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ABSTRACT
\ The Wichita, Kansas Elementary Seccndary Edmncation

Act Title I Project was begun during the 1965-66 school! year as a
diversified attack on the problems of  disadvantaged pupils. Over the
past 10 years, the project has evolved to omne which concentrates
funds on a small number of prograas. Supportive services have been
eliminated in favor of instructional programs. The size of the Title
I target population has been reduced in comparison to earlier years.
The Title I project has contributed to the summer school program

. through courses and the provision of tuition scholarships. -Title I
prograes have had a major impact upon the Wichita school system and
the community at large. One obvious effect is said to have been the
publicity it has brought to the Wichita coamunity. Through a close,
cooperative relationship, the Title I program has greatly influenced
the Wichita school system. The Title I project has consistently
encouraged and supported parental and community involvesment in the
programs. Children attending parochial schools, institutions for the
delinquent, and homes for the neglected have been included in the
programs. Most importantly, the project has brought about an
increased awareness of the special needs of disadvantaged pupils.
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SUMMARY - . , .

The Wichita, Kansas, ESEA Title I Project was begun during the 1965~
66 school year, as a diversified attack on the problems of disadvantaged
pupils. Over the past ten’years, the project has evolved to ome which
concentrates funds on a small number of programs. Supportive'servic3§ ’
have been eliminated in favor of instructional programs. Improvement
of reading and communication skills has always been the major thrust o
the project. The size of the Title I target population has been greatly
reduced in comparison to earlier years. The Title I project has con-
tributed to the summer school program through unique and interesting i
summer_courses, and through the provision of tuition scholarships.

[

Title I programs have had a major impact upon the Wichita school
systém and the combunity at large. One obvious effect of the project
has been the publicity\it has brought to the Wichita community. National
recognition of a number of innovative Title I programs has spotlighted
Wichita's contributions to eduncational progress. .

Through a clése, cooperative relationship, the Title I program hag .
greatly influenced the Wichita school system. The project has been ) '
credited with providing impetus to the development of the research de-
partment. Title I influence has established the local emphasis on
educational processes such as needs assessment and program evaluation.

Precise systems of management and accountability have aided the attain- ,
ment of these and other educational objectives. Staff development has S
been strengthened through the various workshops, preservice training,
and inservice training supported. through Title I funds. Gradually, ;
the local system has come to support several positions, such as correct- /
ive reading instructors and social werkers, which were originally in-
stituted through Title I. The project has been instrumental in develop~ i
ing innovative programs to be implemented throughout the schools. In ’
these ways, the entire school system has benefited.

The Title I project has ccnsistently encouraged and supported parental
and community involvement in the programs. Children attending parochial
schools, instituticns for the delinquent), and homes for the neglected have "
been included in the programs since the project's incep;fon. By working
_cooperatively with varied segments of the community, Title I has attempted
to provide the very best compensatory programs for all eligible children
in the Wichita area.

Title I has also in‘'reased the awareness of local segregation patterns
and of the detrimental e fects of poverty. Most importantly, the project
has brought about an inc ‘»ased awareness of the special needs of disadvant-
aged pupils. This heightened awareness, with corresponding improvement in
instructor training, educatinnal materials, and effective instructional
programs, has evidently bcon worth the money and effort. Disadvantaged
pupils are improving their achievement levels. Standardized test results
have shown that Wichita 7jile I participants are achieving yearly gains
greater than the . +tiona . cgpectancies, and may be starting to close the
educational gap between hemselves and the more advantaged pupil®»
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FaRéWORD
in the midst -of planning future‘programs, i; is oftentimes
- . o
beneficial'toﬂpause for a brief review of the past. The Yyear
/ : 1976 will.be remembered as one dedicated to aneappreciatién of
the achieveménts of the past.‘ Dufing‘ghr Bicentennial Year,
. l ﬁucb time, effort, and money will be expended in saluting the
, " . people and events which comprisé éu; nation's %istory. The
%prihg of 1976 also represents ano;her landmark--the tenth
. anniver;ary of the ESEA Title I Project's 6peration in! the
Wichita Unif{éd School District. The pagt ten years represent

a decade of progress in which the Title I Project has played

a major role in the development of the community, the school

system, and the participants. This report provides an over-

-view of the evolution and achievements experiengg? by the)

¢ Préject during the past tengyears. By recording the!history
of the Title I impact upon the Wichita community, it becomés
evident that the future ten years of the ESEA Tifle I Project

' hold a promise of even greater -achievement in .the area of

i

compensatory education.

/
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. 10% early in 1971. However, by early 1972, unemployment had decreased

ABOUT WICHITA ' v

e "

For a Eomplete understanding of the Wichita Title I ﬁroject, it

is important to know some of the characteristics of the communiﬁy. The

metropolitan community of Wichita is located in south-cent;al Kansas.

As the largest city in the state, Wichita's population has fluctuated

. . r
" . around 270,000 over the past ten years. Economic dependence upén

-

seasonal crops and a sometimes uhstab%e aircraft industry has led‘to
/ o
a cycle of increasing and decreasing demand upon the work force. The

city lies surrounded by highly productive agricultural land. K Wheat. is

the major farm produet; howdver, soybeans; livestock feeds, and fruit

- "

are also vital to the agricultural market. Employing the largeét

<

share of the industrial work force, are the aircraft. related iﬁduétries.
. & .

A partial listiﬁg of Wichita's aircraft industry would include Boéing,

Beech, Cessna, and Gates Lear Jet. 0il explorations and refinery
., / . *

operations are also important segments of the local economy.

* Wichita felt the blow of -the 1970-71 economic recession, a# did ,

»

most other parts of the nation. The unemployment rate rose to about

>

. B /
to "6.6%, and later in the year it further decreased to 5.5%. "By the

.

end of the year, employment was on the upswing and new construction,

attained an all-time high. This upward trend has generally continued -

]

to the present time. Néw home gnd apartment construction is' presently

. IN

“

booming’indtge metropolitan area. 2 ’ ¢
Wichita has‘a city council fofﬁ of government, the mayor béing
elected among the council members. The community supports five major
hospital complexes and three colleges or universities. During the |
last decade, the metropolitan area h;s witnessed the aqdition“of a

, R

b . 8- :
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new, convention center;-a neu zoo, still under development; the expansion
of the Mid-Continent Airport; and the construction of Kansas' largest
. \ v "

shopping mall. . . ]
/ ' | \ g -
: The Wichis7/Public School System,‘Unified School District 259, is

. )
~. 'now governed b7 a seven-member Board of Education which is popular}y

¢ "elected to setve staggered fdur-year terms. Ten‘yegrs ago, the Board '
.o - -

gbnsisggd'df twelve members, but it has gradually been reduced since

— - N

—thEt time. Administrative responsibilities are assumed by the Super-

r

intendent ¢~ Schools, Deputy Saberiq;endent, and Cabinet members. Im..
1966, Wichitans were se@ved by llh'public schools. This number has
. decreased to 98, the reduction occurringhat'the ‘elementary level.

In addition, the community supports eight special purpose schools

and twenty-two priwate or parochial schools. Reflecting the over-

5

) ] . , |
all drop in birthrate, the public: school system has experienced a

steadv decli?e in enrollment since 1965.- That year, approximately
70,000 children were enrolled in grades 3—12. In 1970, the second-
ary school populatio; was on<the increase,_while elémentagy_school
populatioh,declined, Th;t trend is beginniﬁg to reverse: as the

elementary schiool population is slowly starting to increase. Public

school enrollment for the 1975-76 school year was approximately

\

52;000. Thus, the community has experienced a public school pop-
ulation decrease of about 18,000 pupils over the last ten years.
Both inflation and the encichment of programs has caused the per

pupil expenditure by the local educational agency to more than

double in the past ten years.

Eal
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’ reflecting upon the educationalk 1eg1§lation'i5;é£§d under his term of !

. office, President Johnson (19693 later called ESEAﬁghét"most,poweffulﬂ“ '

Education Act of 1965. Approximately 17,000 publié'schooy.districts ’ |

pava N . —
Between 1960 and 1970, the black poptlation in Wichita increased

35.1%, while the overall poﬁulation increated by only 8.62. Practicaiiy (

) °

qfl of the black population increase was absorbed by the noftHhast w

section of the city, an area which has long beén comprised mainly of
black,residents. The pasf ten ye;ry have seen a general detrease in

A .

white public school population and an increase in black and other

. o -~ .

minority populations. During th&~1974-75 school yéar, the racial

»

composition of school age pupils was approximately 78% white; 182
black; and 4% Ofieﬁtal, Mexican American, and American Inqinn.x'

Althoygh racial integration in the school system is achieved through
. 4 - N

cross-busing, the residential areas of Wichita remain largeiy segre-
. 9

: ., ;o COS
gated. C 4
ENACIMENG OF ESEA  ° , . T
. oa . ’ \
‘. In the spring qf 1965, President Lyndon B. Johnsom signed into
law the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (P.LT:89-i0). While .

[y

act of all." Since the.passage of the act, Congress has'ﬁppropqiated

over $l6sbillion for its sqppofE;

e ’

e

.

Title I is the major component of the Elemen%ary and Secondary

across the nation administer Title I funds. Title I of ESEA has t;o -

o
basic purposes:

¥
1. "....to provide financial assistance to local,
educational agencies serving areas with con-

centrations of children from low-income

families,..." : o \




and
v g ‘e .

