the available cases In the MDT as indicated

below:
Sample Total Sample Total
Grades Size in MDT % Grades Size in MDT %
BOYS 1-3 300 3111 9,64 GIRLS 1-3 300 2811 10,67
4-6 300 2878 10,42 4-6 300 2558 11.73
7-9 300 1680 17.86 7-9 © 300 1699 17,66
10-12 300 650 46.15 ' - 10-12 300 624 48,08

In order to compensate for mlssing data in the particular ltems of the
SEF's, the value corresponding to the over-all mean for that particular item
was substituted. These corrections facillitated the computational process,
and do not affect the factor analysis, Using the Varimax rotation,* factors
were abstracted until the last facto. contributed less than 5% to the total
variance. In every case four factoyrs emerged, accounting for total variance
in each case as follows: :

7% of % of
Grades Variance Grades Variance
BOYS 1-3 48.04 - GIRLS 1-3 49,35
4-6 49,55 : 4-6 51.02
7-9 51.62 : 7-9 53.21
10- 12 44,95 10-12 49,56

¥ The computer program for the Varimax rotation was used from the I[rogram
Librsry of The George Washing“on University Computer Center.
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The means and standard deviations for each of the eight sats of variables
used in the correlation matrices are given in Appendix A, Thiuvty-eight of the
variables consisted of the first 19 items from the 1967 and 1968 SEF's, The
39th item was whether or not the partlcular student was "identified" as a
potential dropout.

The four factors which emerged were usually composed of the sam. three
factors found in the 1967 report, but \n various combinations. Table 6-6
shows thes2 four factors from each group., Most of the factors consisted of
variables which made up the Classroom Performance Composite (CPC), the School
AcJustment Composite (SAC), and a third group of items which often formrd a
factor which has teen named "Aggressive Leadership." These three groups of

items were combined it various ways. Sometimes the factor was made up of items

from one SEF for only one composite and sonetimes from both. Sometimes the
CPC or the SAC were combined from the two years. Sometimes the Aggressive
Leadership factor wias composed of the items from a& single Year, and sometimes
from both yesars. 1t 1s iuteresting to note that for both the boys and girls
in both the 4-6 ard the 7-9 grade groups there was agreement between the two
sets of SEF's as to the characteristics of aggressive leaders. In the nigh
school group there was no such agreement because the variables that made up
the two factors were di<ferent,

. From these factor analyses it can be concluded ihat there were three
principal sets of items from both sets of SEFis. They were composed of the
following items listed in the order of the average relative strength of these
items in the composite:

School Adjustment Composite

SEF Item 12. Coopera’lve
15. Responsible
10. Cooperates with teacher .
13. Friendly s
4, Emotionally mature : :
3. Gets along with other children
16. Neat

Classroom Performance Composite

SEF Ttem 1, Applies himself to school work (above average)
2, Does his school work (above average)
18. Alert
7. Likes to read

Agaressive Leadership

SEF Item 14, Aggressive
17. Leader
11, Defiant
6. Understand speech (above average)
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Item 5, favorable attitude toward school, did not sppear on any of the
atove lists of 1tems, This item, however, was found fairly often with one or
the other of the two composites, and because it wis often split between the
two, was not included in either.

Item 8, effect of home envirunment on school work, also was found in both
th2 Classroom Performance Composite and the School Adjustment Composite, When
its correlations with other varlables in the same SEF were examined, 1t was
found to correlate highest with item 15, responsible-irresponsible, most of
the time (r = -,40 to -.61). It was also found to have relatively high cor-
relations with item 5, favorable attitude toward school (r = .40 to .59).

Correlations of Corresponding ltems

From the eight factor analyses of the SEF by grade and sex have been
abstracted the correlations of each of the first 19 items on the 1967 SEF
with the corresponding items on the 1968 SEF. These correlations are shown
in Table 6-7, Also shown in the table are the averages of the eight cor-
relations for each item. It will be seen that the average correlation for
the four items making up the Classrcom Performance Composite was «3354, The
average of the seven items in the Sclool Adjustment Ccmposite was 2371, For
the Aggressive leadership fac'nr the average of these three items was .2391.

The stability of the composites is much greater than that of any of the
individual items, and therefore they are more appropriate for measuring the
effects of Title I prograns than any single item would have been.

Distribution of 1968 SEF Item Responses

Appendix A contains the distribution of item responses for a sample of
boys and girls in grades from kindergarten through 12th grade. These lis-
tributions are given so that the actual responses may be seen. They also
present z better picture of the teachers' evaluations over the range of
grades. Attention is called to the fact that the flgures given in the llnes
labeled "above average", "average", and "below average! are percentages. Any
differences from 100% are due to rounding errors. The figure given for total
is the number of students in that particular group. Average Score s based
upon the assignment of scale values to these responses, Items 1 through 10
were assigned "1", u2n. or "3 for the first, second, or third response,
respectively, Items 11 through 18 were assigned 1" through 5" fer the
first through the fifth response, respectively. The data in items 19 and 20
were supplied by the teachers. Items 21 through 24 were punched "1" for No
and "2" for Yes responses, In these four questlons the average score reflects
the percentage of "Yes" respunses to these questions. For example, for grade
2 boys, the average score for item 24, Has he been in a Team Teaching Program,
was 1.10s This means that 107 of this group were in classes with team
teaching.
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For item 25, how much of his time is spent in a classroom with a teacher

aide present, the optlons were assigned values of "1V, "2, “3", and “4",
respectively. The average scores in this case were meaningless.

Two other distributions of SEF items are reported in Chapter 8 in the
sections on the STAY Program and the Webster Girls®' School. Because in these
two programs thé teachers themselves were part of the Title 1 program beling
evaluated, it was decided to treat them separately from evaluations made by
regular classroom teachers,

Q 90
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Tavle 6-1

LIST OF 23 PROGRAMS. USED IN OBTAINING MATCHED DATA TAPE

#10
#430
#6460
#4650
#470
#500
#520
#530
#5430
#560
#570
#580
#600
#610

#2464
#247
#249
#2664
#281
#281
#281
#284
$#285
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(5521 RECORDS)

Summer

Socfal Adjustment

STAY Program

Joint Public & Parociilal--15-12

JHS College Prep--Gonzaga

Summer Occupatlional Orientation
Primary Summer School

Theater Workshops

Georgetown College Orientation
Secondary School Enriciment

Special Orientation for 6th Graders
Summer Camping ‘
Instrumental Music

Vocatlional Orientation

MSD JHS & Teacher Training Institute

Regular -

Expansion of Language Arts Program
Breakfast Program

Saturday Music Program

Reading Incentive Seminars

Urban Service Corps « Clothing
Urban Service Corps - Glasses
Urtan Service Corps - Hearing Alds
Future fcr Jimmy

Widenlng Horlzons
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Program

Number

410
430
&40
450
470
500
220
530
540
350
560
570
580
6GO
610

244
247
249
264
281
281
281
283
234
185
324
325
329
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"1bie 65

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS ABSENT IN 1967 AND 1968

FOR STUDENTS IN VARIOUS TITLE I PROGRAMS AND GROUPS

Title

et

SUMMER 1967

Social Adjustment

STAY Program

Joint Public & Parochial--15-12

JHS College Prep-Gonzaga

Summer Occupational Orileatation
Primary Summer School

Theater ‘Jorkshops

Georgetown College Orientatior.
Seccondary School Enrichment
Morning Physical Fitness

Speclal Orientation for 6th Graders
Summer Camping

Instrumental Music

Vocational Orientation

MSD JHS & Teacher Training Institute

REGULAR YEAR 1967-68

Expansion of Language Arts Program
Breakfast Program
Saturday Music Program
Reading Incentive Seminacs
Urba1 Sersice Corps - Clothing

- Glasses

- Hearing Alds
Pupil Personnel Teams - Caseload
Future for Jimmy
Widening Herlizons
Spacial Atdes, "Model" Model Schools
Teacher Aldes & Assistants
English in Every Classroom

Yo

$.21

1967 1968 Diff.
33,52 27.88 -5.64
21.75 23.29 +1.54
6.54 10,55 +4.01
9.67 9.27 -0.40
10.50 17,16 +6.,66
9.76 8.79 -0,97
6.64 6.00 -0 R4
21.36 13.30 -0.06
10.22 13.97 +3.75
8,28 8.98 +0.60
6.19 8.05 +1.86
11.87 10.62 -1.25
9,27 4.74 -4,53
6.81 7.02 +0,21
5.35 11,00 +5,65
10,30 8.24 -2,006
©.59 11.73 +2.14
11.78 9.33 -2,45
12;32 13;66 ?‘1.34
17.06 16..27 -0.77
12.86 11.35 -1.51
8.92 ve 31 -2,61
15,50 13.16 -2,34
12,02 13.28 +1.26
11.86 10.49 -1.37
15,31 12.02 -3.29
14,77 12,90 -1.87
14,93 13.66 -1,27




Table 6-5 (Continued)

VARIOUS GROUPS-
ldentified Students in Programs
Identificd Students not in Programs
Non-{ ‘entified Students in Programs
Non-Identified Students not in Programs
Studengs in Grades 1-3
Students in Grades 4-6
Students in Grades 7-%9

Students !n Grades 10-12

9¢
6-22

M mE mE mE mMIX mX w9X mxX

1967 1968 Diff.
15.09 13.74 =135
13.96 13057 '0.39
15.15 12.69 -2,46
12,41 12.59 +0.18
11.40 11.46 40,06

9.76 11.49 +1.73

941‘0 8.9“ ‘0.20
11.15 10.65 -0.50
13.26 10,21 -3.05
12051 12.15 ‘0.36
11057 lo.ll —10‘06
10,89 10.77 -0,12
16,18 17.23 +1.05
13.36 14,37 +1.01
16.94 15.85 +0.91
13.43 15.26 +1.83



Factor
Number

IT
III
v

IT
) IS
Iv

11
IIt
Iv

IT
IIt
Iv

NOTES:

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 6-6

FACTORS OBTAINED FROM F4CTOR ANALYSIS OF MATCHED
1967 AND 1968 STUDENT EVALUATION FORM DATA FCX GRADE GROUPS

Boys Factor
Factor Title Number

Grades 1-3

1968 CPC I
1967 SAC I
1.67 CPC III
1968 SAC v

Grades 4-6

1968 CPC and SAC . I
1967 CPC and SAC II
1967665 Ag;:essive Leadership IXI
Days absent 1967 and 1968 v
Grades 7-9
1968 CPC and SAC I
1967 CpC I1
1967868 Aggressive Leadership I1I
1967 SAC Iv

19uo CPC and SAC I
1967 CPC and SAC I1
1967 Aggressive Leadership I11
1968 Aggresslive Leadership v

Girls
Factor Title

1968 CPC and SAC

1967 CPC and SAC

1968 Aggressive Leadership
1967 Coouperativeness

1967 CPC and SAC

1967 Aggressive Leadership
1968 CPC

1968 SAC

1968 CPC and SAC
1967 CPC and SAC
1967668 Aggressive Leadership
1967&68 Absence, poor health

1968 CPC and SAC
1967 CPC and SAC
1667 Aggressive Leadership
1968 Aggressive leadership

CPC - Classrocm Performance Composite (SEF items 1, 2, 7, and 18)
SAC - School Adjustment Ccmposite (SEF {tems 3, 4, 10, 12, 13, 15, and 16)
Aggressive Leadership (SEF items 14, 17, and 11)

97
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Table 6-7

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN CORRESPONDING ITEMS
OF THE 1967 AND 1968 STUDENT EVALUATION FORM
FOR 8 GROUPS OF TITLE I STUDENIS

Item _Var. No. Gr. 1-3 Gr, 4-6 - __Gr. 7-9 Gr. 10-12 ;
No. 1967 1968 Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Glirls Boys Girls Average -
1 2 21 «313  .367 +368 .448 2413 422 «316 .377 «378
2 3 22 .305 .,3an 419,495 386 .474 «301 .343 «387
3 4 23 .282 ,133 «271 4152 175 4254 .113 ,116 187
4 5 24 «311  .279 «322 ,170 .336 .310 «241 ,216 273
5 6 25 224 ,216 «354 .355 474,375 392 ,.349 «342
6 7 26 3946 197 286 4255 314 ,240 «138 ,191 0202
7 8 27 «308 ,251 «361 474 «321 ,299 « 364 .257 329
8 9 28 «273  ,299 «381 .,200 «336 .304 227 .314 «292
9 10 29 «106 ,104 134 .120 140 ,231 245 ,202 «160
10 11 30 «237 .131 «286 .213 .238 ,303 «365 .230 250
11 12 31 «303 ,240 312 294 .280 ,306 136 ,191 «258
12 13 32 254,277 366 249 .38 ,340 «320 .305 «309
13 14 33 «189 112 254 L168  ,148 ,220 116 .083 161
14 15 34 «265 4265 «209 ,306 «332 .294 273,227 271
15 16 35 0279 .242 «295 ,299 «362 ,297 «319 369 «308
16 17 36 425  .345 «325 L,331 368 ".310 243  L145 312
17 18 37 «135 4230 «183 ,222 «160 .200 .103  .276 «189
18 19 35 «338 ,425 «328 .417 .329 ,235 300 .240 «326
19 20 39 «348 ,166 +505 .101 644 516 0224 L214 « 315

the: The means and standard deviatlions for the variables In each correla*’on
matrix will be found in Appendix. A,

95
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Chapter 7

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS OF REGULAR TESTING PROGRAM

In order to compare the performance of Title I schools with that of non-
Title I schools, to see whether or not successive years of effort had made
any notlceable change, the test scores of elementary schools in the D.C.
public school system were converted into percentile scores or ranks for
various sets of scores in reading achievenment.

The test scores available for analysis were:
1963-64 Grade 4 Metroupolitan Achlevement Test - Reading

1965-66 Grade 2 Metropolitan - Reading
Grada & STEP (Sequential Test of Education Progress) -
Reading
Grade 6 Stanford (paragraph meaning)

1966-67 Grade 2 Metropolitan - Reading
Grade & STEP - Readlng
Grade 6 STEP - Reading

1967-68 Grade 4 STEP - Reading
Grade 6 STEP - Reading

The frequency distributions of the schools according to thelr percentlile
ranks are shown in Table 7-1, with the schools divided into Title I schools
a.! non-Title I schools. There are difiering numbers in the various groups
because whole grades werv missing in some schools., The two columns at the
right of the teble show an over-all percentile rank.

An over-all comparison was obtained by averaging the percentile scores
of each school over the nine scores that were avallable. The schools were
then once again placed in percentile order by converting the average to
percentiles, This yields only an approximation of the actual starding, but
was done because of the varlety of tests used in the various grades. The
Title I schools were agaln compared with non-Title I schools on this new
statistic.

Flgure 7-1 shows visually how the Title I schools compare with the
other schools on each test., In thils figure each individual dtagram i{s a
schematic representation of the distribution of each column of numbrrs from
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on standardized tests of reading achlevement -
Grades 2, 4, and 6 for varlous Years.
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Table 7-1, The bar acros: the center of each diagram shows the location of
the median school in each group. For example, looking at 2nl! grade scores,
frr 1965-66 the median Title I school had a city-wide rank of 31.7 and the
median non-Title I school had a rank of 67.1. 71he wide portion in each
diagram shows the range of scores for the middle half of each distribution.
For the Title I schools, the middle half ranged from 16.4 to 43.9, while the
non-Title I schools had a range of 50.8 to 85.1, The narrow portiocn of the
diagrams shows the next lowar and next higher 15 percent of the schools in
each category. Therefore, 10 percent of the Title I schools had a city-wide
ranking above $7.8, and 10 percent of them nad a rank below 6.4.

The noteworthy part of these palrs of diagiams is that about half of
all the schools who were not Title I scored better than 90Z of the Title I
szhoolss This can be seun from the two 1965-66 2nd grade diagrams because
the right end of the Title I schools diagram I8 opposite the cross bar of
the non-Title I schools diagram. This difference i{s even greater in the 2nd

grade 1966-67 set of figures.

An inspection of the sets of figures for the 4th grade shows that means
of both groups dropped. The 1967-68 dlagrams are farther apart than in any
previous year. In the 6th grade diagrams thc means for the Title I groups
seem to show a slight positive trend. There appears to be more overlap as
well, indicating slightly better performarce.

In order to see whether or not those Schools that had been in the
Title I program for the entire three years did better than the whole group
of schools, which inciludes the 13 schools ndded In 1967-68, the percentile
ranks for these schools were calculated for the 4th and 6th grades in 1667-
68. These were as follows:

4th grade 10% 257 50% 757 907
Title I (44 old schools) 3.7 12.8 22.0 47.0 59.0

(811 58 Schools) 6.0 1(0-0 23-9 3913 55-4
6th grade

Title I (43 o1d schools) 4,3 14,1 33.4 51.8 59.1
(all 58 schools) 4.9 14,7 32.5 44,3 58.5

It can be seen that if any difference exists it is not in favor of the
schools that have been in the program the longest

One of the reasons for the inability of the test scores to show any
apprsciable galn is that many of the schools in the target area score so
low on the standardized test~ us ! that a lerge percente¢ge of the children
in them score at the chaice i1.vel, This is because the tests which have
been designed for the general population do not properly test inner-city
children. Therefore, there is a great deal of variation from yes ' to year
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in school ranking on these tests, particularly for Title I schools, Walile
the higher schools tend to continue to score high, the low schoo!~ vary
considerably,

In order to determine the relationship of family income to test per-
formance, the schools were divided into four groups according to the
adjusted median iucome of the census tract that they setrved. These di:)stons
were: (1) Up to $5000, (2) $5000 to $5999, (3) $3000 t> $7999, and (4) $8000
and over,

For this comparison the medlan test scores of each school on the 6th
grade STEP test for 1968 were converted to a scale which h~d been developed
during a study of standardized test scores in-several large matropolitan
cities. In this scale, the score of 20 corresponded to the average score of
the three schools in any city which scored lowest on this test. The score
of 80 corresponded to the average score of the three schools in any city
which scored highest, Intermediate scores were obtalned by a straight-line
conversion. The purpose of this coaversicn was to be able to compare results
of \arious types of tests without knowing the exact equivalent scores between
different batterles,

The results of this conversion are shown in Table 7-2. This table shows
the distribution of schools in each income group using the converted score,
In order to facllitate comparisons between the several groups, these dis-
tributions were plotted in Figure 7-2 using the same type of presentation as
in Figure 7-1,

Figure 7-2 shows much the same sort of comparison between the low income
schools and the other schools In the figure as do the Title T schools cou-
pared with the non-Title I schools. There is not an exact one-to-one cor-
respondence because of the manner in which Title I.schools were selected in
the beginning, as described 1n Chapter 2 (page 2-2) of the prevlous report,
In this figure it 1s to be noted that 90% of the schools with incomes above
$8000 have higher average test scores for their 6th grade children than do
07 of the schorls serving census tracts where the medlan famlly income is
below $5000.

Q ()ﬁ
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Table 7~2

DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOLS BY INCOME LEVEL BY CONVERTED SCORES
ON STEP READING TEST, 6TH GRADE, OCTOBER 1967

Converted Below $5000- $6000- Above
Score - 864999 5999 7999 $8000 Total
78-80 3 3
715-77 2 2
72-74 1 1
69-71 1 1
66-68 0
63-65 . 0
60-62 s 5
57-59 1 1 2
5456 1 | 2 3
51-53 1 1 2
48-50 2 1 3
4547 2 2
42-44 1 1 4 6
39-41 2 2 3 P
36-38 15 6 4 . 1 26
33-35 22 5 2 29
30-32 12 5 17
27-29 12 1 13
24-26 2 2
2123 - 1 _ . 1
Total 68 21 . 19 ' 10 127
104
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Above $8000

—1 N N=19
$6000-7999

$5000-599%

[:T N=68

Below »4999%

30 40 50 60 70 80
Converted Scores

Figure 7-2, Comparison of schools in four income-level grcups¥*
using converted scores on STEP Peading Test --
6th grade, October 1967,

(*Based upon median family income from 1960 Census
of tract in which school was located.)
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Chapter 8

SPECIAL STUDIES
Part A, The Pupll Personnel Services Teams Program

A general description of the Pupll Personnel Services Teams Program will
be found In Chapter 4. Tuls chapter i{s principaily an analysis of the oper-
ation of the Teams and a description of the student populaticn with which they
dealt. The analysis is brsed upon the Pupil Personnel Services Team Evalu-
ation Form (PPF) filled out by the Team members about the students in their
caseload. A copy of this form will be found in Appendix D,

During the school year 19587-68 the Teams had a caseload of approximately
12,500 students !n kindergarten through grade 12, derived from the 26,643
"ldentified” students In the target-area schools. The detalls of the method
by which these students wer: identified as potential dropouts are described
in Chapter 3, This method consisted essentlally of the teacher marking each
of her students on ten items considered to be important indicators of potential
dropouts {"Instrument for Identifying Pucential School Dropouts"), and from
this evidence the school principal made the final decisl.a 2s to which of the
students in his school should be identified. However, the caseload level of

the Teams permitted actively following up on only epproximately 12,000 identi-
fied students,

In order to give priority treatment to those students who most needed it,
a system was devised based upon the items marked on the "Instrument for Iden-

tifying Potential School Dropouts" (IDF). These categories were defined as
follows:

Category I (highest priority)--Any cne of the following:

A. Three or more y2ars retarded in reading, and any one of the
following:

1, Speech and language problems as determined by a Speech
Correctionist or Hearing Therapist,

2, Course fallure In any two or mura courses durlng the last
school year, or grade retentloa,

106
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B.

c.

Category

A.

B.

Category
A,

B,

c.

3. Absenteeism of an excessive nature--20 days or more in
the last school year.

4. Evidence of health problems as determined by school health
team.

5. Any remark §n comment sertion reflecting serious difficulty
not covered Ly any of the listed items.

Four or tnore checks in the ten items of the form.

Any student checked for "evidence of behavioral problems and
act!ve referral to the Department of Pupil Personnel Services."

11 (second highest priority)--Any one of the following:

Two years retarded in reading, ahd any one of the five {tems
vnder A in Category I.

Any three checks (other than for "evidence of behavioral
problems'),
Any one of the following:

1. Course failure in any two or more courses during the last
school year, or grade retention.

2, Absenteeism of an excessive nature--20 days or more during
the last school year.

3. Evidence of health proilems as determined by school health
team.

4., Evidence of economic need.

5. .Any remark in the ~omment section reflecting serious
difficulty not covered by any of the listed items.

IIT (lowest priority)--Any one of the following:
All other "identified" children.

Chlldren with speech, language, or hearing problems on referral
from the respective clinicians.

Speclal cases recommended by school principals, counselors, or
teachers.

When the Pupll Personnel Services Team Evaluation Form was flirst d vised,
the purpose was to supplement the information routinely obtained < .out each
case by the Teams themselves, such as socio-economic indicators, number of

ERIC
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siblings, detaf{ls about the kind of interventlon, and a case history. The
PPF was to obtain non-confidential information and was to be used to measure
changes in the student due to the intervention of the Teams. The main
emphasis was to obtain an independent measure of the child to supplement the
evaluation of the teacher on the Student Evaluation Form and the preliminary
evaluation of the principal on the Instrument for Identifying Potentlal Drop.
outs. The PPF also contained seven questions ‘about various aspects of the
student In relation to school, speech, fighting, trouble with neighbours or
police, withdrawnness, and personal books. The next six questions asked
various things about the student's family, neighborhood, and home compared
with others. Then followed six items with palrs of adjectives, which were
the same items asked of che student's classroom teacher about him. The next
sections concerned the actions of the Teams, such as the number of contacts,
an estimate of the kinds of problems the student had, and what sorts of re-
ferrals had been made. There was a section for remarks.

The items on the form wers written with 2 minimum of definition because
it was felt that the terms would define themselves in operaticnal use. This
was particularly true with question 2, How well can you understand him when
he speaks? -- what was sought was the average Team member's opinlon about the
particular student #s compared to the average identlfied student in the vari-
ous Title I programs.

The form also contained a question concerning trouble with the police.
It was not intended for this to be an indicator of juvenile delinquency, as
that would make the form "confidential," but rather an indication of the
type of behavior of the student outside of school that would cause him to
come to the attention of the police in any way -- the sorts of behavior that
would be symptoms of a potential dropout. It is well known that many times
a policeman will bring a student in to the principal or to his family for
things that are not severe enough to warrant arrest,

One limitation of the information obtained from the PPF was that it did
not show a complete history of the case Insofar as the Teams were concerned
since the forms were turned In at different times during the year. If the
torm was filled out early and then subsequent contacts were made, the number
of contacts reported by the Teams did not really reflect all that had been
done during the year. Also, if other problems emerged after the submission
of the form, they would not be reflected in the evaluation,

Distributions of the item responses and the corresponding mean scores
for the PPF are found In Appendix B, These data were derived from all the
usable information available from the 12,692 forms turned in by the Teams.
The "scores" were derived by assigning the values of "1¥, 2%, or "3" to the
responses "above average", Maverage", or "hbelow average", respectively.
Therefore, a mean value of 2,00 irdicates either that all the students were
rated "average' on that ltem, or else there were as many who were marked
“above average' as were marked "below average",
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The Teams found that there were a good many more boys than girls who were
below average in their attitude toward school {boys 22.9%, girls 15%). The
boys had the most negative attitude toward school in the 7th grade; the low
points for the girls were the 8th and 10th grades,

Question 2, How well can_you understand him when he speaks, showed that
over-all, the Tear members understood the students "about average". They
understood the girls slightly better than the boys. For both boys and girls
the mean scores were hiighest at the younger grades and lowest at the upper
grades, which means that the understanding increased with age. It is also
evident that there were very few students who were hard to understand (114, or
1.7%, for the boys; and 48, or 1.0%, for the girls). It would be interesting
to know whether or not these students were also the ones who had other diffi-
culties, ' ’

The next threz questions were concernud with the sorts of difficulties
the student had, first with other children, then with the poiice, and then
with neighbors, Fach of these questions used the response cholices of '"very
often", "“occasionally', and "never", The number of students which the Teams
put into the "very often" category of these three questions was:

Grades where

Boys Girls most frequent
Q.3 Trouble fighting 396 5.9% 130 2.6% Sth
Q.4 Trouble with police 4 1.1% 12 0.2% JHS
Q.5 Trouble with neighbors 101 1.6z 41 0. 7% 5th

Question 6 asked whether or not the Team momber thought the student nad
anv problems with being withdrawn. The percentages were the same for both
boys and girls: 3.1% -- this represents 204 boys and 150 girls. There was a
considerably higher concentration of students with this sort of problem in the
lower grades than in the higher ones, It would also appear that approximately
ona-third of the students in the caseload occasionaliy had problems with this
characteristic.

It was thought that the Teams woula have a unique opportunity to £ind out
Just how iInterested the students were in reading through finding out how many
books the student had that he considered as his own. While there was no inten-
tion of actually going into his home and counting them, a general impression
would allow categorization into the four groups listed as options to question 7,
"many (more than ten)", "a few (three to nine)", '"one or two", and "rone", As
might be expected, the students in the upper grades had more books than those
in the lower grades, but it appeared that a large number of students did not
have books.--over-all, 227% of the boys and 18% of the girls had no perscnal
books. Almost two-thirds of the boys and a little over half of the girls had
only two books or less that they could call their own. '
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Even though all 12,000 of these students were rated by thelr principals

as potentlal dropouts, a considerable number of families had aspirations for
thelr children to go to college., Over 27% of the parents of the boys wanted
them to go to college, and over half oL these wanted thelr sons to graduate

from college. The parents of the girls were even more ambltious for them --
almost a third of them wanted thelr daughters to go to college, and almost
two-thirds of these wanted thelr daughters to graduate from college. It 1s
also noteworthy that there was not much change in the distributions of the
responses through junior high school, but that in high schlool the number who
wanted their children to graduate from college increased. About 607% of all
the parents of these students wanted only that their child graduate from high
school, Also, a considerable number of parents had no further ambition for
thelr sons and daughters than to get "some high school",

One assumption made in compensatory education is that the home conditions
of underprivileged children are below the local norms. 1t should be the child
from the below-average home Who drops out of school, He should be the one who
has no adequate place to study. He should also be the one where the home en-
vironment is not supportive of school work. In order to obtaln information
about these assumptions, guestions 10, 11, 12, and 13 were asked, The over-
all average scores on these items were about as expected. The most revealing
aspect of these questions was the frequency with which the items were answered
in the most unfavorable category. These are shown below:

Boys Girls
Home N % N %
QIO lor werage sommred e Ty ons w6
Q.11 Inside unkempt and disorderly 855 13,64 730 15.70
Q.12 No adequate place to study 1386 21.79 1216 25,46
Q.13 Environment not supportive 400 6.20 326 6.76

The correlatlions between these responses vary from about 0.35 to 0,65,
which means that tnese students were not necessarily the same ones in each
category. It Is In these matters that school performance might be improved
by parental involvement in school activitles.

The next serles of questions on the PPF were adjectlve rating scales
with undefined intervals. The six items used were the same as six of the
nine items on the Student Evaluation Form filled out by the teachers. The
following taasle shows the comparison of Pupil Personnel Services Team evalu-
ations of four levels of students with corresponding teacher evaluations of
the same items:

ERIC 110
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Table 8-1

-‘COMPARISON OF EVALUATIONS OF BOYS AND GIRLS
AT VARIOUS GRADE LEVELS BY TEAMS AND TEACHERS

Boys Girls
: : *Teams **Teachers *Teams **Teachers
Adjective Scale Grades (PPF) {SEF) {PPF) (SEF)
Uncooperative-Cooperative 2 3.47 + 3.29 3,68 3.79 +
: . 5 3.58 + 3.46 3.79 + 3.67
8 3.86 + 3.33 3.74 3.75 +
11 3.80 + 3.52 3.89 + 3.71
Friendly-Hostile 2 2,36 2,36 2,27 2.15 +
: 5 2,29 2,27 =+ 2,17 + 2.23
8 2.06 + 2,37 2.16 + 2.18
11 1.96 + 2.23 1.99 + 2.07
Shy-Aggressive 2 3.03 + 2,82 2.81 2,81
5 3,06 + 2,95 3.01 + 2.73
8 3.19 + 2,92 3.26 + 2.9
11 3.50 + 3.10 3.41 + 3.10
Irresponsible-Responsible 2 2,94 3,09 + 3.21 3.50 +
5 3.05 3,12 + 3.28 3.41 ¢
8 3.02 3,05 + 3.17 3.54 +
11 3.57 + 3,28 3.53 3,59 +
Neat-Unl(empt 2 2.79 2,56 + 2,64 2,31 ¢+
5 2,62 2.47 + 2,62 2.25 +
8 2.49 2,40 + 2.26 2.15 +
11 1.80 + 2,22 1.93 1.87 +
Alert-Dull 2 3.02 3,01 + 2,95 2,69 +
5 2.94 2,92 + 2,77 + 2,85
8 2.85 + 2,93 2.68 2,63 +
11 2.82 2,66 + 2,36 + 2,43

* Based upon Pupil Personnel Services Teams-Evaluation Form scores In
Appendix B,

*%* Based upon random sample of 300 students at each level from the Matched
Sample Tape.
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As the ""good" characteristics were not always on the same end of the rating
scale, neither high values nor low values always indicate which way the evalu-
ation went. The "good" characteristic has been underlined in each pair. If
this adjective is at the right, then the higher values are "becter"; if it la
at the left, then the lower values are "better", Also given In the table is an
indicator (+) to show which one of the two pairs of marks (by the Teams or the
teachers) was "better". There are two scales where the Teams found the boys in
their work load "better" than did the teachers, at all four levels -- on the
items of cooperation and ggR&ressiveness. All the others are mixed.

In the comparison of the girls, there are also two items ori which the Teams
found the girls "better" than the teachers did on at least three of the four
levels ~- on the items of frlendliness and aggressiveness. Teachers rated these
children better than did the Teams on all four grade levels on another two
items -- responsibility and neatness. All the other items are mixed.

These comparisons show that teachers and Teams see these students in
differing lights. It will be interesting to study the effects of Team contacts
wlth these students as evaluated by the teachers during the next school year.

Contacts with students and thelr parents are an lmportsnt consideration
in the Team program. Tabulations show that most of these were one-time contacts
only. However, many of the contacts were over 10 in number for both boys and
girls (9.9% for the boys and 8.7% for the girls). These contacts did not mean
Just an incidental greeting in the school hallway or playground but actual time
spent with the student discussing his problems., The number of contacts declined
with the grade level. Also, the types of contacts changed.

Contacts with parents were less frequent than with students. The relative
frequency also declined with grade level. Most parents were visited only once,
and a very few not at all. The average number of contacts with parents of boys
dropped from 2,57 at grade 1 to 1,32 at grade 11, and with parents of girls
from 2,56 at grade 1 to l.14 at grade ll. Fewer contacts were made with parents
of girls than boys at all grade levels except in junior high school.

The problems of students In the ceseload are shown graphizally In Figure
8-1. This figure shows the relative frequencies of problems at four grade
levels for both boys and giris. The Mother" category includes the prublem of
extreme economic deprivation, which probably should have bgen a separate cate-
gory. It is not known exactly what the interrelationships are tetveen some of
these problems, as "slow learner" problems might easily be related to any of
the other problems in the list. The "no problems" category was used as it was
found that some of the "1dentified” students had no particular problems that
could be discovered by the Teams, at least in comparison to the other students
In their caseload.

Q
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Referrals by the Teams, as indicated by Item 24, show th.t most of them
were made tc the Urban Service Corps, particularly at the lower grades. These
would be referrals for clothing and the other services of the Corps. It
appears that all types of reterrals dropped off markedly In junior and senlor
high school.

Factor Analysis of Pupil Personnel Services Team Evaluation Form Data

The total sample of over 12,500 forms from which data were avallable was
tou large for eccnomlical evaluation. For this reason a sample was obtained
of those rases where all the data were complete, This was a sample of 5379
cases, further broken down into subsamples by sex and grade grouping as follows:

Grade Group Bovys Girls
Kindergarten 86 59
Grade 1 367 254
Grades 2-3 7135 506
Grades 4.6 1220 793
Grades 7-9 404 366
Grades 10-11 248 294

A facvtor analysis was run from these 12 samples extracting six factors
and obtalining the Varimax rotation for each. The amount of variance obtained
from the extraction of these six f actors varied from a low of 40,26% for 4th~
6th grade boys to a high of 52.467 for kindergarten girls,

Various attempts were made to establish some over-all pattern of factors.
1t was felt that a discussion of the behavior of eich question or group of
questions in relatlon to the original intent of the question, as well as its
interaction with other quastions, would be the most prof ttable vay of summar-
izing the statistical data.

One factor which was commun to all subsamples contalned PPF items 3, 4,
and 5, whichdealtwith the kirds of trouble the student got into away from the
school situation. 7uestion 3 asked about trouble because of fighting, ques-
tion 4 concerned trouble with the police, and questlon 5 concerned trouble
with nelghbors. Guestion 3 (fighting) wss always the stcrongest, with lcslings
between 0.55 and 0.77 on the 12 subsample factor analyses, Item 5 (trouble
with nelghbors) was the next strongest, with factor loadings between 0.43 and
0.74, 1Item 4 (trouble with the pollce) was not so consistent, dropping out
twice at two of the three levels for boys and once for girls. The only other
item that had its highest loadings on {his factor falrly often was item 16
(shy-aggressive), which was always loaded in the opposite direction from
items 3, 4, and 5, as was to be expected -- that Is, with "aggressiveness"
always went "getting into trouble frequently'.

ERIC 114
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item 7, How many personal books does he_have, was used In an effort to
measure the amount of outside support the student had for reading as well as
his personal Interest. Obvliously younger children would have fewer personal
books than older chlildren, but the purpose was to see {f the possesslon of
personal books showed any relationship to the problems of the ldentifled stu-
dents. The correlation matrices showed that this varlable was most closely
related to the favorable response to item 8, How much education does his family
want the student to have, This was true for all grade groups, for both boys
and girls. The correlations ranged from 0,23 to 0.40, with a medien of about
0.31, Three of the four questions about the student's home (questtion 12, ade-
quate place to study; 13, envlronment conducive to school work; and 11, how
the inside of his home is kept; in the order of magnltude of thelr correlations)
also correlated very well with this ltem, The correlatlon of item 10 (how his
home compares with others in the nelghborhood) with number of personal books was
much lower and was found to correlate in only a very few groups. The semantic
differential ltem #18 (neat-unkempt) also correlated well with this item; i.e.,
the "neat" students had the most books. Questlon 1 (how favorsble hls attitude
is toward schnol) also correlated about 0.25 on half of the 12 grade groups.
Item 18 (alert-dull) also correlated well on half of the groups although not as
highly as did the previously mentioned items. The distribution of responses on
this item was very even over-all, showing that the options were adequate.

The over-el1l distribution of responses to question 8 (how much education
the student's femily wanted him to have) was as follows.(Table B-1, Appendix B):

9% - Somn high school
6174 - To graduate from high school
127 - Some college

18%4 - To graduate from college

There was very little varlation in the percentage of responses to this qQuestion
by grade groups; in other words, the parents nf students In the lower grade
groups divided thelr responses in about the same way as those of the upper

grade groups. It 1s to be noted that the seven variables which correlated
highly with item 7 {personal books) also correlated highly with item 8 (amount
of education) but tn a slightly different order. On most of the grade group
factor analyses, the 7th and 8th questions occur in the same factor; they do

not at the kindergarten level nor for girls at the junior and senlor high school
levels,

The four questions about the student's home (items 10, 11, 12, and 13) were
used because it was considered that they would measure aspects of the student's
home that could be easily observed from a home visit. They have proved to be
highly related to other questions in the questionnalre.

On the fector snalyses, the highest loadings were usually on item 1l (how

the inside of the student's home was kept), followed by item 12 (adequate placz
to study). Tie pattern was about the same for boys and glrls In all grades
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except high school where the response to the 'meat-unkempt" item did not fall
in the same factor. Items 7 and 8 (personal books, and amount of education,
respectively) had their highest loadings on this same factor except for item 7
at the kilndergarten level and item 8 for girls in the 10th and 11th grades.
The factor loadings for item 11 (inside of the student's home) were generally
around the 0,8 level, with the highest one being 0.86 and the lowest 0,71,

In order that a better plcture of the problems of la.ntified students
mlght be obtained, the Pupil Personnel Teams were asked to fill In the follow-
ing question, "What problems does this student have? -- no problems; physical
(medical) problems; slow learning problems; attendance; emotional} behavioral
(adjustment); poor motivation; other," The "no problems" option was included
to cover those students who really did not have any problems, as compared with
other students In the caseload of the Teams, or who had solved them. Over 27%
of the responses to thls questcion were In the "other' category, with "severe
economic hardship" specified as the reason. Table 8-2 shows how the Teams
marked the problems for each of the six grade groups and the rank order of
these protlems for each age group. The slow learner problem ranked first 7 out
of 12 times for both boys and girls. The exceptions were at the kindergarten
level, where severe economic deprivation was generally the greatest problem,
and at the high school level where attendance was consldered a more frequent
problem.

Table 8.2
RANK ORDER OF PRODLEMS FROM ITEM 23 OF THE PPF BY GRADE AND SEX

2. 4e 7- 10~ Composlce

HALE K 1 3 6 9 1l Renkorder
Slow leaarner problems 2 1 1 1 1 2 8 1)
Behavioral (adjustment) 3 3 2 2 3 4 17 (2)
Other 1 2 3 3 5 6 20 (3)
Attendance i 4 5 5 2 1 26 (4)
Poor mo :lvation 6 5 & 4 A 3 26 (5)
Physical (medical) problems & 6 6 7 ? 5 35 (86)
Emotlonal problems 5 7 7 6 6 6 31 (D

FEMALE
Slow learner problems 3 2 1 1 1 2 10 (1)
Other 1 } 2 2 4 5 15 (2)
Attendance 5 3 4 4 2 1 19 (3)
Behavioral (adjustment) 2 6 3 3 3 6 23 (4)
Physical {medlcal) problems & 4 5 6 6 3 28 (5
Poor motivation 6 5 6 5 5 4 31 (6)
Emotional problens 7 7 7 7 7 7 42 (7)
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For the boys, the second most frequent problem was behavior, followed
by “Yother" (severe economic deprivation). The problems of attendance and
poor motlvation ran almost parallel in strength but appear from factor analysls
of the data to be separate phenomena. The physical and emotional problems ran

last in importance, with the exception of the high school group, where "other"
ran last,

For the girls, the sacond .iost frequent problem after "slow learner' was
“other" (severe economic deprivation), followed by “attendance". These two
types of problems changed places in Importance as the girls got older, For the

glrls as for the boys, emotional problems were last in frequency of any of the
problems on this list.

Boys were generally shown with more problems than girts, with a ratio of
approximately 6 to 5. It is quite evident from our data that the Pupil Per-
sonnel Teams considered the identified students inhigh school as having fewer
problems than students in the lower grades. This is verified by the fect that
they showed 22.6% of the boys and 27.67% of the girls as having no problems at
all., The category of “severe economic hardship" should be added to our 1list
of problems. ’

Other evidence seems to indicate that the problems the Teams found were
highly related to the problems as Indicated on the Instrument for Identifying
Potential School Dropouts,

The twelve sets of factors from the Pupil Personnel Teams Evaluation
Form data wiil be found In Appendix E. These factors accounted for a differ-
ing amount of the total varlance in each sample, as can be seen from the
tabulations in Table B-5(g) in Appendix B. When these sets of rotated factors
were examined, it was found that in each of the sets there were five which
seemed to form a pattem. These seemed to be the factors which could be
described as Home Environment, Social Adjustment, Problems and Motivation,
Outs of-School Problems, and Aggressive Behavior. These factors, and the
variables that usually made them up, will be found in Tfable 8-3. In this
table the varlables from the PPF have been llsted in the order of their
relative strengths in thelr respective factor. It will be noted that one
variable, Item 17 (unkempt-neat) occurred in two factors. It usually happened
that when item 17 was on one of the two factors in a particular group, it was
not on the other.