’ ’ 2. " ....tq expand aﬂd improve: theix educational pepgrams

. by Narious means whioch contrihnte particularly to

- .

; meeting the speciaI‘educational needs of educationally,

deprivedwchildren. - - ’ . s

* ¢

* Contained within the intent of Title I are several critical .agsump-

v . A
tions,,as eutlingd in Edueaiionﬁgg theinisEdéhnteggd (l9]0)€' toL
L - . :lkv Toere is a diveet.conﬁeetio; between‘economie disadvan
R ) 114 Fgge and educafionel depiivatiOn. ;. ‘ ,
. o 2.? Educa;ional déprivation is not, however, limited to
' the ﬁoo;. = \

LY

[y - - -

) ) Large cqncentrations of low income families . pend 4o make
« - - u‘ﬂ‘ -
districts and schools poor, poor-schobls are least able

> .

to affbrdgspecial*programs. N

-

N X . e 4, Edueatidnally deprivedfchildren’will'benefit ﬁeesurably

« . ffom spesial'g;ograms supported by Titte I funds. ,
. - .. - (¥ ) ..

;he first three assumptions have been syowﬁyto be true, simply

.
* ¥

) - by looking at the characteristics of , hoel districts and.ghe children ~
whom they serve. The foufth_assumption, which is the major pfemise.’ :

upon which Title I programs are built, is gradually becoming fact, -
as 1ncreasing1y greater gains are being achieved by disadvantaged ‘

. students across the nation. ’ o
. -y

-

. No program qf this size and scope can be ifiplemented without

having a major-impact upon the entire.eddcational system. ESEA was

v

the first major federal aid to education legislation to be passed
./'

in’ decades. Prior to 1965, many cd‘troversial issues had blocked

3

~ _the delivery of large—scale federal aid to the schools. Controver-

sies over federal aid to parochial schools, desegregation battles,

| 4
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"formulas for. apportionment, end federal versus state control, had all

~—— . \
opetated to thuatt any deciﬁive action on the ‘part of Congress. The T
- |

passage of ESEA breke th{;eadlock over federal intervention into 4
|

school affaits, and' p efd the emphasis of educational legislation

upon the special nedds of the child. - : ' o

- ) ] " ‘
* . BLANNING STAGE / - ‘ _ |

question of need for additional monies“to>:uppott programs of - oo

3

compensatory education. Howevet,'since the federal government had

.

left the development of the specific ptogtam IEkgely to the local

educational agencies, an infinite number of options were available

concerning HOWLto spend the mpnies. Which areas shculd be empha—

sized? - What types of programs would best suit the neies of the .’

+

. educationally deprived? For USD #259, the questionlwds:nOt "How'

.

do we spend a million dollars?”, but ‘rather "Where do we stsrt?" |

.

Ptior to the actual passage of the act, the superintendent of

.

the Wichita -Unified Publit School System held awarcness workshops for

. . . .
! local school administrators, to familiarize them with the titles of QE}.‘
o

the proposed act. These far-sighted efforts helped 68 ptepate local
educators for the huge tdsk cfvdeveloping appropriate programe for 3
implementation under ESEA. d,i"o!;lq.w"ing the passage of the act, a ) . .

committee of local educators was formed.to guide the deyeloément of ' \

T

the project proposal. A workshop composed of appto;imately_thixty
teachers, primrcipals, curriculum experts, and parochial school and

community representatives met to brainstorm the areas of edu..tional

§ e

¥ . . ” . 112 . ) ' ' S
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~

‘needs in the community. The workshop lasted fof six weeks and was funded
-b/lthe Wichita Public Schools. The meetings could best be described as

/6pen-ended and exploratory. Suggestlons for innovative and effective

o

/ programs were discussed and evaluated. The committee analyzed existing
/ .
achievemdpt test results. In .order to meet specific curriculum needs,

curriculum department directors were asked toe;;lp design the component

N

parts of the project. Although the final proposal offered a gloPal

» —— - ~ 3

[7' approach to the achievement of a truly compensatory educational progran,
v
L the project empha8ized the improvement of reading-and communication skflls\\

During the first year, a large amount of the federal funds was allocated

.+ 4 o the purchase of equipment and materials. A relatively large allocation

’ weqt‘toward remodeling and adding equipment to 'school cafeterias in order

'tb?implemgnt-a supplementary food program.

o

“Wichita educators and community representatives were diligent and

N b
" conscientious in their effort to develop a Title I program, *hich they - :
appropriately named the "Wichita Program For Educationally Deprived
Children". Their efforts paid off. "Wichita was among the very first 7

digtricts in the nation to receive approval on its applicatien for ~

s o federal assistance through—TitIé’lTﬂESEA funds. ‘The proposed program

- haa‘officially approved on:November 1, 1965. Full eperation of* the pro-

gram was delaykq, how%ver, owiné to an inabilfty to imﬁZdiately secure

.a Projéct.Director..‘Since funds wereinot available in time to employ
.. .' a - ' ‘ !
staff members for a full year, the program was put into operation the =~ .

“,/-, . “ X - LIS . . .é..h
.last four months of the<1955-66 school year.

.

. . ' For those_ 'educators directly involved with the development, im-. 3
plementation, and appraiaal of Title I programs, workirg under the .

conditions of a newly organfzed system was often a delicate and npo

N . - -
s . . - . i

7

"doubt confusing situstion. In 1965, there was no division, department,




or administrative structure for directing federal programs. Described

-

by the coordinator at that time as a ''loose confederation of directors

¢ .
and employees", those in the Title I Project found themselves with the

responsibility for dver a million dollars and for the successful function-

ing of many new programs, with no established organization through which

¢ ‘
to channel their energies and talents. It was a difficult and challenging

Py

time. It is a credit to the Wichita educators that they were able to cop-
struct, in a relatively short time, a meaningful ahd viable program for

Q
the supplemental education of the disadvantaged pupils in ‘their charge.

[ e

Although, many programs using federal funds had previously been in
existence, more than forty new programs were added during the 1965-66

fiscal year. From a logistical standpoint 3lone, the changes brought

about by legislation in the area of education, ard especially compen-

satory éducatiqg, had a major impact upon the Wichita school system. In

order to effectively administew a project of this magnitude, sevgra; .

changes were necessary. First, an administrative ‘position was created

ﬁduriné the 1965-66 school year. Later, during the 1966-67 school year, .

-0

a division was formed to maintain loddl; state, and fe&éral relations.
Thus, having obhgined a director and established a éeparate division, o
Wichita educators proceeded ‘to build an active and effective ‘organiza-
tional system for administering federal programs.
A chart depicting the present organizational structure of the Title I
Project ;ppears on the following page. . ’ . 2
The need for ag expan&ed department of research became urgent. Al-
though a research department existed in 1965, it was sFafféd“by a pe;sdi’
who was in charge of three or four other departments, as well. Around

. AN = P
. 1966, a separate research department and office was organized. The c

department director and secretary were federally funded, As Title I
-y - . '

»

7
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and other federal programs grew, the research department grew also. The
Elementary and Secondary E&uca;ion Act demanded refined research procedures.
Randém sampling, matching of control and’experimental groups, appropriate: -
and controlled testing techniques, and the use of other behavioral research

methods have become necessities for the needs assessment and evaluation of

B

Title I programs. \

7

Dissemination of the evaluation reports is now nationwide; reports

are sent to the Educational Besources Informaﬁion Center (ERIC), to .the

Mid-Continent Regional Laboratory (McRel), and to school districts in

b

several states. At the state and local levels, reports are sent to neigh-

‘boring schools, research councils, university libraries, and the local

school board and cabinet.

f Fede;al programsg h;;e incrgaseg local a&areness of program evglu§tion.
Prior to 1966, most research consisted af receiving and-approving proéosals.’_‘
Without Lhe Title I programs, Wichita would havé beéﬁ mucb longer in develop-

iné a department of research, and certainly would not have established the

quality of research and evaluation which is presently evident.

SELECTION OF TARGET AREAS PR

"".  Determination of eligibple school districts was based largely upon

the numbers of school age children,gtéi families with low annual incomes.

For 1965, the poverty base was $2,060 annual income. Federal guidelines

_dictated that any district having at least 3% of the children7£§ed five

-
“

. L -
through 17 inclusive, of such level of income and a total of not less 2

‘than 10 children so designated, wasneIlgible for f‘ﬁéfSI"EEbport. In

4 .
addition, any district havihg-loo or more school aged children from
‘“.‘4
families with an annual income below $2,000 was automatically eligible,
s

regardless of the percentage this represented.” Childreh from families




with incomes exceeding $2,000 were also counted as eligible if the income
in excess of $2,006 was in the form of aid to dependent children under ‘
... Title IV of the Social.Security Act. .