The sixth factor in each set of factor analyses was ustally unique to
that set of data. There was a common variable found on most of these sixth

factors: ltem 23H - other problems, which was usually assoclated with severe
economic deprivation.
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Table 8-3
GENERAL FACTORS OBTATNED FROM FACTOR ANALYSES OF THE PUPIL PERSONNEL FORM

Factor Varlable Q. Item
Description Number  Number Item Content
Home 10 11 How 1s the inslde of his home kept?
Environment 11 12 Does he have an adequate place to study?
9 10 How does his home compare in the neighborhood?
12 13 Unkempt-Neat
7 7 How many personal books does he have?
Soclal 14 15 Hostile-Friendly
Adjustment 13 14 IIncooperative-Cooperative
18 19 Dull-Alert
1 1 How favorable is hls attltude toward school?
17 18 Unkempt-Neat
Problems and 43 23A-H Total number of problems marked
Motivation 28 23G Poor motivation problems
26 23E Emotional problems
23 23B Physical {(medical) problems
Cut-of-School 19 20A-G Not flrst referred by principal, counselor, or
Problems 41 20E First referred by other school source teacher
39 20c Not first referred by teacher
37 20A Not first referred by principal
Aggressive 3 3 . Trouble because of fighting
Behavior 5 5 Trouble with neighbors
4 4 Trouble with police
27 23F Behavioral (adjustment) problems
16 16 Shy-Aggressive

NOTE: For exact wording of each ltem, sec Pupil Personnel Services Team
Evaluation Form In Appendix D,

Table B-4 siows the six highest loaded varlables, where the loading
exceeded 0,300, on each of the five common factors glven in Tabie 8-3., These
factors are not listed In the order of thelr strength, or in the order in which
they were extracted by the computer program., Many factors had more than six
varlables with loadings greater than 0,300; there were some varlables which did
not have any loadings on any of the six factors as hlgh as 0.300 and therefore
did not contribute to them.
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Multiple Regression Analysis of PPF Data

After the factor analysis had been done, it was decided to investigate
the relationship of various types of problems as viewzd by the Teams with the
other variables on the PPF. A sample of approximately 400 cases of junior
high school boys and girls was dravn from the total sample, Item 23F -
Behavioral (adjustment) problems, was used as the deperndent variable, The
computer program started with the complete matrix of the dependent and inde-
pendent variables and at each step deleted the variable which had the highest
F-ratio probabi 1ity until all were deleted which were greater than 0,0100,
The results are shown in Table 8.5,

It will be noted that behavioral problems for the boys can be predicted
with a multiple correlation coefficient of R = 0.5846, and for the girls with
a coefficlent of 0,6495, There were seven ltems left in regression in each
of the two computations, The strongest one in each case was the fact of being
first referred to the Teams by the principal, Only one other variable was
common to the two lists - the fact of being on the Teams' highpriority. treatment
iist. This priority was determined, basically, on the pattern of elements
indicated by the principal on the IDF. This priority system and the determin-
ation of the varlous categories are described in Chapter 3.

The analvsis seems to indicate that junior high school boys tend to come
to the attentlion of the principal and therefore to become "squeaky wheels"
and thus be in priority category I on the workload of the Teams, These boys
tend to have trouble with thelr teachers and with the police, They also were
harder than average for the Team to understand thelr speech, They also tend
to be hostile and irresponsible,

The analysis seems to indicate that junior high school girls also tend to
come to the attentlon of the principal and guldance counselor and to become
"'squeaky wheels"., They were more apt to get into trouble fighting with other
students than with the police. These girls also tend to be aggressive, and to
require more than the average number of contacts both with ttem and their
parents on the part of the Teans,

It is difficult to separate prime causes and mere correlates in these
analyses, but it would appear likely that Title I programs, and particularly
the intervention of the Pupil Personnel Services Teams, could break this chain
of relatlonships by causing boys to be less hostile and more cooperative,

This in lurn might easily lead to less delinquency and crime as well as to
better school adjustment and learning,
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Table 8-3

MULTIPLE REGRESS ION ANALYSIS OF PUPIL PERSONNEL TEAM EVALUATION FORM
FOR SELECTED GROUPS

Dependent Variable: Item 23F - Behavioral (Adjustment) Problems
Indegendent Varlables: All items in the PPF, except 23A through 23H

Vailébles Remaining after Extraction of Variables with F-Ratlo Probabiliti:s
Above ,0100

Sample: 7th-9th Grade Boys (N=404)

Itc. Probs™tlity
No. Description Beta Welght [F-Ratio Level
20A Flrst Referral by Prlnclpal «35030 57.253 .0000

PPT Category I 184396 18.393 .0000
20C First Referral by Teacher +17956 17,611 +0001
15 Hostile - Friendly -420259 17.009 .0001

4 Troublfr with Pollce - Frequeatly -+17854 16,293 .0001
2 Understand Speech - Below Average =.14737 11.367 .0008
17 Irresponsible - Responsible «13814 7.054 «0082

Multipie Correlation Coefficient: R = .5846 (degrees of freedom = 396)

Sample: 7th-9th Grade Girls (N=399)

Item . : ‘ : Probability
No. Description Betg Welght F-Ratio Level
20A First Referral by Princlpal « 31797 56.187 +0C00

3 Trouble Fighting - Seldom -.30473 54.782 +0000
PPT Category . +22039 29,577 «0000

20B  First Referral by Guldance Counselor «16698 14.529 +0002
16 Shy - Aggressive 12859 10.407 «0014
21 Contacts with Students - Many . .14223 10.224 .0015
22 Contacts with Parents - Many .12326 7.783 «0055

Multiple Correlation Coefficlent: R = ,6495 (degrees of freedom » 391)
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Part B. Teacher Aldes

Introduci-ion

A teacher's job is to further the educatlon of the children in her
classs In order to be most effective In this capacity. she must be able to
spend as much time as possible working directly with these children. How-
ever, the ever increcasing complexitles and clerical load of the teacher®s
job prevent her from devoting the optimum amount of time to her students.
The positlion of teacher alde evolved as a means of helping with the various
non-teachlng duties.

There is some diversity of opinion in regard to how, specifically, the
teacher aide should help the teacher. OUne pcint of view s that a teacher
alde's dutles should consist of strictly non-teaching functions such as
record keeping, money collecting, paper correcting, room cleaning, organiz-
ing -- in short, anything which does not involve direct contact with the
children. Another viewpoint Is that a teacher alde should help in a teach-
ing as well as a non-teaching capacity, and that her duties should include
remedial work, enrichment exercises, reinforcement of already learned
material, and almost anything else other than the jnitlal teaching of new
material. Many teachers want the teacher alde's dutles to lie somewhere
between these two ldeas,

The total amouat of ESEA Title I funds spent in the D.C. Schools during
the 1267-68 school y .r for teacher aides of all kinds was $1,672,571. This
flgure, which is approximately one-third of the total budget allotment for
ell Title 1 Programs, provided for six separate teacher alde programs In
the Elementary, Secondary, and Model School Divisions. In order to galn a
better understanding as well as more insight concerning the use of teacher
aides, a speclal study has been conducted of the teacher alde programs in
effect during 1967-68.

The study was undertaken with the assistance of Mrs. Adda Barrett who
wrote up the questionnaires that were used. Simllar questions were asked
teacher aldes, teachers, and administrators in adjacent school systems, as
well as in the Distrlct of Columbias The following report of the findings
of this study concerns itself with information pertaining only to the
District of Columbia, The study was specifically limited to instructional
aldes, who were deflned as M"percons who perform instructional tasks under
the supervislon of a classroom teacher," and who "are more than clarical
aldes, housekeeping assistants, and monitors.,"* Although all three of the

* For the complete report of this study (which does not specifically ldentify
the teacher aldes In the District of Columbia) see: Barrett, Adda, “Ihe
Utillzatfon of Paid Instructional Aides in Public Elementary Schoo’s in
The Dietrict of Columbia and Adjacent School Systems', Doctoral Disserta-
tion, School of Education, The George Washington University, June 1968,
unpubl ished.
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questiomialire forms were structured in a similar manner, certain adjust-
ments in wording had to be made in orcer to make the questiois applicable
for teacher aldes, teachers, and principalsy. Table 8-6 summuarlzes the
information in the three questionnaires and gives the number of items
contained in each part, The varlous boxes show the areas of information
common to each questionnaire form, All questionnalres were anonymous and
there was thus no way of matching individual aldes, teachers, and principals.

Background fnformatlon about Teacher Aides

According to the information obtained from the questionnaires, tic
average, or representative, teacher alde would be a married female, under
39 years of age, with one or more children living at home; she would have
completed high school and have had experlence In working with children; and
she would be employed on a full-time basls, and not have any asplirations of
becoming a teacher, Table 8.7 shows the distribution of the background
information from the questionnaire,

Responsibilities of Aldes and Teachers

Table 8-8 shows the division of responsibilities between teachers and
aldes, according to teachers and principals. Six aspects of the instruc-
tional pProgram were listed and teachers and principals were asked to Indicate
whether the teacher, the ajde, or both, were responsible for these functions,
The responses to these questions seem to show that principals saw the aldes
as sharing more of the functions in the classroom than did teachers, In all
categories, with the exception of "prescription of learning materlals and
activities for students', principals attributed a greater amount of
responsiblility to the aldes for dutlies listed than did teachers, Neither
teachers nor principals would assign responsibilities strictly to aldes,

The zreatest agreement between the teachers and principals was concerning
diagnosis of student needs and planning classrocam activities.

Priﬁarg Alde Functlen

Given the cholce of aldes defined as monitor, instructional, clerical,
and other, teachers and princlpals were asked to indicate which one of
these categories they belleved to be the primary function of their aides,
The responses to this section are shown in Table 8-9, Over ore-third of
the teachers (38.87%) felt tiat their aides' primary function was clerical
in nature, whereas over one-third of the principals (34.2%) checked the
"otiher" category - "other'" meaning a combination of the already mentloned
functions, as well as functions not mentloned on the 1ist. The second
largest choice made by teachers (27,9%) was in the "instructional" category,
and the second largest choice for principals (26.3%) was in the "clerical”
categorys Because the four categories glivan as cholces were rather broad,
and designed for the purpose of getting a general overview, the fact that
the majority of principals marked the 'other" category as the primary
function of thelr afdes, and the "clerical" function as second, seems to
indicate that principals saw thefr sldes as working In a more diversified
capacity than did teachers.

(g
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Teachers, on the other hand, were more specific in the categorization
of the primary functions of aldes. The size of the two largest cholce:
indicates a difference of opinion among teachers in regard to the primary
function of their aldes. Of course, a great deal would depend upon how
the term "instructional’ were defined.

The second part of the table shows that BLoth teachers and principal:
agr-.ed that aides should be jointly responslble to teachers and principals,
It i{s interesting to note that a larger percentage of principals thou- it
that aides should be responsible only to teachers than d: ! the teachie .
themselves,

The third part of the table conceruns the training of teachers and
princlipals to work with aldes. Th. e might have been some difference of
opinion as to the meaning of "tcraining'", However, it would appear that in
our sample a larger percentage of principals had training to work with aides
then did teachers,

Actual Alde Performance

The questions in Section IT of the three types of questionnaires,
entitled "Possible Instructional Alde Functions", were identical for
teachers, aldes, and principals. The format used in thls section is illus-
trated below:

Please check to indicate: (1) if you have an alde performing the
foilowing functions; and, (2) {f y.. feel teacher aides should or
should not perform the following functlons.

If you do not know whether an alde is performing a certain function,
please write "don't know" in the blank.

Assume that the alde functlons arc¢ by the direction and under the
supervision of the classrcom teacher.

Alde is Alde Should
Performing _Perform

Yes No Yes No

Possible Instructional ..lde Functlons

1, a. Plans with teacher for sms11 group
actlivities
b Records directlions or plans i :
learning activities on charts,
blackboard, dittos
c. Arranges the physical environment
in which children work and play

t—— e e——— ee——

The fact that the same questlons vere asked fn each case allowed a number of
comparisons to be made:

o 124
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1. A comparison of the opinion of aides, teachers, and principals as
to the duties that they thought the aldes were actually perforaming, -

2, A comparison of the opinion of the aides, teachers, and principals
as to the duties thac they thought the aides should perform.

3, A comparison of the opinion of the aldes, teachers, and principals
as to the duties they thought aldes should not perform.

Relevant questions were chosen from the total of 75, and divided into
three main categories. Each of these categories 1s shown in Tables 8-~13,
8-11, and 8.12, respectively,

The first main category concerns the opinions of the actions of the
aides in direct contact with the children in an instructional capacity.
This will be found in Table 8-10, The next category concerns the aides’
contacts with children in a non-instructional or assisting capacity, which
is presented in Table 8-11, Table 8.12 shows the responses of the aldes,
teacher:, and principals concerning the actions of the-aides working in a
clerical or organizational capacity.

In each of these tables the "Is Performing" percentages were taken
from the actual responses, which will be found in Appendix C. The next
set of figures are differences obtained by subtracting from the "Is
Performing" percentages the "Should Be Performing" percentages. A negative
figure indicates that in the opinion of that respondent this was a duty
that the teacher ¢ide ought to perform more. The duties listed in Table
8-10have been rearranged so that the one with the largest differcnce comes
first,

Table 8-10 (Direct Contact with Children In an Instructional Capacity)
shows that the tcachers thought the aldes were doing less In this area than
the aldes or the principal thought they were., It would also appear that
the teachers wanted aides to do more than they were doing.

Table 8-11 (Contact with Children in a Non-Instructional or Assisting
Capacity) shows that again teachers thought the aldes were working less in
this area than the aldes themse¢lves or the principals thought. Also, the
teachers wernted the aldes to do more here,

Table 8-12 (Alde Working in a Clerical or Organizational Capacity)
shows the largest percentages of aldas actually performing these dutles,
in the opinlon of all three categories of respondents. Agaln the aldes
and the principals thought the aldes were doing more in these categorles
of duties than the teachers thought.

If the dutles the respondents would 1ike aldes to perform were added
to the dutlies they think they were performing we would have a measure of
the "ideal" performance of aldes from these three viewpolints. The tabulation
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below shows the strength of the desires of each type of respondent espressed

in this "ideal" performance measure for each of the three categorles of
work,

Dities Aldes Teachers Principals

Instructional 74.7 75.4 82,6
Non-Instructional 84.3 62.7 90.1
Clerical 8[4-0 ' 8l.6 87.8

Summary and Conclusions

Results of this study have clearly pointed out that a great amount of
difference existed among aides, teachers, and principals in the way they
viewed teacher aides. The teacher desires the optimum amount of assistance
from her aide. Each teacher has her own Individual ideas and desires as to
how this assistance is to be manifesteds The teacher is the alde's most

. critical assessor, for she has the most direct contact with the aide, and

is the one most directly affected by the ajde's performance.

The principal's main concern is with the smooth and efficient operation
of the school. He views teacher aides not only to help in the classroom
but to relieve his teachers from many onerous tasks around the school.
Having less direct contact with the aide results in his being less realistic
about their functions,

It is extremely difficult for the teacher alde to assess herself in
an objective way, She may have certain preferences as to what she likes to
do, but these preferences may not necessarily be In accordance with what
should be done. Regardless of her intent, the side, because she is not
professionally trained In education, may not be able to form a valid
appraisal of what would or would not be best for the children and school.,

Based upon these factors, it is suggested that in order to make teacher
alde programs more effectivn, principals, teachers, and aldes must be made
avare of the differences which exist among their ldeas of how teacher aides
should function, Understanding would be increased through the establish-
ment of an operational set of definitions and actual performance require-
ments as a foundation for all teacher aide programs, although no hard-and-
fast rules could be set up because aide functions will undoubtedly vary
with the particular classroom situation. To assist in the aide training
programs, both indoctrinational and in-service, the list of duties glvean
in Appendix C could be used to ascertain what duties teachers and princi.
pals think should be given more attention,

O
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Table 8-6

COMPARISON. OF THE CONTENT OF
INSTRUCTIONAL TEACHCR AIDE QUESTIONNAIRES

Teacher Alde Teacher Principal
Questionnalre Questionnaire Questlionnalre
Part 1 Alde's Teacher's
personal background personal background
A (6) (8) General questions
regarding aides
FPeevcvoeacncscccsacns LEEEEY T E YN R TN mTmeeacescscsene - - e
Job qualifications Alde's (2
and training personal background
B (8) (11)
Alde's activities and Division of responsiblility
work information between teacher and alde
¢ (22) (6) ' (8)
, :
:::::::Z:::ZZ::ZZZ:::2::::::::::::::::::::::2::::Z:;I::::ZZ::::::Z:Z:::Z:ZZ
Part II , ]
A Possible instructionsl aide functions
(75) ' (75) ' (735)
[} ]
T
Additional jobs that chould and should not be performed by aide
B , (Fill-in items) .
(2) ! (3) ! (3)
] ]
}'--- ------------ CoaeSsesseecsaseeew LI R L R L LR R SewSesasasewaw - -
Part IIIh .......... T r“"“ .............. T T et
Difficulties encountered with aides
A (14) ' (14)
]
REEELIEE mecemmmesmoman ~epememccacaca- cecamemen
Desirable characteristics of aldes
B (22) ‘. (22)
]
NOTE1  NMumber In paventheses {5 the number of items asked in this section.
O
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Table 8-7

SELECTED BACKGROUND INFORMATION FROM TEACHER AIDES (N=92)

Age

N %
Under 30 39 42,4
30-39 29 31.5
40-49 14 15.2
Over 50 1 1.1
Unknown 9 9,8

Education

Elementary

Righ school

College (1-3 yrs.)
College (4 yrs. or more)
Unknown

Sex
Nz

Female 87 9445
Male 3 3.3
Unknown 2 2,2

Marital Status

N %
Marrled 68 73.8
Single 16 17.4
Divorced 6 6.3
Unknown 2 2,2

. Experience {n Working with Children

Amount of Time Spent Working

Full time (35-40 brs,)

Part time (20 hrs. or less)

N _Z N %
1 1.1  Have worked with children before 61 6642
62 67.3 Have not worked with chlldren before 20 21,7
16 17.4 No reply 11 11.9
4 4.3
9 9.8
Future Aspirations
N % N %
88 95,6 Expect to be a teacher 15 16.3
4 4.3 Do not expect to teach 683 73.8
Undecided 2 2.2
Unknown 7 7.6
120
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Table 8.9

COMPARISON OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS AS TO
PRIMARY FUNCTIONS OF, RESPONSIBILITY FOR,

AND TRAINING TO WORK WITH, AIDES

Primary Alde Function

Monitor
Instructional
Clerfcal
Other

Total

To Whom Alde Is Responsible

Teacher
Principal
Both
Other

Total

Training in Working with Aldes

Have had training
Have not had training

Total

EK&; 130
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Teachers
N A
22 18.5
% 28,6
50 42,0
13 _10.9
119 100,0
14 13,5
28 26,9
59 56.7
3 _29
104 100.0
19 18.3
85 _81.7
104 100,0

Principals

.

6
10
11

—
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1
Rleloo

g [5e

%



LoLe- 9°gE~  9°Gl- 0°¢g g'1y  1°6S
g°z - L°g1- LT - 8°€6 8°1L 1798
g*c - 1-8z- £°91- L 8°¢y  1°%9
L°81- 062~ L°E - 1°8¢L 1°19 €°68
9°cz- 6"z~ L6 - 2°¢¢ cws  ¢EL
£°zz- s°Lz- 0°11- L°L9 £°6S  6°9L
1°z¢- ve9g~  6°9 - 8°8¢ €96  0°¢8
9°8¢~ 1°26-  2°91- £°g¢ c*¢z  %°0¢
9°0¢~ 9*0y- L°zZ- 009 vz 9°%S.
0°0y~ 1°28~ g9z~ o0°ot 98 L%
1°9¢- -1~ 6°L2- 9°0Y 8°€Z  S°gy
8°¢c¢- 1°19- %°0E- 621 nw¢~ 1°1¢
Tedjdurag JIayoesl optv TedioutIg JI9Yoral opIv

WI03I8g PINOYS

snuy SuimIoyIrag SI

duiumxojyaocg Sy

uvay

SSINTAIJO®

Teo1sAyd xuopino n I00pu}l <osyaladng

soyuoyd SUTAISAUl samed Y3Iim SISISSY

S91JT3% S1I93 pue Spedy

Jusm3pn[ owOoSs I0J SUIIIEO IOMIEdS SISTazadng
S9oUstIadx%d 113yl Suraeys ¥ SIPIIIITH
UIrs SupIos Uf Sjuspnls $3sysse f(eryesa

¢mooasserd uy 3uimoxd syswiue pur s3ueld
¢juomdinboa 8oua}ss se) STPIIajem SITQUISSY

SI2IUad SUIMITA
x 3UTUa3STT 3 UAIPI;YD SasyAxadns » xaherd
pxooax *“xo3d9foxd m1y3 “319px0d2x adel sazwaadp

paipnys
Suraq s3tun ‘sasustaadxa “SBujpeax ‘eyivox
fsoanadid uo poseq Sryarza ©A13E3ID YIta SAI3j

jNaoM passim dn SUINER U} S5993UdSqE SISISSY

8-26

131

uxoq
u3yox03 Jo juamdolsadp <8enduel yuym S3ISISSY

. feid v
Buyzorus » Suizyam ‘Juiuueid Ul PIIYD SISISSY
SI9Y30 3SEsse

.Nma £Loyl 3ey3 os juamdinba [ensjA oypnw
3o uoylexado ul s3uapnis JO dnoad e suywal

SUo} -, oung

ALIJVAVD TYNOILONYISNY NV NI NIWQTIIHD HIIAM
LOVINOD IOTIA NI IAYIV ¥IHOVAL

0t-8 21qel

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E ©



£Te1- 6°9Z~ 211" 8°%L 6°6S 6°2L ueay

L°9¢e- »°9z- 1°01- £ LS 6°%S 6°¢L (xnoo50 jeys safuwryd Juylor n “Aydeilodol
¢31dood ‘syrwyue “sayuerd ‘Iayjeom) Juem

=UOJTAUd TOOYDS SIYy BUuyAIasSqo Uy PIIYD> SISYSSY
€ 6T 1°¢w- 0°9¢- 9°8S 1°1¢ 9°Z5 $3007 JO UOJ3IDDIIS Uy
UaIpIiyd IPNDJAIPUI SISISSE ¥ WOOISSEBID Iyl uy

wa3sAs 3Ino ¥oayd AIvaqil ® ysSyiqeasd o3 sdiay
L7 A A €°1g~  8°01- L°9% 1A z°%9 (3sa123uy
© - SIY pue “JTasWIY “pIIYD ayl ‘A3yunmmod ¢ rooyss
‘awoy fsepage 3daf{Qns U} £IYITAYIOP Bujuarady o3

pajrial asoya sv) afenuey [eI0 YITA PIIYD sdiay

9°0 6°E1~ 0°9 - 9°06 £°9L ¢ zgsIviaadem Suylpury ul £33Jes JO s3I1qQevy safeanoosuym
1°9zZ- L°6E~ 9°91- L°L9 1°¢6% 6°89 Bui3yampuey

yats L3 Ind73IJIp sadualzadxa oys DPIYYD> v sdIay
€°0 .ctnun 1°L - 6°96 7°09 S*6L *539 ¢Juyased ‘3upaand €10705 % B2}S
03 se s309{qo 3uyaeIndyuem ‘3y3j3 03 3JO WO

Buissoadoad se sar37A720F Joljom (iews Y3ym sdiay
Sz~ gTe- ¢°01- g°g9 8°7% 2°0L s9qo12
tsdem ¢siv3osofoad ¢saanyoyd ¢syooq Aaevaqrl

€£5300Q aO5uUdI9JaI “AJTPUOIIDIP JO ISN Uy SISISSY
6°S - 6°22~ 9°% - 7° 98 1°%9 2 6L posn 3uiaq aze s3oafqo
JRIIW®J ST J0 PAONPOJIJU} aJe SIviIojel

mou sv Ae1d n saom Supanp uIGIPIIYD SISISSY

9°0 6°¢c1- 0°9 - 9°06 £°9¢L §°28 2391dwod ST 37 J¥ 23S 03 JIOMSIUIPNIS SHIIY)

6°¢ - 76z~ ?°01- 9°06 §°e9 L°6L sTeyId3ew SUY3LOD0] U SISISHY

1edioutag 4Loyowal opIv Tedjoutdg Joyowal oplv SUOY3IouUnJ

WIC3IJIdg P1noys

snui Suymgoyazsg ST

SUfWI03add SI

ALIDVIVD ONILSISSY YO TYNOILONYLSNI-NON V NI
NIYATIHO HIIM IDVINOD NI JIAIV ¥IHOVIL

O

11-g 2IQel

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[E

13%

8.27



z°01-
8¢ -
1°91-

6°25~

7°9 -

9°C -

vrel-

8%6t~
7°¢
£°0
0°¢ -
0°¢l

L°se-

€9 -

vte

L*9 -
[AR A

TedIoutag Jeyoeay

1°1z- %°S - 9°LL €09  9°8L
L*0E-  8°6 5° L8 L3¢  0°G6
g*yz- €°¢ - 9L 0°09  9°28
6°1%- L°8zZ- 0°I¢ 9°LZ  9°L¢
Z°9%-  8°¢ - 1°L8 6°LE  S°1L
Lowt- 2T - 606 0°1L  1°%
0°zI- 0°8§ - 9°08 6L  0°28
g°gy- . L°8z- 062 0°81  €°Ig
9°1z- 0°9 - 6°96 £°89  0°06
9°91-  (°0 - 8°¢6 6°9L  6°88
0°01- 2°% - L°9% 9°zy  s°zL
el 1% £€°16 °  1°L6  9°86
0°gg-  ¢°€l- 1°8L €8¢  6°LL
L°z1- 9%9 - ce L8 6°zL  2°S8
g8°y1- ¢°f - £°€6 oL w8
€°61- 0°¢ - £°¢8 6°0S  0°6L
6°6 = 0% 6°06 1°3L  6°9¢

PV Tedidutad JI2Yded] =PIV

WI0JJI9J P1noys

snuyy 3uimrojiag SI

Juimiojaad sj

ueay
sIejxalvw IENS]A ojpne sajexado x dn s3ag

sdjx3 uo sseld
X I2Yyoea] sajuedwosde xu sdixl pia}3 s-.Buexxy

M.Amnw«auoHoo ¢sajouaxedsuexl) syeadafoxd sayey

Iejxazew x Juawdinba
Tensia olpne ‘sayiddns mx sjejaalem ITUOI]
~ONIISUT €S3IXa3 S23INGIIISIP B €Sax03s ¢salpury

(paroq uyllaiIng) uoivajlow
Juapnys 103 siPjxajem dn S3as % saxedoxg

saxnyotd
sajeulme] I0/pue SIUNOm saziuedao “s302110)H

SIPII23eW 2ATSuUddXaUl % 2231 ICT S2IjaIM

papoau sy eyl juaudynba dn s3iag

sywilajewm sajeds}idnp pue sadf]l

(s9ouazazuod salurpiye) sjuazed yaia spuodssxio)

sdnox? 4pnas “3uipevol
snq ¢s3sa3 ‘elaajaged ¢‘punocaxlle1d saodjuoy

S033}p  ‘parvoqioeIq sS3xeyd UO SHIITATIOE
Sujuxway 103 sueid X0 SUOIIVAIIP SPIOIAY

yjew ¥ uojjemiojui
aa1392fqo Bujajoauy szaded auylinox s3O021I0)

S30X1d X0/pue SITNSBI ISI] SPJIOOIY
spaodsax 13ayijo pue 2ourpualyx- sdedy

wooxsseId uj saxoyd Suidaoasnoy saoQ

suoyasung

ALINVAYD TVNOILVZINVIYO QNV TVII¥IIO
V NI OWIMYOM 3QIV ¥RHOVILl

Z1-8 ?2Iqel

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[E

135

8-.28



v Part C, The STAY Program

Introduction

A general description of the STAY Program will be found on page 4-16 of
this report. It 1s a speclal senior high school designed for high-school-age
. students who have dropped out of school to assist them in obtaining a high
school diploma. Classes are conducted in the late afternoon and evening, and
are concentrated so that a full year's work can be completed in one semester.
The school staff also seeks to assist these students in obtaining jobs and in
solving var{ous personal problems,

Data Avallablel

..~ The analysis in this section is based upon two sets of Student Evaluation
Forms (SEF), one set filled out by the STAY Program staff in May 1968, and the
other set filled out by regular school teachers one year earlier, in May 1967.

The point of view of the two persons evaluating these students was quite
different, The regular school teachers saw these students before they dropped
out of school.and therefore in a very unfavorable light, The STAY Program
teachers, on the other hand, saw them Iin a school situation that the students
had accepted voluntarily even though it may not have been ideal. These students
were.in the STAY Program voluntarily, and in this regard were self-selected.
Ther: is no way of knowing how they compared with all the school dropouts who
did not come to the STAY Program.

Description of STAY Students in May 1968

Table 8-13 (at the end of Part C of Chapter 8) shows the teacher evalu-
atlions of the boys and girls for whom there were Student Evaluation Forms
avallable, It was found that approximately 30% of the sample were boys end
7% were girls. Tables 8-14, 8-15, and 8-16 show the distribution of these
students by sex, grade level, and age. Most of the students were in the 12th
yrade., Ages ran from 16 to over 23, with a model age of 18 years for both
boys and girls,

Figure 8-2 shows in graph form the distribution of data from the Student
Evaluation Forms (Table 8-13)}. The first ten items are graphed into "above
average", "average", and '"below average" categories, and items 11-18 are
graphed into flve categorles ranging from one personal characteristic adjective
to an opposite characteristic, on a five-level scale.

El{fC‘ - 134
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10.

Figure 8.2.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Application to
school work

Does in school
work

Gets along with
other children

Emotional
maturity

Attitude toward
school

How well under-
stand hls speech

iearning or like
to read

Home influence on
school performance

Realth

Cooperate with
teacher

BOYS
GIRLS

BOYS

GIRLS‘

BOYS
GIRLS

BOYS
GIRLS

BOYS
GIRLS

BOYS
GIRLS

BOYS
GIRLS

BOYS
GIRLS

BOYS
GIRLS
BOYS
GIRLS

Above Below
Average Average Average

XXX 4+ 44443+ 44444444344 444244 4+4+400000000000000000
XAXKXKXKXXX+ 444444+ 4+ 44444444444+ 444444440000000000

xxxxxx+++++++++4++++++++++++++00000000000000000000

XXXXXXXRXK 444444444 44444444 44444444 ++4000000000000

XXXX+44 44444444444ttt 4 44 b4 4444444+ 3444444440000
XXX+ 444144344444 3444434 344 444044444 44444444400

XXXXXX+4 4444444400443 4444444444 44444444 4400000000
XXKKKXXK 4444+ 4400444434444 24 4444044 4444+ 44444400000

XXXKXX#+4 444440444443 4444444444 4444 444000000000000
XXAXXXXXXK 4+ 442 4444434 4444444444444 4444440000000

XXXXX4 4444444443444+ 3444434 4444 4444 4444444400000
XXXXXXX 4444444434444 4 444444444444 404344 44444444000

XXXXX+ 4444444 4444444444444 4444444 44444000000000000
XXXXXXX+ 4444444444444 444 0444443444444+ 444444000000

XAXXXXXXXXRX 44444444444 4444444444 444444 44444444000
XXXRXXXXARRXXKEXX KKK X 44+ 444444443444 444434444 4444000

xxx++++++++++++++++++_++++++4++++++++++++++++++++00
XA+ 4444444444444 4 0444404444 4434044444 444444444440

XXXXKXX X+ 4444 + 4444445444444 4444444444444 4 444440000
XXXXXXXXXXXX K4+ 444444444 24444444 444 44 4444444444400

Distributlon of Student Evaluation Form Iten Respoenses

for STAY Progrem Students, May 1968.

Each mark represents 2%,
XXXXX e Above average
+444+ o Average

00000 = Balow average
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BOYS

GIRLS
12,

BOYS

GIRLS
13,

BOYS

GIRLS
14,

BOYS

GIRLS
15,

BoOYS

GIRLS
16,

" oYS

GIRLS
17,

BOYS

GIRLS
18,

BOYS

GIRLS
Figure 8-2

Defiant Submissive
XXX¢eceeott ittt it ititet b bttt brte e+ {00000

XeeoeH+ttrddttbtt bbbt edbrbeHINHEHMEE000C00C

Uncooperative . Cooperative
X¢eee ottt tbtttt et e+ +iHHHHHHHEHHHIH000000000000

XeCo+++ 4ttt e+ +HHHHHHFH00000000000000

Friendly Hostlile
XEXXXXXXXXXKXK CECCCCCECOCeeHH+dttttttdttttrt+++HHO

EEXXXXXXXRXKXXCECCCCECOOCOCHHH 444+ Ht+44HHIO

Shy Aggrassive
XXX¢eeoott ittt tb bttt bbbt bbb+ 000

XXX¢eCeoo o+ttt tdidtt 4+t e+ttt + 4+ 4+ HH#FH#000

Irresponsible Resporsible
XXX¢eoo ottt +dt 4+ i+ 44+ H+ 44+ 44+ 000000

X¢gcH+dt bttt e+ +++ 0 +iHHHHHHHHH0000000000

tleat Unkempt
XXX XX CECECECOCee ettt dt bt 4+ + 444444710

KEXXXKXKKLEXAKKCECCCCCOCCOOHH 4+ttt 41444442440

Follower Leader
XXX¢eeeeeCH 444444444444+ 44+ 444+ 4 H 54414000

RXXCCCCeCo bt tttd bbb+t + b4+ + 44441000

Alert Dull
XXXXXX¢eeeeeeee HHit+4tt b+ttt +H 444+ 4+ IO
AXXAKXXCECCCCOCOCeH+ bttt t 4ttt +++++++ 410

(continued), Distribution of Student Evatuation Form Item Responses

for STAY Progrem Students, lMay 1968,

Each mark represents 2%,
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On items relating to school work, these students, particularly the boys,
showed a high percentage of "below. sverage" ratings on the following items:

Boys Girls
Below avg Above avg Below avg Above avg
‘#l - égs;icatlon to school 34.3% 9.7% 19.5% 21.2%
#2 - Does in school work 40.6% 12.1% 22,9% 18,3%
#5 - Attitude toward school 22.8% 12,67 13.1% 21.0%
#1 - Likes to read 25.0% 9.7% 11.1% 14.6%

On items relating to personal characteristics, low percencages of unfavor-
able ratings were found for all the "bad” traits adjectives. Girls were rated
slightly "better" than boys generally.

The greatest difference between bdys and girls was on the first item -~
almost twlce as many hoys (34.3%) were marked 'below average' in how well does
he app.y himself to his school work than were girls (19.5%). Only half as
many boys were marked "above average” (9.7Z) on this question as were girls
(21.27%). The teachers found very little difference between boys and girls in
thelr ablility to understand them when they speak, their emotional maturity,
and thelr ability to get along with others: The boys also averaged more days
absent than the girls (15.1 and 11.9, respectively).

The relationship between these average scores and the scores of high
school boys and girls in general will be found in Chapter 6. These scores
can also be compared with the SEF scores a year earlier (Chapter 6 and
Appendix A),

Comparison of 1967 with 1968 Student Evaluation Forms

Table 8-17 shows a comparlson of average SEF scores for 154 students in
the STAY Program in May 1968 who also had SEF scores in the data benk from
May 1967. These are combined scores for both boys and agirls, The 1968 SEF's
were filled out by teachers of the STAY Program and the 1%57 SEF's by reguilar
classroom teachers the preceding year. The table also shows the changes be-
te-en the two years on the 18 items. Only items 14 and 16 (shv-ageressive
and neat-unkempt) change in an "undesirable" directlon. The change toward
aggressive 1s significant at the 5% level, and the charge toward unkempt
Is not significant,

The table also shows the differences betwcen the two meens, the estinate
of the comnon varience, end the t-score for this difference.* This shows that
the t-scores for 3 items are significant at the 1% level or greater, and 3 et
the 5% level. The other differences are rot significent.

———

*McNemar, Q. '"Psychologlical Statistics,” New York: Wiley and Sons, 1962,
o. 103, J 3{1

El{lC 8-12
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Significant changes are shown in such things as application to school
work, home environment, alert, how well they do school work, cooperatior,
abillty to be understood, liking to read, and getting alung with others.

The other less significant changes are responsibilitv, submissiveness (which
should probably be interpreted as less defiant), aggressiveness, and leader-
ship. It ls surprising that the 5th question, attitude toward school, does
not score higher, as this should be related to questions 1 and 2 which are
higher,

Cne of the Interesting aspects of thls evaluation is the significant
change shown {n question 8, effect of home environment on school performance.
That this ones has moved In the positive direction indicates the positive
nature of the STAY Program, as in fact do all the ratings, even though they
come from the STAY teachers themselves.

It will be noted that average attendance on the two SEF's drops from
24.0 days in 1967 to 13.1 days in 1968, These two flgires are probably not
comparable in the STAY Program with the regular school schedule as STAY has
an accelerated plan,

Composite Scores

From the data of Table 8-13 a Classroom Performance Composite and
Behavior Composite werz computed for the 152 students in our matched sample.
The Classroom Performance Composite, made by combining items 1, 2, 7, and
18, shows 69.88 for 1967 and 74.81 for 1968. This gives a positive change
of 4.93. The Rehavioral Composite, formed from items 3, 4, 10, 12, 13, 15,
an?d 16, goes up from 16,470 to 17.234 from 1967 to 1968, which is quite
edequate to show the positive nature of the prcgram,

These composites and those of other programs are discussed in Chapter 6
of this repoit,

El{llC 135
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Table §-13

DISTRIBUTION OF STAY STUDENTS B?”STUDENT EVALUATION FORM ITEMS

1. How well does he apply himself to his
school work?

1,  Above average 20 9.7 102
2, Average . T . 116 56,0 285
3. DBelow average _ oL 71 34,3 9%
Mean Score ' 2.25 1,98
2. Hoﬁ'well does this pupil do in his school work?
* 1., Above average : 25 12.1 88
2., Average 98 47.3 283
3, Below average 84 40.6 110
Mean Score 2,28
3. How well does he get along with the othcr
children? B ‘
1. Above average L 15 7.2 62
2. Average : co _ 177 85.5 400
3, Below average L C 15 7.2 17
Mean Score ' ‘ 2.00

4, How is his emotional maturity?

1. Above average 23 11.2 66

2, Average 149 72,3 362

3, Below average 34 1645 53
Mean Score 2.05

5. How favorable is his attitude toward school?

1., Above average 26 12.6 101

2, Average 133 64,6 316

3. Below average 47 22.8 63
Mean Score 2,10

4. 1ow vell can you understand him when he speaks?

1, Above average 22 10,7 66
2, Average 164 79.6 386
3. Below average 20 9.7 24
Mean Score 1.99
)
- 139
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. Table 8-13 (Contlnued)

Boys Glirls
N = Nz
7. How well does he like, or is he learning,
to read? ]
l. Above average 19 9,7 66 14.6
20 Average 128 65.3 335 74:3
"3, Below average 49 25.0 50 11.1
Mean Score 2.15 1.96
8., How does his home environment affect his
school performance?
1. Favorably 39 24,2 158 40.7
2, Neither favorably nor unfavorably 111 68.9 209 53,9
3« Unfavorably 11 6.8 21 3.4
Mean Score 1.83 1.65
9. How good is his health?
1. Above average 10 5.4 25 5.7
2. Average 168 90.3 401 91,6
3. Below average 8 4.3 12 2,7
Mean Score 1.99 1.97
10, How well does he cooperate with you?
1. Above avefage 31 15.1 124  26.2
2. Average 156 76.1 327  69.0
3. Below average 18 8.8 23 4.8
Mean Score 1.94 1.79
11. Defiant-Submissive
1., Very defiant 11 5.3 g 1.9
2., Somewhat defiant 27 13.1 42 8.8
3. Average 123 539.7 276  57.6
4, Somewhat submissive 26 12,6 88 18.4
5. Very submissive 19 9.2 64 13.4
Mean Score 3.07 5.32
12. VUncooperative-Cooperative
1. Very uncooperative 6 2,9 7 1.7
2. Somewhat uncooperative 19 9.2 32 6.7
3. Average 73 35.3 179  37.4
4, Somewhat cooperative 57 27.5 123 25.7
5. Very cooperative 52 25.1 138 28.8
Mean Score 3.63 3.74
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13.

14,

15,

16.

17.

Friendly-Hostile

1.
2o
3.
L.
5.

Very friendly
Somewhat friendly
Average

Somewhat hostile
Very hostlile

Mean Score

Shy-Aggressive

1.
2,
3.
4,
5.

Very shy

Somewhat shy
Average
Somewhat aggressive
Very aggressive

Mean Score

Irrésponslble-Responslble

1.
2,
3.

4,
3

Very irresponsible
Somewhat irresponsible
Average

Somewhat r1esponsible
Ver'y respengible

Mean Score

+ Neat-Unkempt

Very neat
Somevhat neat
Average
Somewhat unkempt
Very uakempt

Mean Score

FollowercLeadei

1.
2

3.
4,

:S.

Definjtely a follower
Possibly a follower
Neither

Possibly a leader
Definitely a leader

Mean Scere

Table 8-13 (Continued)

Boys Girls
N R N A
57  27.5 140 29.2
55 26.6 123  25.6
76 36.7 182 37.9
14 6.8 3 665
5 2.4 4 0.8
2.30 2.24
14 6.8 27 5.7
22 10.7 64 13.4
126 61,2 282  59.0
32 15.5 70 15.5
12 5.8 26 5.4
3.03 3,03
10 4.8 8 1.7
22 10.7 29 6.1
104  50.5 224 46.9
44 2144 119 24.8
26 12,6 98  20.5
3.26 3.56
45 21,7 139  29.0
48  23.2 106 22,1
96 46.4 216  45.1
12 5.8 15 3.2
6 2.9 3 0.6
2.45 2424
12 5,8 41 8.6
30 14,5 67 14.0
124 59.9 299  62.4
30 14.5 49 10,2
11 5,3 23 4,8
2.99 2.89
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18,

19,

20.

21,

22,

23'

24,

Table 8-13 {Continued)

Alert-Dull

1. Very alert

2, Somewhat alert
3. Average

4. Somewhat duill
5, Very dull

Mean Score

How many days has this student been absent for
any reasor: since the first of this school year?

Mean
Median

How many days has he been absent unexcused?

Mean
Medlan

Was this student in a special education class
this year? .

1, No
2. Yes
Mean Score

Has he been in a Social Adjustment Class?

1. Nn
2., Yes
Mean Score

Has he beeﬁ in a Team Teaching Program?

1, No
2, VYes

Mean Score

On the average, what part of nls classroom time

10.6

18.8

111 53.6
14.5

2.4

15.7 days
15.1 days

'is spent in a classroom with a teacher aide present?

1. None

2, Some, but less than 1/2

3, Over 1/2 but less than all
4 All the time

Mean Score

- 142
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261
34

13.2 days
11,.¢ days

s 0.
1.00
388  96.8
a3 el
1!03
386 96.2
15 3.8
1.04
400  93.7
2 0.5
0 0.0
25 5.8
1.18



Table 8-14

DISTRIBUTION OF STAY STUDENTS BY SEX AND GRADE
FREQUENCY
8 9 10 11 12  Sub-Total Unknown Total %
Boys 8 12 17 33 42 112 95 207 30.1
Girls 30 _16 _19 _16 115 316 163 481 _62.9
Total 38 28 3% 109 217 428 258 686 100.0
PERCENTAGE
N .8 9 10 11 12 Total
Boys 112 7.1 10.7 15.2 29,5 37.5 100%
Girls 316 9.5 3.1 6.0 24.1 55.4 1007
Total 428 8.9 6.5 8.6  25.5 50.7 1007
Table 8-15
DISTRIBUTION OF STAY STUDENTS BY SEX AND AGE
Age 15 16 11 18 19 20 21 22 23 Over?23 Total
Bovs N 0 1 24 50 59 35 21 6 4 0 200
oy % - 0.5 12,0 29,5 17.5 10.5 3,0 2.0 - - 100.0
Girls N 1 3 64 135 124 75 33 17 5 8 465
% 0.2 0.6 13.8 29,0 26.7 16.1 7.1 3.7 1.0 1.7 160.0
Table 8-16

DISTRIBUTION OF STAY STUDENIS BY YEAR OF
BOYS AND GIRLS CCMBINED

BIRTH AND GRADE,

Grade Total
Year of Birth 8. 5 10 11 d2 8. _Z_
1953 (15 yrs.) 1 o 0 0 0 1 o2
1952 (16 yrs.) 0 4 o 0 0 1 ,2
1951 (17 yrs.) 3 13 12 14%* 2 44 10,5
1950 (18 yrs,) 11 7 11 35 - 41% 105 25,1
1949 (19 yrs.) 14 4 6 36 68 128 30.6
1948 (20 yrs.) 5 0 3 5 57 70 16,7
1947 (21 yrs.) 4 1 0 7 31 43 10.3
1946 & earlier 1 2 3 3 17 26 6.2
Total N 39 28 35 100 216 418

% 9.3 6.7 8.4 23.9 51,7
* At grade for age

8-38



Table 8-17

STAY PROGRAM
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR 18 ITEMS FROM 1967 AND 1968
STUDENT EVALUATION FORMS, THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS,
t-SCORES, AND LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE (Matched Sample of 152 Cases)

. Difr.
Item 1967 1968 between t- Significance

No. M SD M SD Means Scores Level
1 2,222 0,630 2,046 0,674 .176 2,358 ¥
2 2,281 0,622 2,078 0.685 0203 2,713 ve
3 1.960 0,379 1,921  0.407 339 0.368

4 2,032 0,568 2,006 0.521 «026 0.417

5 2,111 0,532 1.986 0,621 .025 1.889

6 1.860 0,442 1,899 0.397 +061 1.269

7 2,097 0,569 2,006 0.510 .086 1.393

8 1.853 0.669 1.663 0,597 .190 2,622 *k
9 1,967 0.451 1,963 0,331 . 004 0,089

10 1,934 0.626 1.812 0,561 122 2,091 *
11 3,146 0,780 3,291 0,949 .145 1.459

12 3.555 1.087 3.699 1,091 146 1.156
13 2,326 0,923 2,278 1,071 .048 0.420

14 2,946 0,817 3,093 0,929 o147 1.469
15 3,250 1,043 3.459 1.078 «209 1.724
16 2,157 0.914 2,165 0,975 .008 0.213
17 2,807 0,797 2,913 0.818 . 106 1.148

18 2,822 0.877 2,559 0,930 «263 3.029 e

Absent 24,013 17.910 13,057 8.108 (See Note)

* Significant at 5% level or greater

*% Significant at 1% level oY greater

NOTE: Because of the different length of school year for the STAY Program,
the comparison was not .ade. ’
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Part D, Webster Girls' School

Introduction

A general description of the Webster Girls' School Program will be
found on page 4-13 of this reporte It is a junlor-senior high school for
pregnant girls, with a rotating student body where students usually remain
for more than six months,

Data Avallable

The analysis reported here is based upon two sets of Student Evalua-
tion Forms (SEF), one filled out by Webster School teachers omn the students
in the school in May 1968 and the other set filled out by teachers of the
schools where these girls were enrolled in May 1967, There were 227 SEF's
available for thls analysis. ‘

As the 1968 SEF's were filled out by teachers who were interested in
making a success of the program, their evaluations may not be as unbiased
as those of others who teach regular classes, especially when reporting on
qualities which the Webster School partlcularly seeks to improve. TIhervfore,
in some instances these data should be reported as descriptive rather than
evaluative. :

The other set of data comes from matching the identlfying information
about thtiese girls with the file of SEF*'s filled out by regular classroom
teachers in 1967. One third nf the 1968 SEF's (78) were found to have a
matching 1967 SEF.

Description of Webster School Students in May 1968

Table 2-18 (at the end of Part D, Chapter 8) shows the responses to each
of the items ¢n the SEF by the school grade of each girl, expressed in per-
centages. Also chown is the overall average response for ail girls combined,
also expressed in percentage. Also shown is the mean “score" for each item,
which can be used to compare these yirls with students in other prograis.

In general, Table 8-19 shows that the girls ranged from the 7th grade
through the 12th grade, with almost half of them in the 10th and 1lth grades.
Thelr dates of birth ranged from 1953 to 1948, Over half of them had birth
dates in 1951 and 1952, Table 8-20 shows that 42,5% of these girls were
elther at the proper grade for thelr age, or ahead. Another 35,7% were
found to be approximately one year beihind, while 21.8% were two years or
more behind.

In general from this table it will be scen that most girls were marked
Yaverage" on most of the flrst 10 items. Thel: teachers found more girls

140
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“below average" than "above average'" in thelr abllity to apply themselves to
thelr school work, how well they do their school work, emotional maturity,

understanding their speech, and tiking to read. More of the 7th and 8th grude
girls were judged to be "below average" than girls in other grades on almost
all of these ltems.

More girls w2re found to be "above average" on the other five questions.
These concerned getting along with others, attitude toward school, good home
en ironsoint, health, and cooperation with the teaci.:r. On three of these. the

7th and 8th grade girls again scored more heavily on the "below average" slde,
except for questions 8 and 9, Question 8 was How does his home environment
affect his school performance? Only one of the fourteen 7th graders and seven
of the thirty-seven 8th graders, and none of the 11lth and 12th graders, were
marked as having an unfavorable home environment. Almost a third of the 9th
and 10th grade girls were marked in the unfavorable home environment category.

Question 9 asked How good is his health? Seven out of nine of the girls
were marked as "average" on this question, with 15% "above average™ and 8%
Ybelow average”, Agalin the 7th and 8th grade girls differed from the rest in
that over 507 of each grade were marked as "above average" in health, with
only 77% "below average". 'The group marked lowest In health was the 10th
graders, with 22% in the "below average! category.

In the eight adjective rating questions which came next, the girls were
generally .carked at elther the '"good" end of the scale or neutral. The one
exception to thls was on question 14 (shy-aggressive) where the ratings were
almost equally split betweecn the two extremes, This indicates that nelther
of the two adjectives could be consldered "good", It will be noted, however,
from comparing the mean score on this item that the 7th graders averaged lowest,
or shiest, with a score of 2,54, while the 12th graders averaged more toward
the Maggressive' end of the scale, with a score of 3.29. This was paralleled
by th= ratings on the irresponsible-responsible scale, where 7th grade girls
had a mean score of 3.00 and 12th grade girls a score of 3.92. This also wvas
a relatively smooth regression toward the '"responsible" end of the scale with
grade level.

Question 15, which asked for a rating on an alert-dull scale, also showed
a deflnite relationship to grade level. The 7th grade girls scored more on
the "dull' side, witi: a 3.43, while the 12th grade girls were considered more
Yalert", with a 2.03.

The next two questions concerned days absent and days absent unexcused,
With -an over-all average of 17.6 days absent during the school year, the 7th,
8th, and 12th grade girls had approximately 14 days absent each, while the
9th, 10th, and 1l1lth grade glrls hid an average of 20, 18, and 23 days absent,
respectively,

These flgures should be compared with responses of other groups of students
found in Chapter 6.

(o 146

8-41



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" Comparison of 1967 with 1968 Student Evaluation Forms

Table 8-21 shows the averagz score on the Student Evaluation Form for
the 78 girls who were in Webster School in May 1968 and had been in some
other Title I school the preceding May., Webster School teachers filled cut
the forms in 1968 while regular school teachers filled them out the preceding
year, It will be seen that changes In average scores wereall in the positive
direction except for twe items. There were seven positive changes signifi-
cant at the 1% level: aoplying themselves to school work, ability to do
school work, attitude toward school, cooperation, submissiveness, responsi-
bilitv, and being a follower rather than a leader. Six other items showed
positive changes significant at the 5% level, four more items showed slight
positive changes, and two items changed slightly in a negative direction.

The items In which changes took place in the negative direction were being
able to understand speech and in hostility. However, these changes are

different from zero only by chance,

Composite scores for these changes have b -:n calculated and show that
the classroom performance composite goes frow 6.988 in 1967 to 7.48l In
1968, while the school behavior composite goes from 6,470 to 17.237. This
compares qulite favorably with girls in general.
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1.

3.

4.

5.

How
to

1.

3.

Table £.18

DISTRISUTION OF WEBSTER SCHOOL STUDEI'TS

BY STUDENT EIVALUATION FORM ITEMS

well does he apply himself
his school work?

Above average
Average
Below average

Mean Score

How well does this pupil do in

3 school work?

Above average
Average
Below average

Mean Score

How well doés he get along with

the

2,
3.

How
tow

1.
2,
i

other children?

Above average
Average
Below average

Mean Score

is his emotional maturity?

Above average
Average
Below average

Mean Score
favorable is his attitude
ard school?

Above average
Average
Below average

Mean Score
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Grade
7 i 9 10 11 12
o 14 43 29 47 53 36

7.1 20.9 17.2 25.5 0.0 ¢€,3
64.3 60.5 65.5 53,2 96.2 66.7
28.6 18.6 17.2 21.3 3,8 25.0
2,21 1,98 2,00 1,96 2,04 2,17
0.0 9.3 10.7 17.0 0,0 5.6
64.3 69.8 67.9 51,1 92.5 69,4
35.7 20,9 21.4 31.9¢ 7.5 25.0
2.36 2,12 2,11 2,15 2,08 2.19
28,6 11.6 7.1 12.8 0.0 9.7
71.4 76.7 89,3 80,8 100.0 83,9
olo 11!6 3.6 6.4 000 6.“
1.71 2,00 1'.96 1.9 2,00 1,97
7e1 4.7 FY 21.7 1. 5.5
42,9 55.8 78.6 65.2 94,3 77.8
50,0 39.5 14.3 13,0 3.8 16.7
2.43 2,35 2,07 1.91 2,02 2,11
14,3 14.0 17.2 25.5 0.0 11,1
64,3 69.8 79.3 66.0 9B,1 83,3
21.4 16,2 3.5 8,5 1.9 5,6
2,07 2.02 1.86 1.83 2,02 1,9

Total

227

13.7
69.2
17.2

2,04

8.0
70.3
21 .7

2.14

9.6
84,9
5.5

1.96

8.4
72.5
19.1

2.11




Table 8.18 (Continued)

Grade
7 8 9 10 il 12 Tetal

N = 1 43 29 47 53 36 227

6. How well can you understand hi
when he speaks? o

1, Above average 0.0 4.7 3.6 19.i 0.0 5.6 6.6
: 2, Average 57.1 74.64 89.3 33.2 98,1 9.4  79.7
f 3, Below average 42,9 20,9 7.1 27,7 1,9 0.0 13.7
! Mean Score 2,63 2,16 2.06 2,08 2,02 1.9 2,07

7. How well does he like, or is he
| . learning, to read?

; 1. Above average . o 0.0 7.1 0.0 27-6 1-9 8.3 9-8
‘T 2. Average ‘ 57.1 64,3 83.3 42.6 96.2 86.1 . 72,1
| 3. Below average : 42.9 28.6 16.7 29,8 1.9 5.6 18.1
§ Mcan Score 2,43 2.21 2,17 2,02 2.00 1,97  2.08

8. How does his home environment
affect his school performance?

i1+ Above average . 28.6 18,9 18.5 31.9 58.5 22,2 33,9
2. Average : 64.3 62.2 44.4 40.4 41.5 77.8 52.8
3. Below average ' 7.1 18.9 37.0 27.7 0.0 0,0  14.2
Mean Score 1.786 2,00 2,18 1.96. 1.42 1.78 1.81
9. How good is his health? B
l. Above average . 57.2 51.2 0.0 6.5 0.0 2.8 14.9
2., Average : 35.7 41.5 89.3 7.,8 98.1 97.2 77.0
3. Eelow average _ . 7.1 7.3 10,7 21.7 1.9 0.0 8.1
Mean Score 1.50 1,56 2.11 2,15 2.02 1,97  1.93
10. How well does he cooperate with you?
1. Above average ' ©- 15,7 29,3 7.1 37.0 1.9 17.1 19.4
2. Average 62-‘) 58-5 92.9 56-5 98.1 77.2 76-8
3. Below average 21.4 12.2 0.0 6.5 0.0 5.7 5.8
Mean Score ’ 1.86 1-83 1.93 1-70 1.98 1.89 ll86
11. Deflant-Svbmissive
1. Ve!'y deflant 0.0 2.4 0.0 2,1 0.0 5.7 1.8
2, Somewhat deflant 0.0 11.9 32,1 21.3 3,6 8.6 12,8
3! Average 85.7 81.0 5:‘.6 62.6 60.0 65.7 5903
~ &4, Somewhat submissive , 14.3 2.4 10.7 25.5 5.5 11l.4 11.5
5. Very submissive ' 0.0 2,4 3.6 8.5 30.9 20.6 14,6
’ Mean Score 3.14 2.90 2,86 3.17 3.64 3.49 3.24
8-44




12,

13,

14,

15,

16,

Table 8-18 {Continued)

Incooperative-Conparative

l.
2.
3.
4,
5

Very uncooperative
Somewhat uncooperative
Average

Somewhat cooperative
Very cooperative

Mean Score

Friendly-Hostile

i.

- 2.

3.
4.
5.

Very friendly
Somewhat friendly
Average

Somewhat hostlie
Very hostile

Mean Score

Shy-Aggressive

1.
2.
3.
4,
3.

Very shy

Somewhat shy
Average

Somewhat aggressive
Very aggressive

Mean Score

Irresponsible-Responsible

1
.

2‘
3.
4e
5.

Very irresponsible
Somewhat irresponsible
Av2rage

Somewhat responsible
Very responsible

Mean Score

Naat -Unkempt

1.
2.
3.
4,
5.

Very neat
Somewhat neat
average

Somewhat unkempt
Very unkempt

Mean Score

Grade
7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
14 a3 29 47 33 36 227
21,4 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8
7.1 16.7 0.0 10.6 7.4 5.7 8.4
42,9 26.2 46.4 31.9 33.3 28.6 33.8
0.0 23.8 35.7 27.7 22.2 8.6 22.2
28.6 30.9 17.9 29.8 37.1 57.1 33.8
3,07 3,64 3.71 3.77 3.89 4.17 3.88
28,6 26.3 3,6 19.1 47.3 48.6 30.2
35.7 41,5 35,7 29.8 21.8 14.3 29,3
21.4 14,6 39.3 25.5 30,9 34.1 28.5
14.3 14.6 21.4 23.4 0.0 0.0 11.1
0.0 2.4 0.0 2,1 0.0 0.0 0.9
2,21 2,24 2.79 2,60 1.84 1.88 2,23
7.7 4,9 3,6 4,3 5.8 9.7 5.5
46,2 21.9 31.1 17.0 19.z2 3,2 20,3
30.8 56.1 39.3 53.2 44.2 45.2 47.5
15.4 7.3 17.9 17.0 25,0 32.2 18.9
0.6 9.8 7.1 8.5 5.8 9.7 7.8
2.54 2,95 2,93 3.08 3.06 3.29 3.03
14.3 11.9 3.6 2.1 0.0 0,0 4.0
21,4 16.7 14.3 4.3 5.6 5.6 9.3
21.4 21.4 50.0 42,6 37.0 33.3 35.4
35,7 35.7 14,3 25.5 24,1 25.0 27.0
7.1 14,3 17.8 25,5 33,3 36.1 24.3
3,00 3,24 3.28 3.68 3.85 3.92 3.58
35,7 &45.2 35.7 34.1 53.7 45.7 452.2
21.4 26,2 25,0 21.3 18.5 45.7 27.6
28.6 26.2 39.3 25.5 25,9 8,6 2445
14,3 2.4 0.0 17,0 1,9 0.0 5.3
0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.4
2.21 1.86 2.04 2.32 1.76 1.63 1.94
150
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17.

18,

19.

20,

21,

- 22,

Table 8-18 (Continued)

Grade _
1 A 9 10 11 12
N = 14 43 29 47 53 3%
Follower-Lcader
1. Definitely a follower 57.1 28.6 7.1 4.3 31.5 25.0
2. Possibly a follower 28.6 23.8 32.1 25.5 1.9 27.8
3. Neither 0.0 28.6 35.7 48.9 37.0 16.7
4. Possibly a leader 14.3 11.9 17.9 8.5 24.1 19.4
5. Definitely a leader 0.0 7.1 7.1 17.8 5.6 11.1
Mean Score 1071 2.45 2.86 3.00 2-70 Zaﬁh
Alert-Dull
1. Very Blert 701 1901 1007 26.1 22.2 33-3
2. somQWhat alert 14.3 23.8 1709 13,0 2906 33.3
3. Average 35.7 33.3 57.1 39.2 48.2 30.6
4, Somewhat dull 14.3 21.4 14.3 1704 0.0 208
5. Very dull 28.6 2-4 0.0 403 an 0-0
Mean Score 3.43 2.64 2,75 2.61 2,26 2.03
Hew many days has this student
been absent for ary reason since
the first of this school year?
Mean (days) 13.8 14.0 20.2 18.1 22.6 14.8
Mﬁdi.n (d&ys) 9-0 707 15.5 l6l7 2105 6;0
How many days has he been
absent unexcused?
Mean (days) 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.2 0.7
Median (days) 0.1 0.2 0,2 0.0 0.1 0,2
Was this student in a speclal
education class this year?
1. No 92.8 100.0 60.7 74,5 63.0 50.0
2- Yes 7-2 Q.0 39- ; 25.5 37.0 50.0
Mean Score 1.07 1.00 1.39 1.26 1.37 1.50
Has he been in a Teum Teaching
Program?
1. No 0.0 23.2 85.0 94.4 100.0 100.0
2, Yes v 100.0 76.8 15.0 5.6 0,0 0.0
Mean Score 1.00 1.77 1.50 1.06 1.00 1.00

8-456

Total

227

32,3
16.4
8.4

2.68

21.8
22,7
41.8

10.6
3.1

2,51

72,8
27.2

1.27

74.8
25.2

1.25
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Table 8-.19

DISTRICUTIO!N OF ‘JEDSTER SCHOOL STUDENTS
3Y YEAR OF BIRTH AND GRADE

Grade
Year of Birth T &8 9 1o 1L 1z
1955 (13 yrs.) 2 0 0 0 0 0
1954 (14 yrs,) 6 5 1 0 0 0
1953 (15 yrs.) & 16 7 0 (o] (o]
1952 (16 yrs.) 0 20 13 ] 1 0
1951 (17 yrs,) (o] 1 8 ] 30 (o]
1950 (18 yrs.) 0 0 0 5 18 22
1949 (19 yrs.) 0 o . o0 0 6 11
1948 €20 yrs.) 0 0 (o] 0 (o] 2
Total N 14 42 29 43 55 35
% 6,3 19.0 13.1 20.8 24.9 15.8
Table 8-20
DISTRIBUTION OF “EBSTER SCHOOL STUDENTS
BY GRADE AND NORMAL GRADE PLACEMENT
Grade Grade
Placement 1 8 8 10 11 212
1 yr. ahead - - 1 0 1 0
At age/grade 2 5 7 26 30 22
1 yr, behind b 16 13 15 18 11
2 yrs. behind 6 20 8 5 6 2
3 yrs. behind 0 1 0 0 0 0

8-47
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Table 8-2:

WEBSTER GIRLS' SCHOOL
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR 18 ITEMS FROM 1967 AND 1968
STUDENT EVALUATION FORMS% THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS,
t-SCORES, AND LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE (Matched Sample of 152 Cases)

‘ Dif€,
Item 1967 1968 between t- Significance
No. M SD M SD Means Scores Level
i 2,324 0,627 2.038 0.633 «286 2,836 *¥
2 2.320 0.634 2.141 0,551 179 1.884
3 2,038 0,520 1.986 0,385 .052 0.706
4 2,141 0,527 2,078 " 0,510 .063 0,754
5 2.115 0.602 1.948 0,532 .167 1.838
6 - 2.012 0,377 2,039 - 0.474 -,027 -0.390
7 2.103 0.575 2,027 0.552 076 0.825
8 1.855 0.637 1.780 0,606 «075 0,707
9 2,039  0.445 1.907 0.520 132 1.691
10 1.933 0,643 1.881 0.489°° ,052 0.562
11 2,851 0,946 3.311  0.921 +460 3.027 falid
12 3,391 1.269 3.868 1,075 417 2,481 *
13 2,293  1.062 2,298 1.000 -.005 -0.030
14 3,270 0,997 3,054 1,025 .,216 1.295
15 3.283 1.222 3.714  1.061 «431 2,311 *
16 2,199 1.026 2,039 1.088 «160 0.930
17 3.162 1.C07 2,662 1.231 -,500 -2,737 e
18 2.767  0.905 2,493 1.119. .274 1.653
Absent 19,671 18.596 15,919 17.611 (See Note)

* Significant at 5% level or greater

** Significant at 1% level or greater

NOTE: Because of the different length of time individual girls spent in.
the Hebster Girls' School, the comparison was not made.

« 103

8-48




Chapter 9

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Overvicw

There were almost 70,000 students in the 95 public and private schools
that made up the target area for expenditure of Title I funds during the
summer of 1967 and the school year of 1967-68, There were 21 different summer
programs and 29 regular school year programs which received Title I funds.
Enrollments in these programs ranged from a bare handful to thousands of
students. Some programs were specific in nature, like Widening Horizons for
9th graders; some were very general, like the teacher alde programs. Most of
the programs served Title I students directly, but some served them only
indirectly, like the teacher training programs and the addition of adminis-
trative staff. All had the general intent of supplying services to compensate
for the effects of poverty and to prevent dropouts.

The objective of all of these efforts was to bring about favorahle
changes in the performance and attitude of the target population. The amount
and kind of effect of any one of these programs is extremely difficult to
isolate and measure. The effects of out-of-school factors are also variable
from student to student, program to program, school to school, and from age
group to age group. Events like the civil disturbances in April 1968, wiiich
took place right in the middle of the Title I target area, also left their
mark on performance and attitude of school students, teachers, and adminis-
trators, all in differing menners and proportions, How should the effects
of these programs be measured? How can it be determined which programs
should be continued, which ones changed, and which ones dropped? These
questions can only be answered in terms of the classroom performance and
behevior of students,

The evaluations in this report are based principally on what the class-
room teachers s&w in their classroom. Most of the teachers had no knowledge
of what programs the children in her class participated in, The evaiuations
of hundreds of teachcrs have been combined to compare the classroom perform-
ance of the students in Title I programs with the students who were not, and
also with the teacher evaluations of the preceding Year. For example, 1f the
classroom performance of the students who were in the Summer Social Adjustment
Program improved more than that of their cohorts, then the assumption is made
that some aspect of the prograr nad a favorable effect on the students in it.
If the students in the English in Every Classroom Program had a better School
Adjustment Composite than other junior high school students, then there was
probably less disruption of the classroom and thus a better climate for
learning.

Q lfia
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Basts for Evaluation

It has been pointed out that statistlcal evidence of change must be

interpreted In the light of all the facis, both statistical and non-statistical.

tometimes decislons regarding programs are made which appear to be contrary
to evidence when there are other overrlding considerations,

The primary basls for the evaluatlons which follow was the consideration
o the chanzes In the Classroom Performance Composite and the School Adiust-
ment Composite as described earller in this report. Secondary consideration
was glven to such things as the cost per pupil relative to other similar
programs, the level of absences of the students {in the program, the kind of
students in the program, and the extent to which the objectives of the pro-
gram appeared to coincide with the objectives of Title I.

Table 9-1 shows a summary of the performance of the students in each
of the programs for which there were sufficlent data for analysis In three
areas: changes Iin the Classroom Performance and School Adjustment Compos-
Ites and changes in the average number of days absent. In this table the
figures In the Difference columns in Tables 6-2 and 6-3 (on pages 6-18 and
6-19, respectively) have been corrected for an estimate of the kind of
students in the program. For example, the Social Adjustment Program was for
junior high school students. The expected average changes In junior high
school students, as obtained from Table 6-4 {on page 6-20), were used in
arriving at the summary in Table 9-1. The difference figures have been
replaced with symbols for easler comparison. In this table the symbols
44" indicate that a particular program was considerably above the others
in the gains for that measure, as observed by the teachers. A ¢! indicates

"'a positive change but not so great. An "0" indicates very little change or

ho change at all. A "-" indlcates a change in the negative direction. The
"Potal” column indicates the sum of the minuses subtracted from the sum of
the pluses.

Effectiveness of Programs

The factors dlscussed above were taken into consideration in making up
the priority list which follows. Priorities were given only for those pro-
grams about which sufficfent Information was avallable for adequate ju.gmeni.

jHPriorlty groups were defined as follows:

Priority 1 - Those programs which appeared to be the most effec-
tive in that they tended to Improve the classroom performance and the school
adjustment of the students in them. They also appeared to reduce absence
and to deal with the part of the target school population most llikely to
drop out of school. The cost per pupil of these programs compared favor-~
ably with others. Priority 1 category has been divided into groups 1-A
and 1-B,

159
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Table 9-1

CHANGES IN CLASSROOM PERFORMANCE COMPOSIIE,
SCHOOL ADJUSTMENT COMPOSITE, AND
AVERAGE ABSENCES FOR TITLE I PROGRAMS

Summer Programs CPC SAC Absences Total
410 Social Adjustment + ++
430 STAY Program
440 Joint Public & Parochial--15-12 +
450 JHS College Prep--Gonzaga
470 Summer Occupational Orientation
500 Primary Summer School
520 Theater Workshops
530 Georgetown College Orientation
540 Secondary School Enrichment
350 Morning Physical Fitness
560 Speclal Orientatlion for 6th Graders
3570 Summer Camping
580 Instrumental Music
tvd Vecatlonal Cirientatlon
610 MSD JHS & Teacher Training Institute

+
+
+

+*

PO+ e+ )+
1
P e e = NN BB W

+ [}

t + O+ +O+ 11
I + 4+ 4+ 101 $4+40)Y +1 O+

L]

wia

Regular Programs

244 Expansion of Language Arts Program

247 Breakfast Program

249 Saturday Music Program

261 MWebster Girls' School +
262 STAY Program : ' : :
264 Reading Incentlve Seminars

281 Urban Service Corps - Clothing

231 Urban Service Corps - Glasses

281 VUrban Service Corps - Hearing Alds

283 Pupil Personnel Services Teaas

284 Future for Jimmy '

285 Widening Hoyrlzons

524 Speclal Aldes, "Model" Model Schools

325 Teacher Aldes & Assistants, MSD

329 English in Every Classroom, MSD

+
L O e N W NN WO

+ 4+ +O0O0FO+O+++ + 1 C
+ ' t1 +
11 O+ +4+4 1 0O +O0O+ 4+ + +

O+ ++O0O++++0O

NOTE: ++ = Substantial positive change
+ = Moderate positive change
0 = No change
- = Moderate negative change
-= = Substantlal negative change

‘ - 1586
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Priority 2. Those programs which appeared to have meri: and which
alt*»ugh they tende¢ t- lmprove elther classroom performance ot school afiust-
ment, may not have been fulfilling as many of the requirements or objectives
of effective programs as those in Priority 1.

Priority 3. Low-priority projects, particularly those which appeared
to be associated with undesirable changes in the students involved, or to have
other undesirable characteristics such as not dealing with the part of the pop-
ulation most likely to drop out of school.

Table 9-2 shows the priorities assignad to Title ] programs for summer 1967
and regular school year 1967-68 on the basis of these considerations. A dis-
cussion of these priorities follows, In the last column of the table are showa
the priorities which had been assigned to the summer programs (see report en-
titled "Evaluation of ESEA Title I Programs, Summer 1967") based primarily upon
the non-statistical evidence (see page 66 of the previous report) which was
available at the time that report was written. These summer program priorities
have now been revised based upon the evaluations of the classroom teachers.

Summex 1967 Programs
PRICRITY 1-A: (in alphabetical order)

#4640 Joint Public and Parochial--15-12. This joint public-private school
program apparently resulted In considerable positive change in both the Class-
room Performance and the School Adjustment Composites. The absence rate during
the next year for the girls involved appeared to be slightly greater than for
other giris. The objectives of the program were directly related to the pur-
poses of Title I, Three-fourths of the students were from Title T schools.

The per-pupil cost was relatlvely high.

#500 Primary Summer Schooi. The children in this program showed improve-
ments in both classroom performance and school adjustment. This was one of the
summer programs which served children who were low on these two factors to
begin with. It is considered that this was a very essential program from many
polnts of view, the most important of which was to malntaln the educational
pace, so often lost during the summer. Although in terms of total outlay this
was the most expensive program, in terms of the cost per pupil it compared quite
well with others.

$480 and #283 Pupil Personnel Services Teams (Summer and Winter). The
students in the work load of the Pupll Personnel Services Teams were next only
to the students who recelved clothing from the Urban Service Corps as the ones
needing the most remedlal attention, judging by the low evaluations of their
teachers on the two composites. These students improved somewhat in their
attendance, and the teachers judged thelr home environment more conducive to
school work, but otherwise there were only small gains observable in the two
composites, This exceedingly worthwhile program backed up other programs, such
as the Summer Camping Program and many others. The evaluations by the Teams

]EIQJ!:‘ ; :lii?‘
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Tablc 9-2

PRIORITIES ASSIGNED TO TITLE T PROGRAMS
SUMMER 1967 AND SCHOOL YEaR 1967-68

SUMMER 1967 Previous | SCHOOL YEAR 1967-68
_Report#*
Priority 1-A: Priority 1-A:
410 Social Adjustment 1-A 241 Preschool Children-Parent
420 Webster Girls! School 1-A . Orientation
430 STAY Program 1-A 249 Saturday Music Program
440 Joint Public & Parochial-- 261 Webster Girls' School
15-12 2 2562 STAY Program
480 Puplil Personnel Services 264 Reading Incentive Semlnars
Teams 1-A 281 Urban Service Corps
500 Primary Summer School 1-A 283 Pupil Personnel Services Teams
56 Speclal Orientation for 285 Widening Horizons, MSD
6th Graders 3

Priority 1-3:

Priority 1-B: 266 Expansion of Language Arts
450 JHS College Prep--Gonzaga 2 324 Special Aides, "Model' Model
540 Secondary School Enrichment 1 325 Teach2r Aldes & Assistants, MSD
550 Morning Physical Fitness 2 326 Community School, MSD
1
1
1

570 Summer Camping 328 Cardozo Pata Processing, MSD
580 Instrumental Music 329 English in Every Classroom, MSD
600 Vocational Orientatlon

’
= > >

Priority 2:

Priority 2: _ 246 Food Services
460 Summer Scholarships 2 247 Breakfast Program
530 Georgetown College 284 PFuture for Jimmy
Orlentation 3 286 Reading & Speech-Hearing Clinics
321 Instructional Staff, MSD
Priority 3: 322 Staff Development, MSD

470 Summer Occupational 323 *"Model" Model School Staff

Orlentation 1-B N .

520 Theater Workshops 2 Priority 3

610 MSD JHS and Teacher - 265 Living Stage
Tralning Instltute 1-A 282 Audlovisual Program

327 Cultural Enrichment, MSD

Should be financed from funds for the
education of handicspped children:

243 Emotionally Disturbed Children

*Dalley, J.T., and Neyman, Jr., C.A., MEvaluation of ESEA Tltle I Programs for the
District of Columbla, Summer 1967", Final report on Contract NS-6837 to the Govern~
ment of the District of Columbla, Washington, D.C.: The George Washington Uni-
versity, Educatlon Research Project, March 1968, page 67.
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of the difficulties of each student, and their Intervention in many aspects of
the student's problems are a long continuing aspect of the entlre program. A
special section of this report (in Chapter 8) has been devoted to the analysis
of the activitles of these Teams.

#410 Social Adjustment. This program represented a roncerted attack upon
potential dropouts. These students, both boys and girls, who were found by
their teachers to be quite low in both classroom performance and school adjust-
ment in June 1967, were found to have Improved in both factors the year following
th: swumer course. Thls group also showed a marked decrease in number of days
absent the next year. The gains in the evaluations for this group in school
adjustment was greater than for any other summer program.

#560 Speclial Orientation for 6th Graders. The classroom performance of
these students improved more than that of the students in any other summer
program. In addition, there was a great improvement in the School Adjustment
Composite. The cost of the program was moderate. Less than one-third of the
students came f-om Title I schools, and only 26 of them were In the sample
upon which this evaluation was based. The teachers of this group of 26 noted
an increase in the ftems which combine to form “aggressive leadership".

#4630 and #262 STAY Program (Summer and Winter). This program probably
directly salvages dropouts at a lower cost than almost any other program. The
students in the STAY Program received thelr "post-test" evaluation from the
STAY teachers, which may have resulted in a slight blas in favor of the efforts
of the school. The composites for these students changed substantially in the
positive direction, particularly the School Adjustment Composite, The morale
of the students and staff was found to be excellent. A great deal of attention
was gliven to job placement both to help graduates and to keep studeats in the
program until zgraduation.

#6420 and #261 YHebster Girls' School (Summer and Winter). This program
deals with one of the most important factors causing dropout among girls, and
directly salvages potential dropouts at a reasonable cost. While the post-
test evaluations upon which the Clessroom Performance and School Adjustment
Composites are based were those of Webster Girls' School teachers, these girls
showed a tremendous gain in both of these measures,

PRIORITY 1-B: (in alphabetical order)

#3580 Instrumental Music. This unusual summer program appeared to improve
the classrocom performance of the Title I chlildren who particlpated In it., It
is to be noted that there was a very slight improvement in the School Adjust-
ment Composite for this group, The children appeared to have a better atten-
dance record than most before they took part in the program, and to have
improved even more during the next school ycar. One factor which detracted
from the effectiveness of thls program was the low proportion of Title I
students it served (approximately one-fourth), While the cost of the program
per pupil attending was relatively low, this cost would go up If prorated
across only Title I students.

ERIC 159
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#450 JHS College Prep--Gonzaga. Classroom performance improved :omewhat
for the students in this program, In addition, school adjustment improved
considerably., This program, in which three-fourths of the particlipants were
from Title I schools, was 2  Joint public-private school venture in its third
year of operation, The cost compared favorably with other summer programs,
although the enrollment was relatively small. The boys and girls who attended
the program had better than average attendance records.

#3520 Morning Physical Fitness. Classroom performance and school adj.stmeit
improved for this group. One hundred percent of the participants in the program
were from Title 1 schools. The attendance record of these students was lower
than the average, and appeared to remain the same during the next year. The
cost of the program was on the low side. It is consldered that the over-all
program fulfilled many of the purposes of Title 1 projects.

#540 Secondary School Enrichment. The students in this program showed
better classroom performance and better school adjustment on their post-test
evaluations., The relative cost of the program was on the low side, although
only about a third of the students came from Title I schools, While the atten-
dance records of these boys and girls appeared to be somewhat better than
average, their absences increased during the next year.

#570 Summer Camping. This program improved both classroom performance and

school adjustment; {n fact, the evaluations of the teachers on every item of the

Student Evaluation Form went up in 1968 over 1967 with the exception of a
slight change downward on fitem 15, Irresponsible-responsible. Even the number
of absences came down. This was an exceptional program in that almost every
student in it was an "identified" student. There was only one other summer
program that enrolled children as low as these in over-all classroom perform-
ance and school adjustment, and this was the Social Adjustment Program. The
cost of the camping program was relatively low. It Is probable that & camping
period longer. than two weeks would be more beneficlal in its effect, as the
period of adjustment takes up a significant portion of the time.

£#600 Vocational Orientatién. Uhile the classroom performance of the
students in this program did not improve markedly, the school adjustment did.
Ali.ost three-fourt:s of the students were from Title I schools. The cort of
the program was retatively tow. The students who participated in the program
tended to have better than average attendance rates, although they did not
improve significantly during the next school year,

PRIORITY 2: (in alphabetical order)

#530 Georgetown Coilege Orientation. This program sppeared to have a
slight positive effect on the classroom performance of the students who
participated in it, but school adjustment dropped considerably. The items
that make up the "aggressive leadership" factor (items 11, 14, and 17) all
increased significantly. Thls group of students were all from target-area
schools. They scored higher than students in any other program as to class-
room performance and school adjustment on the pre-test evaluation,
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#460 Summer Scholarships
#461 Soclology Seminar--National Cathedral School
#462 International Seminars--St, Albans School
#6463 The Helghts Study Camp
#464 Institute of Languages--Georgetown University

These programs offered an excellent opportunity for students, particularly
those from the Title I areas, to expand their viewpoint and to assist in moti-
vating them toward higher academic achievement. No Information was avallable as
to the changes that occurred in either the classroom performanice or the school
adjustment of these students. In any group selected for such programs, priority
should be given to selecting those students with the highest probabllity of
dropping out of school.

PRIORITY 3: (in alphabetical order)

#610 Model School Division Junioxr High School and Teacher Training Institute.
It should be emphasized that this group of students were obtained primerily to
serve as demonstration classes 3t the junior high school level for teacher train.
ing in the Model School Divislon. As the students were drawn from the entire
Model School Division, about 30% of them were not Title I students. Of the 143
students in the program, 43 were in the Matched Date Flle. These students were
evaluated by their teachers in 1968 considerably below the evaluations by teach-
ers Iln 1967, both on performance and school adjustment. This Is in contrast to
the findings about these students on the previous report. Although the absence
rate reported in 1963 compared favorably with that of other junior high school
students, it doubled over the last report on these same students in 1967,

#4670 Summer Occupational Orientation. While the objectives of this program
fulfilled many of the general purposes for optimum Title I programs, the students
dropped In both classroom performance and school adjustment evaluations according
to thelr teachers. The cost of the program per student was appraximately double
that of the Vocational Or!entation program, which had better success as mcasured
by the composites. Absences of these students increased after the summer program,
as did the teacher ratings on the "defiant.submlsslive' scale. Perhaps the pro-
gram would have had better results had there been an opportunity to plan for the
Job aspect of the program, which ran into-considerable difficulty.

#520 Theater Workshop. This was a relatively small program. Of the 56
students in it, only 85% were in target-area schoois. Of these, only 19 were
in the Matched Sample File on which this evaluation is based. These 19 showed
a net decrease in their classroom performance, and a tremendous loss in the
school adjustment composite. This was the largest change, either positive or
negative, in the entire evaluation. The only positive factors i{n the Student
Evaluation Form items were that these students had more emotional maturity and
their health was slightly better atter having participated in the program.
This was a relatively expensive progream, and the students in the sample were
relatlvaly high on both composites before the summer program and therefore
probably were not potential dropouts.
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1967-68 Regular School Year Programs

PRIORITY 1-A: (in alphabetical order)

#283 Pupil Personnel Services Teams. (See write-up under Summer Programs.)

#2664 Readini Incentive Seminars. The classioom pecformance of these
students, of which liking to read is a part, Improved noticeably. The change
in school adjustment, iiowever, was negative., When compared to other junior high
school students, these changes were less than expected. The attzndance record
of these students was no better or worse than that of thelr cohorts. The cost
of the program was moderate compared with others.

#249 _Saturdey Music Program. This program was designed as a follow-up for
the summer program. The children in the program apparentiy %.~roved in both
classyroom performance and school adjustment, While the cost of the program per
pupil was relatively high, the population served appeared to be appropriate.
Absenteelsm decreased during the Yyear,

#262 STAY Program. (See write-up under Summer Programs.)

#281 Urban Service Corps (Clothing, Glasses, Hearing Afds). It was not
possible to obtaln the names of students In the varlous tutoring pregrams of
the Urban Seivice Corps. The program was therefore evaluated in terms of those
children who were supplied with clothlng, glasses, or hearing aids. The chil-
dren in these three groups were quite different, There were &lmost 900 to whom
clothing was glven, many of them more than once. There were 176 In our sample
to whom glasses were supplied., However, the number of students in our sample
glven hearing aids was only 15,

fhe students given clothing were by far the lowest group in terms of both
initial and final scores on both composites. However, they made small but
significant galns in both, Th2 attendance of this group improved slightly and
teachers thought thelr home environment was more conducive to school work
(item 8 cn the Student Evaluation Form),

The chlldren who were glven glasses, however, were right in the middle
as far as initlal teacher evaluatlions were concerned. This group improved
markedly in school performance, which is to be expected, but did not improve
so markedly In respect to school edjustment. Teachers estimated an improvement
in home environment with respect to school work, This group had a noticeable
change in regard to the three items making up the "aggressive leadership"
factor (items 11, 14, and 17: deflant-submissive, shy-aggressive, and follower-
leader, respectively), Relative to other students, thelr absence rate improved.

The third group of students, the ones who recelved hearlng alds, changed
almost completely In the negative direction. Both the Classroom Performance
end the School Adjustment Composites went down, and the three ltems maklng up
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the "aggressive leadership" factor also increeased. When the two composites

are examined separately, it will be found that the gains on items 1 and 2

(How does he appiy himself to school work, and How does he do in school wecrk)
were completely cancelled by losses in the other two items in the conposite

(7 - How does he 1ike to read, and 18 - Alert-dull), It is as though obtalning
& hearing ald caused a complete change in personality.

The Urban Service Corps 1s apparently a very effective program, in spite
of the reaction of the children recelving hearing aids, and is obviously
reaching the most likely dropout population. Some means should be found to
do more for these studecnts by including them in other programs.

$#261 Webster Giris' School. (See write-up under Summer Programs.)

#2835 Widening Horizons. This program was associated with large gains in
both classroom performance and school adjustment in the 51 students who were
in our matched sample. While the classroom performance went up only slightly,
the school adjustment score rose more than that of any other group, This was
in spite of being rated highly by their teachers to begin with. The three
ftems that make up the "aggressive leadership" factor were mixed; that 1s,
their teachers found them more "submissive' and "followers" but also more
"aggressive". The cost of thls program was relatively uigh. Theve was an
improvement of thelr attendance with reference to their cohorts.,

PRIORITY 1-B:  (in alphabetical order)

£329 English in Every Classroom. This was the third year for this program
which was held in only one school. Students in the program appeared to perform
better in the classroom, although the teachers found that their school adjust-
ment dropped somewhat. 1t 1s possible that the novelty of the program ha worn
nff, and perhaps It should be tried In some other school next year. It was a
relatively inexpensive program.