- In order to select attendance areas with%n the Wichita Unified
School district having tho greatest need for‘federally supportéh com~
pensatory programs, data were compiled indicating areas, by cens;s tract
enumeration, of\highest concentration of low-income families and families . oo

. receiving Aid to Dependent Children (ADC)1payments. The data came from

a joint research effort of the Public Schools “Community Planning Council

‘

Research Staff, and the Community Action Program. The resulting profile .

of poverty in Wichita was also used to identify Head Start schools and ’ \

Community Action Program Neighoorhood Centers. ) ’

The low-income profile indicated that 34 public elementary, five 1

public jurior high, and seven parochial elsmentary schools were located

¢ N . PP -
in or on the periphery of the low income areas and served culturally

- and educationally disadvantaged and economicaliy*1mpovérished families., - R
These schools had a combined enrollment of 23,914 pupils. These attend-
ance centers were chosen as the initial targot aroas for Title I orograms

in the Wichita area. However, over the yea{gz-experience and federal °
guidelines dictated that to be more effective, *funds should be'concenpzated
on fewer pupils in fewer schools, ctt‘nerefore, the number of Title'I eligible
schools was steadily decreased each year. Although thirty-nine schools,

were originally selected hy the low-income standard as Title I schools, by

¢

- 1971, Ehat number had bee: reduced to fifteen.- Since 1971, the number has

I

increased. Today, twenty elementary schools are designated as Titlo I .

' target areas, although services are provided in virtually every elementary

Eal

school in the* unified district.

10
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NEEDS ASSESSMENT®

" / N
Following the initial selection of Title I target areas in 1965, the

i needs of the children from these areas were assessed. The special educa-
tional needs and the characteristics of children-in low income areas were
identified. Areas of concern tovk the following general form:

v A, Academic Achievepent and Ability ‘ s
) Poor performance -on standardized tests was evidenced.
. Research data revealeq that more pupils from the designated
R . ’ target areas were deficient in reading level by at least 1.5
- . ". years than in other eleméntax& schools. Tnability to'communi- \

X S
cate effectively with.oral and written- language, poor listem~ |\

. < ¢

ing skills, short attention span, and underdeveloped physicgl

and manual skills were also felt to be geﬁérally characteristic .-
of pupifg from economically impoveriéhed attendance areas.

’ - B. Attitudes and Behaviors

°

A negative self-image was cdnsideregatdtbe characteristic
3

of many of the children'ofbthe‘target pop#lation. Both apathy

1

o
toward school and negatiye attitudes toward:school, adults, and
society were believed to contribute to a high absentee rate and
a high drop-out rate. In addition, these children (oéerali)

exhibited low occupational and educational aspiration levels

»

" and a general expectation of failure in the school situation.

»

2. Cultural and Aesthetic

-

Cultural and aesthetic deficiencies, due .perhaps to

.

limited contacts and lack of parental concern in this area,
led to a slowness to comprehend the total community. Fewer
children [rom these areas participated in instrumental music =

activities than from oéher areas of the school district. .

L. .
Creative expression in art and dramatic experiences were
O / ' 5 ) '

11
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&

also found to be less well dqveloped or appreciated:

3
d <

D. Health e, » ;

. L 3 . K
Reports by school nurses indicated a great need for

" - medical and dental services. During the summer of 1965,

;
health and dental examinations on residents of the low-

T " income areas indicated-a-special need for glasses and dental

che."Malnutrition and emotional gnd social instability
Y ) . .
were alsobviewed as characteristic’ of pupils from the

A

- impoverished areas. - ) h -

— -
’ - e~

Since 1935, methods for assessing the perceived needs of the target

area pupils have been refined.  The current epphasis lies in the area of

.

o v - ! R . -
acaderic achievement. Académic achievement, as measured by standardized

tests, is theﬁmajor form of needs asSessment.

p

o

IDENTIFICATION OF rARTICIPANTS

]

Low-income residence has-'sérved as the only requirement for eligibil-

) ity in some T1tle I programs, especially the supportive components such as.

free lunches, and health and counseling services. However, pérformance

critkria have been and continue to be used in other comp@hents of the

~project, to determine eligibility. The presént method for identifying

eligible participénts combines- a designatioﬁ of low-income level with

a determination of educational need through achievement test scores.

- Scores on the Metropolitan Readiness Test;, Metropolitan Achievement Test,

-~ and the Towa Test of Ba81c Skills are used, depending upon the grade level.

v

Each vear a listing of all pupils'in grades one through six who have scored
below deSignated cut-off points on the standardized tests is made. For
example, the cut-off p01nt ior grades four through six is the thirtieth
percentile or below on the Lowa Test of Basic Skllls (Reading and Math).

Thus, any pypil whos: name is on the achievement Needs Assessment list

12
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is considered eligible for Title I instructional programs.

-

v

INITIAL PROJECT OBJECTIVES oW )

The foX}owing objectives were devéloped in 1965, aftet determin{ng
the characteristics and educationéixneeds of impovgrishéd pupils:

., o |
\ !

| Project Objectives

1.\ To improve performdhce as measured by standardized

‘a;hievement tests. ’ .

/

2. To improve classroom performance in reading beyond usual
Q A N

/ .
expectations.

3. To improve children's verbal functiéning.
4., To imﬁfove chil¢ren'§‘non—9erba1 functioning. ) L o

s _ 5. To improve the children's self-image. Tl ; ‘_
6. ?fé\chagge éin a posfiive direction) chiidren's attitudes

toward schogi\and;gducation. ' :

T~ -

7. To increase children's expzctations of success in school.

8. To improve the' children's average dailyxhttendagpg.

- T

9. To imprové the holding poyer of the schools (to decreasé\EEE““\\\;\¥
.dropout rate). ey ~. P

10: To reduce the rate and s¢ver;ty ofgdisciélfnafy problems.

¥&§ 11. ‘To improve and increase the children 8, ;gtention span.

s
kAN

12. To improve the phvsical, heélth of the children. ) -

13. * To improve the nutritional health of the children. " .
. .

14. To improve the thildren's emotional and soaiéi/stabilﬁty

and/or that of theﬁ; families.

The project objectives have heen refined since their inception iq 1965.

Current process and performance objectives, and project goals are contaiqed

!

-

within the Tit%e I management manuals, and are presented in part on pages\
. by ?1 . ) o .

23-25. © - -
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© project emphasis has always been on the develppment of reading and language

"vEEiéEy"Ofysericgs.if“In*aﬁdttton—tﬁ—remedialqzeading,ﬁwexe_progxams_jJL__

PROJECT EVOLUTION e

From the numbet‘knd scope of the initial project objecttves, it be;omesJ

evident that the Title I project began as a global approach to solving the

N

problems of the educationally and economically disadvantaged. Althouﬁh the
V .,

skills, the project étarted with over ten separate programs offering a .

.«

3 .

art, cultural enrichment, music, industrial arts, physical edu;ation,
pFéschool actjvities, and hea}th, nutritioﬁ} and library services. The
general phitosophy prevalent at that ti;e streéséd the Qeeds of the "whole
chiid" - - not only instructional needs,.but h;alth, cultural, fecre;;i;;al, )

and other needs, as well. It was felt fhat by providing such supportive )

J

- services, ‘educational enrichment would be enhanced. Supportive §ervicps

for Title I schools. Fogod services consisted of hot lunch r- ngrams in

B . , F . dﬁ ‘ .
were cgnsidered to be equally as important as instructional activities.

Additional school nurse, cdunseling, and librarian services were provided

° -

- some schools, and milk and Erackers in all target schools. Field tripg ---*

.
~

- N

R . A
~and cultural awareness programs- were also supported.  The summer of 1966

marked the first'year for summer school tuition scholarships, which were

. . ¢
\mQQe possible through Title I funds.
. ‘ - - . »
n ESEA Title I funds were received the first year, they doubled -

- ‘ .
the, amount di\federal aid to schools which had been received in Wichita w_ e

the previous yeQFh\
N

-

Wichita{s Title I\ﬁ{?grams were praised’by the Bureau of ElemenEary

magazine issued by the U. S. Office of Education, which described the

program ag "exemplary". \\\\" v

* See Appendii C for chrenological charts of\Title I Programs. - - . /

AN :
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During the 1966-67 school year, which was actually the first full | o.",

year of project operation, the budéet autho}ity was reduced to approxi-

mately 80% of the previous year's grant. This was a major reduction,

since the bulk of the previous yea;fs grant had been concentrateé on a
N 3

four-month program. The number of programs was increased .for both the

regular term and eu@mer session. Howeéer, the medical and dental phases .

of the program were slightly reduced. Allocationeffor new equipment

e e . - «,_‘2

suffered major cutbacks; the U. S, Codﬁissioner of‘EducaffEﬁ“hid'IEEﬁéﬁ“““‘“

\ - . .
guidelines indicating a low priority for construction and- related equip¥

I

ment items. Coet—sharing was begun in some food programs. The number of ~

target areas at the elementary level was reduced from 34 schools to 24
_schools. -

Al

During the 1967-68 school’yeef, services were extended to pupils re-

¢ -

siding in institutions serving delinquent and neglected children. ,Amend—
ments to Title I legislation passed in 1966, had defined these children as

. disad’%ntaged even though they may reside in non—target areas. Services
/

were established in cooperation with the Sedgwick County Juvenile Court

'and Welfare agencies, and the public schobls. The first year of serviCe

in these componenes Supportedufour additional full-time and nine part- -
time professional personnel. Special instruction was provided to the
. ‘ \,

Lake Afton Boys' Ranch, Friendly Gables School for Girls, Booth Memorial

‘ ‘Hospital Phyllis Wheatley Children' s- Home, M@ude Carpenter Chtid%en s

Home, and Wichita Children's Home. Individual summer scholarships we{e
made available in addition to regular term courses of reading, music, ; ' 'i
art, homemaking, industrial arts, Bugiheéﬁ“ffiiﬁing;ignd physical educa- |
ﬁiqil. - » ‘ .

4 The availability of Title lifumds'has had a major impact upon

Wichita's summer school programs. As a matter of fact, Title's monies
o !
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e , .

0 h;Ve aided summer programs statewide. Before Title I mdnies were avail-

b

able to Kansas, only 8% of the state's schools operated summer programs. . e

F

With this federal aid, nearly 70%.of the districts initdated égmmer sessions.
‘ &
“ In Wichita, regulér term Title I funds were used to provide a lipited.

number of programs during the summer of 1967. Prior to the summer -of 1968,

A

s N . - R \
Wichita administrators and teachers determined there was a need for exﬁngfed

[ 5 . - -

Title I summer aé?ivipies. A separate project ‘application for.the funding

<

of -summer school was filed and approbed. Since that time, summer Title 1

v :
activities haye continued as a separately funded project.

. @

At thac time, summer projects were deéigned to provide Eynovativg‘

»
L

programs which would hold the pupils' interest. Classes wé;e structured
.to'be smaller. in size and less formal than ducing the regulat¥ term. Summer
, . _

_m«gampihg, nature studies, and home reﬁair classes, represent only a few of

thgrgreative'ways in which summer courses kept' the pupils in a learning en-

vironment. In comparison, summer school programs'presently reflect the

.trend toward emphasis-on academic instruction, primarily in the areas of

°

-
-

“reading and matheﬁatics.

In 1967, the number of regular term programs again increased over the

e — o .

1966-68 school years. Since that.time, it has steadily %ﬁgfgggaaf‘“““““‘*“—~——-——r7

.

Late funding presented problems during the first two years of the pro-

3

ject. Uncertainty about final budget approvals made it diff%cﬁlt to plan
programs. However, late in 1967, amendments to ESEA allowed for advanced

) fundiné.' Funds were ther appropriated one year in advance oﬁ‘the year in :
r‘/

which they would be obligéted. Because thié procedure was noﬁ operative
until fisqgl 1569, the impact of this amendment was lot felt at the faéal
level until the 1969-70 school year. Presently, until finaiwépproval is\\\
-received, a Aistri" is cssured of a minimum of 85 perCeng of its'p;;vious
year's budget. ! ’ . 2353 :

") i 16 ' | -7
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During the 1968-69 school year, the nu?ber of eleyeptary target area
schools was agein decreased. Also,‘the ser;ices to Lake Afton Boys' Ranch
2 and Friendl§ Gables were discontirued. . These institutions were declared
. ineligible by the U. S. Office of Education. “
| The Title I project supplemented many of the existing sgppottive
- programs such as the nursing, counseling, and library services. A compat-
‘\ ' ison of the services avatlable to target pupils duringcthe 1968—69 year,
N ‘ with those ?rovided at the beginning of the Tjtle I project, shows the”
inctease{dye to additional federal funds. For example, Title I schools-

T .
received nearly 25 nurse/days per week more nursing services in 1968-69

A

than in 1965~66. Extra setviCe in’ the~area of‘counseiing eiceeded 29
counselor/days oer week. Library services were increased by 31 ligtarian/ .
s

days per week for all schools together Thus, delivery of these suppor;

¢ .

e
N

\?' tive services‘uhs greatly expanded through Title I fumds. A S

J’ .

* L . " " About this time,-pressures from civil rights groups began to mount.

An response tc an earlier charge of non-compliance by the local chapter

of the NAACP, the Board of Education adopted a Plan for Compliance in

« January of 1969. - The plan was found unacceptible by the Dffice for Civil )

%

P Rights. v N >

The summer of 1969 witnessed the publication of’ the long-awaited

v
—

LEAP report. >The report‘of the LEABﬁL__\_gconomic Area Problems) Committes,

T ———

T ———
officiaMy entitled School and Sociaty in One City, among other topics,—

addressed itself .to compensatory education. The LEAP committeé\oommended -

K -

the Title‘I summer programe. In addition, the committee concluded that
"Title I has made a'substantial difference in upgrading the equipment

and/or supplies ‘of both negro and white .low-income schools." Relating

to the academic achievement of Title I pupils, the LEAP committee con~ o
cluded: '"The scores in -the 24 Title I schools actually improved relative

L S Y A
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L0 N : ot ~ \
.

* ' to national means but failed'to“indrease at the rate of the non-Title I

v

‘schools." . . . ' .

LA

. With the l§69ﬂ70 school‘vear came a new/title for the Title I project.

4

Qhowing‘out of the need.to fill the ‘blank for "Project Name" in federal appli-
. . / . -
cations, the project director.devised an appropriate and creative acronym:

" Project SPEEDY. "SPEEDY" represents the namé, Special Programs to Enhance

the Eduéation of Diagdvantaged Youth. The Title I project in Wichita has

been called Project SPEbe ever since the 1969-70 school year.

The Vice-President of the Wichita Board of Education was one of five
; j . p )

school board representatives across the nation to be invited to°Wasnington

that year, to appear before a House subcommititee on education considering

the extension of the Elementary and Seconda Education Act. . He strongly .

. ' i s ‘ .
recommended a five year extension. !n ‘ -
L4

" P’ v

The number of Title I participants‘ was drasticallv reduced over the
. ' . A * >
previous years' totals. The number of elementary target area schools was

"further reduced to 19. The changes reflected the trend toward concentra-

- tion of services upon a smaller target population. However,‘tﬂ! summer

N

. . | ' ' ~
school programs were inéreased over the previous year, by nearly 50 percent.

) ’ . . . -
The 1969-70 school year also saw the eIiminatiﬁn of art scholarships,

'

‘theater tickets, junior high school evening classes, kindergarten free milk

programs, and physical education cqnsultants. At this poinx'in the projeot's

evolution, attendance improvement was the only activity held at the senior
: }

‘high_sghool level.. During that year also, authorization of Lake Afton Boys'

——

2‘ Ranch and Friendly Gables ds‘\IIgible institutions was reinstated.

N ' Revised Principles and Plans for Continued Integration were adopted .
Y - ._/:

by the Board of Education in Januﬁry of 1970. Again, the plans were declared

1 [

inadequate by the Civil Rights Office. .,
. N

Six new projects werc initiated under_Title I funding during the 1970-

7

R 71 school year. Althouéb new programs were .implemented, the overall number
) s ‘ 18 : } ,
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. ‘remained about the same. The Food Servicé Center opened in the mewly

- o

A q?‘.v‘ created Community Education Center, formerly thg Mathewsgon Junior High

School. Food Service was partially subsidized through Tivle 1 funds' to -~

1Y h N

A reduce the posy/to target area families. ' - ' :\\\

.. A plan for compliance was finally accepted by the Civil-Rights Office
1 4

~.in April of 1971. The plan,.which called for integrative busing, was schede

han <

uled to be operationaiized‘during the 1971-77 school year. Several of the.

Title I pgograms addressed the issues df cultural awareness and human re-

lationships. Preparation for complete desegregation was facilitated throulh
/7 w'
' these prograns. . o ~ . .. 7

- The 1971-72 school year was an extremely active year for the Title I
project. Summer school activities reached awpeak durimg the sumpet,of 1972.

¢ »

Approximately’ 35 separate-summer programs were conducted with a budget of ;

. about $400,000.  During this period, an unofficial;project goal was to -
“initiate at least one new program each year.'-Innoyative programs werey

<

often implemented on a trial basis during the sunmer session.

The Compliance Plan* was implemented during the' 1971~ 72 year . through
two—way busing. Many Titleal target area residents were fearful of loaing "

< - Titlé’I setvices whHen bused to poﬁ-Title I schools. Aamininstration of.the »
v program was complicated by the dispersion of Title I participantqvthfouhh-

1 out all public schoola in the district.' Concentiating servicea upon fever

¥

pupils while maintaining the "follow' the child concept" was a difficult

G‘

o

task with the initiation of érossdbusing. Anfortunately, Titl I federal
.guidelines were not design~d for desegrated schools. No guidelines were )
available that dealt Specifically with the intricacies of crossbusing i

EARN
| ) VoA .

| 19 ’
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within a community. - ' - ,
\ For several years, the trend in Title I programs had been toward“con—
I« »
* See the section on Desegregation for a’ more comprehensive discussion
of the desegregation activities , -




4 ] . . g ] » . id
cent)at iy more services on, fewer pupils. Ekpericuce and eval "~tion both’
Y

- lovatly and nitionally, had indicated .greater gains when resources were con-

\ 63
4 . -

(% + " . s
< centrated on small target popuiations. Even in®rhe early years of’ the pro-
| . .

Ta

- » - - ’ . ’.' .
'« gram,-this, fact.had been recogpized. In ité secopd annual neporf, the U. S. .
LI | . N . - -
i Office of Education had recommended concent%aﬁion of effort:, . . ) .
-3 ' oo C Lo bt ' N

) . ‘Programs’ that concentrate Title ijunds on a limtted |
IR ;\-,. . . - @ i 4 ’ B ¥

e . - .number of ch}ldren show much greaker potential_fo;‘ <L

. .
1

success than fragmented progrdms which attempt toc

- . ' ‘ s
benet ¥, a larger student populatiom. .
. -~ ® A +

‘The,udvent’oﬁ‘hus{ﬂg to achieve gqtegrption presented the Title-[[ program ‘

.
2 -

‘i with a cont¥adiction in ‘philosophy. The progfam was expected to| concen-

trate services upon the most needy pqrticfpants, wh''c simultanepusly

P -

follpwing these participants all over the city. Long before the desegre- ,

» -

. gation mandate in 1971, the pfefsure Suilding from these demands was becoming

s PN
.

evidenf. In a component of the 1967—68 Wichita ESEA Title I evaluation report, .
". o . - - 7
’ / .

this probler was articulated: . ‘ s

. < - -

* - As long as Titlé 1 is categorical qgg,“severe adminis-
: trative and instructional problems are created by the in-
e creasing emphasis and pressure to concentrate Title I

{ . . programs on fewer caildren while ensufiﬁéﬁshat eligible

. - » 4 ) .
. pupils receive services in non-poverty area schools. 1t

s e is virtually impossible to see that the program follows® -

s _ the child%while. at the samg time concentrating on
N ; . «

+ ; : fewer children. .