#2454 Expansion of Lenguage Arts. These children in seven schools of the
Title I area Improved in both the Classroom Performance and the School Adjust-
ment Composites, The improvement in the SAC was greater than the CPC, The
absence rate appeared to improve for thls group. The cost of the program was
relatively low, Teachers also noted an improvement of the home environment
relative to school work,

#324 Speclal Aldes, '"Model” Model Schools, The students who had teacher
aldes In the '"Model"™ Model Schools went up on the Classroom Performance
Composite, and stayed the seme on the School Adjustment Composite. They
appeared to change toward more aggressive leadership. Their attendance rate
apparently improved more than thelr contemporaries, and their attitude toward
school also improved, Teachers commented that their home environment was more
conducive to thelr school work. The progrem was relatively inexpensive, al-
though It was not geared specifically to the "identlfled" students.
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#325 Teacher Aldes and Assistants, Model Schocl Division. As with the
#324 Speclal Aldes - "Model"” Model Schools Program, there was an improvement
in the classroom performance of students in the Model School Divislon who had
teacher aides in the classroom, However, the school -adjustment score did not
show this. Absences were reduced, and teachers found the home environment
more conduclve to school work during this same perlod. This was a very diverse
sample including as it did over 900 cases. For this reason it 1s quite possi-
ble that parts of the program may have performed quite adequately.

PRIORITY 2:  (in alpha’ ztical order)

#247 Breakfast Program. This program should be ideal for meeting the
needs of ldentified students as it directly combatted several of the reasons
for dropping out of school, However, teachers! evaluations of classroom per-
formance did not reflect any real improvement in the group, but the school 1
adjustment did appear to improve somewhat. Teachers also reported an Increase :
In absences for the students In our sample. This was one of the more expen- :
sive programs i{a terms of per-pupil expenditure. It is possible that some
units of the program made better progress than others.

#284 Future for Jimmy, Classroom performance improved only slightly;

there was actually a net loss as the galn was less than for other students ‘
of the same grade and sex, However, there was a substantial gain in school .
1justrent, The ~rogram was relatively expensive as far as the cost per

pupil was concerned, The absence rate went up somewhat, but about the same ;
as other students of the same grade and sex, Thls was one program in which .
the rating on the questions forming the "aggressive leadership” cluster went :
down,

PROGRAMS EVALUATED BY MEANS OTHER THAN TEACHER EVALUATIONS :

The following programs were not included in the statistical analysls of
the classroonm performance and school adjustment obtained from the teacher
evaluations because all of the students li the target schools participated
or tenefited therefrom:

#246 Food Services

#265 Living Stage

#282 Audiovisual Program
#326 Community School, MNSD
#327 Cultural Enrichment, MSD

Descriptions of these programs are included in Chapter 4,

Some programs were omltted from the analysis because of the fact that
it was not possible to obtaln pre-test and post-test evaluatlons. Program
#1243 Emotionally Disturbed Children, was one of these., These children were
never in a normal school situation and the majority of tlhiem had been in the
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experimental situation for over a year. Another program vher: there was no
pre-test or post-test was #2641 Preschool Children-Parent Orientation, where
the children involved were pre-schoolers and would not be available for eval-
uation by a classrcom teacher until the next school year. Also, there was no
way to measure directly the effect on children of the staff development pro-
grams (#231 Instructional Staff, MSD; #322 sStaft Development Program, MSD;

and #323 "™odel1" Model School Staff).

o rosters were avallable so no identi-
ho participated in them for comparison.
h-Hearing Clinics, and the #328 Cardozo

There were several programs where n
! flcation could be made >f the children ¥
These included the #286 Reading and Speec
Data Processing Program.

It was not possible to evaluate several of the teacher alde programs
directly as computer programming caused these data to be unaveilable at the
time of the analysis. These were 4242 Reading, Mathematics, and Classrcom
Assistance; #245 Teacher Asslstant Training Program; #248 Teacher Aldes
(Eiementary); and #263 Te:zcher Aldes and Teacher Assistants (Secondary).

:

Conclusions

The following conclusions can be drawn from the study:

1, It was found to be possible to devise and use a statistical model
sensitive enough to detect small changes in evaluated pupll performance
associated with individual Tit": I programs of less than a year's duration.

2. Many Title I programs were found to be associated with gains in both
classroom performance and school adjustment, Some of the most promising wWere

f summer programs.

3. Many Title 1 programs were found to be assoclated with decreases in
absences on the part of the students in then.

4. The following types of progrars Were assoclated wlth the greatest
positive change:

T TR T sy -

a, Pre-kindergarten programs
b. Enriched primary and secondary summer school programs

c. Pupll Personnel Services Teams, which dealt directly with the
problems of the students, particularly as they involved the hone environment

d. Re.ding Incentive Seminars, where stud~nts werc zlven thelr own
books to read and participated in discussion sessions regarding them

e. A speclal summer soclal adjustment program for students who
had not adjusted to regular classroom situations

o 13
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f. Summer camping programs, which broadened the outlook of
culturally deprived children

g. Speclial high schools for pregnant glrls (Webster) and for
getting dropouts back into schonl to complete their high school work (STAY)

5. There was little correlation between estimated program effectiveness
and the cost on a per-pupll basis. There was a wide range between the
students in the various programs, as can be seen from the great differences

in the evaluations by teachers in the performance and attitude of the students.

The students in the Soclial Adjustment Program were much different from those
in the Georgetown College Orientation Program, for example, A wide diversity
of programs is essentlal to meet the needs of this target population,

6. Three princlpal factors assoclated with the Student Evaluation Form
emerged from the factor analyses of the data: School Adjustment, Classroom
Performance, and Aggressive Leadership.

7. The effect of home environment on school work did not emerge as a
factor, and was found to be assoclated with classroom performance and school
adjustiment in varying combinations. Teachers associated this influence most
highly with the item concerning favorable attitudes toward school.

8, While the intercorrelations between the syme items on the pre- and
post-tests tended to be rather low {below 0,40), thw stability ¢f the com-
posite as judged from the consistent recurrence of the items in them was
much greater, and are therefore more appropriate for aeasuring the effects
of Title I programs than any single item would be.

9. When the classroom performsnce of the various grade groups is
examined, it will be seen that there was a considerable difference between
them and between boys and girls at various levels. Almost all of them moved
in a positive direction over the period of this report except for two groups
of girls -- the 10th-12th grade group who changed in a negative direction,
and the 7th-9th grade grcup which showed little or no changa.

10. When the School Adjustment Composite is examined by sex and grade
group, it will be seen that it was the boys who changed most in the negative
direction. The 10th-12th gzrade boys changed most, while the 4th-6th grade
group showed little or no change.

11. Girls were evaluated more favorably than boys on almnst ever' item
throughout the evaluation with the single exception of item 2 - health.

12, In pumber of absences, boys exceeded glrls over-all. Tae high
school population showed ap increase in number of days absent, while there
was a decrease In the clementary schools. Identified students were absent
more often than non-ldentified ones,
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13. The Pupil Personnel Team caseload was concentrated in the elementary
grades and contalned more boys than girls, The problem of siow learnmer occurred
most frequently, followed by attendance. The patterr of problems differed
greatly between grade groups, &8 well as between girls and boys.

14, The number of personal books the Pupil Personnel Services Teams
reported the student to have was found to be most closely associated with how
much education his family wanted him to have, Also associated with these two
variables yere the observations of the Teams about the adequacy of the student's
place to study, a home atmosphere conducive to school work, and neatness of the
howes For many students the number of books he had was assoclated with a posi-
tive attitude toward school.

15. Most parents of the identified students wanted their children to
graduate from high school, A third of them wanted their children to get some
college education. This desire appeared to be rather stable in the pupulation
regardless of the sex or grade of the childs Corresponding information was
not knowp about non-identified students since this type of information was
reported by the Pupil Personnel Services Teams, who dealt only with identified

- students.,

16, The Teams failed to find many emotional problems confronting this
population. However, severe economic hardship appeared to be a major problem,
more evident in the children in the lower grades than in the higher ones.

17. Five factors emerged from the series of factor analyses of the Pupil
Personnel Services Teams Evaluation Forms for the various groups of children.
These were: Home Environment, Social Adjustment, Problems and Motivation, Out
of School Problems, and Aggressive Behavior, not necessar!ly in that order of
strength.

18, A regression analysis of the Pupil Personnel Services Teams Evalu-
ation Forms for boys and girls In junior high school showed that students
with behavioral problems were the ones that came to the attentlon of the
school principal and were the ones most llkely to be in the Teams'! priority
group for attention,

19. Instructional teacher aldes were, on the average, married women
under 39 years of age, with one or iuore children of thelr own at home. Most
had completed high school and had had experience working with children, uvut
had no aspirations for beconing teachers, There was more agreement between
aldes and principals (as differing from teachers) as to the dutles performed
by aides., Teachers tended to desire from aides more clerical dutles than
wonitoring or instructinnal assistance.
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Recommendations for Future Actlon

1. The programs which showed large negative changes in either classroom
performance or school adjustment should be carefully examined to determlne and
remedy the causes, or dropped completely., Examples include such programs as
the Summer Occupational Orientation, Theater Workshop, and the Model School
Divislon Teacher Training Institute,

2. The Student Evaluation Form should be continued in use for annual
evaluatlons of each pupil in each target-area school. This will provide data
for longitudinal studies, Any modifications to this form should be In the
nature of additions to make it more useful in evaluating students in behav-
foral terms related to the specific objectlves of Title I programs.

2, The Pupil Personnel Services Teams Evaluation Form should also be
continued In use for annual evaluations of identified students, This form
should be used to continuously evaluate the urgent needs of the identified
student population with the objective of making Title I programs more respon-
sive to the needs of such students.

4, The system of student evaluation by classrcom teachers should be
extended to all students in public schools, using automated data handling
techniques as much as possible to relieve the clerical work load, It would
then be possible to study the effects of all programs as vell as various
administrative declsions over a longer period of time than is possible at

present,

5. The number of schools and students in the target area should be
substantially reduced in order to concentrate the effects of Title I on a
smaller group.

6. More efforts should be made o involve the parents of the students
in the target schools in school prograns and activities, particularly the
parents of students who have been identificd as potential dropouts,
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Appendix B:
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Appendix D:

APPENDICES

Data from Student Evaluation Forms
Data from Pupil Personnel Services Teams Evaluation Forms
Data from Teacher Aide Questionnalres

Coples of forms used
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A-l

A-2

A-1(a)
A-1(b)
A-1(c)
A-1(d)
A-1(e)
A-1(f)
A-1(g)
A-1(h)
A-1(1)
A-1(3)
A-1(%)
A-1(1)
A-1{m)
A=1(n)
A-1(0)

A-2(a)
A<2(b)
A-2(c)
A-2(d)
A-2(e)
A-2(f)
A-2(g)
A-2(h)
A-2(4)
A-2(9)
A-2(k)
A=2(1)
A-2(m)
A-2(n)
A=2(0)

Appendix A

STUDENT EVALUATION FORM DATA

Title of Table

Means and Standard Deviations - Pre-Test ard
Sunmer 1967

#410
$#430
#4460
#450
§470
#500
#520
#530
#5640
#550
#3560
#5170
#580
2600
#610

Soclal Adjustment Program ., .
STAY Program

Joint Public & Parochial--15-12

JHS College Prep--Gonzaga ., .

Summer Occupational Orientation

Primary Summer School « ¢ & o
Theater Workshops ® ¢ o 0 o o
Georgetown College Orientation

Secondary School Enrichment . . »

Morning Physical Fitness Program

Post-Test

Special Orientation for 6th Graders

Summer Camping
Instrumental Music
Vocational Orientation

MSD JHS & Teacher Training Institute

Means and Standard Deviations - Pre-Test and Post-Test
1967-68 School Year

244
#247
#249
#261
#262
#264
#281
#281
#281
#283
#284
#285
#324
#325
#329

Expansion of Language Arts Program

Breakfast Progrﬂm ® 0 0 o o e« 0 v »

Saturday Music Program . . .
Webster Girls® School « + . &
STAY Progrlm " s 0 0 * o o
Reading Incentive Seminars .
Urban Service Corps - Clothing
Urban Service Corps - Glasses

Urban Service Corps - Hearing Aids

Pupil Personnel Team Workload . » .

Future for Jimmy

Widening Horizons « o « « o s o o o

Special Aldea, "Model" Model Schools

Teacher Aides and Assistants, MSD , .

English in Every Classrocm
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A-3
A-4
A5
A-6
A-7
A-8
A-9
A-10
A-11
A-12
A-13
A-14
A-15
A-16
h=17

A-18
A-19
A=20
A-21
#=22
A-23
A=24
A-25
A-26
A-27
A-28
A-29
A-30
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Table

A-3

A-4

A-3(a)
A-3(b)
A-3(c)
A-3(d)
A-3(e)
A-3(f)
A-3(g)
A-3(h)
A-3(1)
A-3(J)
A-3(k)
A-3(1)
A-3(m)
A-3(n)
A-3(0)
A-3(p)
A-3(q)
A-3(r)
A-3(3)

A-3(t)

Appendix A (Continued)

Titla of Tadble

Student Evaluation Forms - Means and Standard Deviations
for Various Groups of Students from Matched Sample Tape

Identified Males in Programs « o «
Identified Females in Programs . . .«
Identified Males not in Programs . .
Identified Females not in Programs .
Non-Identified Males in Programs . .
Non-Identified Females in Programs .
*»neIdentified Males not in Programs
Non-Identifled Females not in Programs .

Random Sample
Random Sample
Random Sample
Random Sample
Random Sample
Random Sample
Random Sample
Random Sample
Male Students

Female Students on Matched Sample Tape « + « &

of
of
of
of
of
of
of
of
on

e & 9 & o & o &

e » @& & 2 & o & o
Boys in Grades 1-3 (N-300) c o o o o
Girls in Grades 1~3 (N=300) . « « « &
Boys in Grades 4-6 (N=300) . . . + &
Girls in Grades 4-6 (N=300) . o « « &
Boys in Grades 7-9 (N=300) . . « o+
Girls in Grades 7-9 (N=300) . « « o &«
Boys in Grades 10-12 {N=300) . , . .
Girls in Grades 10-12 (N=300) . . «
Matched Sample Tape o 2 o 8 0 o o 0 0

Ten Percent Sample of Students not in Programs on
MatchedSampleTape..............-
Model School Division Students on Matched Sample Tape

Student Evaluation Forms - Distribution of Responses for a
Sample of Title I Schonls, in Percentage - May 1968 -

Elementary Schools

Student Evaluation Forms - Distribution of Responses for a
Sample of Title I Schools, in Percentage - May 1968 -
Junior and Senlor ngh Schools e ¢ o & o &6 o & 0o o o & o &
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A-33
A-34
A-35
A-36
A-37
A-38
A-39
A-40
A-41
A-42
A-43
A-44
A-45
A-46
A-47
A-48
A-49
A-50

A-51
A-52

A-53

A-39



STUDENT EVALUATION FORMS - MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

SCH-YEAR-ITEM

67-1
67-2
67-3
67-4%
67-5
ol-6
67-17
67-8
67-9
67-10
6T-11
67-12
67-13
67-14
671-15
67-16
67-17
67-138
6T-ABS
68-1
68-2
686-3
o8-4
68-5
68-6
68-7
68-8
68~9
68-10
68-11
68-~12
68-13
68~-14
68~-15
68-1¢
68-17
68-18
68-A8S

Table A-1

SUMMER 1967 PROGRAMS

#410 SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT PROGRAM

ME AN

21.09
26455
22.73
25.37
25.82
22.00
24.42
22.55
21.09
24438
25.00
24.31
29.04
33.08
20.717
30.98
29.42
30.77
33.52
26,23
26436
22.07
23.36
26 .04
20.98
23.723
2l1.92
20.98
21.87
25.59
27.73
25.32
32.43
25.79
27443
29.20
31.38
27.88

Table A-1(a)

STU LDEVIATION
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5.33
6415
5.25%
6.36
6.29
6.21
5.74
7.71
4.58
6.01
10.76
11.80
11.59
9.81
10.07
12.21
12.59
11.86
21.85
4.77
4.74
4.11
5,03
4.76
3.83
2. 91
6.67
2493
6.52
8.83
11.48
10.69
8.01
11.67
10.09
10.38
7.78
21.26




SEF-YEAR-ITEM

67-1
ol-2
67-3
61-4%
67-5
67-6
61-17
67-8
67-9
67-10
67-11
67-12
67-13
67-146
oT7-15
67-16
6T-17
67-18
oOT-ABS
68-1
68-2
68-3
68-4
68-5
68-06
548-7
68-8
68-9
68-10
68-11
68-12
68-13
68~14
68-15
68-16
68~17
68~-18
68-ABS

#430 STAY PROGRAM (SUMMER)

MEAN

23.82
23.82
20,23
20.59
21.417
20.88
23.64
19.12
19.41
20,88
32.65
32.06
27.06
28.18
30.29
23.24
26,06
32.12
21.75
23.27
23.78
20.51
21.19
21.00
200'}()
21.31
16.59
19.94
19.03
30.57
32.97
24,92
31.14
29.68
24422
28.51
26.91
23.29

Tuble A-1(b)

STL DEVIATION

170

6.52
6.04
1.71
4.89
5.58
4.52
6.03
7.12
4.22
6.21
7.51
11.49
10.60
T.69
9.69
10.93
7.04
7.40
14.68
5.87
5. bo
3.48
3.99
5.58
3.01
4,09
b.41
3.40
5,178
9,20
9.31
.19
8.70
1l.47
11.89
10.20
8.87
22.45




Table A-1(c)
#4440 JOINT PUBLIC & PAROCHIAL--15-12

SEF-YEAR-ITEM MEAN STD DEVIATION
67-1 20463 T.16
67-2 2[.38 7.38
67-3 19.69 4,00
67-4 22.81 5.23
67-5 19.68 5.47
67~6 21.56 5.15
67-7 20.94% 5.88
67-8 17.14 7.63
67-9 20.63 3.54
67-19 19.06 5.30
67-11 31.33 10.42
687-1¢ 39.38 9.82
67-15 21.25 13.14
67-14 28.13 12.03
67-15% 35.1¢ 10.29
61-17 30.00 12.44
67-18 28.13 12.03
68-1 19.19 T.22
68-2 20.27 6.45
68-3 19.19 4433
()8“0 20.00 ()- 2’9
68-5 18.65 6.31
68-6 19c19 3.63
68-7 19.43 5.91
68-8 15.14 6.538
68-9 ‘8.65 3.47
68-10 16.49 6.33
68-11 31.07 8.78
08-13 20.81% 9,24
08“15 36.49 llc‘l
68-16 20.81 9.24
68-17 29.46 8.80
68-18 23.51 9,49
68-A8S 10.55 12.27

173

24
37
i/
17

'S



Table A-1(d)
#450 JHS COLLEGE PREP--GONZAGA

SEF-YEAR-1TCM MEAN STO BEVIATIUN
67-1 17.65 5.62
67‘2 19.41 10029
617-3 18.24 5.29
67-4 20.00 5.00
67-5 16.47 6.06
67-6 19.41 4,29
6"‘8 l‘?cl? b.lg
o7-10 17.06 6.86
67-11 31.43 - Be 6%
61-12 41.88 %.81
67-13 18.75 8.85
67-14 28.13 14.71
67-15 40,63 F.29
61-16 19.33 8.84
07-17 30.00 12.65
67-15% 21.25 10.88
67T-ABS 9.67 4,25
68-1 16.89 6,08
$8-2 17.58 5.8%
68-3 1616 5.70
68-4 18.28 5.51
68-06 17.84 5.26
6a-17 17.79 5.37
63-8 13.11 5.49
58-9 17.53 4,14
68-10 16.53 S5.65
68-12 41.11 9.07
6B-1o 14.58 .40
68-17 32.16 11,43
68-13 2l.58 1.91
68~ABS 9,27 8.00
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Table A-1{e)
#470 SUMMER OCCUPATIONAL ORIENTATION

SEF-YEAR-ITLIt ME AN STO DEVIATION
07-1 2015" 5185
67-2 20,00 5,72
67‘3 17.86 4094
67-4 19.11 4. 78
67“5 18.57 5-20
67-6 18.57 3.53
67-17 18.25 4.71
61-8 15,09 6,08
67-9 17.8¢6 4.56
67~10 17.32 4.86
67-11 34.07 7.40
61-12 40.73 9.59
67-13 18,91 9.56
67-14 29.64 9.22
67-15 38,89 ©.84
67-16 19.09 9. 86
67-17 30.55 11.45
67-18 23.70 B8.75
67-ABS 10,50 10.71
68'[ 20.78 5075
68-2 20,77 5.63
68~-3 18.32 %.83
68-4 19.57 5.54
68-5 19.00 5.75
68-0 19.60 4.22
66-17 19.18 4.80
68-8 14.85 5.66
68-9 19,27 4.48
68-10 18.33 5,53
68-11 30,02 5.58
68-12 36.55 10.50
68-13 21.81 10.07
68-14 30,53 6.93
68-15 35,40 10,62
68-138 26,17 8.95
68-ABS 17.16 42.6%
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Table A-1(f)
#500 PRIMARY SUMMER SCHOOL

ScF—YEAR-ITEM ME AN STCU DEVIATION N
61-1 23.80 S.92 645
67~2 24.178 5.70 b45
67-3 21.35 4.82 6544
61-4 23.13 5.27 643
67-5 20.90 5.24 644
67-6 21.40 4.83 645
61-7 24.01 5.91 612
67-8 PR 6.98 526
67-9 J0.03 3.32 643
67-10 20.23 5.62 643
67-11 31.80 10.00 621
67-12 33.85 11.31 629
67-1% <4438 10.18 632
67-14 238.08 10,09 620
67-15 3l.206 11.00 621
67-16 25432 11.37 631
67-1/ 27.54% 10.45 &25
67-13 31.21 10,417 620
o I-A8S .76 10, 86 571
68-1 23.07 6.62 675
68~2 23.84 6.01 6175
68-3 2l.36 4,91 672
66~4 22.63 5.4% 6173
68-~5 2077 525 614
b8~6 21.48 510 ol5
O8-T 23.45 6.28 669
66-8 17.20 6.74 661
b8~9 20.02 3.68 660
bH-11 31.21 10.06 656
68-12 34.47 11.56 664
68-13 23.33 10. 45 6467
68-14 28.73 10.67 662
6h-1Y% 31.95 11.54 663
68-16 24.99 11.96 670
63-17 28.29 10.79 6468
63-13 29.63 10.83 663
68-ABS B.79 22.86 550

[2e T
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SEF-YEAR-ITEHM

67~1
67-2
67-3
67-4
67-5%
O67-6
67-7
67-8
67-9
57-10
O7-11
67-12
67-13
6714
67-15
67-14&
67117
617--18
67--ABS

Table A-1(g)

#520 THEATER WORKSHOPS

ME AN

16.32
16-32
15.79
13.95
14.74
14.21
16.32
13.89
16,32
15.26
30.00
40.56
17.06
36.41
42.35
20506
38.82
21.67

6.64
17.32
16.37
lq‘79
19.16
17.32
17.53
16,72
13.78
17.26
18.11
23.95
36.37
20.68
36416
37.11
£3.05
36442
22.05

6.00

STu OUEVIATION
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6.84
6.84
5.07
6.58
5.13
$.07
8.31
6.08
4,96
6.12
10.00
11.62
8.49
8.62
.31
9.38
9.23
10.93
5.37
6.36
.79
4.80
6.27
6.34
6.29
6.68
5.98
5.73
6.92
5.67
9.46
.76
8.96
16.71
11.02
8.15
11,37
6.49



Table A-1(h)
#530 GEORGETOWN COLLEGE ORIENTATION

T T TR e e s v e . dnaa s, &\

SEF-YEAR-ITEN ME AN STD DEVIATION
67-1 13.8% 650
67-2 15.00 6.50
67‘3 15.7l 5.1‘0
67-4 15.00 5. 19
67-5 13.57 4. 97
61-6 17.14 4.69
67-7 15.00 5.22
67-8 16.57 4.92
67-9 16.43 6.33
67-10 13.57 4.97
67-11 33.85 6.50
67-12 45,00 7.60
67‘1_’ 16.43 7.‘05
67-14 28457 12.31
67-1% 44.29 7.56
67-106 14.29 6.4b
67-17 30.00 10.38
67-18 18.57 6.63
67-ABS 21.306 30.87
68-1 16.43 8.42
68‘2 1‘0.29 6.‘06
68-3 15.00 5.19
68-4 14.29 5.14
b8‘6 13057 4.97
68-7 12.86 6.11
68-8 l2.3l 4439
68-9 15,01 5.19
68-11 33.517 11.51
68-12 40.71 11.41
68-14 32.86 14.37
68-15 39,29 13.28
68-16 17.14 T.206
68-18 17.14 8.25
68-A8S 13.30 15.39
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Table A-1(1)
#540 SECONDARY SCHOOL ENRICHMENT

SEF-YEAR-ITEM ME AN 5T OEVIATION
67-1 19-()9 6-16
657-2 20,31 6e42
67-3 18-44 ‘0-07
67-4 20-00 5-91
6’-5 18-59 5.60
67-6 18.59 5.31
67"7 20-00 5-91
6&1-8 17.34% be72
67"9 18-75 4018
67-10 17.50 5.91
67-11 31.72 9.35
67-12 37.81 11.47
67-13 21.09 11.14
57-14 31-41 T4
67-16 22.19 10.46
6 7-A85 16.22 11.42
68-1 19.65 7.25
68-2 19.74 7.09
68-3 18.68 5.18
68-4 19.30 6.53
68-6 15-65 5020
68-7 19-30 6-36
68-8 15.93 6,06
68~y 18031 ’0-30
649-10 17.14 5.96
68-12 38.47 10,92
68-13 21447 9,76
68-14 28.85 9.617
68-15 36.53 11.84
68-16 19.93 9.59
68-11 30.70 10,70
68-138 24.56 10,84
68-ADS 13.97 17.68
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Tabls A-1(j)
#550 MORNING PHYSICAL FITNESS PROGRAM

SEF-YEAR-ITENM MECAN STO DEVIATION N
67-1 22.94 6.17C 68
67~2 23.68 6.44 68
607-3 21.18 5.61 68
6GT-4 22.0¢ 4,75 68
67-5 20.29 Se17 08
ol-6 2l 8 4,74 63
o71-17 22421 G. &C (]
67-8 19.R5 7,39 65
67-6 20.00 2+ 44 68
67-18 20.74 5.81 68
&§7-11 29,39 10,65 60
67-1? 33.%.2 13.C0O 68
67-13 23443 11.88 67
67-14 33.59 11.24 67
67-15 33.13 12.33 67
67-17 31.34 11,40 67
67-18 27.31 10, 53 67
67-A3S 8.29 7.95 59
68-1 22 .46 T7.364 69
HbBR=2 22.32 6.67 69
GR=-3 19.8¢6 5. 56 69
68-4 22.01% 5.84 69
68-5 20.87 6.80 69
68-0 21.873 4,93 69
Gid-8 17.7% 7.19 h6
Hu=-Y 1()015 lic I7 69
¢8-10 19.8¢6 6.3C 69
68-12 212.9¢ 11.89 69
61-13 Zae35 11.69 L9
68-14 23.15 10.50 h9
638-15 31.32 11.9¢ 68
638-16 25436 11.95 69
ef-17 31.74 9. 40 AT
65-14 26417 11.56 o8
oh-ARS " 8.92 6487 56
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Table A-1(k)
#560 SPECIAL ORIENTATION FOR 6TH GRADERS

SEF-YEAR-ITEM ME AN STL DEVIATION
67-1 22.27 6.85
67‘2 22.27 6.85
67-3 19455 3.75%
67-4 20.91 6.10
67-5 20.00 6.17
67-06 20.00 4436
67‘7 2‘.82 6.64
61-8 16.82 7.16
07‘9 20-00 3.09
67-10 18.a04 5.060
67-11 35.00 8.07
67-13 23.18 11.29
67-15 37.217 10.77
67-106 21.82 11.81
67-17 271.217 11.20
07-18 26.R2 12.11
67-A8S 6.19 4.87
68-1 18.010 5..68
68-2 19.23 5.49
68‘3 180106 10.70
68-4 19.52 6.19
68-5 18444 5.28
65-6 17.9¢ 4,00
68-17 1B.42 6.1%
65-8 13.60 5.44
68-11 34.28 10.39
68-12 41.42 11.14
68-13 17.83 8.71
68-14 30.28 11.48
68-15 38.68 9.506
66-16 18.85 B.89
68-17 32.68 7.41
68-18 22.28 B.15
68-ABS 8.05 B8.84
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Table A-1(1)
#570 SUMMER CAMPING

SEF-YLAR-ITEN ME AN STD DEVIATION N
67-1 24460 5.83 374
671-2 25.08 5.89 374
67-3 22.11 5.38 375
67-4 24.01 5.43 374
67-5 22.29 5.67 375
67-17 2411 5.97 372
67-8 20.08 T.49 366
u7-9 20.54 3.40 373
67-10 21.25 5.83 375
67-11 26.913 10.29 : 366
67-12 31.63 12.14 369
67-13 24..97 11.05 - 372
67-14 31.53 10, 40 365
6715 30.00 11.50 367
67-16 2776 12.44 371
67-117 28,568 11.12 3712
67-18& 31.12 10.35 3617
67-ABS 11.87 13.00 330
68-1 23.62 6.32 399
68-2 24.78 5.81 397
68-3 21.60 4,99 399
68-5 21.91 5.01 399
68~6 21436 4,59 399
686~-7 23.87 6.18 335
08-9 20.0¢ 3.65 393
68-10 20.65 5.45 396
68-11 29.39 10.62 394
68-12 32.58 11,82 397
68-13 24443 10.81 393
68-1a 3l.12 10.34 393
68-15 29.84 11.41 395
b8~106 27.04 11.70 3938
68-117 28.95 10,60 394
68-18 30.5¢C 10. 64 394
6 8-AHS 10.62 12.40 313
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SEF-YEAR-ITEM

67~-1
612
671-3
ol-4
ol-5
61-56
61-7
67-8
67-9
67-10
61-11
o61-12
67-13
61-14
67-15
61-16
67-117
67-18
6T-ABS
68-1
68-2
68-3
08-4
68-5
68-6
68-17
68-38
68-9
68-10
68-11
68-12
68-13
6d-14
68-15
68-1¢6
68-17
68-18
68-AHS

Table A-1(m)

#3580 INSTRUMENTAL MUSIC

MEAN

18.93
20,71
17.50
21.11
18.21
20,71
18.93
16.00
18,21
17.50
31.92
39,29
21.017
30.00
35.71
25.36
30.36
24.64

9.217
18,19
18,15
18.59
19.717
17.22
18.5¢6
18.44
15,93
18,306
17.59
31.30
37.14
22.017
29,22
34,11
21.26
28.96
24.04

4.74

STO OEVIATION
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6.29
6.63
5.18
5.77
5.48
5.39
6.29
6.45
3.90
5.18
8.01
9.79
10.31
10.18
9.59
11.05
11.70
9.99
13.15
6.48
5.21
4.37
5.35
5.47
4.48
5.34
4.77
2.86
7.03
9.08
11.02
9.55
9.87
11.44
8.176
11.06
10.40
3.41



Table A-1(n)
#600 VOCATIONAL ORIENTATION

SEr-YEAR-TTEM ME AN 5TU DEVIATIOHN
617-¢ 20.00 6.76
57-3 18.57 Y19
67-4 2N.14 5.97
61~5 L7.49 6e31
()7‘6 19001 5.89
61-7 13.30 6.17
67-8 15.77 6e 59
67‘9 18.1'5 5.52
671-12 37.61 11.01
67~13 21.13 10.49
60T-14% 30.56 9,08
67~16 21.21 10.55
67-18 26.14 10.42
67-ABS 6.81 7.04
66~1 19.45 6.99
68~2 19.67 7.00
68-3 18.42 6.05
68“) 16.9" 6.58
68-7 18.95 5. 31
68-10 16.74 6. 6%
68-11 3l.18 B.64%
68-14 37.37 12.37
68-15 37.21 i0.84
63--17 28.44 10456
66-18 264.00 10.51

180
A-16

P e



#610 MSD JHS & TEACHER TRAINING INSTITUTE

SCF-YEAR-ITLM

al-1
67-2
67-3
67-4
671-5
67-6
67-17
67-8
671-9
67-10
67-11
67-12
67-13
67-14
67-13
61-15
67-117
67-13
6 T7-ABS
68-1
68-2
68-3
68-4
68-5
68-6
68-17
68-8
-9
68-10
68-11
68-12
68-13
68-14
658~-15
68-16
68-17
68-18
68-APS

MEAN

15.12
17.017
17.80
i8.54
14.63
17.80
1683
12.75
18.29
14.63
34.75
43,17
15.25
32.00
42.20
18.29
36.34
18.29

5.‘;5
17.28
18.64
17.23
18,09
16.19
18.93
18.14
14.46
18.81
16.10
32.93

41.67

17.91
30.53
39.91
18.67
33.60
19.65
11.00

Table A-1{(o)

STU DEVIATION

5.53
6.80
6.13
5.721
5.52
4.75
6.50
5. 54
3.81
5.52
9.33
10.35
7.84
9.92
9436
10.93
11.99
li.16
4.22
b.r’5
7.00
5.11
5¢49
5.38
4.54
6.37
6.23
3.95
5.41
f.02
: 10.50
9. 14
9.21
9.58
He34
10.36
9.92
22.96
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Table A-2
STUDENT EVALUATION FORMS - MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
SCHOOL YEAR 1967-68 PROGRAMS
Table A-2(a)
#244 EXPANSION OF LANGUAGE ARTS PROGRAM

SErFr-YEAR-ITENM ME AN STD DEVIATION N
67-1 23.33 5.76 168
67-2 24.05 5.71 168
67-3 21.90 4.76 168
67-% 21.55 5.13 168
o?7-6 2l.61 4.81 168
67-7 23.79 S.80 161
6b7-8 18.67 7.10 166
67-9 20.06 3.96 167
67-10 20.48 5. 36 167
67-11 3l.64 10.37 159
67-12 33,46 11. 84 159
67-13 25.3¢ 10.063 160
67-14 29.19 10.78 161
67-1% 31.01 11.97 159
67-1o0 26.73 12.85 162
61-117 27.28 11.03 le2
67~-18 30.61 11.33 164
67-ABS 10.30 9,50 149
68-1 23.51 6.53 172
68-2 23.70 6.40 171,
$8-4 22.16 5.57 172
68-5 20.77 5.19 172
68-7 23.31 6.27 172
66-8 17.78 7.08 165
68-19 19.95 4.91 171
68-11 32.02 Q.70 168
69-12 34,77 10.99 168
63-14 2%.11 10.71 168
58-106 26,76 11.717 169
68-17 29.11 a, 15 167
68~-18 29.46 10.25 167
68-ABS 8.24 S 8.68 145
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Table A-2(b)
#247 BREAKFAST PROGRAM

SEF-YEAR-ITEM MEAN STL VEVIATION N
67-1 22.79 6,20 111
61-2 23.51 5.66 111
07-3 20 .99 5.55 111
b7"l 22.4‘1 5.30 109
67-5 20.64 - 5.63 110
67-1 21.89 6.11 111
67-8 19.44 6.95 108
67-9 18.29 4.24 111
67-10 19.45 .88 110
67-11 27.35 9.91 107
67-12 32.20 13.15 109
67-13 23.64 11.39 110
67-14 32.84 10.19 . 109
67-1%5 29.21 11.72 108
o7-10 24.5% 11.14 110
?-17 30.74 9. 74 108
67-18 26442 9.58 109
6T-AHS .59 8.117 94
68-1 22 .87 7.00 118
68-2 22464 6.45 118
68-3 19.51 6.01 117
68-4 21.59 6.33 118
68-95 20.99 6.21 118
68-6 21.13 4.08 118
68-17 22.43 5.94 116
68-8 17.37 1.07 115
68-9 19.09 4.15 118
68-10 19.74 6€.07 119
68-11 29.33 .95 116
68-12 32.13 11.70 118
68-13 22,15 10,36 118
68-14 33.12 10.41 117
68~-15 30.45 11.93 118
68-16 25.44 11.10 117
683-117 32.31 10.17 116
68-18 21.49 10.53 115
68-ABS 11.73 12.91 90
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Table A-2(c)
#2649 SATURDAY MUS1C PROGRAM

SEF-YELAR-IIEM MEAN STD OEVIATION
67-1 23,39 5.49
67-2 24411 5.65
ol-4 23.09 5.40
61-5 20.18 4.47
ol-t 20.54 4,01
67-7 24.29 6.28
67-8 16,78 6496
67-9 20,913 3.51
al-10 19.82 556
67-11 31.27 G.82
6T1-12 35.00 9.15
67-13 23.39 8.37
67-14 30,00 9.91
67-15 30.36 9.02
61-16 24.11 11.41
67-17 28.93 10.21
67-13 28493 .83
67-ABS 11.78 12.54
68-1 22.73 5.30
68-¢ 23.10 5.68
68-3 21.21 5.32
68-4 22.24 5.31
66-5 20.69 5.25
68-7 23,28 6e32
68-4 171.32 7.00
68"9 20.[7 3097
68-10 19.83 5.13
68-11 29.566 10.92
68-12 34.48 12.02
68-15 ?20()" goql
ol-1l4 31.21 9. 75
68-1% 32.41 Ge26
08-10 24.21 12.38
65~18 28.07 10.93
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R USSP

SEF-YEAR-ITEM

67-1
67-2
67-3
67-4
67-5
67-6
67-7
67-8
67-9
67-10
67-11
67-12
67-13
67-14
67-15
67-16
67-17
67-18
67-ABS**
68-1
68-2
68-3
68-4
68-5
68-6
68-7
68-8
68-9
68-10
68-11
68-12
68-13
68-14
68-15
€¢8-16
68-17
68-18
68-ABS**

#261

Table A-2(d)
WEBLTER GIRLS' SCHOOL

MEAN

23.24
23.20
20,38
2] .41
21,15
20.12
21.03
18,53
20.39
19.33
28,51
33.91
22,93
32.70
32.83
21.99
31.62
27,67

20.38
21.41
19.86
20.78
19.48
20,39
20,27
17.80
19.07
18.81
33.11
18.68
22.98
30.54
37.14
20,39
26.62
24.93

STD DEVIATION

L]
L\L\mquoNNgw
WV VNN O -~

APV O

8\‘!\70)!00\)\\‘&)!-'@\1‘&)
W= OORARNDENO VMW

p—
COwvdhUVOUVMPUUWLWUO

10.25
10,61
10.88
12,31
11.19

** Data not available 190
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Table A-2{(e)
#262 STAY PROGRAM

SEF-YEAR- ITEM MEAN STD DEVIATION N

67-1 22,22 6.30 153
67-2 22,81 6.22 153
67-3 19,60 3.79 152
67-4 20,32 5,68 152
67-5 21,11 5.32 153
67-6 19,60 4,42 153
67-7 20.92 5469 151
67-8 18,53 6,69 150
67-9 19,67 4,51 152
67-10 19,34 6.26 152
67-11 31,46 7.80 150
67-12 35,55 10.87 153
67-13 23,26 9.23 153
67-14 29,46 8,17 150
67-1° 32,50 10.43 152
67-16 21.57 %14 152
67-17 28,07 7.97 151
67-18 28,22 8.77 152
67 -ABS**
68-1 20,46 6.74 152
68-2. 20,78 6.85 152
68-3 19,21 4,07 152
68-4 20.06 5.21 152
68-5 19,86 6.21 151
68-6 18,99 3.97 150
68-7 20,06 5.10 143
68-8 16,63 5,97 122
68-9 19,63 3,31 136
68-11 32,91 9.49 151
68-12 36,99 10,91 150
68-13 22,78 10.71 151
68-14 30,93 9.29 150
68-16 21,65 9475 151
68-17 29,13 8,18 150
v8-18 25.59 9.30 150
68-ABS**

** Data not avallable 191
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Table A-2(f)
#264 READING INCENTIVE SEMINARS

SCF-YEAR-ITLEM ME AN ST DEVIATIUN N
61-1 2U.61 60N 197
6i-2 21.32 033 197
o7-3 13,82 5.17 197
67-4 20,51 5.95 197
67-5 18.73 5.75 197
b7-6 19.1% 5.348 197
ef-1 20.31 6. 15 196
67-8 17.21 6.178 194
67-9 18.53 4.45 197
67-10 17.92 6.08 197
67-11 31.3¢ 8.95 195
67-12 36.28 11.09 196
67-13 21.17 10.2¢9 196
ol-14 29,95 {0.25 196
67-15 34.35 11.02 194
67-16 21.99 1C. 84 196
o1-117 29.54 11.37 195
67-18 26.3¢ 10.12 194
67-AB3 12.32 13.32 157
68-1 20446 6.13 213
68-2 20.9¢ 6.04 213
08-3 [9.56 4.90 213
68-4 20.15 .32 212
08-5 19.78 5.96 213
68-17 19.4% 4,97 210
ob-8 16.01 5.64 206
68-9 18.66 3.51 210
68-10 18.11 6.00 209
65-11 32.15 9.36 211
b8-12 36.53 11.68 210
68-113 2. 16 9.01 212
o8-14 29,23 8.91 211
648-1% 34,39 11.24 212
68-16 22.26 9.41 211
68-11 30.05 9.46 212
68-18 25.91 8.77 211
6#-AHS 13.66 15.77 160

192

A-23




Table A-2(g)
#281 URBAN SERVICE CORPS - CLOTHING

SEF-YEAR-ITEM ME AN STD DEVIATION N
67-1 24431 6.07 825
61-2 25437 5499 324
67-3 22421 530 820
o7-4 23,384 5.68 820
67-5 22.66 5,87 820
ol-1 24474 6.10 781
61-8 2136 7.28 795%
61-9 20.064 4,00 822
67-11 30,179 10.71 199
67-12 32.900 11,80 309
67-13 25.11 10. 176 808
67-14 29,96 11.31 800
67-15 29.13 11.39 801
67-1o 3l1.64 12.44 812
67-17 21.50 11.04 409
67-114 31.79 10.97 809
07-A8S 17.04 17.08 7456
by-1 24448 6.13 384
68-2 25414 5.97 830
68-3 22.12 5.02 882
Ld-4 23.58 5.42 880
t8-5 22412 Y. 14 883
08‘6 22-[‘. b4 97 88"
08-17 246,217 6.13 880
68-% 20.84 1«41 862
LE-9 20455 3.32 869
68-10 2l.14 5.44 871
b8-11 29410 10.61 8171
68-12 31.55 12.2% 871
68-13 24.5% 10.88 870
68-14 29.56 10.62 871
68-14% 28494 [1.48 866
65-16 31.00 12.07 876
68-17 27.5H 10.33 874
68-1¢ 3l.32 tl.14 811
68-ABS 16.27 23.51 762

)
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Table A-2(h)
#281 URBAN SERVICE CORPS - GLASSES