.
. - c

Attempts to fucther desegregate schidols demand that

oy

' eligible children be enq&uraged to attend schools in non-

. LI ¢ ¢
eligible areas of-the district. Such attémpts lead to - ' - N

. .
either rescgregation of pupils in the new settings or the
/ v .

: - 20 - )
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’ . lilutio. f funds to offer services to non-low income -
A3 d . a’

families. - . : . .o .
. .

.

5, . . a L
T Title ‘I participants were increasingly attending schools outside of

] the target areas. Yet, these pupils were still eligible for Title 1 services

T - previously dffered only in. target area schools. "Extended service" schools
/ -
wq!e designated. These schools were defined as non-Title I public or non-

-

public schools in which Title I pupils were enrolled-and were participating

in @ .Title I funded activity. Estqblishing Title ¥ programs in extended

. s

!
service schools served \to spread the limited funds even more thinly. Although

- ' the size of the target population remained the same, it was less efficient to

>

deliver services to a greater number of schonl sites. These problems were
£ D

e

dvercome, however, with little loss of service to- eligible participants.

- -

One solution was to provide a Ti{le 1 instructor’ to several schools, on ’

.
.

a part-time basis to each school. In this manner, the smaller number of

-
L

o participants in each - school was more efficiently served.

v
- ~ . -

Lo During the 1972-73 school<year, three new projects or expansions wer¢
L S [

supported by Title IL: ﬁowever,euncert%inty of funding was a major fmpedinent

[+]

ﬂo-finanCial planning and management. This uncertainty inhibited n%w approach

’

. . *+ and innovations, while the ' continuing resolution" for funding maintained the

O_ étatﬁs quo. One benefit resulting from the inaction by Congress was the

deferment of any decision regarding the proposed curtailment of summer

school and summer social services.

.

In August of 1973, Congress passed an amendment which resulted in thg,
redistribution of Title I funds. Overall, Kansas schoof? receioed less .
* .
federal money. However, the altered distribution formula favoredalarge

urban areas and areas with the most severe poverty, so the changes were

not detrimental to the Wichita school district.

= 28 -
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, »

About this time, also, the u. S. Office of Ed'pation began using 1970

“census data for computing population characteristics, rather than the out-

3

< s s
datad 1960 census data. - .

Out of 23 federally supported mew projects initiated during the 1973-74

.

fiscal year, not one came under Title T jurisdiction. Funding restrictionmns,

federal guidelines, and local-experience supporting the case for concentra-

Y AY

tion of effort had established a pattern of fewer programs, Corrective .
reading, traditionally a program of substantial importance, was given even .
greater emphasis. In addition, the budding mathematics program was expanded.

Experience in compensatory education yielded data which supported the import-

-
ance of early education. Therefore, programs for preschool and early primary

/

pupils Jere giten increased emphasis, also.

3

Another reason for Testricting the scope of the programs concerned the

increased importancehthat was .being placed on accountabilit?f ‘It Was ékpected

that measurable gains could be shown to result from project participation.
, .

.Achievement in instructional programs such as reading and math, lends itself

o

to quantification much more easily than changes in artistic expression, for
example. Although many programs were felt to be worthwhile, the benefits
were not easily measured. In the movement toward increased precision in
program accountability, the "qualitative" programs lost support in favor of
programs in which participant achieveaent could be measured quantitatively.
The EddbationanAhendments of 1974 were passed in August of that year.
This law-(P. L. 93—%80).had been under construction for two years and hald a
major impact upon the evolution of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965. The amendments pertaining to Title I of the Act included the

following: expansion of parent advisory councils was mandated; experimental

compensatory' education studies were scheduled to be conducted by the National

22
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— Iastitute of Education (N.I.E.); provision for teacher training was more

M
closely defineq$ studies were commissioned to identify Title I" children;

o

" one-half percent was set aside on the national level for program evaluation.

The following school year, supportive components of the Title I program

24
1)

- were eliminated. " Following the trend of increased awareness of parental in-
/7

Jolvement, the Parent Education Aide Program (PEAP) was initiated By this_
! - - time, the scope of the project had been reduced to include only. reading,
math, preschool, and neglected and‘delinquent children'’s programs. ’

- Management -manuals designed c;bparatively with'the EPIC'Corporation
R , for the 1973-74 year'were revised b;lthe local administrators of’ the pro-
jch; The management systems:manual currently in use contains listings
of the Title I nroject goals. The learner and activity oriented goals
listed below give\an overall view of the general project onjectives:

3

LEARNER GOALS

: 1. To increase reading acFievement for educationally deprived’
students in ESFA Title I target schools.

. 2. To increase ma hematics achievzment for educationally
deprived students 'in ESEA. Title I target schools.

3. To increase th \leYel‘of positive response toward self,
peers, school, |and 'society by educationally deprived -
students and tHeir parents in the ESEA Title I target schools.

‘ o
‘ ~ %

4. To provide to ESEA Title I personnel inservice training in

*  the areas of reading, mathematics, early childhood development,
and the underst nding of the d1sadvantaged student.

-

5. To provide pres hoolxexperiences for three and four-year-old

y Title I children. ‘

6. To furnish supp ementary educational experiences for children |
in institutions|for the neglected and delinquent. !

oO . ‘
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7I

10.

-

11.

ACTIVITY-ORIENTED GOALS

o

To develop and document detailed procedures for planring,

.implemtnting, coordinating, and evaluating the acgivities of

the ESEA Title I projects in Wichita, Kansas :
é - .

a. Corrective Reading Project

b. Elementary Mathematics Project .

¢c. Three and four-year-old Preschool Project

d. Programs in institutions for Qeglected and

; delinquent children ¢

§

To identify activities that are considered critical to .
the effective operation of the ESEA Title I program and to
document these activities in the form of administrative
proc.ss objectives. .
To specify the sequence of tasks, in the form of criticalh
work activity systems, that must be accomplished in order
to meet the identified administrative process objectives.

To specify the learmer performance objectives and related
process objectives for the ESEA Title I projects operating
in Wichita, Kansas. )

To specify the roles of ESEA Title 1 personnel in .the form
of job descriptions and task responsibilities.

To select highly qualified personnel to staff the ESEA
Title I projects. <

To invodve parents and community-members in the ESEA Title I
program through the ongoing operation of parent advisory
councils to assist in identifying needs and to provide
recomggpdations'concerning programs for E%pA Title 1 students.

To further involve parents in the Title I program through the
organization of parent tutoring services, on a paid and a
volunteer basis.

Tn develop and'implehent procedures to assess learnmer needs
and to insure th:t those students demonstrating the greatest
noeds are identified for ESEA Title I program participation.

To provide materiils and equipment best suited for\optimum
implementation of the program.

To identify realistic time lines for carrying on the administra-
tive functions of tne ESEA Title I Program.

31.
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ACTIVITY-ORIENTED GOALS (continued)

. . 12. To specify an effective system of communication for the ESEA
- Title I program through defining information channels: -

a. Internal Information Subsystem
) Superintendent of Schools
(2) School division personnel
(3) Elementary school: principals . .
: . (4) ESEA Title I personnel
/
.b. External Information Subsystem
(1) State Department of Education
(2) Board of Education
(3) Parent Advisory.Councils
(4) Community at large .
7 >
'ﬁ 13. To specify the systems through which acfivities occurring 1n the
ESEA Title I projects are monitored. . -

o

- s f\ l4. To develop systems and procedures that will insure the continued
: - success of the Wichita ESEA Title I program.

.
©

- Specific process and ﬁerformance objectives, critical work activities,

. and monitoriﬁg systems are elaborated in the management manpal. The systems

for management currently in use represent major improvements over earlier

] !

N s
methods in the. adminjstration, implementation, and evaluation of Tith 1

—

’

4R
H

\

At the present time, the project consists of five major programs comduc

programs. ) /

during the regular term: Correctiv; Reading, Elementary Mathematics, Preschoo
’ Neglected Children, and Delinquent Children. The project emphasizes the in-
v structionél components of reading and math, rather than cultural or sﬁpportiy!.

programs which were provided in the past. Aides employed through the Parent

Education Aide Program support the reading and math programs by providing

'tutoring services. In addition, summer school scholarships/i:;\;hpﬁs;E d by
» I'd

Title I funds. The Title I summer program is conducted under arcontrhgj

method of administration. Title I funded scholarships ﬁrovidé tuition for |

4

v

Title I pupils (to attend the local school system summer session: ‘

25 ot
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tion "Pacemaker" award. In cooperation with the System Development Corporation,

Major Title I regular term programs comﬂined employ a full time equiva-
lent of about 57 certified instructors, plus 129 f;ll or part-time instruc-
tional aides. Twenty elementary schools are considered to be tat§et aréa%, .
although Title I programg are in operation in virtually all of the Wichita
elementary schools. Although a much smaller number of pupils will partici-
pate in the project during the 1975-76 year ‘than did in the spring of 1966,

it is expected that the concentration of effort will resul® in much greatér

and longer, lasting educational .gains.

NATIONAL RFCOGNITION

Several outstandjnghprogramg in the Wichita Public School System

4

\ >
Title I Project have received national recognition. In 1966, the Wichita

Title I project was the subject of an article in "A Chance for Change"

magazine issued by the U. S. Office of Education. In this two-page article, /

the'programs'were described as "exemplary".
The WichitaxTitle 1 Project spawned the nationally. acclaimed Keyboard .

Music project, which received attention in Congress, Ihg—ﬁzfiengl Observer,
- . ‘

"and Grade Teacher magazine. It was nominated for a National Education Associa-

e

\ ’, .

the Keyboard Music project was subsequently developed into an automated and
computerized prégram, for possible use fhroughout the country.
The Title I Prescﬁgol Program was se}ected regionally for a Multi-
Agency'Prdject (MAP) review in 1973. . ) .
Another major co;ponent of the Title I Project to receive wide-spread

notice is the Elementary Mathematics program. It has been submitted for

validation and has already been copied widely due to its structure and

- p []
.
low cost. '

Probably the .most widely acclaimed of all the programs, is the

& L

~ 4

26

o®




> €2

"and effective educational programs during the past decade has continued to

4

. Head Start program. The '1967 summer Head Start program was also supplemented )

Title I Corrective Reading program. It was recognized by the White House

v

6
Conference on Education in 1970, and National Advisory Council in 1972 In

\

1973. the Wich1ta reading program was selected as one of nine innovative

am t

projects to be presented at the Educational Fair in Washington. The progrll

"

was chosen as a National Developer/Demonstration Project thexfollowing year.'

In 1975, it gained recognition from the American Educatidnal Research Aasociiﬁ
eion.

- Based on an irtensive study of the Title I programs in’197ﬁg the EPIC,

Corporation of Tucson, Arizonma, cited the Wichita Scheol System as one of i”

- s \
r
a '

y L
the top five systems in the nation in compensatory educatfgw.' s

R

‘g ’ 4
Thus, Wichita's Title I inwﬂ‘;ement in national resear¥ch projects,

dissemination of information, and planning and development of- inhovative °

* -t

enhance educational opportunities .on the local, state, and national levels.
' . t

COOPERATION WITH.OTHER FEDERAL PROGRAMS .- ' :

Throughout the coursé'of’planning Title I services, there has been

a concerted effort to‘eoorainate locally sponsored prdggams,.ESEA projects,

and other federal projects, Specificaliy, projects such as Head Start;
P ‘ |

Follow Through; Titles II, ITI, IV, and VI of ESEA; ESAA; Wichita Area |
B

Community Action Program, Inc. (WACAPI); and Wichita Area Vocational Technical'

School have all functioned cooperatively with Title I programs over the paog

::\,-ﬂt‘ 3

ten years. By coordinating services from the various agencies, duplicatton :
.

i8 avoided and services are more efficlently distributed. ﬁ
¢ ‘ .

The Head Start program in Wichita began in the summer of 1965, with T

rd ‘

funds from the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964. During the summer of 1966. <

!

Title I supported a program for four-year-olds, simil4f to the 0. E. O.
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a

©

with"Title I funds to providE”for'loo additional pupila\from target areas. As

ning inQ1968. The Follow Through program is recognized as- the first major de-

' The Department of Labor funded the tutors' wages. However,~the salaries of

R . ' 12} : .
[} " . - [ ]
- 3 . .
! P
- »
'
0 \
.
N

a matter of fact; the Kechi Child Developmgent Center ope;éd\with Title I monies,
, _ L . N
altbough the center was operated under Head Start guioelines.\ A career develop-(

. . . e . = -

ment program, operated jointly”by Wichita State University and Kansas State -

Teachers College at Emporia (nov Emporia Kansas State Colle%e), furnished ‘the

majority of teacﬁer aides at Kecﬁi. This training;grant was also subsidized
"by Title } Again, during the 1968-69 schoolxyear Title 1 kept the Head Start + .

program functioning when funds from 0. E. 0. - C. A. P, were églayed. . ’ v

P

The Follow Through program has received Title I support since its begin- .

Le <

segregation effort in Wichita. Guidelines require that a specified portion

oA

of Title.I funds be use& to supplemené.the Follow Through grant. The Title I
¢ A \

support is substantial and has been allocated primarily for instructional

/ S

-salaries and, evaluation.’, o C s J 1
For three summers, from 1970 to 1972, the Youth Tutoring Youth program
was incorporated im;o the Title I project. Initiated by a private non-profit
(4 .

crganization, the program was linked to the Neigﬁborhood Youth Corps in 1967.

N
Ve

the coordihator, supervisory and associate teachers, and the cost of supplies

were paid with Title I funds. All tutees were'residents of Title I target

o
3

areas. @ v
About the same time, the Title 1 Primary Math program was organized.

Originated and developed wi-h Title I funds, it has since been used in the

Emergency Schaol Aid Act (L AA) math programs The ESAA funding provided

.

the impetus for the development- of a similar program in the upper grades,

which subsequently became part of- the Tit%e I program,_also. Thus, the

two federal prohrams\have beaerlted from each other in the development
o ) ?\. r

and igplementatibn of these Wichita math programs. ?

<




; . '
Title ¥ dooperation with other titles of ESEA has also strengthened
.o /.
the delivery of compensatory services ta Wichita students. Library materials

purchased under Title II have improved the resources available to Title I

target schools. The Special Education Diagnoétic and Resourcg.Center(fuﬁaed’

\

under - Title III, has provided intensive diagnostic and instructional seryicei

at
¢

)

to hundreds of pubils in target areas.

’

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT /o
o] -

Not only have Title I services been coordinated with other fedgral $

v

programs: but also with local agencies, both public and private. Wichita

.t " .
State University has played’ g major role in the growth of the project. .
SR S Y
Individuals and departments Lhﬁ%’comtributed valuable time-.and skills

- o

‘

’-to the project's devélopment. Most of the support from W. S. U. hds
taken the form of inservice training, symposia, workshopé, anq/prnject |
evaluation. In addition, many other services have been offerg; in ., . “
areas of‘program pianniﬁé and development, and Enstructiqgal ﬁethod;:

Title I and university personnel have established a véry effective ’

working relatibnship.

-

The text of the Eiementary and Secondary Education Act clearly

indicated cooperative planning between the programs under that act
- ¢ ‘

14

and the Community Action Program. In the past; the C. A. P, was invited - /

t

to review Title I proposals and to submit‘s ggestions. Through this type

ceived needs of the pro-

/ : .
of program interaction, it was felt that the p

ject participants could be better met. Also, open\ lines of communication

between the C. A. P. and the Title I project helped to reduce duplication’

’

. fﬁnded,commu- :

N : :

nity agency does not operate in Wichita. : ‘ \ :
X N ] |

Until the fall of 1§74, supportive 'health services were provided by

of services to a minimum., At the present time, an O. E.
*

29 N ) i
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Title I funds. During that time, many community and professional organiza-
‘tions work.d4 with the Title I patticipants.. The Medical Soc}gty of Sedgwick

Couﬁty, the Wichita'Dental Society, the county health department, and thev'
. » . N . \
Child Guidance Center name only & few of the organizations.which operated
. ! / .o

- i1 -
in Ti}le I programs. j

{ . - .

s CJ

. j .
When cultural enrichment coﬁrses were included in the Title I project;
program directors naturally took advgntage‘bf the many local cultural re-

sources. Private foundations s?ch as the Wichita Art Museum Foundation,

, the Wichita'Art Association, and the Wichita Symphony Society were valuable

_ /
sodrcgs of cultural enrichment.T Fiel&'trips to performances and displays /

by -groups such as these, provided rewarding experiences for the disadvan-

tag;d pupilét. . / )

t

3

“ o

p The Title.I'project Hhs‘prqviﬂed_services to children reéiding,in

-

local agencies and homes. For years, programs have been extended to children
living in Maude Cafpenter, ghylliSIWheatley, and Wichita ghildren's Homes./

This year, children residing in the Methodist Youthville have-heeq included

" in program activities. Delinquent children at thé Lake Afton Boys' Ranch

and Friendly Gables School for Girls have also been provided Title I serwvices.

. Title I suﬁmer activities were especially important to the children in these
1ns£itucions; In f967, the counselors -and directors awarded scholarships to
attend summer classes.. Theseischolarships were supported by Title I funds.
Before 1967, no academic, remedial, or actrvi;ies programs exist$d during
the sﬁmmer at Lake Afton; Friendly Gables, or Booth Memorial. Such summer
programs were minimal in the other 1nstitution;. Counselors employed by

a Title I contacted pupils and parents in their homes and encouraged pupils

to enroll for credit in summer school. Many pipils had lost credits as a !
result of their institutional placement.‘ Pupils were also counseled and

assisted in making arrangements to reenter regular classes in the fell.

t
1
|

|
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. innovative program. ' In addition, a consortium of about five private ianaas

- . many areas.’ Cooperative efforts have strengthened both the Title I program

N 3
Such use of counseling service was virtually non-existent prior to the

Title I program. ) N

Z . .
z?e interesting recent development- in the Title I project concerns ther
shari

g of the Elementary Math Program with outlying communities The Garnett.