SEF~YEAR-ITEM MEAN 5TV DEVIATION i
67-1 23,01 6.08 166
o7-2 23.5¢8 G 04 165
61-3 2l.14% 5.21 166
67-5 20.78 6.03 16
67-b 21.71 5.43 166
o1-7 23.04 6.23 161
57~-38 18.63 T.14% 160
6 (-G 20430 3.29 165
87-10 19.156 6.07 166
6i-11 33,70 10.51 162
67~12 36.57 11.75 164
67-13 23.94 11.67 165
67-14 27.3% 10.38 162
67-15 31.78 12.12 163
67-17 28.11 10.71 164
67-18 27.67 10,08 164
67~-ABS i2.8¢0 16,02 152
68-1 22.20 6.48 176
68-2 23.00 6.07 176
68-3 20.74 4,57 175
68-4 22027 .24 176
68-5 20.28 .48 176
o8-6 21-0“ ‘0-6‘, 176
68-7 22.08 6.07 172
H8-8 17.26 6.83 166
L3-9 20.05 3. 00 173
68-10 19.606 5.53 174
68-11 31.49 9.50 171
03-1¢ 34.772 11.38 174
65-13 22445 G526 173
bH~14 29.138 9.59 168
68-15 32.53 10.93 171
68-117 29.54 1014 170
63-18 28.04 9.37 170
66-ABS 11.35 13.35 149

A
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#281

SEF=-YEAR-ITEM

o7-1
6l-2
67-3
67-4
07-5%
6T-4
67~17
67-5
67-9
67~-10
57~11
b1~12
ol~13
6l~14
67-15
b7-16
67~-17
67-13
OI~-A3S
ol~1
68~2
68~3
6B~4
6 8=H
O8-0
63-7
68-8
66-9
68-10
638-11
63-12
68-13
6"=-14
aB8~-195
v8-16
63-17
68-18
68-AHS

URBAN SE

MEAN

22.31
23.45
19.29
2[.43
20.00
25.71
22.50
19.83
20.71
17.8{)
3(‘--1 5
38.46
l9¢29
20477
32.50
21.43
29438
27-[’0

8.92
22.67
23.33
21443
21.23
19.33
26,00
23.57
17.133
21.31
13.00
32.86
35.33
21.33
22'67
33.57
24,67
26467
29.33

631

Table A-2(1)
RVICE CORPS

- HEARING AIDS

STC DEVIATIUN

199

A-26

7.25
6450
4. 75
3463
S5.77
5.14
L.22
Geh)9
2.67
4.26
g8.70
S.87
8.29
8.62
12415
9,49
11.98
11.39
5«48
7.04
6ol7
5. 35
5.16
7.99
9.07
6.32
7.99
3.952
5.01
€.25
9.30
7.43
11.00
13.136
12.406
8‘ l(’
9.61
5"1&



Table A-2(J)
#283 PUPIL PERSONNEL TEAM WORKLOAD

SEF-YEAR-ITEM ME AN STO DEVIATION N
67-1 24,25 6.C5 610
67-2 24,97 5. 85 610
67-3 21.92 5,30 6C8
671-4 23,45 Y. 53 608
67-5 21.9%8 5. 60 610
67-6 21.85 4.96 €10
67-17 24.06 5.58 586
67-8 20.45 7.11 584
67-9 20,50 3.56 606
67-1C 21.07 5.88 609
67-11 20,61 11.02 5389
67-12 32.40 12.32 600
67-13 24,53 10.97 6130
57-14 28.92 10.62 531
67-15 . 29.4% 11.71 596
67-1¢ 27.17 12.07 601
67-17 23.07 11.19 601
67-18 31.05 10,48 599
67-ABS 15.50 17.82 544
68~1 23.84 6.26 664
68-2 24.01 5,91 664
68-3 21 .53 4,490 652
6R-4 23.0? 5.37 to3
68-5 21 .54 5.81 663
68-6 21.7¢ 4493 661
68-17 24.00C 6415 654
68-8 19.24 7.7 643
638-9 20.15% 3.43 652
6810 20.54 5.51 654
68-11 30.%4 10,12 647
bR-12 32.67 11.¢8 657
64-13 24 .65 1.4 654
oB-14 249 57 16,22 651
b8-15 29,17 11,28 659
L8-16 2T7.46 11.7¢ 657
o8-117 2f.32 10.39 651
68-18 330.7C 1C.08 646
68B-ARS 13.1¢ 17.56 557
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Table A-2(k)
{#284 FUTURE FOR JIMMY

SEF-YEAR-ITEM ME AN STD DLVIATION N
o7-1 21.80 6435 1%0
572 22.93 €.30 150
&7-3 20451 5«15 150
oT-4 21.73 5.76 150
67-5 20.72 5.69 150
61-6 20,91 5.23 150
67-8 18,48 6.80 145
67-9 . 19,66 4.73 148
657-10 19.53 5e 9% 150
o7-11 30.33 10.58 150
67-12 34.53 12.35 15¢C
67-13 23.3¢6 11.43 149
67-14 30.07 106.96 150
67-15 33,29 11.77 149
ol-16 24 .07 10.94 150
51-117 29.61 l1.14 150
61-18 28.66 8.067 149
67-ABS 12.0? 12.83 131
58-1 21.90 6.18 156
sb6-2 22447 5.95 i56
68-3 19.2¢6 4439 157
66-4 21.16 $.31 157
6H4-5 20,25 5.172 157
bi-6 20-59 4.26 157
68-9 19.113 4,01 150
68-11 30.78 9,69 153
68-12 35,813 11.21 t57
68-13 22440 G.54% 156
68-16 29.15 10.21 155
68~15 33,78 11.172 155
66-16 22.179 11.04 156
68-11 28.68 9,82 152
08~11% 29.40 9.74 153
68~ADS 13.28 23.31 133

1~
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SEF-YELAR-ITEN

67-1
67-2
657-3
67-4
61~-5
67-6
67-7
67~8
67-3
67-10
67-11
6T-12
67-13
67-14
57-15
67-1eo
6i1-17
67-13
6T-ABS
68-1
o8-2
68-3
68-4
63-5
G8-0
68-7
648-8
H8-9
68~-10
69-11
68-12
68-113
6GE-14
6H-15
tB-1o
68-17
68-18
bE-ANS

HE AN

lﬁ.b’:
19,32
19,32
20.00
18.41
18,86
18.60
16.74
18,86
18.18
30,23
37.95
21,16
29.717
37.50
21.5Y4
30.23
23.41
l11.86
18.82
19.41
18.24
17.96
16.07
19.02
18.04
15.5}
17.6%
15.69
32.20
40.00
18.41
20.98
40.20
18.24
29.80
21.80
10.49

Table A-2(1)
##285 WIDENING HORIZONS

STL

1906

A-29

UEVIATION

7.02
.61
e 95
047
7.13
4.93
6.01
8. 37
5. 38
T.24
1l.44
12.31
10,28
10.80
11.84
12.00
10.53
9.14
16.30
6453
L. l4
5.18
5. 77
5.89
4.58
5.66
7.09
5.13
b.40
B.40
10.39
10.27
9.22
10.10
S,.10
11.91
8.90
15,148



Table A-2(m)~
#324 SPECIAL AIDES, “MODEL" MODEL SCHOOLS

SEF-YEAR-ITEM ME AN STV UVEVIATION N
HT-1 23.36 Ga4b 229
67~-2 24400 646 229
67-13 21.62 534 229
67~4 23.67 5.67 229
67-5 21.27 6.23 229
67-0 22421 5.03 229
671 23.91 6.63 220
67-9 20.79 4.11 229
67-10 20.00 6. 00 229
67-11 33.50 10.78 226
67-12 35435 12.00 228
67-11 22 «RY 10.82 225
67-14 21.83 11.44 226
67-1% 31.69 12,46 225
67-17 21642 11.90 225
o7-138 30.62 11.75 225
L7-ABS 15.31 18.34 204
6e-1 : 23.05 8.39 231
68-2 23.417 6,31 236
68-3 21.27 5.06 236
68-4 22.60 6.10 235
68-5 20.31 6,03 - 236
b8-6 21.40 5.41 235
6d-7 22.91 6,47 237
68-8 19,05 T.59 237
68-9 20.13 3.74 237
68-11 in.a1 10,85 234
68~-1¢ 34.45 12.30 234
68-13 23.41 11.48 234
3=l 30.28 11L.29 237
b8-15 31.79 12.25 238
o8-16 27.38 1¢.75 231
68-17 28.21 11.47 237
68-114 284717 10.84 237
u8-AdS 12.02 25.29 179
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Table A-2{(n)
#325 TEACHER AIDES AND ASSISTANIS, MSD

SEF-YEAR-ITEM ME AN STU DEVIATION N
67-1 22.22 6.47 855
61-2 22.790 6.52 851
67-3 20447 5.08 854
67-4 22.00 5.74 854
67-5 20.75 6.31 854
67-6 20,77 4.90 855
67-7 22.29 6.03 837
67-9 19.80 3.89 851
67-10 19,20 6.16 852
67-11 30.94 9. 85 841
e7-12 34 .40 12.25 848
67-13 22496 10.42 844
671-14 297 .49 9.67 847
ol-15 33.03 11,79 842
67-16 24424 11.19 845
67-18 27.9% 10.39 842
67-ABS 14,77 16,158 718
68-~1 21.30 5.54 908
o8-2 22.20 5.35 908
68-3 2044 3.65 907
68-4 21.68 4440 906
68-5 2071 5.05 908
68-7 21.66 5.01 904
68-8 17.35 5.36 889
63-190 19.59 4444 903
68-11 31.27 7.51 905
63-12 34,17 9.32 904
68-113 2355 Te27 904
68-14 29.90 7.56 905
H8-15 Jl.76 9.34 904
68-10 25.417 9.00 307
68-17 28.97 7.89 907
68-138 27.85 g.19 906
63-ABS 12.90 15,35 619
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Table A-2(0)
{#32¢ ENGLISH IN EVERY CLASSROOM

SEF-YEAR-1TEN MEAN STO DEVIATION N
67-1 22.36 6.10 491
67-2 22.12 6.19 489
67-3 20.33 4455 491
67-4 21.817 5.44 491
67-5 21.35 5.98 490
67-7 22.23 552 489
67-9 19.38 3.50 490
ul1-10 19.49 5.94 488
67-11 30.08 9.57 484
67-12 33,76 12.14 487
67-13 23.97 10.30 485
67-14 29.67 9.01 486
67-15 32.50 11.39 484
67-16 23.81 1C.48 4866
67-17 29.05 9.83 485
67-18 27.64 9.52 483
oT-ALS 14.93 15.03 400
68-1 21.40 4.46 521
68-2 21446 4032 521
68-3 20.19 2433 521
68-4 21.31 3.14% 521
68-% 20,73 4,03 521
68-b 20.44% 1.92 521
68-~7 21.29 3.17 520
68-9 19.91 l.11 520
68-11 30.90 5.23 520
68-13 24.38 4.70 520
o8-14 30.30 5,130 520
58-15 31.3R 6.95 520
08-106 25.40 5.76 520
58-17 29341 4,60 520
58~-18 27.86 5.11 520
58~ABS 13.606 15.28 314
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Table A-3

STUDENT EVALUATION FORMS - MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR
VARIOUS GROUPS OF STUDENTS FROM MATCHED SAMPLE TAPE

Table A-3(a)
IDENTIFIED MALES IN PROGRAMS

SEF-YFAR-ITIM ME AN STD DEVIATIGN N

o7-1 25.24 5,72 807
67-2 25,569 5.66 a07
67-3 22,17 5,22 805
61-4 26,16 5.53 804
67-5 23,10 5.177 806
67-6 22.04 5.10 an7
61-1 24,18 5.84 786
£7-7 21,38 7.00 771
67-9 20.42 3,94 805
67-10 21.6¢C 6.11 805
67-11 29.48 1C.41 792
67-12 30,50 12.18 708
67-13 25461 10. 83 802
67-14 20,01 10,30 190
67-15 27.6¢6 11.58 795
67-16 28.84 12,24 803
67-17 27.82 10.95 799
67-18 21,77 10.43 796
GT-ABS 15.09 16.3R 716
68-1 26,51 5. B) R63
58-2 25.06 5.5¢ 858
65-3 22.00C 4.89 849
o &-4 23.77 5.17 858
6E~5% 22.5%8 5.47 863
H8-4 22.0¢ 4461 863
6R-17 24,35 5,60 856
b8-0 10,5R 6,79 838
H8-6 20,07 1.50 848
68-10 21.2¢ 5.42 350
69-11 29,MA 10.07 847
6E-12 21.16 11,65 854
6B-17 24 .84 10.2% 852
68-14 30,52 9,65 853
68-15 28,64 1C. 94 850
68~1¢ 21.98 11.21 852
68-~11 28,41 Y. RT 849
6f-1g 3.18 K 1C. 47 847
6R-ARS 13.74 b 16.C9 10?2
) ~
ERIC 20%
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Table A-3(b)
IDENTIFIED FEMALES IN PROGRAMS

SEF~YEAR-IT LA MEAN STD DEVIATIUN N
67-1 23.5¢ 6.C7 579
61-2 24.18 6.04 579
67-5 ?Ooqq 5-05 578
67-4 224068 5.4°P 578
61-% 21.18 .52 578
67-6 21.11 4,69 579
61-7 23.31 5.61 566
67-8 20.10% T.3¢ 500
67-9 20445 .80 575
67-10 16.48 H.6C 5717
67-11 21.73 10.45 562
b7-12 34,03 11.56 573
67-13 22.97 10.5% 567
67-14 28.15 10.82 567
67-15 32.2¢ 10.63 554
67-1¢ 26.96 11.83 569
6i-18 20.51 10.C7 568
67-ABS 13.9¢6 13.31 516
68-1 22.4% 463 613
68-2 234472 5. R4 614
68-3 20464 4,64 Hla
68"0 ?1-'3(.l 5-13 ")12
6€-5 20.82 5.36 613
68-06 20.“3 4, 34 ()‘."
66=-7 22,74 5. 86 603
50-4d 18.49 GoTa 605
68-9 20,15 3.43 603
68-11 Jlevy Y.34 604
68-12 RERY.R 11.29 610
68-13 27 .99 G.67 606
68-14 28,66 In.14 bUB
68-19% 12 ,2F 10.75 603
68-1¢ 26413 11.04 ole
68-17 28,132 10,14 00T
68-1H 29440 9.603 605
68-ABS 13.57 17.14 SC8

O
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Table A-3(c)
IDENTIFIED MALES NOT IN PROGRAMS

T T T e e

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

SEF-YEAR-ITEN ME AN STD DEVIATION N
671 74449 5,012 36%
67-2 2%.10 561 365
67-3 21.4% S5.14 304
67-4 ?3.75 5436 365
67-6 22.00 5.15 365
67-7 ?4065 5.86 3’00
67-8 20.37 6.03 149
67-9 20,11 4,36 363
67-10 2t.15 5.87 364
61-11 30.45 10.91 353
61-12 32.44 12.22 357
67-13 24.1¢8 11.13 349
61-14 ¢9.32 10,37 355
67-15 29.94 11.9¢ 3156
67-117 21517 10, 84 3158
67-18 .71 10.R2 1457
b1-ABS 15415 15.59 324
6E-1 24.43 5.2 397
08-2 25.14 5¢62 39?2
08‘3 21 0‘93 {0074 337
68-4 23431 5e 38 392
08=-5 27.21 5.79 397
bR-¢ 21.74 502 391
68-1 26,40 5.76 IR7
60-¢ 19,00 6495 378
6£6-9 20,16 3,56 332
08-10 20,74 Be34 385
60-11 30.08 %¢55 347
6B-1¢ 32.1) 10.55 384
od-13 24432 9. 44 390
HR-14 29411 9,32 388
65-15 24..3¢C 10. 88 3148
bh-16 25.85 11.4C 390
68-117 ?21.3% 9,72 390
598-1¢ 1,09 10,69 388
68-ARS 12466 14.11 337

bl
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Table A-3(d)
IDENTIFIED FEMALES NOT IN PROGRAMS

SEF-YEAR-ITEM VE AN STD OEVIATIUN N
67-1 22 401 6.02 266
L7-2 23.32 5499 265
67-3 2C.H6 5.19 266
67-4 22.03 5.36 266
61-5 21,09 5.57 265
67-6 2117 4e97 266
671-17 22.82 6. 01 255
o7-8 14,99 T.26 258
67-9 19.89 3,20 265
67-1¢ 19,28 5.77 264
67-11 3l.07 9.51 256
67-12 35421 11.49 263
67-13 22.19 10,18 262
67-14 2841% 10.52 260
61-15 33.72 11.25 261
67-1¢0 24404 11.75 266
61-17 27.65 11.02 2064
67-18 29.417 10,91 264
67-ARS 12.41 14.19 231
68-1 22424 6.t 4 27ﬂ
68-2 23.%8 b R4 219
68-3 20,61 4491 276
H5R—4 21.‘)" He 15 27117
08-5 ?On?q bc’."l ?77
685 20418 ettt 218
DB_—, 2’(‘.0(; ‘).21 2710
68-4 1767 He83 268
08-9 19.85% 2,75 210
64-1C 19.14 %, 09 212
o8-11 31.36 10,05 267
68-12 35,84 10,82 274
68-14 21.69 10,95 212
bB-1¢ 244146 11.21 276
68-17 21.h7? 10.21 769
64-18 28,14 10,43 270
68-ABS 12.59 1e.31 2317
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Table A-3(e)
NON-IDENTIFIED MALES IN PROGRAMS

SEF-YFAP-]TEM ME AN STU DEVIATIUN N
67-1 22,01 b,68 334
6T-3 19.84 5.08 334
o1-4 21.84 5. 82 331
67-5 20,30 5.60 232
61-6 20.34 5.37 332
67-7 22,21 6.28 321
67-3 it.113 6,82 324
67-9 19.04 3.98 335
61-120 19.04 5.82 334
67-11 A2..N¢F 9.%6 321
hT1-12 36,00 11.133 325
67-13 21 .46 10.20 329
b1-14 29.66 10.13 323
67-19 32.76 11.68 i23
o61-1¢ ?3.57 11.93 328
o7-17 ?7.8¢8 11.07 326
6&7-18 27.58 11.23 322
67-A0S 11440 13.14 281
6b8-2 22 .48 6.C9 362
68-3 2N.76 %.4C 362
68— 29435 5.28 359
4$8-0 20.55 40065 362
6n-7 21.55 5.60 353
by-4 lu.63 U.29 345
6H-9 19,57 3.7 354
68-10 12,34 5,43 3%8
6:~11 31.19 .28 356
bH~12 34.60 10.5¢ 3%9
6a-112 22,90 9.16 356
68~-14 30.18 9.28 356
6B-1% 32413 10.06 357
68-16 24,37 10.95 359
64%-17 27,74 9. 36 356
ne-ARS l11.46 14.28 216
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Table A-3(f)
NON- IDENTIFIED FEMALES IN PROGRAMS

SEF-YEAR-ITEM MEAN 5T CEVIATION N
67-1 20,16 6.46 430
67-2 21,00 e 4?2 430
67-3 19,5¢ 5.03 432
67-4 20.6¢C 5.42 431
67-6 19.58 4.54 437
67-17 0.21 6,728 424
67-8 16.62 6.712 417
67-49 19.23 3.87 431
o7-10 17.91 5.05 431
67-11 31.85 9.%6 421
67-12 37.92 10.506 428
o7-13 21.4% 10. 4% 4217
67-14 29.27 10.23 424
67-15 35,94 10.33 425
671-1a 22.20 10,85 4217
o7-11 30,61 10.85 428
67-1¢8 26.02 16.21 4217
67-ABS 9.76 12.30 362
6%~-1 10.44 5.5G4 465
68-2 20.0R 5.99 467
68-13 19.17 4.5 463
od-4 20,00 5.30 464
68-5 1,280 5.30 465
o8-17 | 5.35 462
648-4 15.0% 5.90 445
68-9 19.39 2,78 461
u6-1C 17,.5% 5.14 462
58-11 32,068 8.139 402
0("‘12 38.?5 Q.Q? 464
68-11 Jl.07? 9,49 465
68-14 29.4H% G. 78 463
68-15 3v.60 10.40 461
td-16 21.71 10.090 464
6B-17 310.35 10.14 404
6y-1¢t 25.12 9,16 462
6P-ARS 11.49 2R, 113 353

4
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table A-3(g)
NON-IDENTIFIED MALES NOT IN PROGRAMS

SEF-TEAR-ITEM ME AN STO DEVIATION N
hT1-2 22.63 6.40 224
67-3 20.22 4.68 224
67-4 22,10 5.32 224
AT-5 20.21 5.45 223
67-6 20454 5,33 224
67-17 22.01 6,03 209
57-9 19.73 4,03 222
67-10 18,79 5.51 224
67-11 32.20 8. 30 218
67-12 3%.89 16.82 219
67-13 22.05% %.97 220
67-14 30.69 G.7C 218
6715 33.67 10.17 218
67-16 22.61 10.56 221
67-17 29.41 10.45 221
67-A8S 9.1¢4 9.25 194
58-~-1 21.42 5.80 248
68-2 21,98 5.68 241
68-4 = <101 5.09 246
68-5 20,00 5.21 247
682-6 19.77 4,42 248
68-7 21.1¢ 6.07 239
68-8 15.65 5,63 237
68-9 19.28 3.35 243
68-10 19,00 5.2% 244
68-11 31.11 g.02 246
68-12 36.58 11.13 248
68-13 21.24 Ge 75 247
68-14 30.26 Q.07 246
68-15 34,171 11.03 248
68-117 29453 9,90 241
68-18 25.20 9.45 247
68-ARS R.94 10.69 199

()
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Table A-3(h)
NON- IDENTIFIED FEMALES NOT IN PROGRAMS

SEF-YEAR-ITEM ME AN STD GEVIATIUN N
67-1 19.85% 6.37 338
: : 67-2 20.77 6425 339
i 61-3 19.58 4,52 337
674 20,62 5.55 338
67-5 18.38 5.50 339
: 67-6 19.82 5.11 338
; 61-17 19.82 6.25 328
* 67-8 16.04 6.49 33]
i 61-9 19.13 3.89 335
; 67-10 17.88 5.57 339
67-11 33.15 9,21 333
67-12 37.6C 11,04 337
67-13 2l.12 10.06 339
67-14 29.317 10.87 331
67-15 37.10 10.87 335
67-16 21.34 11,09 337
67-117 30.33 11.03 335
67-A8S 11.15 11.65 281
68-1 19.8% 6e17 351
66-2 20.74 5.5 351
68-4 19,91 5.28 357
68-5 18.35 5,68 353
658-6 19.25 4,65 352
68--17 19.7C 6.C8 345
68-8 15.33 6.18 341
68-9 19.47 3.74 346
65-10 18.03 5,46 344
68-11 12.84 9.29 347
68-12 38.44 11,04 351
68-13 20,99 10.03 349
68-14 29.52 10.60 349
68-15 36.68 10.72 349
68B-16 20.56 10.17 349
68-17 30.90 9.97 349
68-18 25.18 10,01 345
68-ARS 10.6% 15,03 285
-3
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Table A-3(1)

RANDOM SAMPLE OF BOYS IN GRADES 1-3 (N=300)

VvARLABLE

I0ENT
67-1
671-2
67-3
61-4
1=
6f-5
67-17
6l-8
ol-9
67-10
67-11
67-142
67-13
O6T1-14
e1-1%
67-1v
t1-17
61-13
GT=-AULSNT
tb-1
68-2
68-3
68—«
68-5
68-0
68-7
68-8
o8-9
63-10
og-11
63--12
68-13
68— 14
68-15
68-16
65-11
68-18
68-ABSHT

[
WL~ T W

—
£ N e

—
U

gt et
O~

MEANDY

159000
3471333
24442996
21170
224946006
21e034%99
21440332
234305353
15-80333
2G,06607
20-52000
Jl.7500¢
33.37332
23.6400L6
26429399
30.34332
24.81001
21.29332
31.36353
13.206333
23.97333
2%.426017
2le02065
23.05333
21.10606
2l.70332
23.44000
18.29006
19.51999
20:620660
30.149999
32.90332
€3.64333
¢8.,19333
30.80005
26.57939
27.89333
30.,06000
10,2000 7

210

A-41

STANLARL CEVIATICN

0445940
5.75810
5470733
4,76G64953
5.17362
4.507243
5,24G12
5432110
0.77410¢
4.16975
Y.582€69
9.14323
11.14321
104248069
l.4&120
11.16£88
12.25¢631
10.97492
10,125290
14.040%7
026445
5.88501
5.22139
5.432462
$5.62797
4,.8€6630
6.15957
6.87C17
4,0862%
5.4G599
10.47345
12.02341
10.¢7212
10.%27306
11.445417
12.3%¢K8
10,34013
11.11553
10,86173

At

)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table A-3(j)

RANDOM SAMPLE OF GIRLS IN GRADES 1-3 (N=300)

VAR [ABLE

10CNT
67-1
L1-2
671-3
vi-4
ol-5
ol-6
of-/
ol-3
67-9
o7-10
67-11
67-12
67-13
ui-14
67-1%
67-16
67-117
67--13
67=-Ab>HI
68-1
n3d=2
68-3
vd-4
uB8-%
63-0
63-7
&£3-8
vl-9
68-10
58-11
68-12
6o-13
68- 1+
03-1%
6o-lo
68-17
6" 1¢
ob-AbonT

p—
Lo o RN S VIR e BN O A T

——p— e
WD N e

Lo

MIANS

led4d60 17
2ls00ULGO
22625999
20.43332
21.71549
L9«6Ubuo
c0e53005
Zle3 U600
l7.‘3£bub
L9.7CUG0
1&. IQDU()
3353000
Joefiutsy
22424000
£3,3960653
34450999
3629994
28450999
274399949
1i2.51333
21.31332
2le9¢007
20434000
2l417¢00
19.75333
20,20332
2led 1006
16200606
19,90333)
19,106333
33,2900
37.9¢23%2
2146999
284 54000
35.03000
£3.14005
29.15999
26,8905
12.15000

211 -

A-42

STANDARED

QeG547
6.1G656)
023524
4425683
Se24467
4475349
Sec1332
5.,98%40
62113064
3.564Ch
5.16178
3695375
9.888¢el
0047762
10.49602
34969573
10.95461
11.2C513
1039150
11.6%5497
6,33197
bell428
4.87273
Se34318
5431602
4.91145
5.363K3
b.76645
3.54C17
4.85863
F.4831H
L. H8634
Da32943
10.735C1
10.1751]12
11.3351?
11.31435
1Q.67517
20.306381

CEVIATICN
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table A-3(k)

RAMDOM SAMPLE OF BOYS IN GRADES 4-6 (N=300)

vARTABLE

TOENT
67-1
ol-2
67-5
61-4
67-5
67-6
67-17
67-¢
67-9
67-10
67-11
67-12
67-13
o7-14
b7-1%
6l-16
67-17
61-18
67-ABSNT
68-1
68-2
68-3
68-4
68-5
vé-o
68-17
68-b
63-9
68-10
63-11
68-1¢
63-13
03-1¢4
68-15
68-10
68-17
68-18
68-ABSNT

Pt Pt P et s g
THwh mCOE~NCULSH W~

MEANNS

1-0005?
23.31596
24.19006¢
dchI’j33
23.02u00
2lef4333
L31)9353
18. 11605
20.100L00
20.,05333
30,226065
35.,00000
22.830065
04010006
JlevlL0S
£4.0000C
28421323
2957660
11.57333
23.61333
24442661
10002600
22.3000C
20enl06b
2123000
23. 1600606
17.91660
19.5b6333
1922665
30.45%000
34.57332
22470999
29-%5007
31-21b°0
24.7000C
284 34000
29.,18332
1U.1400C

212

A-43

STANDARD CEVIATICA

Q4121
A,18399
hel321t
S2e40E85
Se384l17
5. 72598
5.C171254
64210356
7.261C1
341725
6.175506
10.42€613
12.69348
10.5G544
lies12€3%
12.15GC80)
12449089
11.4716%
11.05€74
13,54830
6.547173
6434572
5.C3705
54930665
hel80S1
4,.85615
6.2403%
6.50412
3.31%52
5. 146174
9.,22847
11.65923%
10.4€731
10.334061
11-42&0“
117340617
10.00267
10.51021
10.73832

S bl omn e e b
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Table A-3(1)

RANDOM SAMPLE OF GIRLS IN GRADES 4-6 (N=300)

vaklAdLte

TOENT
67-1
&71-2
ul-3
&T-4
6T1-5
67-6
67-1
67-6
&1-9
67-10
67-11
61-1¢
67-13
67-14
61~-15
67-1¢
o1-11
67-18
oT-AUSNT
68~1
65-2
68-3
tB8-4
68-5
68~0
od-1
68-8
68-9
68-10
68-11
68-1¢
68-13
6ld-14
68-15
vd~-lo
68-117
68-13
60 ABOSNT

[TolNe AP N C BN SR N

MEANS

lesYoo?
2le 999
224943353
20.03000
21+40400C
04132006
21400539
22.14000
17.51332
¢U,.33333
le096006
33493532
3Ted1353
21.59352
2le6 7067
35420999
21ed3353
25490999
2Bes3b05
10.8bu0 1
21300066
22422900
1986065
204 139995
1930333
2V 29399
2le 15323
lo.50353
19,3799y
18465506
32.1bv00
360719499
22.364000
21.28605
36,9533
220 "00006
2T.71333
28.48000
10, 77000

213"

A-G4

STANDARL CEVIATICN

0.50082
6.,27119
590052
5.25%383
5.51323
YeH3927
HeZHE19
belé29
T1.16520
3.73301
5. 12250
10.1271712
11.25506%
10.77163
1t.1372¢7
11.C823¢7
11.708430
11.42320
11,1657
9.€87199
b.b4071
C 6.t2165
5.10579
54231286
5.533513
4,50674
6.4t311
6,1%8C7
3.,00593
5. 4440%
7.30569
10.82727
9,55416
9. 89837
10.754606
11.26225%
10.5759%
1¢.572¢C3
18.85439



Table A-3(m)

RANDOM SAMPLE OF BOYS IN GRADES 7-9 (N=300)

VAxlaBLE

TULENT
67-1
61-¢
67-3
ol-4
67--
67-6
ol-7
6l-8
6f-3
67-10
67-11
67-12
67-13
o7-14
671-15
67-1o
61-1?
b71-13
6T-ABSNT
68~1
68~-2
68-3
683-4
63-H
68-06
68-17
68-38
63-9
68-10
68-11
03-12
68-13s
63- 14
6g-15
o8-10o
08-117
68-18
68-AbSH1

LN VS o

MEANS

1.0‘067
¢3.56935¢
244.290665
20. l. 70(/’
22.{!3060
21.30333
Z£le04000U
23.33333
19.35533
19.600600
19,32999
3l.48oo0
34,563343
23.01332
29.04332
31.3160)
25.93532
27280069
29.34056
16.17999
23.906b60
24.08333
20.09332
ZZ.\)JUOb
21, 13000
20.09333
22.671999
18. Obbbo
19,.1306¢
19.443143
30,50333
33.31994
23.65996
29.18999
30,251999
23.906333
28,70332
29.31332
17.220665

914

A-45

STANDARD CEVIATICN

Cat2450
6.57042
c.41084
5.C12¢60
5,06151
64354734
»42C326
6.2%121
7T.15512
4.5414C
6.760617
16.40C5)
12,0105
10.55247
10, 3£¢€69
l1.84541
12,3133
L1.0723%
i0.v€Cla
15.47317
L,C7131
9.65C02
4.66C20
5.696%1
6.17620
4.46157
5.56780
6.31522
3.958506
6.04541
9,37039
12,1C419
9.526406
8.73393%
11.59271
9.57710
8. 719‘1’0
9.73229
20, 74149
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Table A-3(n)

RANDOM SAMPLE OF GIRLS IN GRADFS 7-9 (N=300)

VARLABLE

tOENT
67-1
ol-2
67-3
67-4
el-5
67-0o
61-17
67-8
0i-9
b7-19
67-11
67-12
67-13
67-14
67-15
6/-1o6
67-17
67-148
of-AUSNT
oy~-1
68-2
63-3
63-4
od=-2
6U-6
65-17
63-3
63-9
u3-1u
63-11
63-12
68-13
68— 14
68-15
6o-10
68-117
68-148
8- ALSHT

-NC PN -

10
11
12
13
14
15
L6
17
18
19
24
21
22
25
24
25

26

28
29
30
31
32
33
54
3»
3o
37
38
39

MEANS

ledlv01
20.4 80006
206835005
1917999
20419533
19.D4332
19.d1u00C
20035333
L7.49332
LY.43322
18.42332
51006507
37.1%333
22.10333
an}\)b()\‘)
364.33605
22.71066
29434006
2be 31000
13.30333
204306333
2l.Jdb%u00
19.1¢332
9. 775060
1930333
19,28333
206523533
Lees3lub7
l9.‘fb000
176999
32. ’3’52
37,4599
2134000
2941010065
35.33333
clea5332
29736060
26.,28b0Y
l4.37533

215

A-46

STANDARL CEVIATICNA

0.5CC12
6.,4763
6.CLCCT
5.20557
5¢3650%
5.,823¢1
4.7c€106
b.CC?‘Vo
6+5E270
9455501
H.C5361
9.1C155
11.43380
10.28¢17
9.87341
10.6C337
10.068489)
10.5¢560
9.34465
13.2€79%
6.2835%
b.16944
4.,1C622
516874
5.98964
3.95412
Y.11%47
6.4177)
34337617
5.7C921
425017
11.15481
9,C5593
9.,971512
1G. 79623
13.C8629
10.02042
9.%54015
15.031732
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table A-3{(o)

RANDOM SAMPLE OF BOYS IN GRADES 10-12 (N=300)

VAKT AvlLt

f0ENT
67-1
0l-2
67-3
67-4
61-2
6T7-6
61-17
61-6
67-9
6f7-1v
67-11
61-1¢
6f-13
oT-14
6l-15
6l-10
61-11
67-18
6T-AUSNT
68-1
68-2
63-3
68-4
68-5
68-4
63-7
68-8
68-9
68-10
vd-11
68-12
08-13
63— 14
63-15
6b-16
68-117
68-1y
0B~AbSNT

VE~NC VPN -

MEANS

l.32651
22420000
22.93332
18.23999
204633333
20,00000
19.43606
21.15332
16. 76999
17.93532
17.20332
32.20000
36414000
22.27333
30.22333
33,37332
2245000
29.17332
27.140300
14.74333
2l. 80805
22.61333
19.53500C
20,1233
20.H8996G
19.15005
21451999
17.14333
18.52333
17036066
30.47999
3b. 15000
22.330065
30,9706 5
32.81%9Y9
22.21333
26090999
26.,63333
15.846¢7

216

A-47

STANDARD LeVIATION

0.47684
6.C51Ch
6412541
4.61635
5.551702
5.65%411
4.G57¢79
b.22822
6.11734
5033765
6.15265
B.62154
10.976497
9.7¢508
8.11451
1054052
9.5717C4
8.£5455
€.53834
14.04485
6052822
6.34017
4.6CCH9
5.C7956
6402452
4.22574
S.37145
6.211703
4.%3405
5.812417
7.80742
10. 066637
7430763
8.01¢45
10.60325
Y.7C143
8.11348
9071561
15.44945%




Table A-3(p)

RANDOM SAMPLE OF GIRLS IN GRADES 10-12 (N=300)

VAR AbLLE

TOLNT
67-1
o7-2
671-3
67-4
6l-4%
6l1-0
67-17
u?1-3
61-9
67-10
67-11
6T1-12
671-13
01-14
61-1o
67-10
67-11
6il-18
ET-ABSNT
64-1
68-2
08-3
6i-4
uid-H
68-0
by-1
bk-8
68— 7
638-10
68-11
bB-12
68-13
68-14
o6Y-1o
68-16
o8-11
68-18
68-ABSNT

LN 0w~

MEALS

l.21353
19.597%9Y
19. 899949
17.84332
1942399y
18.2%000
18433533
18, Tobb0
15.5300C
13.3&00'}
16,793532
32.4953%3
39.10L066
20.10333
£9.92333
37.06000
18, 38533
28.75665
24,4533
13.43000
19.91333%
20.49{)66
L1T.76333
18. 970065
19.07332
18.31999
19.5999%
lo.01332
18. {1500
17.355006
31.17000
37.14000
20.H6 1332
30.76006
35,39000
18. 700617
30.0%0060
24.32999
15.26333

217

A-48

STANDARC CeEVIATICN

0.,47880

0322‘0/'
b.latTa
4,8C650
5e21469
5.£0287
4435104
5.C6Y931
5.£16¢81
4,5G011
5.68593
8.52154
10906381
9,81 750
10.49523
10.80365
9.67722
10.51180
Ye24349
13.34235
6.46C99
6652559
44763861
5.39959
6.[(:18'3
4434205
$.67333
6.C1723
4,1521706
5454121
8422475
11.04887
\J.05575
9.06713
1n,»3771
8.,41407
9.1C5813
9.23¢8217
22.631¢2



Table A-3(q)
MALE STUDENTS ON MATCHED SAMPLE TAPE

SEF-YEAR-ITEM MEAN ST REVIATION N
67-1 23.4¢ &£.30 2664
67-3 21430 5.17 26817
67-4 23.2F 5.68 2686
oT=-5 2).9C 5.81 2687
61-6 21.55 5.74 2693
c1-17 23.80 6,17 2584
el1-2 19,66 7.15 2609
671-G 20,06 4.03 2684
67-1¢C 20459 &€.C5 2689
67-11 30.49 10,32 2620
67-12 32.85 12.20 2645
o7-13 24 .06 1C. 77 2655
67-14 2G.84 1C.29 2624
67-15 30.05 11.68 2634
ol-1l¢ 264,21 12.15 2660
61-17 27.99 1C. 85 2647
67-18% 30.05 10,85 2640
67-ABS 13.90 15.35 2345
68-1 23.61 6.16 2869
6e-2 24.CS 5.94 2867
68-3 21.16 4, 84 2856
LR-4 2275 5.42 2860
LE-5 21.75 5. 74 28061
6R-6 21.32 4,83 2811
0&-17 23,28 6.C1 2833
63-8 18.41 6.86 2768
te-9 19.89 3.63 2820
68-10 20.44 5.51 2832
68-11 27.90 S.58 2824
68-12 32.5F 11.35 2838
68-13 23,.,9¢% 9,99 2838
68-14 30.30 9.61 2825
68-15 29.9¢ 11.22 2834
68-16 26.1) 11.44 2846
68-17 28,41 9.83 2837
6R-13 29,55 10.52 28217
68-ABS 13.76 17,33 2322

218
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Table A-3(r)
FEMALE STUDENTS ON MATCHED SAMPLE TAPE

SEF-YEAR-ITEM ME AN STD DEVIATION N
ol-1 21 €4 6445 2471
b1-2 22.40 t.4C 2479
67-3 20.21 5.0¢ 2413
67-4 21.46 5494 24069
67-5 19.79 bel4 2409
67-6 2043 4eGh 2473
61-17 21.54 P! 2407
61-9 19.69 3.4 2461
61-10 18,82 S«80 2468
67-11 31.97 Q.72 2414
61-12 26.19 11.35 2451
67-13 22 .44 1C.35 2444
61-14 2B.67 10:52 2428
61-15 34,72 1C.S¢C 2424
67-1¢ 23.1 11.61 2450
67-17 29.03 10.79 2441
67-18 27499 10.28 2425
67T-AES 12.53 13.67 2140
68-2 21.87 6.15 2611
68-3 20.03 4.617 2607
68-4 70,90 425 2608
6E-6 20.17 4.55 261
68-7 2417 6.C7 2569
68-8 16.88 €.54 2530
68-9 19.73 3.69 2569
68-10 18.59 Se 34 2581
68-11 32.03 9441 2569
68-12 16.50 1C. G5 2595
68-13 22.30 9.65 2590
bE-14 28,90 10.11 2584
68-15 34.41 10.72 25176
68-16 23.5¢% 10.75 2603
68-17 29.21 9.97 2585
b8-18 21.24 9.87 2514
L8-ABS 12.5¢ 21.41 2105

219
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Table A-3(s)
TEN PERCENT SAMPLE OF STUDENTS NOT IN PROGRAMS ON MATCHED SAMPLE TAPE

SEF-YEAR-ITEM MEAM STO DEVIATION N
67-1 22.37 6.51 1320
67-2 22.97 641 1320
67-5 20.48 5.66 1318
617-7 22.2°% 6.35 1736
67"8 18.29 7.02 1769
67-9 19.74 3.88 1809
57-10 19.41 .91 i8l7
67-11 31.69 9.95 1717
67-13 22.54 10.47 1801
61-14 28.96 10.57 1786
67-15 33.395 11.39 1789
67-16 23.54 11.72 1809
67-17 28.35 10.89 1802
67-18 28.51 10.62 1797
6 7-AHS 12.72 13.84 1536
68-1 22.11 6.41 1927
68-2 22.817 6.19 1929
68-3 20.35 4.74 1917
68-4 21.51 5.36 1924
68-5 20.37 5.77 1927
68-7 22.01 6.38 1892
68-8 17.06 6.68 1850
68-9 19.75 3.80 1891
68-10 19.15 S5.46 1399
64-11 31.44 9.62 t891
68-12 35.37 11.16 1912
68-13 22.71 9.92 1909
68-15 32.99 11.24 1900
68-16 23.39 11.00 1916
68-117 28.10 10.02 1905
68-Al8S 11.94 16.10 1608

220
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Table A-3(t)
LI0DEL SCHOOL DIVISION STUDENIS ON MATCHED SAMPLE TAPE

SEF~YEAR-ITEM MEAN STO DEVIATION N
67-1 22.42 6.55 1264
67-2 23.00 6.58 1262
67-3 20.59 5.15 1263
67-4 22.28 579 1261
67-6 20.97 5.04 12613
67-17 22 447 6.26 1229
67-8 19.27 T.96 1205
67-9 19.90 3.97 1258
67~10 19,34 6.13 1260
67-12 3447 12.14 1253
67-13 23.07 10.52 1246
67‘1’0 29-18 Ce98 1250
67-15 32.68 11.84 1242
67-16 24.89 11,66 1251
67-17 28.82 10.71 1248
67-18 23.31 10.57 1247
67-ABS 15.19 16,53 1061
68-1 22.09 6.30 134)
68-2 22.52 5.74 1340
68-3 20.49 4.21 1339
68-4 21.73 4.96 1337
68-5 20.76 5.36 1342
68-6 20.67 4,20 1341
68-7 2l.84 5.60 1332
58-8 18.01 6.09 1311
68-9 19.95 3.10 1332
63-10 19.58 5.05 1334
68-11 3t.19 8.60 1336
68-12 314.58 10.43 1335
68-13 23.11 8.69 1336
68-14 29.79 8.85 1337
68-1% 21.43 10.35 1333
68-16 25.35 9.99 1338
68-117 28.90 8. 84 1337
1 8-A8S 14.09 18.80 965
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Appendix B

PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES TEAMS EVALUATION FORM DATA

Title of Table

% Responses to Each Optlon of Questions, Mean Scores,
and Standard Deviations, Boys and Girls, by Grade,

1967'68 ¢ & 6 8 ¢ ¢ & 8 o 0 & 6 0 o s ¢ ¢+ s 0 ¢ L I

Description of Variables Used In the Factor Analysis
of the Pupll Personnel Services Team Evaluation Form

Means for Items from Pupil Personnel Services Teams
Evaluatior, Form for Boys and Girls by Grade Groups .