-Kansas, public school district has adopted the math program, and math consul-":
! <

tants have provided training in the instruction and administration of this-,

N

/
colleges have requested consultation and training in this program for their.

teacher trainees. ' Those involved in the Title I math program are making

rapid progress in the diSsemination of these effective materials and skilll.~‘

The Title I project has made an impact upon the Wichita community in

and the organizations with which it has been involved. It is difficult to.

extract all of the specific Title I influences that have shaped the educa-

.

tional growth in the community. Title I has become an integral part of

many private and public agencies and the related federal programs in Wichita.

. Y B
. L’ v ;
- .

SCHOOL *SYSTEM INVOLVEMENT g :
The programs under Title I of ESEA have also had an impact upOn the
‘local educational‘agencya The Wichita Unified School District has assumed
,the responsibility for‘some programs and services originally funded through
Title I. The remedial reading program provided 35 centers during the spring IR
semester of 1966 In the fall of that year, when funds were cut back, the ;
number of target schools was reduced from 34 to 24. The Wichita Board of -
Education, desiring to maintain the reading.emphasis initiated under Title I,
retained seventeen teachers, utilizing local funds. In the early years Jf .
“the ESEA project, elementary physical education teachers,were employed.
Providing physical education teachers at the elementary leuel was 3 new

concept for the Wichita schools. As the project became more concentrated

31
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} ) 7 -
i
on reading andimdth programs, the physicfl.education component was elimin-

v s b

.ated'from the project. Through B. Q. E. gupport, elementary physical educa-

¢ -

tion teachers are currently being reinstated in the system. Other areas of

y the ‘school curriculum have changed due to the impact of Title I'progtrams. As

- -

o

/ o '
a result of Title I initiative, the social studies curriculum was expanded

:'in 1967, to ipclude“a study of minority cultuﬁzs. The Attendance Aides’ /"

program initially empldyed six or seven attendance aides. It became eVident
that the ﬁrogrém needed more professionally trained staff members. It grad-

o ually evolved into a social'worker service. The Board of Education had ta

.

add jocial wrrkers to thée staff to maintain gomparabflity. Social workers
had not previously been a part of the system's service.' Later, more social

‘workers were guppurted under the Emergency Employment Act (EEA). The Board

s . o

° the Wichita Schpol Svstem. + .

' PRIVATE AND PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS

' : Throughoult the.hjstory of the Title 1 program in Wichita, a cooperative
' . - ‘ . . 7 oo / O
working relationrship has existed between the public and non-public ,schools.

Non*public‘sc ool chigaren have particip;ted in the Title I’programs since

The Wichita Board of Education has adopted the general

:he project bhegan.
. . S

guidelinesecbnéérning non-public participation, as outlined in the regula-
tions published in the Federal Register. Represgntatives of hon-public
; federal Replstet
4 ‘ e
schools are asked to part:cipate in program planning, development and

» ,r L e

. evaluation. ' However, adminiskrative control and supervision is solely o
, . !
“\ the responsibility of the p-iblic school superintendent, and major opera-

e 7

tional decistons rolutive t  the participation of non-public schools are

1]

made by the Title I “Yifec.o:. Non-public school supervisors work coopera-

tively with publi& . -00} principals from neighboring schools. Services.

32 , , ot
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-

%jf and programs are apportioned accordipg to the ratio of eligible non-publiq

Q l sdhdol pupils to eligible public.school pupils. Personnel are aqsi&ned to

4
the non—public‘dthools, only with théir fuil consent.

The content and scqpe of services extended to private and parochial-
AN > . -

schools has followed an evolutionary path similar to that experienced in

“the public schqols. In 1966, the Title I progect served approxinaté&y

1100 nbn-public schoel children. Most of th! setvices took the form of

* buses for field trips, theater and symphony tickets,tmedical services,' .

and milk prdg'rams. Approximately 180 non-public? s.choollpupil_s will T
receive Ti{le I'services during tﬁe~1975-76'schodl year. ' These services.y
are mainlyAin tne correetive reading and elementaYy matﬁem:}ic;.;rogra-.
\I . . ;
§ ?ARENT PARIJCIPAT}?N i . . L e
Pdrent part%cipatipn in Title I project activitieé\has increased

stdadily'during,the past ‘ten years. During the early years of the.prograu,

the degree of parent par&icipation varied among the different Title I
‘ L]
projects. Some projects actively involved parents, and others incgrpogatod
very little parehtal involvement. In some service projects such as Health
e s .

Services, and Guidance and Counseling, home- dalls were made to parents of

-~ w

k] . bl . . .
tne project ‘participants. As pdrt of the project evaluation, the Indhstrili
) ' ’ ¢ s \ /
Arts Home Impfrovement and Repair program solicited comments from the par- .

ticigants'wparents, concerning the parents'.appraisal~of certain -aspects’
X -

of thelproérgm. The Head Start program partially funded through Title I,

v

utilized parénts\as volunteers and aides. Parents actually partfcipated
In project activities through their attendanee on field trips in the

‘ ¢ ) .S !
Cultural Enrichment pfogram. Parents also*participated in Homemaking

« ¥ <

:classes; during the 196@-67 school Yyear, over v100 mothers joined their :

daughters in the Homemaking Class activities. Fathers were also involved

T

in the Title 1 programs. For example, one of the stated -program objectivea

0 - 2




S °
"ol Tof Ihdustrial, Arts was "To strengthen.father-son relationships by coopera-
vin L. . LT - . [ )
f; . tive 'endeavors in project work", thus ewphasizing the ‘importance of parent
o~ - . v e . .
. f - |
~ _participation in that program. In the past few years, parents have become
LY . . . F

involved to an even ‘greater extent in the Wichita project. This trend has

been beneficial not only to the Title I project,’but to the school system”

e 4

- L, .
at larég. ;nereasingly, parental interest and involvement is being recog-

N - .-
. ‘ - s :
. . .

‘e - nized as an important and integral part of the educational process. . .
.‘ . 4 r .

. D
4 - . . - . M .
n
a » " 5

¥ / ¢ . . ] / K
‘ Parent Coordinator a : . . Lt
A T & Tltlo 1 Parent Coordinator has been employed to help 1ncrease the ’
. v'level of parental interest. The duries of the Parent Coorainator are

ydried, probably one of.the'most‘important beipg that of parent - Title I i

ey / . -
liaison. The Parent Coordinator plans the¢ parental involvement program
A p

£

v : ” , .
for target schools and communities. DPeveloping public awareness of tha

m FORY I ’ 3

need for parentél.invofvement is a.most important aspect of the,pbsition,

o

, also. The Coordinator p;o%ides prqject superyision for tbe Parent Educa- :

S \ tion Aide ﬁra§?aq (PEAP), which utilizes parent aides as part-;ime tutors /_
. for Tltle I pupils. In connectldn with ghe ?arenc Education Aide Program, /
. the Title I coordlnator glans and conducts inservice teainlng for 1it1e I //'

« /
» . !

principals, and preservice and inservicg training for the parent aides. )
- ’ . s . /

7 " Parent Advistry Council ™ o /
u\ .
v t

‘ districe receivihg ESEA ‘unds develop a parent advisory council. To em-[j

. , i
Section &15 as amended by Public Law 91-230 required that each §chooi
’ : /

i )
'

phasize the importance o parént participation, the ghidelines fur;her/

stipulated that applications for Title I funds cannot be approved unléss
. i . o r

a parent advis.ry council is organized and operationalized during the

. ¢ course of project activicy. The Wichita Parent Advisory Council (PAC)
has played a part ~ the Title I program for several years; however, the
[ 2 : P - -‘
" 34 : o
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* year. ’ . \ ( 7 .'

council has experienced, increased influence upon the program during the last

‘The Wichita PAC is composed of one representative and an alternate from .

each Title I school. The representatives are selected by the school princiﬁal

(-]

to serve on the council for one school year. Principals, teachers, socidl’

workers, counselors, community representatives, and others may serve as non-

'

voting members. At %faSt 51 percent of the voting membership must be compo;ed
q‘ parents of children participating. in a Title I pyogram. The district PAC /:
meets at least once each month. Copies of federal, state, and locay guidelinei}
are distributed to council ﬁembers early in the school year to aid them in thei:
advisory capacity. Council members have the opportﬂnity to visit many of the
programs at the school site, and ;rg asked to participate in the appraisal
.of the Title I project. Copies of the evaluation report are also distributed
to PAC members. Although the council is an advisory body,'rather than a |
policy-making organization, input from council members dealing with various o
pf%gram concerns is considered caiefully by program administrators. ¢
Both f; the state and federal levels, 1ntétpretation of the res?onsi-

bilities of the district PAC is unclear. (larification of the PAC réievin
grogram planning and evaluation is in progress. Gme issue raises the ques-
tion of gpether or not the PAC should exhibit greater influence upon‘the

Title I proérams. Until the role of the Parent Advisory Coudcilvig‘more

clearly defined, the potential of the Title I parent component will not be:*

fully realized. /

Parent Advisory Committee

A more recent source of parent input has been attained throu&h the

-~

development of individual school Parent Advisory Commiftees. The Educational

Amendments of 1974 called for the establishment of parent councils in each -

-
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target school. In most cases, these parent committees are composed of at

least five members. The majority of the members must be parents of partic-

.

ipatiﬁé‘Title I students.* These:schoglicommittees hold meetings ;t‘least
three times per écbool year. Representation on the district PAC is drawn
/from these school pafent committeés.'.lnput from‘Parent Advigory Committees
iéﬁﬁaso welcomed, and usually takes the form of written recommendations to

the districc:PAC, concerning various aspects of the Title I project.