Standard Deviations for Items from Pupil Personnel
Services Teams Evaluation Form for Boys and Girls
by Grade GrOUPS . e 6 6 a4 o e o ¢ e o o o ¢ o s 0 3 0

Factors Derived from Factor Analysis and Varimax
Rotation of Groups of PPF Data by Sex and Grade

Kindergarten , « o o o o« ¢ ¢ a o o 0 ¢ ¢ o 0 s o
Grade 1 o ¢ o a o ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o o o & o o o v 0 0
Orades 2-3 4 ¢ o o s ¢ o 0 o 0 0 0 o 0 s e s a0
Grades 4-6 o+ o ¢ o o o o o ¢ ¢ 6 6 ¢ 0 0o s 0 0 0
Grades 7-9 o« o o ¢ o ¢ o o o o ¢ 2 0 ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ 2 0
Grades 10-11 & ¢ o « ¢ o o o o ¢ & ¢ o o o o o o

Total Varlance After Extractlion of Six Factors .

Page
_No.
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B-19
B-20
B-21
B-22
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Table B-l

PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES TEAMS EVALUATION FORM -
% RESPONSES TO EACH OPTION OF QUESTIONS, MEAN SCORES, AND
STANDARD DEVIATIONS, BOYS AND GIRLS, BY GRADE, 1967-68
(Total N = 11,309)*

1. How favorable is his attitude toward school?

A, Above average
B, Average

C. Below average
Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total
_ BOYS
A 3.8 4.7 5.1 5.8 6.0 9.3 6.7 5.5 1l1.7 5.0 7.2 6.1
B 76.0 73.4 72.6 72.8 67.2 68.9 61.0 70,0 68.2 78.3 171.7 70.9
C 20,2 22,0 22,2 21.4 26,8 21.8 32.3 24,5 20.1 21.7 21.0 22.9
Mean 2,16 2,17 2,17 2.16 2,21 2,12 2,26 2,19 2,08 2,17 2.14 2,17
S.D, 0.46 0,49 0,49 0.50 0,53 0.71 0.57 0.51 0,56 0.49 0.52
GIRLS
A 5.7 6.1 8.7 6.5 10,0 12,7 13.9 7.7 150 5.0 12.6 2.0
B 9.9 80.9 78.9 78.5 75.1 73.1 69.1 70.2 67.2 73.3 79,5 75.8
C 140& 1300 120‘0 15;0 15-0 1‘&02 1700 22.1 17.8 2107 709 1501
Mean 2009 2.07 2.04 2-08 2005 2002 2-03 201(‘ 2003 2.17 1095 2006
S.D. 0.64 0.43 0.46 0,46 0.50 0,52 0.56 0.53 C.57 0.49 0.45
2, How well can you understand him when he speaks?
A, Very well C. Not very well
B. About average D. Hard to understand
Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total
BOYS
A 6.2 10.4 9,2 13.2 13,6 21.6 8.4 13.7 16.3 22.1 19.6 12,9
B 691 71.9 734 76,0 74.9 67.8 77.7 713.9 13.4 2.4 17.5 72.8
c 22.0 15.1 15,3 9.0 10.0 9,0 13.4 11.9 9.2 5,0 2,9 12.6
D 207 205 200 1.7 105 106 006 0:5 l'l 006 000 l.?
Mean 2.21 2.10 2.10 1.99 1.99 1.91 2-06 1.99 1-95 lt8l0 1083 2003
S«D, 0.59 0,59 0.56 0.54 0.54 0.60 0,49 0.53 0.54 0.52 0.44
GIRLS
A 9.2 10.4 12.4 13.% 14.5 21,5 19.4 18,7 20.1 31.0 27.3 16,0
B 72.1 16.8 75.0 77.% 77.6 68,1 7?2.3 72.8 72,3 68.1 70.9 73.6
c 16.9 12.3 11,2 7.6 7.2 9.6 ?.3 8.3 6.0 1.0 0.7 9.4
D 1.8 0.5 1.4 1.4 0.6 0.7 0.9 0,3 1.6 0.0 0,7 1.0
Mean 2,11 2.03 2,02 .96 1.94 1.90 1,90 1.90 1.89 1,70 1,74 1,95
S.N 0.56 0.50 0.54 0.52 0,49 0,57 0.53 0.52 0.56 0.48 0.50
* Distribution of N's by grade and saz will be found at the end of this table
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Table B-1 (Continued} -

3. Loes he have trouble because of fighting?

A. Very often
B. Qccaslonally

C. Never
Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B ) 10 11 Total
_ BOYS
A 6'1 6'5 6.9 7.0 7.5 5.6 6.6 3.7 1.8 0.0 0.7 5.9
B 36.7 48.2 S51.8 4B.6 56.7 47.9 42,1 37.6 37.4 7.7 5.1 44,8
C 57.2 45.2 42,0 &4.4 35,8 46,4 51,3 58,7 60.8 92,3 94,2 49,2
Mean 2,51 2.39 2,35 2,38 2.28 2.41 2,45 2,55 2,59 2,92 2,93 2,43
~ S5.,D,  0.61 0,61 0.60 0.61 0.59 0,60 0.62 0,57 0.53 0,27 0.28 '
GIRLS
A 1.3 1.8 2.3 3.3 4.5 2.0 2.2 5.7 2.4 0.5 0.7 2.6
B 14.9 28,1 28,7 32.3 33.8 33,9 30,5 25.7 22.2 5.2 2,0 26.6
- C 33.8 70.1 68,9 64.46 61,6 64.1 67.4 67.6 T4.7 9.3 97,3 70.8
Mean 2,82 2,68 2,67 2.61 2.57 2.62 2,65 2,62 2,72 2,% 2,97 2,68
S.D. 0.41 0,50 0.52 0,55 0,58 0,52 0,52 0,59 0.50 0.26 0.21
4, Does he get in trouble with the police?
A, Very often
B. Occasionally
C. Never
Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total
BOYS
A 0.3 0.5 D.S 008 106 1.8 3.8 l.6 0.7 l.l 0-7 1.1
B 2.7 6.4 6,9 9.9 14.2 13.4 21.8 23.4 19.2 6.1 5.1 10.8
¢ %6.9 93,1 2,6 89.3 84,2 84,8 74.4 75.0 80.0 92.8 94,2 88.0
Mean 2.96 2,92 2,92 2,88 2.83 2,83 2.70 2,73 2.79 2,92 2,93 2.87
S.D. 0.20 0,28 0,29 0.3% 0.42 0,42 0.53 0,48 0,42 0,31 0.28
GIRLS
A 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0,6 0,1 0.6 0.3 0.8 0.0 0,0 0.2
B 0.5 2,0 0.9 1.6 3.2 2,2 6.1 6.0 7.4 2.4 1.3 2,6
C 9%.5 ©8.0 98.7 98.6 96.1 97.6 93.3 93.7 91.7 97.6 98.7 97.1
Mean 3.00 2,98 2,98 2,98 2.96 2.97 2.93 2,93 2.91 2.98 2,99 2,97
S.l., 0.07 0414 (.15 0.12 24 0,16 0,28 0.26 0,32 G.15 O0.12
Q
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Table B-1 (Continued)

5. Does he get in trouble with neighbors?

A. Very often
B. Occasionally

C. Never
Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total
BOYS
A 1.4 1.3 1.5 1.6 2.3 1.2 2,1 1.6 1.8 0.0 0.7 1.6
B 23,5 28.2 31.6 30.7 34,1 32,0 30.4 26,8 22,2 3.8 2,2 28.3
C 75.2 70,5 67.0 67.6 63.6 66.8 67.5 71.6 76.0 96.2 97.0 70.2
Mean 2,746 2,69 2.65 2.66 2.61 2.66 2.65 2,70 2,74 2,96 2.96 2.69
S.D. 0.47 0.49 0.51 0.51 0.53 0.50 0.52 0,49 0.48 0.19 0.22
GIRLS
A 0.3 0,7 0.9 0.7 0,8 1.0 2.0 1,7 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.8
B 8.7 16,1 17.8 20,2 22,2 16.1 17,9 17.0 13.0 3.8 2,0 15.7
c 91,0 83,2 81.3 79.0 77.1 82.8 80.1 81.2 86.1 96,2 98,0 83.4
Mean 2.91 2082 2080 2078 2076 2-82 2.78 2080 2085 2096 2098 2083
S.D. 0.30 0,40 0,42 0,463 0,44 0,41 0,46 0.44 0.383 0.19 0.14
6. Does he have problems because of belng withdrawn?
As Very often
B. Occasionally
C. Never
Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 i1 Total
BOYS
A ‘e 5 108 206 203 305 liul [Ool 108 2.6 30!0 202 301
B 40,8 35,8 39,9 32,0 35,6 32.1 34,1 28.4 26,9 14.5 5.1 33.8
c 54.6 62.3 57.5 65,7 60.8 63.8 61.8 69.8 70.4 82,1 92,7 63.1
Mean 2,50 2,60 2.55 2.63 2,57 2,60 2,58 2.88 2,68 2,79 2,90 2,60
S.D. 0.58 0.52 0.55 0.53 0,56 0,57 0.57 0.50 0.52 0.48 0.36
GIRLS
A 5.0 4.6 3.3 4.0 2.8 1.9 3.8 2.2 0.8 0,5 0,0 3.1
B 38.3 33.8 39.4 32, 30.9 31.3 33.8 22,6 29.4 15.5 8.0 31.5
C 56.7 61.6 57.4 63,3 66.3 66.8 62,5 75,1 69.8 B4.O 91,9 A5,4
Mean 2,52 2,57 2.54 2.59 2,64 2.65 2,59 2.73 2,69 2,83 2,92 22
S.D. 0.59 0,58 0.56 0.57 0,54 0.52 0.56 0.49 0.48 0.38 0.27




Table B~) (Continued)

7. How many personal books does he have?

A. Many (more than ten) C. One or two
B. A few (three to nine) D. XNcne
: Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total
i BOYS
A 3.7 5.2 4.6 7.3 8.4 11.5 15.6 12,9 22.3 62,3 34,0 9.9
! B 18.7 21.4 23,1 27.0 26.3 32.3 37.5 29.4 38.0 48.9 5l.4 27.7
; c 43.5 45.6 50.9 39.8 43.9 38,3 30,5 3B.4 25.2 7.7 10.1 40,0
D 36,0 27.8 21.4 25.9 21.4 17.9 16.6 19.3 14.6 1.1 4.3 22.4
f Mean 3.08 2.96 2.89 2,84 2,7B 2.63 2,48 2,64 2,32 1.68 1.85 2,75
f S.D. 0.82 0.84 0.79 0.89 0,88 0.91 0.94 0.9 0.98 -0.66 0.77
I GIRLS
A 2,5 6.3 6,9 8.3 10.9 19.0 19,1t 18,8 34.2 43,5 39.7 14,3
' B 22,3 25.4 27,0 30.0 29.3 33.9 35,7 38,5 32.5 47.8 52.3 31.2
c 46,0 41,1 46.1 41,3 40.0 34,5 28.8 33,2 21.8 7.7 6.6 36.3
D 29,2 27.2 20.0 20.3 19.9 12.7 16.3 9.4 11.5 1,0 1.3 18.1
! Mean 3,02 2.89 2.79 2,74 2,69 2,41 2,42 2.33 2,11 1.66 1.70 2,58
{ S.b. 0.78 0.88 0.84 0,88 0,91 0,94 0.98 0,89 1.01 0.66 0.65
8. How much educatlon does his family want the subject to have?
A. Some high school C. Some college
B. To graduate from high school D. To graduate from college
E Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total
! BOYS
A 10,3 11.5 9.5 8.4 B.7 8.1 18,9 12,3 13,2 2,8 0.0 9.6
B 61.9 65.5 66.8 61.0 59,5 59,2 58.8 70.7 59.0 66.7 61,0 6l.4
‘ < 12.4 10.1 10.4 14,1 14,1 13,4 13.8 7.3 11.0 7.8 11.8 11.9
D 15.4 12,9 13,2 16.5 17.8 19,3 8,4 9.7 16,8 22,8 27.2 15.4
i Mean 2.33 2.24 2,27 2.39 2.41 2.44 2,12 2,14 2,32 2.50 2,66 2,30
S.D. 0.86 0.82 0.81 0,86 0,88 0.89 0.81 0.75 0.90 0.87 0.88
GIRLS
A 9.4 8.7 6.2 8,0 8.6 6.1 11.6 6.7 13.3 1.9 3.4 1.8
B 62.7 67.3 71.2 59.4 54.4 53.6 58.5 70.5 4%8.3 53,6 57.0 69,4
c 10,5 9.1 7.3 12,5 13.0 13.3 17,0 10.6 16,7 15.3 16,1 12.1
D 17.4 14.9 15.2 20,2 24,0 27.0 12.9 12.2 21.7 29,2 23.5 19.6
Mean 2.36 2.30 2,32 2,45 2,52 2.61 2,31 2.28 2,47 2,72 2.60 2.44
S«De 0.88 0.83 0,80 0.90 0,95 0.95 0.84 0.76 0,98 0.91L 0.88
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Table B-1 (Continued)

10. How daoes his home compare with others in the nelghborhood?

Grade

A

Mean
S lDl

Mean
SOD.

11.

Grade

Mean
SOD.

A,
B,
c.

1

4.9
79.7
15.3

2,10
0.44

5.7
75.6
18.7

2.13
0.48

A,
B,
c,

1

11,2
65.5
23,2

2.12
0.58

11.6
64.3
24.1

212
0.58

Above average
Average
Below average

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

BOYS
6.6 8.6 5.9 5.5 6.8 5.2 7.2 4.9
78.6 73.9 7908 8103 81'8 80'7 8309 88'0
14.8 17.5 1l4.4 13.2 1l.4 14.1 8.8 7.1
2,08 2,09 2.08 2,03 2.05 2.09 2.02 2.02
0,46 0.50 0.44 0.43 0.42 0,43 0.40 0.35
GIRLS
5.4 7.6 5.4 5,7 B8.1 8.2 7.3 5.9
76,8 18.4 80.0 80.6 80,5 8l.6 87.4 85.3
17.8 13.9 14.5 13.7 11.3 10.2 5.3 &.8
2.12 2.06 2,09 2,08 2,03 2,02 1,98 2,03
0.47 0.46 0.446 0,43 0.44 0.43 0.36 0.38

Which of the followlng describes how the Inside of his

Clean, neat, and well organlzed

Average
Unkempt and disorderly
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

BOYS

1203 12.‘0 12.2 15.6 16.‘0 12'1 1“'0 1800
67.5 65¢1 701 67.3 69.0 692 75,4 74,1
20,2 22.4 17.6 17.1 14.6 1847 10.6 7.9

2,08 2.10 2,05 2,02 1,98 2,07 1,97 1.90
0.56 0.58 0.54 0.57 0.56 0,55 0,50 0.50
GIILS

11v4 14,4 13.9 13.5 20.6 15.3 19.5 24.7
69.6 66.6 69.1 65.8 66.7 68,7 72.8 63.2
19.0 19.0 17.0 20,7 12.7 16.0 7.6 12,1

2,08 2.04 2,05 2,07 1.92 2,01 1.88 1,37
0.55 0458 0454 0458 0.57 0.56 0.51 0.59
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home is kept?

11

12.6
83.0
4.4

1.92
0.41

Total

6.2
80.7
13,2

2,07

6.5
80.6
13.3

2.06

Total

13.6
69.0
17.4

2.04

15.7
67,9
16.4

2.0
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Ta“le B-1 (Continued)

12. Does he heve an adequate place to study?

A. Qulite adequate
B. Barely adequate
C. Not adequate at all

Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total
BOYS
A 18,5 1643 19,2 21,5 22,9 23.9 14.6 27,0 29,1 31,7 138.1 21.8

B 57.5 60,3 56.1 58.4 58,7 58,7 63.7 58.6 62.1 594 56,9 591
C 23,9 23,46 24,7 20.1 18.4 17.4 21.7 1l&.4 8.8 B.% 4.6 1947

Mean 2,05 2.07 2.06 1.99 1.96 1.93 2,07 1.87 1.80 1.77 1.66 1.98
S.D. 0.65 0.63 0,66 0.64 0,64 0.65 0,60 0,63 0.58 0.60 0.56

GIRLS
A 18.4 18.7 17.7 23,3 24.0 30.3 25.0 37.2 30.9 42,0 42.6 25.5
B 57.6 60,2 60,6 58.8 60,1 55.3 60.0 56.5 58,0 50.2 52.0 58.1
c 24,0 21,1 21.6 17,9 15.9 14.1 15.0 6.2 11.0 7,7 5.4 16.4
Mean 2,06 2,02 2,04 1.94 1,92 1,84 1.90 1.69 1,80 1.66 1.63 1.91
S.D. 0.65 0.63 0.63 0.64 0.63 0.85 0.62 0.58 0,62 0.62 0.59
13. Is his home environment conducive te school work?
" A. Above average
B. Average
C. Below average
Grade 1 2 3 4 3 6 7 8 9 10 il Total
BOYS
A 3.8 5.0 6,2 5,2 6.4 5.7 10.1 9.4 11.9 5,5 7.3 6,2

B 6043 61.7 5943 63.5 65.1 69,6 54.8 66.4 66.7 B82.1 83.9 64,2
c 35.8  33.4 34.5 31.3 28,4 24,7 35.1 24.2 21.4 12,1 8.8 29.5

Mean 2.32 2.28 2,28 2,26 2.22 2,19 2.25 2,15 2.10 2,06 2.0f 2,22
SeDe 0454 0.55 0.57 0.54 0.55 0,52 0.62 0.56 0.57 0,42 0.40

GIRLS

A 4.3 3.5 36 4.1 5.0 10.6 9,7 11.0 14,0 8.7 11.5 6.8

B 61,1 65,0 A5,3 68.5 63.4 65.4 601 70.0 62.6 77.2 B80.4  65.7

> 34.6 31.5 31.1 27.4 31.6 24.2 30,2 19,0 23.4 14,1 8,1 27,4

Mean 2.30 2,28 2,27 2,23 2,26 2.14 2,20 2.08 2,09 2,05 1.97 2,21

S«D.  0.54 0.52 0452 0.51 0,54 0.57 0.60 0.54 0.61 0,48 0.44

\) o~
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Table B-1 (Continued)

14, UNCOOPERATIVE - COOPERATIVE
Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total
BOYS
A 2l5 2.2 3'6 5.3 5.0 3.2 6'3 &'3 3'9 1.6 5'8 3.8
B 9.2 10,9 1l.1 9,2 9,17 %4 9.1 9,3 6.8 8,3 8.0 9.6
c 39.1 40.5 35.8 32,2 30.4 26.8 28.4 25.6 32,7 12,7 12.4 32.0
D 29.9 30.8 28,1 32,3 32.6 30,0 25.8 18.1 26,0 49.2 48.2 30.3
E 19.3 15.6 21,4 21.0 22.4 30.7 32.4 42,7 30.6 28.2 25.5 24.3
Mean 3. 5‘0 3.417 3.52 3. 5‘0 3. 58 3.76 3. 73 3.86 3.72 3. 94 3. 80 3'62
S.D. 0.98 0.95 1.06 1,08 1.09 1,08 1.13 1.19 1.0% 0,9 1,09
GIRLS
A 1.6 1.3 1.’. 2.3 2.2 .S 3.7 7.5 3.2 1.9 007 204
B 5.3 5.3 6,9 7.8 7.5 6.8 8.6 11.5 5.3 6.2 7.3 7.0
C 30,7 3644 34.4 29.8 27,5 23.4 23,9 21.6 27.6 21.9 20.7 28.3
D 39,2 38,0 35.1 33,8 35.0 31,0 27,0 18.7 26,0 48.1 45,3 33.9
E 23,2 19,1 22,6 26,3 27.8 36,3 36.8 40.6 37.& 21.9 26.0 28.4
Mean 3.77 3.6R 3.71 3;7‘0 3.79 3.92 3. 85 3.7‘0 3. 90 3. 82 3.89 3.79
SeD. 0.92 0.88 0,93 1,01 1,00 1,04 !,12 1.30 1,07 0.91 0,90
15, FRIENDLY ROSTILE
Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total
BOYS
A 20,8 20,2 21,3 20.0 22.0 27,5 31,3 45,0 33.1 29.3 34.3 24.8
B 33.5 32,5 3343 35.1 37.5 35,5 29.8 18.3 24.9 49.7 43,1 33.7
c 36,7 39.4 3646 34.3 32,4 26,7 25.4 25.7 32,7 16.6 16.8 32.3
D 8.5 6.4 6.6 9.6 6.0 8,6 9.8 1.9 6.4 3.9 3.6 7.5
E 0.4 1.4 2,3 1,0 2,2 1.8 3.7 3.0 2.8 0.6 2.2 1.8
Mean 2.34 2,36 2,35 2,36 2.29 2,21 2,25 2,06 2,21 1.97 1.96 2,28
S.D. 0.92 0,92 0,96 0,9 0,95 1,00 1.11 1.14 1.06 0,82 0.93
GIRLS
A 26,3 20,0 24,8 25.8 26.6 33,9 33,0 42,4 39.9 21,4 32.7 28.8
B 39.2 37.6 39.9 36.2 37.6 35,0 31.8 19.7 21.8 51,0 42.0 35.8
c 30,0 38.6 30.3 29,7 29,4 23.5 25.2 22.4 29.0 21.0 19.3 28.4
D 4.2 3,1 4,2 7.0 5.0 6.5 6.5 10,7 6.4 6.7 5.3 5.7
£ 0.2 0.7 0,7 1,2 1.4 1.0 3,4 4.8 2.8 0.0 0.7 1.4
Mi‘"'\ 2,12 2,27 2.16 2.22 2.17 2,06 2,16 2,16 2,10 2.13 1.99 2.15
[El{jﬂ:\ 0.58 0,84 0,87 0,95 0.93 0,96 1,06 1,22 1,09 0.82 0.89%
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Table B-1 (Continued)

16, SHY AGGRESS IVE
Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total
BOYS
2 6.5 6.3 6.5 3.5 46 2,8 4,2 2.8 3,0 0,6 le4 4.3
B 24.8 18.8 16,9 17.0 18.4 190 31.7 12,9 13.3 9.4 6.6 18.7
C 49,0 50.8 50,2 51,0 48,9 46.1 43,0 57.1 51.1 4S.1 40,9 49,2
)] 16,3 21.8 22,0 23,6 22.8 26,2 13.9 16,3 20.4 38.1 43,1 22,2
£ 3.4 4.3 4,3 4.8 5.5 5.9 10.8 12,2 3.9 8.0 5.6
Mean 2.85 3.03 3,01 3.09 3,06 3,13 2,88 3.19 3.26 3.35 3.50 3,06
S.D. 0.89 0.87 0.91 0.86 0.90 0088 0.95 0.90 0.96 0l73 0'80
GIRLS
A 10,5 7.6 6,3 6.9 4,8 6.3 7.2 3.5 3.7 0.0 0.0 6.1
B 0.6 23.6 24,8 24.6 22.1 21,0 32,2 14,2 19.8 11.0 6.6 22.7
c 45,7 51.8 47.3 5041 46,6 45.4 37.5 49,0 45,3 55.0 52,3 47.5
D 11.6 14,6 128 14.9 20,2 21,9 16.6 19,3 20,6 28,7 34.4 18.6
E 2.2 2,47 1.8 3.5 6.6 5.4 6.6 13,9 10.7 ~5.6 6.6 5,2
Mean 2.610 ?.81 2.86 2.84 3-01 2.99 2.83 3.26 3.15 3.28 3l101 2.910
SeT 0.99 0.86 ©.87 0.87 0,93 0,95 1,91 0,98 0,78 (.73 C.71
17, IRRESPONSIBLE RESPONSIBLE
Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total
BOYS
A 5.0 6,6 6,6 8,1 5.8 4.8 9.0 8.8 6.4 5.1 6.6 6.4
B 1843 15.6 16.3 15.4 17,8 1646 20.6 17,7 13.3 12.4 7.4 1645
C 56.5 57.5 53.1 45.0 46,8 40,4 42.6 46,5 40,5 15,8 19.1 47.0
D 1842 17.5 20.2 26,2 25,2 27.8 22,6° 17.2 26.9 55.4 56.6 24,2
E 2,0 2,8 3.8 5,3 4.4 104 5,2 9.8 12,9 11.3 10.3 5.9
Mean 2,94 2,94 2,98 3,05 3,05 3,22 2,94 3.0z 3.26 3.55 3.57 3.06
S.D, 0,80 0.84 0.88 0.,98 0,92 1,00 1,00 1.05 1.05 1.02 1.00
GIRLS
A 2!’0 1.8 1.7 10.0 3.0 ’0.10 5.6 6.8 3.7 3‘3 1.3 3.10
B 12.4 10.6 14,4 10,2 10,3 7.5 18,0 17.7 15,6 8.1 11.3 12.0
c 60.4 54.9 49,0 50.5 49.8 43,1 38,2 41,0 42,4 30,5 27,3 471.3
D 22,8 29,7 30,4 26.7 28,9 29.8 25.2 20.6 27,6 48.1 52,7 28.9
E 1.9 3.0 4.4 8.7 8.0 1%,1 13,0 13.8 10.7 10,0 7.3 8.4
Mean 3,09 3,21 3.2 3.26 3.28 3,44 3-22 3.17 3.26 3.53 3,53 3.27
S.D. 0.72 0,74 0,80 0.90 0,87 0.98 1.06 1.09 0.97 0,90 0.84
‘ Y
244




18,

Grade

mo O w>

Mean
S.D.

Mmoo Q>

Mean
S.D.

19,

Grade

NEAT

Tabre B-1 (Continued)

UNKEMPT

1

10.3
27.4
38,1
18.7

5.5

2.82
1.03

12,4
32,17
37.9
12,4

4.6

2,64
1.00

ALERT

1

11.9
23,4
43,2
16.7

4.8

2,79
1.01

13.5
28,5
41.0
14.0

2,9

2,64
0.98

40.8
14.7
3.8

2.67
1,01

14.8
28,3
37.6
15,2

4.1

2,65
1.04

4 5 6 7 8

11.8 23.7
32,3 19.7
37.4 43.9

13.6 13.6 8
9
9
9 16.3 9,2
6
3
9

18
29.3 30.5 34
38,7 39,6 33
13.8 12.5 9
4,6 3.8 2

2,66 2,62 2.4
1.02 0.99 0.9

2'2 3.5

2,65 2,49
0.96 1,06

17.7 15.2 24.3 19,7 29,6
31.8 30.9 32.4 33,7 25.5
34,4 35.1 29.6 34.1 36.3
12,1 14,2 11.3 10.0 6.2
4,0 4,6 2.6 2,5 2,4

2.53 2.62 2,35 2,42 2,26
1,06 1.05 1.04 1.00 1,03

DULL

52.7
17.4
4.0

2.95
0.86

7 10.4
7 17.8
3 52.9
2 13,7
1 5.1
8 2.85
4 0.96

8 14.4
8 21.5
6 350.3
0 9.5
8 4.3
4 2.68
9 0.98

10

37.6
45.3
13.8
3.3
0.0

1.83
0.79

31.0
51.0
14.8
2.8
0.5

1,91
0.78

10

0.77

19.9

0.7

1.93
0.88

11

13.2
61.8
19,1
5.1
0.7

2.18
075

11,2
48.3
34.4
4.6
ll3

2,36
0.30

Total

16,2
29,2
37.6
13.3

3.7

2,59

19,6
3.7
34,1
11,4

3.2

2,47

Total

o

o




Total

11

Other school source (Explain)
Non-school source (fxplain)
10

Case assigned

Table Bel (Contlnued)
E.
F.
G.
BOYS

Princlipal/Asst. Principal
Nurse

Guldance Counselor

Teacher
School

A
Bl
C.
D.

How was thls asludent referred to your teem the first tir=?
1

20.
Grade
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Totatl
29,7

10 11
16.7 17.5 62.2 61.5

contacts

BOYS

Teble B-1 {Continuad)
29.9 25.4 21.6

28,5

How many contacts has your team had with this student?
1
3.8 29.¢

21,
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Table B-1 (Continued)

23. What problems does this student have? ({MARK ALL THAT APPLY)

A, No problems E. Emotional
B. Physical (medical) problems F. Behavioral {(adjustment)
C. Slow learning problems G+ Poor motivatlon
D. Attendanze H. Other (please wvxplain)
Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Totatl
BOYS
A 2,6 2,2 2.6 1,5 2,0 3.2 1,6 2,0 6,3 23.0 15.9 3.3
B 15.0 12,5 13.1 8,2 11.6 1l.1 12,0 6.7 7.0 6.0 5.1 11.0
c 47.83 49.0 7.4 57,9 &C.2 54.7 S51.4 45,9 44.9 21,8 16,7 51,07
D 17,4 14.2 18,2 36,0 16,5 1t.6 33,7 51.1 41.8 137.7 36.2 21,5
E 10,5 9.3 10.5 ¢.5 1l.2 12.' 13.8 9.9 8.1 1.6 2.9 10.3
F 26.9 36,7 36.0 40.0 39,4 38.8 38,7 30.0 28.4 B.2 6.5 34
G 20.3 19,2 19,1 18.4 19,4 18,1 26,5 24.1 22,4 16.9 19.6 19.8
H 32.5 32.0 27.6 26.4 24,2 23.6 15.5 24.8 17.2 6.6 43 25.3
GIRLS
A 3.7 2.6 3,1 2.4 3.9 4.6 4,7 6.6 9,6 24,0 25.2 5.6
B 1205 1102 1207 1100 10-7 1006 12.0 8-7 9-2 9-9 13-2 1101
c 46,2 43,2 47.6 45.9 49.9 44.0 41,8 36.2 32.8 19.9 21.8 42.4
.D 16,9 15.8 17.9 14,8 16,1 15.1 24,7 36.2 31.2 34,0 3644 20,3
E 55 5.6 7.6 6.6 9.5 8.2 6,5 12,9 7.6 2.4 2.6 7.3
F 9.7 16.6 19.3 22,1 21,0 22,1 24.4 30.2 21.6 5.7 4.6 19.0
G 4.8 14,0 15.6 12,5 17.9 15.4 16,2 18,4 13.6 10.8 8.6 15,0
R 37.1 3.5 32.2 28,8 28,8 27.8 20,9 21.5 32.8 6.1 7.9 28.3

24, Have vou referred thir student to any of the following? (MARK ALL THAT

APPLY)
A. Clinlcal Team Dy Urban Service Corps
3. Reading Clinilc E. Other (specify)
C. Speech Clinlc
Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total
BOYS
A 5.5 4,9 "7.7 5.3 6.0 3.1 12,7 6.9 4.6 2.7 1.4 5.7
B 5.1 11.3 1.1 10.9 18,0 12.8 13,5 9.9 11.6 1.6 0.0 11.1
C 6.1 9.3 7.9 32 7141 5.8 3,9 30 1.0 0.5 0,0 5.6
D 16,3 13,6 13.8 13,7 14.3 12.1 10,5 7.7 ¢.1 0.0 0.0 12.8
E 5.8 7.7 9.4 6,4 9.4 9.2 S4 7.5 9.8 3.8 0,7 7.8
GIRLS
A 3,5 3.2 30 35 3.0 37 70 2.3 3.6 1,9 1.3 3.8
B 403 506 702 1115 1152 1203 700 917 6-0 005 pv’ 8'0
C 4.2 (O¢7 702 6.0 3.9 200 2.6 2:6 106 030 000 306
b 16.2 16,5 11.4 12,2 17,3 13,2 7,0 5.8 5.2 0.0 0.0 11.8
E 6.6 6,0 7.7 8,8 11.2 9.6 °2,9 12,6 16,8 6.1 2.0 9.1
240




N's of Subsamples from Which Tabulatlions in this Table Were Madn

Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total
BOYS

N 923 798 846 943 973 967 362 403 285 183 138 6824

% 13.5 11.7 ‘2.4 13.8 14.3 14,2 5.3 5.9 4.2 2.7 2.0 100,0

7 Boys, Grades 1 - 11 combined: 57.3
GIRLS

N 638 571 575 593 671 696 340 381 250 212 151 5088
% 12.6 11,2 11.3 11,6 13.2 13.8 6.7 7.5 4.9 4.2 3.0 100.0

% Girls, Grades 1 - 11 combined: 42,7
TOTAL

N 1571 1369 1421 1536 1644 1663 702 784 535 395 289 11,909
7% 13,2 11.5 11.9 12,9 13.8 14.0 5.9 6.6 4.5 3.3 2,4 100.0
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Table B-2

DESCRIPTION OF VARIABLES USED IN THE FACTOR ANALYS'S

OF THE PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES TEAM EVALUATION FOIM

Var, Ques. Plus Values
No. No. Description Assoclated With
1 1% Favorable attltude toward school? Abo,e average
2 2% Understand him when he speaks? Above average

3 3 Trouble because of fighting? Never

4 4 Trouble with police? Never

5 5 Trouble with neighbors? Never

6 6 Problems because of being withdrawn? Never

7 7* How many personal books? Many

8 8 Education desired by family? College

g 10% Home compared to others In nelghborhood? Above average
10 11% How inside of home is kept? Neat, ciean
11 12* Adequate place to study? Quite adequate
12 13*% Home environment conduclive to school work? Above average
13 14 Uncooperative-cooperative Cooperative
14 15* Hostile-frie~dly Friendly

16 16 Shy-aggressive Aggressive
17 18% Unkempt-neat Neat

18 19% Dull-alert Alert

19 20 First referred? hid

20 21 Number of contacts with students? Many

21 22 Mumber of contacts with parents? Many

22 23A No problens No problens
23 23B Physical (medical) problems Many

24 23¢C Slow learning problems Many

25 23D Attendance problems Mary

26 23E Emotional problems Many

27 23F Behavioral (adjustment) problems Many

28 236G Poor motivation problenms Many

29 234 Other (explain) problems Many

30 24A Referred to Clinical Team Many

31 248 Referred to Reading Clinic Many

32 24¢C Referred to Speech Clinic Many

33 24D Referred to Urban Service Corps Many

34 E Referred to Other (speclfy) Many

35 Priority category Cat, I

36 Grade Upper grades
37 20A Referred by principal Frequently
38 20B Referred by guldance counselor Frequently
32 20C Referred LY teachear Frequerlly
40 20D Referred by school nurse Frequently
41 20E Referrcd by other school source Frequently
42 20F Referred by other non-school source Frequently
43  23B-H Total number of problems marked

® Variable reversed In prograrming from questionnaire response

¥ Not princlipal, guidance counselor, or teacher

NOTE:
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Question No. 17 inadvertentiy omlitted in programming

245

B-16



Var.

O 00O PN N

Table B-3

MEANS FOR ITEMS FROM PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES TEAMS EVALUATION IFORM

1.860
2.593
2.535
2.988
2,779

"'2.360"

1.698
2.256
1.709

L1768

1,837
1.558
3.302
3.419

2721

3,140
3.035
3.500
3,105
3.128

" 0.6000°

0.174
0.337
0.093
0.140

" 0,233

0.105
0.488
0.093
0,023

0,070

0.244
0,093
1.477

OORT

0.058
0.570
0.058
0.209

10.058

1,570

56

FOR BOYS AND GIRLS BY GRADE GRQUPS -~ 1967-68 SCHCCOL YEAR
(N = Boys:

BOYS

367 7135

0.017

L3715

-510 5

4-6

1.779
3,039
2,297
2.808

'2 336

LL]
2,230
2.410
1.939
1,992
6 2,024
1.760
3.566
3.677
3,066

3,461

3.102
3.035
6.041
2.415

0.092
0.59
0.188
0,112

0,422°7

0.197
0.280
0.070

G.015
0.134

.“0.‘0‘1.1“‘

1,884

1220

“3.601

7-9  10-11
1.762 1.863
2,973 3,165
2,376 2,935
2.696 2,927
2,629 2,964

2,547 3,246
2,205 2,528
1.978 1.996
2,064 2.081
2,087
1.780 1,952
3.696 3,940
3,728 4,044
3.250 3,427
3,532
3.136 3,782
3.092 3.609
9.163 1,887
2,327 1,210

T0.045770,226

0.094 0,056
0,468 0.185
0.413 0,355
0,101 0.020
0.366 0,073
0.238 0.173
0.158 0,020
0.092 0.016

0,089 0, ooam

0. 089 0, 000
0.104 0,024
2,592 1.512
7.978 10.440

97°0,2493770.153

0.161 0.016
0.238 0,363
0.035 0.004
0.319 0.464

0,015 "6,000""

1.839 0,883

404 248

245

B-17

3060;

"2

"3.2587

TG,1987

Girls:

K 1

1.915 1.894
2,932 2,8%
2,746 2.776
3.000 2.992
2.729 2,862

"3.508 2,437

1.8l 2,043
2,492 2,441
1.814 1.898

1,915 1,878 1

1.91571, 057
1.644 1.589
3.644 3,669
3,695 3,717
2,8°1 2.634

3,356 73,323

3,288 2.980
«746 3.150
712 2,941
«407 2,256
9 0.126
0.488
C.181
0.059

7
40
301
W11
18
10
.01

22
0.496
0.043
0.035

6
2
7
$220°
,034 0.106
661
017
00
i
4 0,193
9 0.094
1 1.79¢

0
6
0
.0
0
2
1

3
2
2
0,
0
0.
0.
.o
~0.
0
0
0
0
0,
0.
o
1,2

5
5
H
7
0

0.051
0

7

3 0.673
0 0.039
2

2311)

GIRLS

2-3  4-6

1.915 1.914
3.000 3,095
2.607 2,564
2.984 2,967
2,745 2.711

266873, 645”

2.150 2,421
2.304 2.514
1,895 1,952
1-$QI 1 967

7-9

1.887
3.075
2,536
2.880
2.727

2,604 "

2,752
2.323
2.015
2,073

0°0.020' 0

06,0980

"§,051°0

,083 0,

1,992
1.741
3.642
3,737
2,885

3310

3.030
3.196
3,563

2,065
1.770
3,730
3.753
2,960

h‘827
3.662
3,709
3.123

3.50273,629"

3.7229 3,238
3.096 3.175
5,060 -

2,290 4,010

0,026 0,053

0.105 0.120
0.441 0,398
0.189 0.331
0.075 0.118

0,225 0,343

0,154 0.178
0,313 0,268
0.048 0.083
0.105 0.058

770.03670,023

0.203 0.063
0.148 04155
1.839 2.376
5.070 7,965

5 0,095 0,226

0.064 0.193
0.663 0,163
0,024 0.048

3,911

10-11

1.946
3-296
2,959
2.986
2,976
2,888
PY
2.626
2,000
2,126

2,357

1,980
3,874
3,942
3,357

4,075

3.724
3.446
1.837
1.095

“00re

0.11%
0.180
0.361
0.027

€. 044

0,Nn99
0.051
0.017
0.002
0.000
0.000
0.027
1.398
0 ]
0,262
0.024
0.255
0.007
0,473

“6.000

0,881
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STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR ITEMS FROM PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES TEAMS EVALUATION

Var,.

11
12
13
14
16

1777

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

21

28
29
30
31

327

33
34
35

3.

37
33
39
40
41
42
43

N
OV XN OV N

0.438
0,675
0.525
0.108
04617
0.649
0.704
0.689
0.611
0,656
0,684
0,586
1.018
0.789
10,941
0,984
0.860
1.196
3,301
3,260

10,000

0.382
0.476
0,292
0,349
0.425
0.308
0.503
0.292
0,152
0,256
0.432
0.292
0.778

0,212

0.235
0.498
0.235
0.409

0.235

1.261

86

Table B-4

FOR BOYS AND GIRLS BY GRADE GROUP3 .- 1967-68 SCHUOL YEAR

1

0.476
0.579
0.657
0.198

0,500 ¢

0.602
0.822
0.834
0,476
10,585

0.627

0.567
0.961
0.888
0.867

"1,0%0

0. 909
1.018
4,977
2,902

0.116

0.357
0,497
0.413
0.346

yere

‘0,463

0.400
0.479
0.270
0,210

.25

0.421
0,302
0.914

0. 325
0.275
0.472
0.171
0.282

0.104

1.141

367

(N = Boys:

BOYS

2-3 4.6

0.514 0.548
0.587 0.612
0,616 0,590
0,275 0.447
0.525 0,538
0.554 0,565
0.788 0.881
0.764 0.875
0.522 0.446

0,617 0,577

0.62970.618
0.566 0,533
1.009 1,110
0,304 0,961
0.866 0.877

1,02170.96%

0.92C 0,970
1,089 1.068
5,751 9.644
2,306 2.429

0,074 0.130°

0.345 0.289
0.495 0.491
0.364 0.391
0.320 0,316
0.484 0,434

735 1220

7-9 10-11
0.553 0.473
0.515
0,603
0.517 0.289
0,528 0,187

"0.538 0,402

0,963 0,685
0,833
0.369 0.277
0,528 0,461

0.60270,573

0.609% 0,399
1,153 0,982
1,103 0.883
0.988 0,802

1759070,8%8

0.978 0.764
1.592 1.458

- 1.916
3.603 0.950

0,207 0,419

0.292 0,231
0.500 0,389
0.493 0,479
0.302 0,141
0.48270,260"
0.426 0,379

¢ 0,366 0,141

0.289 0.126
0.285 0,064

"0.148 0,000

0.285 0,u00
0.306 0.154
0.633 0.774

404

30603

SPoooo0OBO00O0O0O

Girls:

.

¢ & o e

4
0
A
5
7
S
4
3
5
5
7
N

0,984 0,943
"0.978 1,024
0,789 0,955
1.139 1.056
2.327 64,245
3.465 2,994

770,000 6,139

0,326 0,332
0.393 0,501
(.305 0.386
0.130 0.236

TTT00418700298°

0.183 0. 309
04477 0.501
0.130 0,204
0.000 0.185
T, 22270, 281 ¢
".439 0,395
0.326 0,293
0.552 0.882

70,130 0,276

0,130 0,221
0.495 0.470
0.000 0.195
0.471 0,341

T0,272°0.139

0.843 0,951

59 254

7 0,471

2311)

GIRLS

2.3 4.6

0,478 0.519
04549 04545
0.539 0.560
0.125 0.191
0.475
0,522
0.890
0,944
0.483
0,598

0.597
0.807
0.822
0.498
0.579

170,629 0,634

0.521 0.579
0,946 1.035
0.892 0,966
0,874 0.386
“1.04871.048
0,895 0.914
1.127 1.082
4,651 7,434
2,516 2,577 17
9.13270.160"
0.346 0,307
0.500 0.497
0,379 0,392
00236 0,264
0.392°0,416
.301 0,361
80 0,464
3 0.213
29 0,307

0,187

1-9

0.580
0.535
0.620
0.362
0.504

'0.543

0.914
0.823
0.361
0.551

0,610°

0.591
1.155
1,101
0.926

1.006

0.917
1.659

.638

0.224

0. 326
0.490
0.471

10,3230,

0.468
0.383
0.0444
0.276
0.233
0149

FORM

10-11

0.486
0.493
0.215
0.116
0.153
0.327
0.636
0,899
0.341
0,497
6,600
0.452
0.887
0.870
0,742
0.831
0.763
1.643
2,260
0,728

0,448

0,324
0,385
0,481
0,163
0.206
0,299
0,220
0,130
0,058

) "0.600

0.000
0,163
0,721

LY

0.429

5 0,153

0,437
0,082
0.300

10,300

0.840
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{able B-5

=338

TASTONS DTTIVED TROY TACTOR ANALYSIC AND VARIMAX ROTTTON
OF GROUPS OF PPF DATA BY SEX AND GRADE
Table B-5(a)
Kindergarten -- Boys Kindergarten -- Girls
Var, F a ¢ t o r s F a ¢ t o r s
AL 2. 3 4 5 6 2. 3. s 3 6

1 0361 .073 ‘0122 'u463 '0078 05“6 0110 '033[0 0112 -00[0[0 -0086 -.45&
2 -[087 0118 0156 "0375 014[0 0132 '.116 -085 "779 0095 '0032 0155
3 0555 '0240 -105 '0211 -0378 ‘0005 0051 -0203 '0213 0152 ’0080 '0770
4 ,074 -,066 -.32F ,070 -,186 ,239 .000 .,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 .0OD
5 "03‘13-,09_5“01£26 002[0 '0609 ”.022‘ - |307 0071 '0149 . 0.157_‘0064

6 466 L0437 7,174 1617 VAT0 24077 L0835 4,307 4,221 -.574 L212 -0 113
7 .1(;8 0322 0042 - 072 .39‘5 1201 '0230 .3[06 '.280 —0186 0153 -.373
8 ,130 ,440 -,074 ,084 ,293 -,051 ~,497 ,505 -,281 ,236 ,084 -.041
9 -,123 ,794 ,009 ,068 -,024 ,040 .045 ,680 ,289 -,179 -.066 ,079
10 -.105 .835 -,677 -.085 -.052 .031  .,002 ,708 ,256 -,201 -,014 ,051
11 024 814720212 7,002 V13177 L0857 L0157 ,786 036,099 2,290,037
12,056 ,714 ,076 L,109 .316 .0l5 .339 ,768 -.103 115 -.157 -,016
13  ,864 ,161 -.076 -,031 ,003 ,064 0527 218 -,348 -,234 -.404 ,047
14,825 -,038 ,003 -,069 ,113 -,043 JG07 039 -,571 -.340 -.358 ,034
16 - ‘??.2_.2“-00(.)2. '0022 '0157 0710 ‘.0“6 071 '.055 '.322 '-55_.3‘ ".022“ ‘.36§
17,116 7,762 27105 72,0097, ,0517-,032 '”}311 WA17 L 3%1TC,305 77,2787, 115
18 0527 0361 '.002 '026& -199 '0010 005[0 019[0 '0786 -.165 .102 0005
19 0285 '.163 .54“ 0085 '0378 ‘0316 .855 0001 '0038 -.018 0213 '02[‘7
20 -,156 ,006 ,670 ,330 .018 ,179 2597 -.114 -,406 ,126 -,057 ,032
21 -,076 -,001 ,741 ,021 -.184 ,076  ,256 -,193 -,555 -,099 .071 -.117
227 ,000 ,000 ".00u ,000 .000 ,000 T,0CO " .000 T.00O .GOO LOLY ..lJ0
23 ’007‘. 0216 ’-0[06 0387 -0153 0112 '0169 '0155 "-018 0638 0050 ’003&
26,175 -,263 ,157 ,568 ,001 -,029 .626  ,072 ,233 -,044  ,059 ,136
25 '0070 -0312 0282 0626 -015 077 '0105 -0366 '3169 0573 0052 '0139
26 -,148 ,338 -,182 ,701 -,132 ,014 -,099 ,520 -,02/ .195 ,176 -,138
27 -.296 7 2557770327 7,531 70805 1417 TLU38e TL23270T288 U 142 700027 U588
28 -,132 -,018 -,110 ,672 ,103 .072 -,064 -.388 -,030 ,638 ,020 ,061
29,113 -,235 ,336 -,281 -,004 -.165 2353 -,474 -,104 -,040 -,104 ,249
30 .00& ,046 ,030 ,504 -,331 -,080 -,043 ,007 -,003 ,004 -.918 -,076
31 -,071 ,027 ,058 ,233 ,087 .735  .000 .000 ,00s ,000 ,000 ,0OO
32 2,092 ;.odj"'.bsb";nzs Y047 T, 749 068 -,085 1,406 -.325 1,001

33 '0226 -0287 -616 046 '.026 -0096 0513 -0[56 '.312 0136 "0253 '0198
36 -,115 .398 ,102 -,081 -,381 -,024 370 -,156 ,273 642 ,072 -,079
35  ,223 L.479 ,081 ,348 -.169 137 .029 ,194 ,060 -,079 -.515 -,526
37 -.391 .169 .183 -,277 ,077 .206_  -.130 -,187 .03& -,066 -.022 -,126
38 7,050 .035 -.032 12,0507 103 U581 -L0437 007 -, 003 L004 3;;xs‘-.076'
39 .,079 -,045 -,764 ,149 ,284 -,332 -,832 L1117 .068 .078 .131 .316
40 ,038 ,223 ,050 ,028 -,383 ,355 .000 .000 ,000 ,000 ,000 .0GO
41,309 -,132 763 ,006 ,073 -.145 o785 =el21 «,163 -,116 116 -,140
42 -,107 -,084 ,143 -,055 -.517 -,165 293 L,101 ,178 ,108 .012 -,290
43 -,100 -,025 178 1,902 ' ,04% 044 T 168 -L31672,140 649 1,037

201

109 7

625 77
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.10
11
12
13
14

16 ..

17
18
19
20

2] .

22
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OV ONRNDNEWN -

Grade 1 -- Boys

Table B-5(b)

Grade 1 -- Girls

F a ¢ t o r s F a ¢c t o r s
A 2. 3 4 5. 6 2 2 3 4 5. 6
-.190 -,262 ,460 -,120 -,051 .166 .359  ,027 436 .192 -,040 -,177
-.265 -,113 ,215 -,470 ,137 -,078 .169 ,071 ,605 .071 -,132 -,061
-.210 -,724 ,102 ,115 ,084 ,138 .200 -.051 .353 -,018 ,558 - 174
-,042 -,339 -,141 ,056 -,167 .112 -,108 ,082 -,089 -.006 .313 -.,053
-.107 -.642 ,074 ,182 ,015 ,176  .258 -,007_ .164 -,017 .529 -.055
LL0T4TTV033TTA05 S 51 1327076 T T 1037S V14T, 380 T L 302 T-.088 -, 143
-,405 ,019 ,014 -,302 -,019 ,129 ,379 -,011 .232 .189 -,204 -.092
-.389 -,062 ,143 -,254 -.068 -,123 364,209 .209 -,005 -,183 .,248
-.739 ,011 ,052 ,044 -,043 -,016 .767 -.079 ,056 .049 ,083 ,151
-+839 -,135 -,025 ,039 ,042 ,010 _ .844 .044 -,004 079 ,128
LL7687..0357C,052 4,028 7~.096 < 117 ';792 150 7,015 -.050 ~.048 ~.060
-.785 -.128 ,007 ,058 ,024 ,154 .834 -,052 .041 .044 ,050 ,003
-.056 -.254 ,762 .,014 -,013 .026 .088 -,022 ,739 ,048 ,248 -.058
-.019 ,022 .894 ,060 -.039 -,09° -,034 ,048 ,906 -,112 ,033 ,076
-2029 402 .133 -,467 -,060 ,066  _ ,120 -,070 ,030 ,197 -.419 -,321
-.678 2,045,130 7,021 -.120 -.,031 608 <074 .219° 029 ,094
<391 .168 ,403 -,486 ,067 ,057 0273 ,220  LG612  ,255 =.276 =400
.134 2,230 ,132 ,029 -.613 ,641 ~,143 -,092 ,048 ,704 ,531 -,124
0075 051{‘ 0187 0305 '0029 0147 -0116 0601 0217 0187 - 080 1306
2198 L.126 ,211 ,293 ,252 _.141 . ,015_ ,799 -.010 ,C02 -.060 ,112
-.191 2,049°2,021 72,2592, 117 7 246 J029°.,140 -.017  .308 -,057 -,015
-.095 ,121 ,126 ,495 ,019 ,128 016 ,347 -,049 -,270 .192 162
.106 ,052 ,001 ,415 -.100 -.100  -.064 -.069 -.027 -.410 104G 0.4
.125 ,003 ,059 -,032 ,365 ,089 -,118 -.096 -.164 -.315 -,064 .183
-4038 .737 -,060 ,194 ,003 ,107  ,160 -,033 -,129 -.073 -.021 ,399
1051 77,669 - 3657015 S082 T 033 T .01 L1301 . 183 006 ©.2487 U555
.328 414 -,105 ,167 -,123 ,072 .-,261 -,080 -,075 -,091% ,053 ,492
.099 -.265 ,102 ,236 ,216 -,152 .,037 ,488 ,005 -.063 ,213 -,160
-.010 .491 -,045 ,098 ,193 ,096 -,084 ,309 ,130 ,020 -,110 ,522
.-+010 ,068 -,023 ,062 ,071 ,170 _ -.203 -,024 ,10% -.184 ,041 ,380
-.08777,065 7,000 L2978 -,099 -.018 " ,004 -,240 .116 -.131 121 ,205
.238 -,098 ,218 ,138 ,361 ,020 ,087 .430 ,063 -,039 .023 ,138
-,027 -,065 ,064 ,322 ,081 ,l147 ,076 .606 -,021 -,066 .274 -,131
-.033 ,060 .,097 -.032 ,188 ,475 .068 -,119 -,027 .225 ,113 ,558
. =e135 119 -,069 -.153 ,670 -.150 _  ,270 165 -,194 -.195 -.398 ,339
.035 ,082°.,187 ,067 .501 .051 -.057 .178 .043 -.025 -.122 ,305
077 .032 ,119 ,089 -,710 -,529 .,138 -,234 .156 -.516 -.070 -,487
-.141 -,069 ,047 ,260 ~,000 ,250 .104 ,144 -,065 ,023 ,315 ,059
.056 -,254 ,005 -,247 ~,069 ,698 -,051 -.040 -,047 ,778 ,210 .168
~.123 067 ,085 ,139 -,029 ,423 ,001 080 -,006 ,229 ,263 -.007
186 7.5017°2.055 L5358 L176 009 ~ T-.138 T .3107-.200-.518 ", 142 ~.493
N

032 1

Y5 I

112



14
16

17

18
19
20

21

22
23
24
25
26
21
28
29
30
31

"5

33
34
35
36

377

38
39
40

41

42

43

Gradeg 2.3 -- Boys

Table B-5(c)

Grades 2-3 -- Girls

B-21

Z,008 T 1

F a ¢ t o r s F a ¢ t o r s
. 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 & 5 5
2209 L119 W47 o317 4198 -.055 .31l L0511 -,137 -.37% ,272 .00
469 ,088 ,392 ~,113 ,020 .002 ,253 ,077 .1l15 -,372 -,008 -,094
.054 .,055 .196 716 ,099 -.074 .186 .161 ,054 -,172 .686 -.124
-.042 .013 ,000 .453 -.125 ,005 ,157 .018 -,103 -.023 ,371 ,070
-.036 _.082 ,182 ,702 ,130 -,047  .,123 ,174 .046 -,087 670 -.098
15 TO10 7461 S, 268 U467, 1267 ,085 7.286 4,190 -, 349 -.433 2,183
J012 447 .286 .102 -.044 -,02%  ,482 -,041 4037 -.224 ,086 -,156
.133 .370 ,261 .042 -,095 -.085 ,484 -.183 -,061 -.317 -,072 .0l9
-.065 .810 -,026 -,077 -,001 ,010 ,785 ,112 ,002 ,006 ,075 -,071
_-«051 ,857 -.024 ,014 .030 -.02¢ ,819 ,132 -.040 -,021 ,093 -,022
L 6227837026 043,065 1020 T IEIRTLU0797-.080 106 . 008"
.064 .765 ,005 ,127 -.005 .048 ,770 .122 -,080 -.018 ,119 -,006
.006 ,079 .734 .319 ,134 L100 .138 .086 -,142 -,709 ,327 110
-.070 .031 ,902 ,086 -,016 .094 ,030 -.0l4 -.096 -.855 .,215 .133
239,010 ,126 -.571 -.019 031  ,084 ,237 ,050 -.124 -,650 -.131
L1000 .576 .332“-.1b7"?d?é”';672“”“.612'-.098 -.085 2,423 TJos4 -,030
0366 228 .565 ‘-1[48 0006 ‘.123 .320 .06[4 018 —.6[41 -.220 --128
.076 -.018 .132 ,056 .731 4532 -,013 .700 -.559 .058 -,009 .174
-2329 -,065 .191 -,508 .275 -,045 -.163 .262 .275 -,118 -,269 445
=0213 =,024  ,152 4219 ,297 -,112 -,168  ,252 .179 -,132 -,142 .384
L1167 7.02477,0777 01057 L01772.080 L0685 . 102 7.096 ~,26407-,045 2,291
-«409 ,006 ,034 ,077 -,038 -.,070 ,008 -,242 -,003 ,032 ,0l1 .535
=485 4,045 -.206 .040 -.056 ,190 -,083 -,125 ,233 .307 .143 ,242
-¢120 -4162 ,026 -,053 -.172 -.190 ,022 -,027 .398 ,005 -.103 ,082
-4485 -,001 -,075 -4347 -,060 -,302 -,069 -,034 439 174 -,09 ,C§3
-.235777,066 -,068 2,505 72,008 < 1747 2,020 -.058 7,356 L2111 -,480  .142
-e504 =,197 -,018 -,270 -,112 -.205 =185 -.034 ,315 .210 -.198 ,240
.030 -.058 ,005 -.015 .39 .004 -.031 .074 -,U81 -.223 -,014 .374
.324 045 -.10% -,160 .003 -.480 -.074 -,036 ,573 087 01k -0
=e457 4037 -.029 -,053 ,228 -.012 -,09% .158 ,223 ,136 -,221 .169
-.654 ,05277025 .oao'-.oal LL037TLU08G L 7T b16 T T 102 LG0TV 08T
-,048 -4159 -,057 =.004 .355 -.315 -,175 .332 ,218 -.108 .01l .76l
-.138 -,032 .068 -.182 ,35¢ .014 .097 .115 -.027 -,001 .063 .584
-.283 .016 .103 -.008 .019 -,444 -,030 ,230 .424 -,063 -,008 -,010
.»003 -.,004 ,008 ,038 .005 -.138 .,027 ,036 ,027 -,055 ,162 -.051
L0077 7,055 L0927 -,061-11567-. 737 7,070 -,069" 551 -.049 001 -,i89
,002 -,008 -.070 ,003 ,018 -.397 ..042 ,002 553 .016 185 -.002
<0070 -4036 .Ol1 ~.049 -,646 4585 -,022 -.722 -.442 -.027 -,128 -,057
-.226 .,002 .009 .175 .066 -.04F -,029 ,073 -,007 -.004 -,043 ,399
4166 -.006 .098 .019 .848 .087 ,010 ,.860 -,203 ,O71 .,035 .069
-.028 ,054 -.003 .114 ,226 -.000 030 199 -.04, -.046 .052 -,094
'0718 -.124 -0117 '.396 0008 '.212 -.115 -.1[48 .518 226 -a220 1605
ol
250



ok T i St g ns

Var,

Grades 4-6 -- Boys

Table B-5(d)

Grades 46 -- Girls

OOV WN—

B.22

F ac t o r s F a ¢ t o v s
A2 3 4 5 6 A2 3 4 5 6
.510 ,221 ,108 -,246 ,282 -,040 -.380 -,3%L -.311 ,076 .078 .068
«397 L070 .062 -,306 -.114 ,218 -.205 -,382 .,019 -.,083 .331 -,100
|269 0119 -.018 -0062 0676 '1059 '11153 '0429 "0200 0108 -0570 ‘c087
0142 0102 -0185 ‘00!09 0504 -0077 ‘1066 -.10[‘ -'0329 '0083 -0301 --021

" lls? 0139 '0029 -.001 06’22'.".’-1§3— -0182 -0319"-0238 0163 -0427 “‘_'0_0'9_3”_
4027TVI10 SUB6ETL 0225 T UR3TTULATTT L0854 T 1Al L0667 359 160
0350 c48l‘ '009! 0023 0050 0083 -0506 '0281 ’0015 '0160 0121 "0171
«324 ,418 -,069 -,042 ,090 ,124 -,451 -,342 -.,066 -,171 ,075 -,106

-.01% ,753 -,048 -,038 ,027 -,018 -,788 ,03% -,079 ,037 -.018 ,025
2029 828,013 -,011 056 ,009 -.843 .003 -.064 014,000 048
081 V782111 U067 0,026 007 L 811 -, 0327 2088 L0457 1,016,001
o143 ,741 -,044 -,058 ,080 -,044 -+768 -,095 -.086 ,05% -.033 -,024
696 ,129 -,032 -,114 ,352 -,104 -,105 -,792 -,139 ,110 -,088 ,0063
0881 019 -0053 00[46 .125 '0116 ‘0042 ‘0891 '0093 000] -0027 0069

e '131 ;058 0000 -0070 -0616 '0006 ___-_:IO_I'I' 0067 1102 .bgb o619_'oll-:|'0
23907555 2,072 0,103 7,024,063 T IUs26 L 414 S1059 02T T 15T -, 014
605 ,294 ,013 -,156 -.044% .064 -,298 -,514 -.,109 -,050 ,414 -,0%4%
.079 -.,009 ,235 -,046 ,100 -,.909 «147 -,111 -.509 .614 ,020 .293
126 -,027 434,222 -,294 -.076 -.028 .,008 462 ,086 -.013 464

ees 0077 -.079 0550 .076 ‘0183 '0072 . "0007_. 019 -268‘ :LIB 0018 X '.5_13.
101777101 TL065 - 147704577, 040 - 100°.,188 0072771397 1186 -.,202

-.055 ,056 .124 .402 ,142 ,092 «050 -,051 .1446 -,149 -.091 475

-«149 -,176 -,286 ,329 ,079 -,038 046 ,076 .167 -,052 -,399 -,019
.006 -,226 -,006 ,358 -,082 ,118 .260 ,004 ,306 -,123 -,066 -,026

-+151 _,009 033 ,575 -,074 ,073_  ,048 ,125 ,547 -.076 _,043 ,032
-.079 -.,020 -,054 ,337 -.573 .076 L02177,2017 L451 -.118 .332 050

‘0035 -0204 0162 541 '0103 0010 0142 0085 0362 -'126 '0233 0181

‘0058 ‘0070 0414 ‘-107 °0028 '0163 '0022 0086 '0210 -0012 a062 .486

-,146 ,020 ,236 ,369 ~.166 ,184 .086 ,103 ,522 -,034 ,C48 ,038

. .+058 ,054 -,089 ,270 -,029 -,159 _ ,023 084 ,203 ,030 -,326 ,025

=.0937 7108871018 V268 TUONS TIIIEY UL 095777006 7-,625 7,044 <0299 -, 086
019 -,113 ,431 ,018 .061 -.090 .081 -,098 .291 ,215 -.167 .l21

-.019 ,005 .341 -,004 -,034 ,130 -.020 ,105 -,026 -,034 -,040 ,564
0020 0076 '0142 o!l?l 0076 '0043 0074 ‘0141 |438 067 ‘0182 ‘0072

1482067 ,044 ,003 -,014 ,201  -,208 -,169 ,164 -,001 ,030 -,028

‘1119 1038 209 .107 ‘0009 .676 '0205 ollg .553 047 -00 l& -0258

-,062 .,035 ,270 -,084 ,022 ,334 .047 ,051 ,38 ,037 -,002 ,022
104 -,008 -,752 -,036 -,133 -,145 .060 -,045 -,408 -,767 -.004 -,034
.098 -,104 ,148 ,171 ,200 ,043 .,007 -,125 -,024 ,056 .047 .328

<2028 ,061 554 -,072 ,078 -.611  ,037 -,011 -.146 .873 .021 -,033

012 -,076 166 .106 .U33 -,191 064 2,026 -,070 ",230 “.026 352

-.181 -,236 ,L10? ,7¢" -,265 .018 196,239,591 -.232 -,152 ,43)
204

Var.

DO NNV PN -



Grades 7-9 .- Boys
Yar. F a ¢ t o r s
L2 3 4 5. 6
1 419 -.372 .333 .126 -.090 -.139
2,262 -.046 .320 -,177 .022 -,213
3 .514 -.184 ,172 ,190 ,033 -,218
& 4235 2,511 L0446 ,142 -.062 -,185
3...+598 -.263 ,043 119 .030 .,224
6 4568 -.080 -.060 -.199 ,285 .032
7 4225 24294 J4B0 -.001 -.102 ,030
8 231 -.274 ,338 -,113 ,170 -,138
9 .06l .047 .699 -,007 ,067 .044
10 .144 .083 785 -.124 -.014 -.046
11 L2119 7006077, 9%6 . 154 T L0297 611
12 .336 .076 .710 -.026 ,010 -,082
13,707 -,144 ,209 ,029 -,086 .123
14  ,825 -,080 ,159 ,098 -.113 ,073
16,108 .045 -,064 -.488 156 +068
17 L6217 ,052°7 350 C0177 T .007 C.197
18 .595 .022 .124 -,265 ,O0B4 -,384
19 -.063 -.836 .142 -,332 -.086 ,071
20 .007 .166 .072 ,033 .759 .148
21 L1300 .085 .012 .023 ,751 .090
22 L1510 -.219 ,165 -.305 031 2,200
23 -.065 -,073 .345 ,278 .120 .109
24 -,006 -,066 .046 325 -,103 .633
25 -,119 ,168 -.232 -.035 ,089 ,430
26 -.172 .611 .068 -,047 ,C03 ,189
27 -.169 .675 -.095 -,123 -.012 -.027
28,057 .263 -.093 -.020 ,101 .483
29,123 -.034 -.131 ,331 ,301 -.138
30 -.260 458 L118 -,067 .183 .175
31,058 .056 -.008 400 ,204 ,215
32 77,059 -,037 -.04477.33277,050 162
33 ..030 .008 -,022 ,395 .086 -.110
34,000 .060 .078 ,107 .678 ,020
35  L158 .539 -.049 .169 -,027 .066
3§” .}9@ ‘a)l? -.020»--400~..088 -.024
37 -.122 7.910 T,021 - 053,064 L0337
38 .20F 055 -.095 .437 .068 .100
39 .051 0092 —.1&1 .1&0 '.095 ‘.31&
40 .077 -.143 ,033 .194 ,194 -.156
(01 -'Q6.§. °.681 .080 --540» ‘|102 .277
42 24225 2 133 0356 ,154 7,004 .1
43 -.122 488 -,087 .224 148 .643
\‘1 2:)
B

Table B-5(e)

Grades 7-9 -~ Girls

F

a ¢

t o

r s

1

.287
»218
- 047
-e125

=4043

Ty

ey

cl

]
23]

s

«303
« 390
.668
«796

«651
«143
174
«010

»350
062
«076
0250

o248

.023
~e234
4213
.013

.082’

~+255
-.098

«032
=.038

132

-.187
. 067
-.123
.018

-.llO
-.000
«079
012

085

-+ 266

015

2
-.043
“0078

«106
=151
2091

V356

-»136
-.058
'0054
-.077

=070

»049
‘.106
-.063

.090

0233
-.826
» 148
.030

- 1307

'.051
-.389
-.021
.0066

L4287,

-+019
0265
.092
046

-.018-

«263
.100
596
.099
541

<230
194
o125

-48217

-.136°

. 100

w1287

=

-e537
-.410
-.596
- 460
-.528
-.298
-,286
-, 322
-« 049
-.098

S AN

‘.323
-+807
-+848
4080
=481
=484
-e152

.118
188,
~a 124
-,061
-. 148
.06
2104
377
-.078
- 044

0272
-,023

oL

~e112
057
-.159
=e120
L3357
-.238
.054
-.186
-.113

2158

«09%9

L

=+246

«037
~«360
-e257
-+392

o059

'.212
‘.107

.099
-.051
-+077
“e 174
-.074

«020

.67

.001
- 147
'.201

0332
o205

«141
0241
$312

_+486 -

+ 466
0527
.024
518
-.036
-.0%0
‘0002
+ 361
«022
=084
T2
«100
'.284
'0018
-.011

-.1527-.229 J078

2

-.100
095
-.111
-.100
=044
AN
-.081
'c139
'-067
.052

i

-.011
'.091
-,022

o541

2137

.186
-.113
.102
-,053

- 017
0656
.019

-.0%3
154
207

-.543

-,008
.08

l.ooa

-.190
-0 362
-.067
o115
L0785
071
081
-.564
o 143

Le228 703007

S
098
-132

- 4206
-0227
=4196

L0357

+ 315
+282
‘1129

-.008

-.087
-.015
.083
+084
. 225

+206
.239
~,282

T

-.148
- 244
-.151

074
-, 054

-+067
«203
«158

-2 460

-.46J

.49
096
o015
0 361

068

-e517
+064
»196
1261

+781 -,136 -.153

25

&
]
-

O N oW D W

268 22



<
»
=4

2

30
31

327,

33
K1
35
36

37

38
39
40
41

42

43

VOV WN -

Table B-5(f)

n0177 7

“{ag

«064

Grades 10-11 -- Boys Graces 10-11 -- Girls
F a ¢ t o r s F a c.t o r s
1 2 3 & 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
545 -,142 ,062 ,364 ,004 ,153 ,629 ,334 -,012 ,206 -,056 .334
$257 -.222 ,396 ,137 -,106 ,l1l12 .036 .444 173 ,169 -.019 ,070
0189 --076 ‘.136 0769 '-052 -066 "-03[0 -0[05 ‘-208 5038 '-132 -621
.259 -.,081 .059 ,708 -,119 -,041 .002 ,072 -,062 ,146 ,043 ,529
.051 ,007 .015 ,739 ,095 -,074 .105 -,042 -,256 ,063 -,395 ,211
BT LI T AR | I/ A5 OOR. Y/ AU o & ¥ SRS V.5 2 o & MO 1 R o7 BSOS 11 R
-.033 -,236 ,305 .,150 -.011 169 -,107 .,660 -,095 .,045 -,180 ,078
-.063 -,531 .318 ,056 -,037 ,1l14 105 ,343 ,011 ,.583 ,054 ,028
.259 .,076 .624 -.,101 -,086 -,130 ,167 .695 -,098 -,051 -,002 -,144
,120 -,114 ,.766 ,018 ,146 -,105 .178 4811 ,091 .056_7.02§‘ .030
QPO Y IO+ AR -1 T B (T2 B S o ¥ N + ) Lo B A TAAY 1 71 IS T IR} -
249 ,054 ,732 ,0156 -,062 -,158 .282 ,738 -,190 -,033 .009 .074
.819 -,058 ,057 .,252 -,083 -,051 .803 .,046 ,020 ,171 -.064 ,194
909 0036 '0068 -131 ‘-055 --047 5886 '-022 5066 .097 '.101 -187
L0314 -.162  ,076 - .017 -.341 -,009 347 .153 4.1§Q .250_M.09Q_-.9§1
.737 L0997 165 7, ooi‘-ﬁiﬁi'ZTdbs""”'166a' L2817°07064' 7 05270,0807°.,088
0482 -.166 5338 -079 "-269 5051 687 0256 ‘-028 -269 --205 -.162
.003 -,926 -,057 .023 ,046 -,080 .201 -.143 ~,089 ,917 .098 ,070
.18 .350 -,016 -,359 ,277 ,583 .099 -,030 ,679 -,094 ,181 -,177
«106 .298“-.012 -.361 .592‘ .593_"__.082p-.059"_.658 2044 033 -.126
L0577 <. 619 0927 L N16 TS, 2157105 055 160 4,092 7,622 <. 463
,003 ,162 ,069 .132 ,447 ,289 .029 ,179 -,009 -,148 .516 ,167
-,281 -,027 -,185 ,087 .391 ,211 ~-.093 -.318 ,023 ,177 .592 -.080
-,286 .621 .096 -,231 .019 -,099 -.254 ,032 -,024 -,746 ,010 -,138
..2020 -.059 -,025 -,026 476 026 -,132 4130 .737.-.022  .061
'0115 -173 -050 --521 -022 -077 -.110 5026 -105 '-12[0 0036 -0689
-.252 ,036 -,048 -,113 ,355 -,028 -,060 -.284 ,072 ,088 ,211 -,408
-.036 .038 -,0L7 -,041 L,O4LD -,169 ,201 -,083 ,428 -,M8 ,159 .20
149 -,006 ,072 -,047 ,319 -,145 -.065 -,006 ,576 ~,043 -,175 -,420
-:196 085 187 168 481 -,063 _ .145 070 -.018 -,024 ,061 -,029
=000 2,000 000" ~,050" 000" ,000 """ 2,000,000 1,000 00D -,000" ..000
-,000 -,000 ,000 -,000 ,000 ,000 -,000 ,000 ,00% ,000 -,000 -,000
‘0010 -0167 ‘0136 --120 0058 -369 -.089 -.056 ‘.085 5173 .3‘02 -.188
.,080 ,025 .016 .,033 ,071 -,443 .112 -,024 ,077 .017 .437 ,160
-.079 ,157 ,08% .,133 .,201 ,007 .105 ,014 ,102 -.149 .09 «361
RPN Y TA IR BT S 1o & QR4 ) B AL - Y7 S 1 1T R Y- L 7 S i
-.161 ,017 .304 ,084 ,527 -,133 -,063 .081 ,665 -.,006 -,183 ,005
.387 .423 -,232 .,069 .13z -,573 +538 -,097 -,011 -,358 ,280 ,110
0075 '-009 -127 0101 -115 0166 -.016 '0161 -255 -007 -0710 .199
-.181 -,880 ,039 ,035 -,074 .210 -.063 -.064 -,150 909 -.080 -,016
TLU0007-.600° L0007 7,660 I0007 7,800 0, 0007 L0000 000 T W000 -.000 1,000
-.392 ,408 -,024 -,246 ,502 ,095 -,198 -.149 ,300 -,411 .614 -,321
200



Table B-5(g)

TOTAL VARIANCE AFTER EXTIRACTICN OF SIX FACTORS

Grades Male Female

K 52, 35% 52,46%

1 42,66% 42,55%

’ 2-3 41.77% 41,93%
4-5 40.26% 40,887%

7-9 43.32% 42,84%

10-11 46,22% 46,81%

)
ERIC 257

B-25



C. Pleose check to indicote: (1) if you have on aide performing the following functions, and,
(2} if you feel teocher aides should or should not perform the following functions.

Assume that the olde functions ore by the direction ond under the supervision of the

Appendix C

TEACHER AIDE QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Table C-1

COMPARISON UF RESPONSES FROM AIDES, TEACHERS,
AND PRINCIPALS TO THE TEACHER AIDE QUESTIONNAIRES

clossroom teocher.

|. o.

b.

c.

1. Assembles teacher-selected bosic, supplementory ond
enrichment moteriols for leorning octivities including:

a.
b. Audio-visual moterial ond equipment os tope, record,

film, filmstsips, slides, projectols, ond oppropriote
<.

1. Acquires teocher~selected resources for leorning octivities:
o.

o

baa L TR - SO, )
e e

IV. Prepares teacher~selected moteriols for learning activities.
c.
b.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Passible Insiructionol Aide Functions

Plons with teocher for smoll group octivities

Records directions or plans for leorning activities on

chorts, blockboard, dittos

Arronges the physicol environment in whish children

work ond ploy

Printed moteriols os books, pamphlets

equipment.

Monipulotive moteriols os gomes, puzzles, specimens

{plont, onimol & mineral}, mothematics blocks,

sticks, physicol educotion equipmen?

Arronges for community resource persons for specific

lessons

Writes for free ond irexpensive moteriols
Otders oud o-visuol moteriols

Sets up ond operotes oudio~visual equipment
Requititions ond obtoins supplies

Hondles, stores, ond distributes texts, instructional
materiols ond supplies, oudio-visval equipment ond

materials

Collects, o.gonizes, mounts ond/or lominates pictures

Makes prajectols (fronsporencies, colorlifis)

Prepores toped stores, other informotion, or directed

octivity for children to use
Types ond duplicotes moteciols

Prepores ond sets up matetiols for student motivation

(bulletin boord, toble disploy)

Prepores ort materiols os mixing paint, putting chalk

in contoiners
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AIDES TEACHERS PRINCIPALS
© o ! ©

o] 3 o2 > o 3

Ll 9 £ <] £
.zgg,% 2 E £§ 2 € z‘:E
v 8| &% 9 8] wT 08| uw@
st| - @ ot| ®m& ot v%
28 2% @& 2T 28 =28
75.2 48.5 | 45,5 78,5 1 73.3 9u.0
7.9 88.2 | 58,5 80.9 | 78.L 76.7
62,1 74.3 | 65.0 84.4 [ 93.1 89.3
72,7 17.5 | 37.9 88.9 81,3 86.7
793 89.0 | 62,0 U | 90:9 93.5
72,9 80,0 | 57.7 85.4 | 84,8 82,1
20,6 42,2 | 10.3 49.5 | 25,0 36.3
L3 60,0 | 18,0 61.5 | 29.0 68.8
60,0 75,3 | .0 76.3 | 66,2 8.1
99.0 90.8 | 38.7 894 | 81,3 93,3
78,6 835 | 5.7 83,3 | 66l 26,7
7.5 10,3 | 3.9 84,0 | 8.1 93,5
82,0 90,0 | 79.6 9l | 8Ql 945
37,6 66,3 | 27.6 69.5 | 31,0 83.9
$2,5 10,2 | 3.6 62,0 : 20.7 64,5
88,9 £9.6 ' 76,9 93.3 | 91,8 915

i

92,2 94,9 ;u;_o 85,7 | 92 93,5
87.2 93.9 i?..-_s 9.4 | 97,0 96,8



Table C-1 (Continued)

AIDES TEACHERS _ PRINCIPALS
z X x
2l 3 2l 3 g 3¢
2 E| GE| 2wE SE 2 El &g
o 0 .0 » O o O 0 v =
€l 3% €| 2 o
V. Works with small groups or individual children as 3 & 3 2 3 E }; L &E E e
directed by the teacher in learning activities as:
a. Listening and viewing
1. Operates tope recorder, film projecter or record
player and supervises children ot listening and
viewing centers 83,0 91.9 54,3 92.6 |78,8 100.0
2. Ploys games with children requiring coreful listening 80,8 85,7 | 42.0 89.0 70,0 100.0
3. Previews visval befare it is used; prepares intro-
duction to A=V material thot will give children
background for viewing them 27,8 52,0 | 12,5 48,4 16.1 _61.3
b, Speaking
1. Helps child with orel longuage (os those related
to learning activities in subject oreos; home, school,
community; the child, himself, ‘and his interest) 64,2 78.0 42,3 73.6 |46.7 80,0
2. Aids child in telling o story using flannel board,
movie, puppets, etc. 51,3 13,8 |28,7 74,1 56,7 _96.7
3. Tapes children's discussions, specking, and reading 27,2 61.4 [ 11,5 73.2 29,0 6.7
c. Making provisions for student experiences
1. Arranges field trips ond accompanies teocher and
closs on trips 82,6 85.9 | 60,0 84,8 | 74.2 _90.3
2. Assembles materials (os science equipment,
plonts and animals growing in the classroom,
realia}; assists students in workiag with materials,
and in sharing their experiences 76.9 82,9 |59.3 86.8 | 62,7 _90.0
3. Assists child in observing his schoo! enviropment
{(weather, plants, animals, people, topography)
and noting changes that accur 73.9 84.0 |54.9 8L.3 |53.3 _90.0
d. Reading
1. Reads and tells stories 89,3 93,0 |61.1 90.1 )78,1 _96.8
2. Listens to a child reed 82,0 90,0 |60,4 79.3 | 81,3 _96.8
3. Helps to esteblish a librery check-out system in the
clossroom ond assists individua! children in selection
of books 52,6 18.6 |31.1 4.2 | 58,6 _83.9
e. Writing
1. Helps a child who experiences difficulty with
handwriting (following teocher presentotion) 68.9 81.5 |45.1 84.8 | 61,7 _93.8
2. Helps with creative writing bosed on pictures,
reoliv, reading, expuriences, units being studied
(following teacher presentation) 50,4 66.6 [25,5 62.6 | 33,3 _71.9
3. Records a child's story (print, tyce, tope} 31,3 65.7 ]23.5 71.0 | 70,0 __99,3‘
Q “ Wriles experience chart or group story 34,1 60.4|21.6 56,0 5.0 _121.9
ERIC 20J
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Table C-1 (Continued)

AIDES TEACHERS PRINCIPALS
o o o
2l 3 gl 3 2l 3
el SE| 2E Sg| 2F S
€| 89 8¢ S| B B¢
f. Research skili. (fallowing teacher presentation}: <ol qal <al <ol <al <o
1. Assists child in locating materials 8l1.4 88,9158,5 85,7 {84s.8 96,6
2. Sets up equipment that is needed 90.0 96.0{68.5 90,1 |96.9 93,5
3. Assists in use of dictionary, reference books, library
books pictures, prajectals, maps, globes (fallowing
teacher presentation of reference skills) 70.2 80.4 | 44.8 79.6 [68.8 93.3
g. Dramotics, Role-Playing
1. Assists child in pontomime, using puppats, presenting
an inpromptuy skit 37.9 64.4]24,0 81.1 [39:4 75.9
2. Assists child in planning, writing and enacting a play
{as directed by the teacher ond in accordance with
aide's talent in music, composition, dramatics) 43,5 71.4 23,8 75.0 40.6  76.7
h. Physicol Education
1. Supervises indoor and outdoor physical activities 86.1_ 88.8]|71.8 90.5 [93.8 96.6
2. Helps with gross motor activities as skipping 66,9 13,2 | 51,5 81,3 [81.3 96,6
3. Helps with small motor activities as progressing from
feft to right, monipulating objects as ta size and
color, cutting, posting, etc. 79.5 86.6 60,4 77.8 |96.9 96.6
i. Assists with games involving:
1. Speaking 65.8 8t.0 43,7 80,9 {75,0 83,3
2. Spelling 63,0 80,4 ]|36.6 68,3 |77.4. 83,3
3. Phanics 62,1 78,4 [43,8 71.9 {74.2 80,0
4. Mothematics 66,9 77.2 | 51,0 79,1 |64.3 76,7
5. Auditory and visual discrimination 64.0_ 76.0 [ 46,1 75.6 [71.0 80,0
j. Assists students working on individual projects
1. Assists in locating materials 79,7 90.1 [ 63,5 88,9 [90.6_ 93,5
2. Discusses project with student (oide may be just an
interested listener) 78,6 90,0 [ 55,8 77,5 |86.4_ 90,9
k. Assists children during work and play time
1. As new materials are introduced or as fomiliar objects ore
being used 75,2_ 84,8 | 64,1 87,0 |84.4 90,3
2. To gain independence in getting ond putling away materialyy o 96.9 | 76,4 94,4 }93,9 93.5
i 3. To encouroge habits of safety in handling motecials 93.2 96.9 |79,2 94,3 [96,9_ 96,8
VI. a. Checks students' work to see if i1 is complete 82,5 88.5 |76.3 90,2 190,6 99,0
‘ b. Corrects routine popers involving objective information,
os /mnath . 85.2 91.8 [72,9 85,6 87,5 93,8
c. Records test results and/or errors 82,4 89,9 |70.4_ 85.2 |93.3. 30,9
d. Assembles materials for child's folder (classwork) 88.1 92.0 |74,3 94,3 |87.5_ 9L5
El{llcsp,ays children-nade materiols 260 89,6 96,9 |75.0 92,2 [93,9 96,8
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Table C-1 {(Continued)

2
£
2 £
: - 32
VIl. On-going Activities (as directed by the teacher) 8
a. Assembles teacher-selected material for social studies,
science units 67.8
b. Sets up and maintains a school-community resource file 20,5
c. Proofreads, types and duplicates closs or school newspaper 22,1
d. Organizes and supervises a club (os music, science, sports,
sewing, dancing and art) utilizing talent of the aide or
community resource person 19.7
e. Trains a group af students in the operation of audia-visual

VIl

O

equipment so that they may assist others. Schedules this
ossistance 21.1
Assists with a cumulative type of activity as a class booklet 50,0

Assists with a long-term art activity os stitchery or @ mural

{makes materials occessible, supervises activity and clean-up)33, 6
. Assists with longuoge development of foreign-born 9.2

Assists absentees in making up missed work 52,6

Supervises seatwork calling for some judgment 73,5

Non=Instructional Duties

o ™ o o o0 o o

ERIC
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Does housekeeping chores in classroom 86,9
Keeps attendance and other recards 79.0.
Collects money 83,6
Administers first-aid 70,9
Helps with childrens’ wraps 7.4
Corresponds with porents {arronges conferences) 72.5.
Monitors playground, cafeteria, tests, bus loading,

study groups 98.6
Helps in library 62,9_

261

C-4

Aide Should
Perform

~3
~3
w

l

EE

o
Y4
.

o

l

85.5
12,9

17,7

14,7
%2.0

8.4,
U226
565,

78,1
50,9
61,2
55,8
55.6.
42,6

97.1
39.6.

Aide Should
Perform

(o]
w
O

|

EE

48

53,9

55,8
80,2

77,8
4513
83,0
77.4.

88,0
70,2
83,3
76,5
76.1.
52,6

83. 9
66,4

Aide is
Performing

90,9
83,3
78,8
6.2
75.0.
46,7
91.3

80,0,

Aide Should
Perform

~ 00 O

o O
s = |=
- IO



o

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Appendix D

FORMS

Instrument for Identifying Potentlal School Dropouts
Yellow Form -- Kindergarten - Grade 3
Green Form -- Grades 4 - 11

Student Evaluation Form

Pupil Personnel Services Team Evaluation Form

267
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(1-3) School Cade School Name
(4-9)  Ident. Humber
(11-25) Name of Pupil .
) Last First Middle

(25) Sex: L. Loy

2. glrl
(27-28) Present Grade
(29-34) pate of Birth / /

Mo. Day le
Name of Parent or Guardian
Last First Hiddie

Address _

October 1967

Dept. of Research, Budget and Legislation
Public Schools of the
District of Columbia
1411 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20005

STUDENT EVALUATION FORM

Please evaluate this student on the following

(35)

(36)

an

(38)

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(check the ones that apply)

How well does ha apply himself  (39) How favorable Is his attltude
to his school work? toward school? ’
| Atove average 1. Above average
2, Average 2. Average
3. Below average 3. Below average
How well does thils pupil do in (40) How well can you understand him
his school work? when he speaks?
1. ____Above average 1. Above average
2. Average 2, Average
J.____Below average 3. Below average
How well does he get along with (41) How wel]l does he llke, or is he
the other children? learning, to read?
1. AMbtove .cverage 1. Absvo wver.ge
2. Average 2. Average
3. Below average 3. Below average
How ls hls emotlional maturity? (42) How does his home environment
1. Above average affect his school performance?
2, Average t. Favorably
3. Below average 2, Neither favorably nor un-

: favorably

3. Unfavorably
260
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(43)

How good is his health?
1. Above average

2, Average

3.____ Below average

(44)

How well does he cooperate with you?
1. Above average

2. Average

3. Below average

In answering the next eight gquestions, please indicate where the student stands
on each scale by making a chéck mark in one of the five places.

(45)
(4€)
CY))
(68)
(49)
(50)
(51)
(52)

(53-5

Defiant Submissive
Uncooperative Caoperative
Friendly Hostile
Shy - Aggressive
Irresponsible Resiponsible
Neat Unkempt
Follouwer Leader
Alert bull
5) How many days has this student Has he been in any of the following:

been absent for any reason since {60) 1. No Soctal Adjustment
the first of this school year? 2, Yes Class?
days {(61) 1.___ Mo Ungraded program
2 . Yes )
{56-58) How many days has he been {62) 1. No Team teaching program
absent unexcused? 2. Yes
days (63) On the average, what part of his
) classroom time is spent in a
(59} Was this student in a speclal classroom with a teacher-aide
education class this year? present?
1, No 1. None
2, Yes 2. Some, but less than 1/2
3. Over 1/2 but less than all
4, All the time
Date filled In Teacher's signature

W
c
C.

Subject area or fleld



The George Washington University

PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES TEAM

Student
1.D. No, EVALUATION FORM (REVISED)
(1-7)
Student's Name Birth date ___ /  /
(8-10) last First Middle bio, Day Year
School School Code _ Grade Sex

(11-13) (14-15) (16)

Please check the appropriate response.

About the student himself:

1. How favorable is his attitude toward
school?

A. Above average

B, Average

C. Below average

—

2, How well can you understand him when
he speaks?
A, Very vell
B, About average
C. Not very well

D. Hard to understand

3, Does he have trouble because of
fighting?
e A, Very often

B, Occasionally
C. Never

4. Does he get in trouble with the police?
A, Very often

B, Occasionally

C., Never

5. Does he get in trouble with neighbors?
A, Very often

B, Occaslonally

C. Never

}. Does he have problems because of being
withdrawn?

A, VYery often

B, Occaslonally

C. Never

many personal books does he have?
A, Many (more than ten)
B, A fev (three to nilne)
C, One or two
D, Ncne

EEEEEN

[]
3
v
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About the student's family and home:

How much education does his family
vant the subject to have?
A, Some high school

(24) 8,

C. Some college
D, To graduate from college

——

(25) 9. What do the parents expect of the
school system?

B, To graduate from high school

(26) 10, How does hls home compare with
others in the nelghborhood?
A, Above average
___ B, Average
C. Below average
127) 11, Which of the following describes
how the inside of his home |{s
kept?
___ A. Clean, neat, and well
organlecd
- Bs Average
- C. Unkempt and disorderly
(28) 12. Does he have an adequate place
to study?
——_ A, Quite adequate
___ B, Barely adequate
___ C, Not adequate at all
(29) 13. 1Is his home environment conducive

to school work?

A, Above average
B, Average

C. Below avere-e



The following sectlor 1s to be fllled in by members of the Team from personal observatlon:

In ansvwering the next six questions, please indlicate where he stands on each scale by
making a check mark in one of the flve places.

(30) 14. UNCOOPERATIVE - COOPERATIVE
(31) 15, FRIENDLY HOSTILE
(32) 16, SHY — AGGRESSIVE
(33) 17. IRRESPONSIBLE RESPONSIBLE
(34) 18, NEAT UNKEMPT
(35) 19, ALERT DULL
(36) 20, How was this student referred to 23, What problems does thls student
your team the first time? : have? (MARK ALL THAT APPLY)
___ A, Principal/Asst. Principal (41) ___ A, No problems
—_ B, Guidance Counselor (42) ___ B, Physical (medical) problem
- C. Teacher (43) ___ C. Slow learning problems
___ D. School Nurse (44) ___ D. Attendance
___ E. Other school source (Explain) (45) __ E, Emotiomal
(46) ___ F, Behavioral (adjustment)
{47) ___ G. Poor mutivation
___ F. Non-school source (Explain) (48) _ H. Other (please explain)
—_ G, Case assigned ) 24, Have you referred this student to
any of the following? (MARK ALL
21. How many contacts has your team had THAT APPLY)
with this student? (49) __ A, Clinical Tean
(50) ___ B. Reading Clinic
(37-38)  ___ contacts (51) _ C. Speech Clinic
(52) ___ D, Urban Servlce forps
22, How many contacts has your team had (53) —_. E. Other (specify)
with hie parents/guardians?
(39-40) contacts T
25. Remarks:
Date form completed! Pup!l Personnel Worker's Slgnature
Team No, (54-55)
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SUMMARY REPORT

EVALVATION OF ESEA TITLE I PROGRAMS
for the District of Columbia, 1966 and 1067

I. INTRODUCTION

The publiic schools of the District of Columbla were allocated $5,456,927
in fiscal year 1966 and $5,672,367 in fiscal Year 1967 under Title I of
Public Law 89-10, Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, for proe
grams to serve educationally deprived youngsters. Approximately 24,000
educationally deprived children were involved In over fifty Title I programs
and services during the summer of 1966 and the following regular school year
which this report covars.

A system was developed and utilized to evaluate these programs and
services, The primary objective of the evaluation was to obtain estimates
of changes in student performance and behavior that were uniquely related
to cach of the varlous programs. Answers were sought to the following
questions:

esv Are the chlldren better off because of the expenditure
of Title I funds?

ees What programs appesr to be the most effective in terms
of measurabls pupil gains?

«ss What prograems or combinacion of programs and services
show promise of ohtaining tha most student gain per
dollar of Title ! funds?

I1. BASIC CONSIDERATIONS

It was hypothesized that the short-term changes In pupll performance
ceused by all the Title I programs together weve likely to be small, and
that changes due .0 any single program were likely to be just barely
detectable, If at all, This meana that tho only hope of detecting such
small short-term changes lies in developing an overall statistical system
or model which would include the important out-of-school environment or
"resistance factors™ which have such poverful effects on student perforn-
sance and attitudes,

NOTE: This Summary Report i{s a non-technlcal summary of the rescarch

done under Contracts NS 664156 and NS-6870 with the District of

Columbia Governwent, For further detslls asbout the atudy, sece

I:I{j}:« the Technical Report,

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Another consideration in evaluation was that since each student was exposed
to a number of special innovative practices it was not possible to evaluate any
sinele program by itself in isolation. In considering the effects of env single
progtam, due allowance must be made for all other {mportant school practices,
soclo-economic factors, and participation in other Title I programs.

I11. THE EVALUATION SYSTEM

In order to profit from educational innovation one must have a continuous
feedback of estimates of the results. Otherwise most of the value of the
innovations will be lost and little will be learned from them that can lead
to improved education for the children involved.

Assessing the short-term effects of a single Title I program requires
longitudinal follow-up studies with large numbers of cases and quantitative
control of the many resistance factors and many school factors involved in
the performance of the pupils, . For purposes of evaluating the Title I pro-
grams such an evaluation system has been developed and utilized. The infor-
mation on which the system is based has been organized Into what might be
termed a statistical model of the D.C. public schools. From the statistical
model can be predicted the most probable performance of a student {n any given
new program, If the program has no effect on the student's performance, the
student will perform as predicted. If a new program tends to cause favorable
changes in performance, then the student in it will do better than predicted.

The statistical model provides a system for continuing evaluation of the
various Title I projects as they develop. The system is also comprehensive
and versatile enough for use in evaluating other new programs or innovations
in the D.C, school system, All that is requlred 1s a roster of the students
in the new program, or to know which grade groups in specific elementary schools
are involved in such an innovatlon as ungraded organfization.

A speclal feature of the statistlcal model is a method of estimating
expected performance of the pupils in a specific school. Thase estimates are
obtained rrom analysis of past records of performance levels in schools serving
areas with various levels of income and education, At any given point in time,
performance in a specific school can be compared with its predicted or expected
level of performance and this can be related to its particular pattern of
programs and innovations,

IV, IKFORMATION COLLECTED

In obtalning the data required for the statistical model, information
such as the following was obtainedt o

A. Lists of students who had participated in the various Title I programs.
This involved visiting the program to transcribe the names and other avallable
information about the students.
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B. The Student Evaluation Form was distributed to all Title I target
schools to be fllled out on ecach student by the classroom teacher. After
these forms had been collected from the schools, they were checked, coded,
edlted, and all essentizal information punched into IBM cards. This was
done twice, once in May and June 1966, and agaln in May and June 1967.

C. The list of Mdentified"* students was obtalned from the Pupil
Personnel Department for all target schools, both publtc and private.

D. From achievement tests routinely administered in the regular testing
program were obtained measures of basic literacy, reading comprehension, and
mathematics. In order to study the effects on schools in the target area,
expected mean scores for each of them were computed from analysis of scores
on standardized rests for comparable schools in pravious years. Because of
the fact that the tests of the regular testing program during the school
year 1966-67 were given early in the school year, it was not possible to
use them to determine the cffects of ongcing Title I programs.

E. Information obtalned from speclial data-gathering instruments such as
questionnalres, interviews, and other standardized tests for speciflic purposes.
Onr of these standardized tests was the language Facility Test. This is an
individually administered test which obtalns a standardized sample of verbal
response to visual stimuli. Responses to each stimulus picture are recorded
and scored in two different ways. One score, on a ten-point scaie, ncasures
the level of verbal development or maturity independent of dlalect or cultural
influences, The other score measures the number of deviatlons from standard
Engllsh. This test was administerod to selected groups of students in various
programs., Thelr scores were compared with the norms previcusly developed on
a similar population, or thelr growth in verbal language faclility durlng the
program measured by means of pre- and post-tests.

F. Obtservatlons of the project staff members through visits to the
programs and¢ interviews with the director and staff members of the various
ProOgrams.,

v, PROCEDURE

A. Preparation of the Master Tape

One of the most difflcult operations of the whole project was the work
necessary to match up the many different kinds of information from the many
scurces about thousands of children., FEach name on each new document or roster
¢f program Participants had to be lonked up individually in a "telephone book"-
typz roster to sece whether that pupll was already on flle, If he was, the
documant or voster was marked with the student's identiflicatlon number so
that tha data could be added to the data bank. If he was not, a new ldentl-
fication number was assigned and the name added to the "telephone hook,?”

* Pldentified” rtudents are those who have been ildentlfied by thelr t~acher
and principal as potentlal dropouts.
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s0 that the data could be processed., It is estimated that a total of approxi-
mately 200,000 documents were processed in thls manner, and 100,000 on rosters.
The data bank contained approximately 80,000 different names with sex, date

of birth, school and grade in 1966, and/or school and grade in 1967, plus
program participation record and whether the student was identified as a
potential dropout, This includes many pupils who moved in and out of the
target area schools. To this data bank were added the additional student
performance measures used in the evaluation, A great deal of work on the
computer was necessary to edit and bring all these data together on a master
tape suitable for analysis.

B, Analysis of the Student Evaluation Form

There wers two sets of cvaluations by classroom teachors of st ‘~nte
in the target schools. One set was from evaluations done in May and June 1966,
and the other set one year later. These items measured different aspects of
student behavior and performances From the first set it was found that three
different things were being measured by the form. The first one was "student
classroom performance" which can be represented by item 2 of the Student
Evaluation Form - "How well does this pupit do in his school work?”® The
second factor of "allienation from school and soclety" can be represented by
SEF item 12 '« "Uncooperative - Cooperative," The third factor of "aggressive-
ness" can be represented by SEF item 14 - "Shy - Aggressive." This third
factor was found to be not related to being identified as a potential dropout.
However, ltems 2 and 12 were highly related to being so identified. The first
two factors coincide with two of the most important objectives of Title I
programs and of compensatory education in general,

One of the most valuable sources of evaluation of programs came from
comparing the averages of teacher ratings oan various items of the Student
Evaluation Form for students in the various Title I programs and services.
Comparisons were made from the master tape for children in general, as well
as differences between programs.

C. Achlevement Tests

The schnols in the target areas were examined to sec how their
performance on standardized tests compared with their expected performance
as derived from the pattern of school means of similar schools. This method
was used to evaluate such programs as Ungraded Intermediete, and the sixteen
different reading programs. This method ts availablc for use in the evelua-

ti~n of any future tnnovation that is concentrated on a grade rroup In cnccifin
elementary schools.

D. Limitations of the Study

The following limitations of the study should be clearly statedt

l. Measurcs of some of the Important objectlives of compensatory
education were not avallable durlng the perfod of the study,
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2, The time period covered by the programs was too shtort to
demoristrate the full effects of compensatory education,

3, The number of students with ccmplete data -- that 1s,students
for whom both a June 1966 and a June 1967 Student Evaluation Form was avall-
able on the master tape -- was quite small for some programs despite the
large amount of data collected, However samples of 100 cases or more were
avallable for many of the programs.

VI, RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

A, Reading and Achlievement

Samples of students who In the spring of 1966 took the Metropolitan
Achievement Test Iin grade 2 or who took the STEP battery while in grade 4
were retested using the same battery one vear later. These scores were
compared with those made by the same students in the regular administration
of the test and the differences studied both by individuals and by school
means.

The schools In the sawple represented various combinations of
programs and characteristics, but none of thesc secemed consistently related
to galns in reading levet, The target area schools did not periorm better
than the predicted levels. Some individual schools performed better than
the eipected level but the patterns of over-performance dld not seem to be
related to partieipation In any of the D. C., regular or speclal school pro-
grams, The over-performance when consistent over several grade levels and
school years mlight well, In considerable part, reflect better teachling and
administration., Part of it may be due to other control-type factors not
presently accounted for. Occasionally a school's over-performance can be
due to indirect selective factors causing It tc attract children from the
more educationally supportive families within the area It serves. When this
happens, of course, it will cause other schools serving that area to perform
beiuw expectation,

As the statistical model of the schools becomes more complctely
structured and as additional longltudinal follow-up data are added to it,
bt should be useful for studies relating pupil performance to measures of
teaching quality and training. The effects of varliatlons In teacher quality
and training as weli as the cffects of methods and practlices are almost
completely masked by the eoffects of out-of-school environment. Uhile the
statistical model, in effect, holds thesec out-of-school factors constant,
it will begln to be possible to estimate the performance level of each
school,
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It seems probable that any changes in aptitude and/or achievement
test perfrnrmance caused by Title I programs sre likely to be small durlng any
one year, and thus large samples of pupils In any given program will be
essential for detecting small gains with any degree of confldence. This cen
be done with the tests given routinely in the regular school testing progrem
once the program stabilizes into a regular sequence of tests for at least two
years in a row, It will also be necessary to facilitate the addition of this
test Information to the present data bank by some permanent system for student
1dentification,

For evaluations with other tests and measures 1t will be necessary
to do speclal testing of substantial samples of students in specific pregrams,
However, because of the statistical model, it will be necessary only to test
at the end of the program since bench marks have already been established for
predicting performance in the absence of program effectiveness,

In the futurs, programs can be evaluated by the varlous tests,
intervlews, and other evaluative devices used in the original bench-mark
studies,

B. Evaluations by Teachers

The results of the studies invelving the teacher evaluations have
been incorporated in the next section glving priorities assigned to the
various programs and services,

C. Priorities for Funding Under Title 1

The programs under Title I studied in thls project follow, divided
into priority groups as defined below. Projects are arranged in alphabetical
order within groups. Also given are the reasons for assigning this priority.
Further details will be found In the Technical Report.

Several factors were considered in making up the priority list of
the Title I programs studied in this project. Prioritles are given only for
those programs about which sufficlent Information is avallable for adequate
judgment. Priority groups were defined as follows: Pricrity 1 - ihose
projects which were found to have made a definite and documentable contribu-
tion toward better schooling for students from low-income areas, Each of
the projects In this category was found to be associated with improved pupll
performance and attitudes, or directly salvaged dropouts, These have been
divided Into two groups, 1-A and 1.B. Priority 2 - Those projects appearing
to have rerlt as Title I programs but which are not making as slgnificent or
reasurable a contribution as those in Priority 1, Priority 3 - Low-priority
projects.,
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Priority 1-A

Pre-Kindergarten Programs. These include the Summer Pre-Kindergarten, the
Saturday Pre-Schoo! Orientation, and the Model School Division Pre-School
Program, These programs are important approaches to the problem of preparing
chlldren for educational experiences In school when they are not being ade-
quately prepared by thelr home environment, These programs rightly give great
stress to participation by the parents and seem to be relatively successful In
stimulating such participatici, For a sample of 119 children, the Summer 1966
Pre-Xindergarten program was found to be associated with Increased language
facility. All of the varfous Tltle 1 pre-kindergarten programs were found to
be assoclated with better readiness and performance in both kindergarten and
grade 1,

Prinary Summer School. If a child learns to read In the second or third grade
and makes normal age-for-grade progress thereafter, he Is very likely to con-
tinue In school unti! he is 18 years old, and will probably graduate from high
school. 'The extra "push" provided by Primary Summer School should make a
substential difference to the early school adjustment of many students and be

a potent weapon agalnst dropout. In the follow.up study, it was found that

the sample of 1648 students who participated In thls summer program showed
evidence of better attlitudes, performance, and motivatlon in the classroom,

This program appears to give critical help to disadvantaged chlldren at a very
important perfod in thelr development and should be continued with high priority,

Pupil Personnel Service Teams. These teams are fundamental to tha dropout
prevention problem and support it in several ways, First, these teams deal
directly with the problems of the identified students, particularly as they
Involve the houe environment, The teams solve many siudent problems by direct
ac*lon. They also act to foster parental involvenent In the educatlion process.
Second, the teems supply much unique Jformation about the student and 1.3

hore that 1s badly needed by teachers, counselors, principals, and other

school personne}, Third, they provide original unique Information essential

to the school administration for planning, administering, evaluating, and
improving educational services and programs,

The students served by the teams were found to show gains In school per-
formance when re-evaluated by thelr teachers at the end of the school year.
The 1986 students evaluated by thelr tcachers in 1966 and 1967 ard who ware
served by the teams exceeded predicted performance In emotional maturlty,
attitude toward school, liking to read, and cooperativeness,

Thls approach seems central to the entire Title I program and should be

given top priorlty. Mays snouid be cought to extend the services supplied
by the teams and to Integrate them more ci{osely with the other Title I prograns.
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Reading Incentive -eminars. Teacner evaluations at the end of the school year
{ndlcated that this prcgram led to better student performence and attlitudas,
Th~ stidents in this program improved in classroom performance . emotional
stabllity, attitude toward school, liking for reading, and cooperativeness,
This evidence is based upun 267 cases with complete datn (‘'with complete data"
means that they were evaluated by teachers in both 1965 and [957), and is
statistically conclusive. It was alsn found that the students in this program
were doing better than average to begin with, epd showeu gcod improvement
during the year. It should b2 continued with high prioritv since the dropouts
prevented by 1t will include many of the high aptitude students who are able
to do their school work but fafl to be motivated by {t.

Soclel Adlistment. This summer program represents a fundamental attack on a
very important problem In the dropout area, The 61 students with complete
data wer2 found to show Important fmprovement in classroom performance,
erciional stablility, attitude toward school, and cooperativeness. They ex-
ceeded predicted rerformance in 1iking to read, whera the total sample showed
a decrease, It represents the first really structured program in this area
and shoulu be glven high priority for continuacion and expansion,

Speciatized Cumplinz Proprams. 7This includes the Sumier Muslec Camp {10 cases),
the YMCA Cainp (65 rases), and the Saturday Muslic Program (10 cases). These
were two spectalized camping programs In the summer of 1966 and a follow-up
progrom for one of them durlng the regular school year. The children in all
three programs showed evidence of better classroom performance when evaluated
by thelr teachers at the end of the school year, The Music Camp erd Saturday
Music Programs were also associated with improvement in attitude toward school
and 1liking to read. Camping in and of itself is certeinly no psnacea, but
speclalized campy with close tle-in to acedealc progrems and objectives scem
te be an effective way of obtalalng increases in student schoul performance.
It ig recommended that long-range plans for a permanent campling program be
In.clatedq,

STAY (School to Aid Youth). This prograc probably salvages dropouts at a
lower cost per dropout than almost any other program siice there is not a
great deal of turnover within the program, In many other programs, & great
deal of money can be spent on a number of students who will either not drop
out In any event or would drop out despite the money spent on them, This is
not truo of the STAY program., A sample of 54 students in the winter STAY
program had been evaluated by their teechers In 1966 and by the STAY staff
in May 1967, The re-evaluatiors were made by STAY staff and therefore are
not complataly comparable witl the other programs. However, It was found that
thare were 1mprovements in school performarce, emotional maturlty, attitude
toward school, liking to read, and cnoperati{veress,

The original expectation for the STAY program was that it would feed
students back Into thelr regular high schools. This dld not happen In most
cases since the students strongly preferred the STAY program to the regular
high school, Apparently thls program represents . new type of secondary
program suited to thue needs of many students whu reject the regular high scheol
programs. It is recommended that the STAY program be expanded and eventually
become part of the regular secondary program In several key areas of the city.
Nays should be explored to use it as a base for a new workestudy and continu.
ing education program to meat the needs of those students now rejecting full-
time day study, 9/8
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. Mebster School for Girlss. This program deals with the factor that 1s one of

the mest important causes of dropout amowg girls, It directly salvages
pccential dropouts at a reasoncble cost. It 1s doing & good job of meeting
the eduwcational needs of our girls at a critical time in their lives, and it
is alss a gond example of how the school system goes to great lengths to meet
the special problems of its ‘students, It should be continued with emphasis
on leerning now to meet this problem with a simplified and less expensive
program fur all girls who need ik, at a cost that could be absorbed into the
ro,ilar school buc;et, It should also te eramined to sc» what material~ and
methods have been developed that would be useful for all high school students
to have in preparation for eventual family recponsibllities and to foster the
fullest development of thelr children.

Priority 1-B

Expansion of Language Arts. The Language Arts Program is designed to develop
the oral snd written language faclility of culturally disadvantaged children,
One of its maln purposes is to teach standard English to those children who,
in effect, speak an urban dialect. Earller studies have indicated that this
program seems to be effective in doing this. Samples of students who had
been in the kanguage Arts Program in 1965 were found to have improved in
language facility (123 cases) and in speaking standard English (44 cases)

ifn this study,

Future for Jimmy. This summer and regular school year program is a tutorial-
end counseling-type program in considerable depth where representatives of

the intellectual community of Washington tutor and counsel Individual students
who need help, It is jointly administered by thae D.C. schools and the Urben
League, and because of the Urban league participation, helps involve a very
importent stratum of the Hashinglon community in working directly with the
pxoblems of these school children, This should do much to help theSe tutors
understand better thea D.,C, school system and the problems that it and its
students are working on together, A saaple of 183 cases showed improvement

in classroom performences, The program should be continued if budget permits.

Acn_13.7 Summer Rrading Pracrars This program attacks a very fundamental
cause of dropouts for the group of students most likely to drop out, since
they are having diificulty with school achlevement and are seriously behind
in thelr age-grade placement., A follow-up study fndicated that one year
after participating in this summer program, 199 students who had been in it
showed evidence of better performence in the classroom. It was & relatively
inexpensive program end should be expanded to muet the needs of all Youngsters
in this category,
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Ungraded (or Nongraded) Intermedjate Sequence. This program is exploring a
new approach to meeting the individual needs of disadvantaged students at the
intermediate level, It Is an ungraded sequence offering help In understarding
the problems of the culturally disadvantaged chlld and organizing the In-
structional program to meet his particular needs. A group of 102 students

in this program improved in emotional maturlty and attlitude toward school,

and also exceeded predicted classroom performsnce. This pragran is an
{rportant newu approach, and needs full trial ani careful evaluatlon,

Urban_Service Corps. Title I funds wers used by the Urban Service Corps to
provide transportation for field trips and also to provide clothing, glasses,
and hearing alds to children needing tham, These expenditures do not lead
directly to Improved school performance or attitudes, but they do represent
lmporcant services nNeeded by chlldren in low-income arees. Such programs
need to be continued,

Priority 2

Breakfast and Physical Fitniss Programs. This summer and regular school
year program appea-ed to be working out well end tghowed promise of being
effective In improving student motivation and attitudes, although the
Jtatistical study falled to confirm this, If it were to be continued, the
baslc concept should be examined closely to see exactly how it is operating
as a reinforcement activity In relation to the regular school prograr.

College Orientation, This 1s an important and apparently effectlive program
but 1s not directly almed at the prevention of dropouts. A high proporticn
of these youngsters probably would not drop out since they were doing well
in classroom performance before entering the programe

Fnglish in Eveiy Classrooms This 1s a program designed to involve students
and teachars in regular systematlc writing of compositions and also o
encourage and improve reading through the usa of paperbzck books, magazines,
end newspapers. It operates on the premtse that English must be teught by
each teacher In every classroom, not dy the English teacher aloue. It scrvec
a unique function over and above the other communicatlon skllls programs In
its concentration on the systematic writing of composltions, aid shoula Lelp
to meot a real need In the development of these students,

Enrichment Summer School = Secondary. This program contributes directly to
dropout prevention to the extent that It enables students to study those sub-
Jects in vhich they kave a special Interest, Student comments {n themes and
interviews Indicated that they llke the summer courses much morae than the
same work during the regular school Year, air'd had an Increased {nterest in
school works Students from thls progran were found to have better school
performance and attitudes In the classroom one year later, It is given

lower priority than the Primary Summer School because it occurs at an older
age when many students have alveady left school, and leaves fewer years for
student improvemant to affect school work and progréess.
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Extended Day - Double Barrel Progcam, This program involved college students
who worked with the younger children on a buddy basis. [here were five
children asclgned to esch college student. The college students aided in
tutoring, cultiral enrichment, and personal adjustment, with speclal emphasls
on establishing rapport between the child and che college student. Also in-
vnlved in thlis program were counselors and librerians, and setrvices for an
after-school library program were provided, However, the progrem was not
implemented as originally Intended. The 51 students in the program for whom
complete data are available were found to Improve in cooperativeness and
emotional maturity bdut did not do better than expected in classroom perform-
ance, If continued, the program should be restructured snd kept on a com-
pletely evaluated experlmental basis,

CGonzega College Prep. Thls Important and apparently effective program is
ot aimed directly at the prevention of drupouts, The program has some
importance in that it is one in which aonpublic school students participatee.

Reeding and Speech Clinics. Title I funds were used to add techniclans to

t'.. staifs of the acading Clinlc and the Spesch and Feariyg Cliales, 10 . 2vey,
there was some delay in obtaining these techinicians because of tho shortage
of supply of these specliallzed persons, ‘These clinics provide remedia.
service to many students and this important service is an invaluvable support
ko regular classroon teachers. The usuai procedure in these clinics was to
give priority to the ldentitled students,

Readi.g Programs, A great deal of work has keen dire In recent years on new
approaches to the teachiny of reading., All of these have some advantages;
nona of them hay accomplished any miracles, Sixteen of the more popular new
approaches were tried In the D.C, schools, and none of them has done any
miracles, either. However, they represent new popular approaches that should
be tried ocut to see their strengths md weaknesses for various teachers and
varjous combinations o® students in the D,C, schools.

Most of the samples for the 12 methads fe. which deta weie avallable
were tuo small to warrant flnal judgment on the merits of each Individual
program, but several of Lthe reading approaches vere assoclated with improve-
ment In student classroom performence, 7Theze Included the MacMillap Reading
Spectrum (23 cases), Ginn Language Development (22 cases), and Mords ir _Cuior
{47 ceses). The MacMillan group also improved in attitude toward school,
1iking to read, and cooperativeness, The Ginn Language Development group
also improved in attitude toward School and cooperativeness. Words in Color
was also assoclated with improved llking to read, While the students In the
abova readingz method groups showed ‘~provement, the group of 12 methods as a
whole was not associated with better school performance or better reading
test scores when comparisons wera made with students in similar schools with
no zxperlimenta’ recding programs.

The problem is not to select one best progrem which, of course, may be
only siightly better then “Na others, The problem 1s to enable the District
of Columbla teachars to have the latest know-how, materlals, &nd methods
available for different spproach-.s to reading, and it is belleved that this
will do nmuch to Increase the motivation of Loth the reading teacher and the
\y*‘dlng student.
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Summer Institute for Elementary Teachers end a Demonstration Sumser School,
This Model School Division project was a very lmportant attempt to learn the
bect vays of In.service training of teachers for culturally disadvanteged
children, If it {3 to be contlnued, emphasls should be placed upon learning
how to plan an eventual! in-.service teacher tralning program for School-system-
wide introduction at a cost the system can afford,

Priority 3

Cuitural Enrichment, Cultural Enrichment has been rather disappointing as an
approach to stimulating young people for motivation in school, However, the
present Cultural Enrichment program is relatively Inexpensive and it 1a
tetter tied In with the real cultural heritage of the groups than many others

" have bcen, There may be ways to utilize this concept and to coordinate with
gpeclific educational programs more closely, It 1s a difficult program to
evalvata, but it aprears at present not to be of high priority as it is row
developea.

Harrison School-Coamunity Project. This is an attempt to obtaln maximum
Involvement of parents, church, and school personnel in support of a summer
school program in a poverty-stricken nelghborhood, The total project served

to galn experlence in this area, However, the specific activities upder the
program nced to be exsminod carefully as they probably vary greatly In their
effectiveness, The emphasis should be on learning enough &bout this problem
complex to be able laver on to plan a suitabla project ir this area to be tried
out with additional groups,

"Team-Up" Tralning snd Enrichment. This program did not seem to get off the

ground very well, It does represent an attempt to achleve a number of objec-
tives related to upgrading of culturally disadvantaged youth. Its objectives
possibly were koo diverse and perhaps should be more limited 1f the program is
continued,

D. Projects to be Financed from Funds for thae Educatlion of
Hendicapped Children

Hearing Impalired Children (Kendall), Thls seems to be a very effective ard
well-run program for halping those chiidran with hesring impaliment.

Schoot for Emotionally NDisturbed Chilidren (Eplscopal Center). This is the

first year of a three-year therspeutic school program for emostionally dilsturbed
ccildren who are also culturailly 39d economically disadvantaged. It 1s admine
istered cooperalivaly by the District of Columbia Public Schools and the
Eplscopal Center fo:r chlldren, and includes 1amlly Involvement. The 33
children In this program are those whose problem i3 &o deep-seated that they
hava been unable o adjust to a normal classroom situation. The purpose of

the program fs tu work with the children until they can be reintroduced iInto
normatl clasgrooms, but at the end of the first year the program had not been
very successful In this. This 1s a very good ¢xample of how far a school system
will go in meeting tne full needs of those students with the greatest problems.
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Severcly Mentally Retarded Children, Thit seems to be an Important well-run
program that should be continued if appropriate funds are avallable.

Sharpe Health School Summer Institute, This seemed to be a fine program for
children with a varlety of handlcaps, and should be continued if appropriate
funds are available.

E. Proleccts More Appropriate for Funding under the Regular School Budget

Teacter-Aldes. There Wa3 a great deal of variation in the way teaclier-aides
were used, and additlonal study 1s needed to determine the best pattern of
utilization for these sub-professional persons. Data were not available to
relate tha use of aldes to specific programs; therefore, the evaluation had
to be limited to one of all aides combined,

Studles of the teacher-alde programs indicated that the aldes vere per-
forming very valuable functicns as part of t*e Instructional ceam and are, in
general, relleving the teacher of those tasks that do not require professional
skills. There was no evidence that students in classrooms with teacher-aides
performed better in class than those who did not. But the same thing has been
found for students In smaller classus as compared to larger classes. Apparently
the vse of teacher-aldes is not 1ikely tn lead to short-term galns In classroom
performance, but nelther would the use of the same funds to hire a small pro-
portiont of additional teachers.

The real question with regard to the Teacher-Aldes program is the relative
ratio of teacher-aldes to teachers to accomplish most effectlvely and efficlently
th~ Instruction In the classrcom. In estimatlng the optimal ratio of teachers
to teacher-aldes or of professionals to sub-professicnals, the concensus of the
administrators iavolved In the program as well as the project staff is that the
present ratio of I to 20 is far delow an optimal ratio, Most teachers and
virtually all principals would llke to have as many teacher-aldes ss possible
and would like to have a full-time alde In every ¢lassroom, However, their
concensus is that the optimal ratio of teacher-afdes might be on the order of
1 toS5or1lto8, 1istead of the fdeal 1 to 1, or the present 1 to 20, )

Increases beyond the 1 to 20 ratio should await intensive study of the
various tasks to be done by the instrusctional teasm cnd studies of optimal
patterns of personnel to be used In cerrying nut these tasks at greatest
efficlency from the budget poirc of view. It rems highly likely that such
study would eventually indicate thet the ratio Lf sub-professionals to pro-
fessionals might be on the order of 1 to 3 If there {s a aubstantial Increase
in the per<pupil expenditure rate of the school system. Therefore, it is
strongly recommended that the Title 1 Teacher-Aides program be continued. It
has given the schonl system an invaluable chance to obta'n experience with
new staffing patterns In the classrocm, ard seems to hav:: been a significent
factor In lpproving working conditions for teachers,
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F. Cost-Benefit Considerations

Since cost-per-pupll flgurec are avallable, it is possible to examine
the various Title ! programs frcm the poilnt of view of cost effectiveness.
This examination must, of course, hie highly tentative at this early date in the
process of longitudlnal study, but it wlll become increasingly lmportant as
pupil performance data become avzilable for larger groups and over l.nger perlods
of time. . ‘ ‘

Even at this early stage, two Indications emerge quite clearly. One
is that any program making any substantial improvement in pupil performance will
probably be worth any price within reason, since so many of the school char-
acteristics or programs, which compete for the school dollar, make so little
apparent difference. The other indicatlon iIs that the prcgrams showing most
inltial promise vary widely in cost, and there seems to be little correlation
between program cost and program effectiveness.

The four most effective winter programs aveiaged about $235 per pupil,
and the five most effective summer programs averaged avout $200 per pupil. Con-
sidering the need for multiple programs, one might deduce that $400 or $500 per
pupll above present outlays of approximately $800 per pupil could keep him in
an effective set of programs for the entlire year, and could result, over a
period of years, in a substantlial improvement In his scholastic performance.

G. General Conclusions

The following conclusions seem warranted from this study:

1, It was found to be possible to devise a statistical model
with the sensitivity required to detect small changes In evaluated pupll per-
formance assoclated with individual Title 1 programs of less than a year's
duration. Longitudinal follow-up data appear to be essentlial for this purpose.

2, This study has established the basis for a continuing system
for evaluating the long-range offects of individual Title I programs on a number
of important aspects of pupil performance and behavior,

3. ihe statlstical model is sultable for use in evaiu.ti.g many
other future innovations and changes In documentable programs, methods, and
procedures in the D,C. schools.
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VII. RECOMMENDATIONS FCR FUTURE ACTION

A, The Student Evaluation Form rhould be continued in use for annual
evaluatic.s of each pupil In esch target area school. 7This would provide
data for a contlinuous evaluation process based on longitudinal data. The
evaluation system should be extended to cover all pupils In all schcols as
soon as possible,

B. A permanent record on tape shuutld be malntalned of all the major
educetional experiences of each pupil. A continuous cycle of scudies should
relate each such experlence (being bused to a different school, participation
in a special program or jinnovation, etc.) to the various measuves of evalu-
atious of the pupll's parformance and attitudes,

C. The results of the evaluation studies should provide a continuous
feedback of information on which to base revision of existing programs and
for planning new programs.

D, 1f the evaluat! n s¥stem were extended to the whole school systen
it would permit evaluation of many basic features of schools, such as class
size, overcrowding, use of teacher-aides, team teaching, curriculum innova-
tions, and homogeneity of student bodies,

E, On the basis of the findings of the study it is recommended that

the plans for program implementation in the future concentrate more on the
most disadvantaged students,
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Summeﬁiibbﬁ

Pre-kindefgarteﬁ
Primary Summer

MUsic:éémp (Resident)
Resident Camp (YMCA)

Age.13 7 Reading Program

Hearing Impaired (Kendall)

I1SD Institute and
Demonstration School

Havrison School-Communicy

Severeiy Mentally Recarded

Physical Fithess

Team-Up

Teacher-Alde Tralning
(Howard University)

Sharpe Health

Pupll Personnel Services

STAY (School to Ald Youth)

Enrichment Summer School

Extended School Day

Webster School for Girls

Soclal Adjustment

GConzaga College Prep

Future for Jimmy

School Year 1966-1967

Saturday Pre-School
Orientnation

Emotionally Disturbed
(Episcopal Center)

TITLE I PROGRAMS AND SERVICES

Head Start program for pLe-school children of cu‘tura;ly
deprived families

To stiengthen readlng skllls of young children reading
below grade level

To give individual music instruction in camp setting

To grovide educational camping experlence fer inner-
city children

Remedial reading for Grade 6 students over 13% years

Summer program for deaf and nearly deaf chiidren

To instruct teachars of MSD in innovative teaching
nethods

Coordinated public & parochial schools summer program
for children & parents in poverty area

Summer program to prevent loss of skills of SMR

Breakfast and physical educatlion progran

Coordinated public and parochial school program of
training and enrichment

Special training program for teachwr-aldes

Summer workshop for teachers of handicapped children

To provide gervices of speclally trailned personnel to
help identified children

Afternoon and evening cluasses to encourage dropouts
to finish high school

Nonocredit enrichment courses for Secondary school
students

Non-c¢redit courses In afternoon and evening classes

High school for pregnant school-age girls

For children who have been removed from normal classrodm
because of discipline problems

Designed to improve motivation and achievement of junior
high boys showing college potential but underachleving

Tutorial and counseling program for students with
difficult home experiences

el . o . S IR 1S

To help pre-school chlld and parent adjust to school
situation

A therapentic school program for emotionally disturbed
children

280
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Expansion of Language Arts

Breakfast & Phys. Fitness
Reading Clinic
Saturday Music Program

Urban Service Corps

Speech Clinic
Rearing Clinic
Teacher -Aldes

Reading Incentive Seminars
MSD Teacher Aides (TAP)

Pre-School Program

Extended Day - Double
Barrel

Raymond Kindergarten

Nongraded Intermediate
Sequence
SD Reading Programs

MSD Cultural Enrichment
MSD English in Every
Classroom

O
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To teach standard English to children who speak an
urban dialect

To provide physical education program and breakfast

Diagnostic and remedial reading instraction

Continuation of musical instruction offered in summer
music camp

To furnish clothing, glasses, and hearing aids, and
funds for transportation

Diagnostic and remedial speech therapy

Diagnostic and remedial hearing therapy

Classroom aldes for teachers to assist In non-
professional dutles

To provide paperback books and discussion sessions

Clacsrcom aides to assist teachers in non-professional
tasks

Instructional and day-care program

Use of collegz students as counselors to help students
adjust to personal problenms

Experimental program of superlor day-care and pre-
school experiences

Children placed In achievement level, not grade level

Sixteen experimental approaches to teac’ing reading
and language

To expose children to various art forms and artists

To integrate English with other school subjects
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EVALUATION OF ESFA TITLE I PROGRAMS
for the District of Columbia ~ Summer 1967

Contract No. NS-6837

ABSTRACT

PURPOSE

To evaluate the 1967 summer school programs in the District of Columbia
funded under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1665.

There were 18 different Title I programs, involving approximately 15,000
students,

PROCEDURE

This evaluation 1s a continuation of the studles made of the Title I
programs fn the District of Columbla duriag the summer of 1966 and the 1966-67
school year, carried out by the Educatio: Research Profect of The George
Washington Unfversity.¥ Tiiere were two wain aspects of the evaluation:

(1) The statistical aspects included r record of student participation In the
varlous programs, and information about the programs obtained from certain
sections of the following data-gathering instruments: Studen: Evaluation
Forms, Administrator Questionnaires, Teacher Questlonnalres, ard Student
Questionnaires. (2) The nonstatistical aspects included discussion of the
summer programs with administrative personnel, site visits to the program
activitlies, and information about the programs and thelr operation from

administrators, teachers, and students, obtalned fror~ tho questionnaires and
other sources.

RESULTS

This evaluvation should be considered as interim in nature, subject to
conflrmation as to the actual effectiveness of these programs in changing
student performance and attitude when measures of school performance and :
teacher evaluations are avallable at the end of the 1967-68 school year. :

The following programs were judged to be most etfactive In contributing
to myeting the speclal education:! needs of educaticnally deprived children
{n the target area: Prlority 1-A (In alphabetlcal order) -- Instrumental

o v

* Dalley, J,T., & Neyman, C.A., Jr., "Evaluation of ESEA Title 1 Programs
for the District of Columbla, 1966 and 1967," Final Report to District of
Columbla Government Contracts NS-66416 and NS-6870, Washington, D.C.:
Education Research Project, George Washington University, December 19£7.
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Music, Model School Division Junlor High School and Teacher Tralning

Ir~thtute, Primary Summer School, Pupil Personnel Services Teams, Soctal
Adjustment, STAY, Summer Camping, and Webster Girls Schoolj Priority 1-B --
Secondary School Enrlchment, Summer Occupational Orientation, and Vocational
Orientation,

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that every possible effort be made to plan the
summer school programs well in advance of the opening of the session, since
this Is necessary in order to enroll students In appropriate preogrems, to
obtaln adequate qualifled staff, to obtain the necessary supplies, and to
work out the details of program operatlon,

It is also recommended that there be better coordination of the summasr
programs -- e.g., the Occupational and Vocational Orientation programs and
the Secondary School Enrichment program. Greater effort should be made to
Involve a larger percentage of Title I target-area students who have been
*identified" as pntential dropouts. Means should be spought to involve
parents and communities to a greater extent. Programs being offered should
be publicized more so that the pacents and communities are more aware of
the activities of the. schools.

It is further recommended that those programs which have not demonstrated
positive effects should either b2 dropped or changed in ways that will make
them more effective, and new programs should be developed to meet specific
needs not met by other programs. i

However, final decislons with regard to contlnuation or modification of 1
low priority summer programs should await analysls of the effects of these
programs on classroom performance and attitude as measured by the teachers
during the current school year.

Abstract - 2 289 ‘