In a few Title I schools, the Parent Advisory Committee has assisted

the Parent Teacher Associations and the School—Communiiy Advisory Committees,

. T .

by taking over maﬁy of the parent responsiﬁilities and assuming an even

-

greater role*in the activities of the school. In addition to serving in
o n -

“
.

an advisory capacity, the-committee members in some schoblgsha;e formed -

tegms yith the Parent Aides and focused their attention on helping the - ) ':—,
children in the learning situation. All-day fraining sessions have been .
held for Parent Advisory Committee members. Under the &irection of the”™
Title I Parent Coordinator, the training sessions hdve provided parents

\ ~

! with more information and skills, thus enhancing their contribution to

’

the Title I program.

Parent Education Aide Program (PEAP)
One of thelgreatest sources of parent involvemeﬁt has come from the
Title I Parent ﬁducation Aide Program kPEAP). Initiated in 1974, PEAP
employs parents of Title J pupils as part-time aides. PEAP was the first
program to be developed i) Wichita, expressly for the purpose of utilizing
J parents in the Title I classrooms. Responsibilities of the Parent Aides

include individualhor small group tutoring in reading and math, recruiting

parent volunteers, and providing information and lines of communication from

school to parent. Preservice and inservice training for Parent Education

i
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parent invorvement, tutoring techniques, human relations, and general school

A
districts to the Negro schools from 1914 until &952, when the Board of Educa-

. | .
1y 4 ‘

Aides includes sessions with specialists in Title I readiqg’and math programs,

policies and procedures. Durigg the first year of operation, the program

LA S

sponsored a total of ten workshops which were open to the public. These work~
shops were designed to offer éarents the opportunity to participate in a va-
riety of activities involved in the educational process. The response to these )
workshops Haé been encouraging 'ond suggests untapped human recources in the

. .
form of interested volunteers. . Th-e Title I project is encouraging the use of

more volunteer aides and fewer paid parent aides.

-~
“

d t

DESEGREGATION . B

The racial composition of school populations throughout tﬁe nation is.a
topic which has generated conflicting opiﬁions for the past fifty years. Wiphitl
hasbrefleﬁffd the turmoil and trend of the'national desegregation battle7 In
1896, the Supreme Court ruled on the "separate but equal" doctrine for kegro

schools. A few years later, the Kansas Legislation énacted laws permitting

segregation in the schools. Wichita transported black:pupils living in white

5 A\
tion passed a resolution declaring that the intent of the system was not to

have segregated schools. Although the courts ruled against segregated schools
- - . /

in 1954, seven Wichita elementary schools were still predominantly black in
1968. These seven black elementary schools were all ranked in the bottom 10

percent of the Wichita schools in mean scores on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills
(1TBY).

Restructuring of school boundaries in 1958, resulted in the cdeation of

-

a majority black junior high school, Mathewson Junior High. However, in the

!

fall of 1966, a new junior high schoolz Coleman Junior High, was opened. Bound-
ary lines were again redrawn. At this time, the Mathewson attendance area was -

declared optional. Although about ong half of the Mathewson students elected

-
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s .
to attend other schools, Mathewson remained almost totally black. In the spring -
of that year, Mathewson had been the recipient of over $36,000 in compensatory
° .
funds. A large part of the aid took the form of equipment and supplies. In
. ’

) o »

1 an effort to improve the language arts and reading competencies of the Mathewson

pupils, library bd&ké, audio-visual and remedial reading equipment, films, and

related supplies-were proVEE;d.

.

February of 1966, the local chapter of the National /

_~Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) filed a
complaint with the U. S. Office of Education against the Wichita

system, alleging non—compliaﬁce:with Title VI of the Civil Rights .

Act of 1964. During the next two years, officials from the Civil

Rights Office visited Wichita to gather information. About this -~

x°

time, Wichita experienced some of the effects of the racial tensions

c

that had been bﬁilding both locally and nationally. LAnti-busing -
advocates emerged; sporadic incidents of firebombing and brick-
throwing occurred; gus tires were slashed.
In 1969, the Low Economic Area Problems (LEAP) Committee pub-
lished a report of i;s investigation of 25 Wichita public ééﬁools.
The LEAP committee had been appo;nted by the Wichita Board of Educa-
tion to study the problems of,education in the low-income areas.
One of the LEAP committee conélusions describes that body's evalua-
tion of the Wichita system at that time:
We do not have equality of educational opportunity in
Wichita. Despite efforts in recent years to provide
compensatory'education for the poor and minority groups, ¥

there children, though gaining slightly in achievement,

are falling farther behind other Wichita children every
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[ 3 / - LY g A
yeﬁ;: The advantaged students are deprfved of -the .i: ! .
opportunity of preparing to live with different races . \
.« . /
and social classes. (pp. 13-14) !/

~

- in Jan27ty of 1969, the Board of Education adopted a Plan for
/

-

Compliance. However, in March of that year, the Board was notified
« by a letter from the Office for Civil nghts, that the plan ﬁhs still

insufficient in regard to Mathewson Junior High and seven black elemen-

ary schools. Further negotiations and inyeétigations ensued. Ihe :
- Board adopted the Principles and Plans for Continued Integration in
January of 1970. Once again, the plan was found inadequate, -and the

o " 1)
Civil Rights Office threatened enforcement proceedings. A plan for s

compliance was finally acéepted in April of 1971, to berimp}ementedi

in the fall of that &eaf. . - .

/

r The ceneral guidelines called for a ratio of black to white pupils |
that falls between 50% and 150% of the black pupils: on the basis of

total black elementary pupil population in the system.

hY

Reassignments were necessary to achieve this racial balance

in some schools. To accomplish reassignment, three meth9ds, ;ﬁrking
'simultaneously and supp;rtive of one anothér, wq;é~imp1emented. The
methods were termed "voluntéer", "discrefionary". and "random selection".

' The initial thrust of the compliance effort was the enlistment of
volunteers for reassignment. Major responsibility for the success of
the volunteer plan‘fell to the elementary school principals and to the
Parent Participation Committees which each principal heclped to estab-“
lish in his school community. Members of the Pareﬁt Participation
Committees were given the task of canvassing tﬁe neighborhood to cécure
volunteérs, orienting the community co the reassignmént plan, and pro-

viding the leadership and assistance necessary in making the volunteer

effort successful.
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In conjunction with the voluﬁxeer method, it w;s determined tﬁgt
; . i
certain special programs and special education classes would be either .
retained or reldcated such.that district-wide integration w;uld be
enhanced. Programs such as Follow Throuéh and classes for the Educable y
N . .

Mentally Resgrded were involved in this discretionary compoﬁent of the
compliance piﬁﬁ.

Assumipg that the numbers of children volunteering for reassign-
ment would be insu%ficient to achieve the desired ratios, a random
selection method of reassignment was designed. Using a pupil's birth-
date in a lottery system allowed for selecting the remaining numsers
of pupils necessary for balanced integration. Both black and white .
pupils were selected for reassignment through the lottery system.

A Community Advisori and Mo;itoring Committee was. established to
monitor the random selection procedure ‘and advise central administra-
tive personnel involved in the reassignment process. The committee

was composed of at least eight parents of elementary school children,

plus at least one representative from the following agencies: Kansas

Commiséioﬁxon Civil Rights, Wichiﬁk U}ban League, National Conference
of Christians and Jews, Community Planning Council, and Wichita State
University Research Council. | .
In addition, a Special Transfer Review QOmmittee was established
to review requests for special transfer or special consideration rela- s

tive to school assignmenc. If reassignment could be reasonably shown
to result in\extremé harcship for the. pupil or his family, special
consideration was given. .The reassignment period lasted for no less
than one school term. However, pupils were urged to complete their

entire elementary school esperience in the reassigned schools. The

integration plan couaformed to the feeder school concept. In other

40
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words, once'reassigned, pupils could continue into juﬂior and
senior high schools with classmates from‘tgeir reassigned schoois.

' Although Wichita is still somewhat residentially segregated;
complete integration of the school system has been achieved through
cross-busing. However, this means that over BQk‘ofafhe black ‘.
students must ;tténd schoolgfoutside their neighborhood districts. ’
Both schdol faculties and‘pupiiqpopulations are integrated. The
racial composition in the schools is more representative 6% the
Wichita population at lafge, than 1£ was ten years ago. The ﬁichita
Schgol System is probably the largegt fu%ly desegregated system in.
the nation. _

Regardlesé of the inherent benefits of an 1ntegfated‘educa-. )

tional system, the-adoption of the compliance plan and the result-
iﬂg cross-busing program intraduced logistical préblems in the .'
delivery of Title I services; Attendance at neighborhood schools
had naturally concentrated services tovlow income pupils in a
small number of schools. With the implementation of integrative
busing came the dispersion of target area pupils throughout the_
school system. The "follow—the;child" concept of Title I services
became a necessity, as the pupils began- to be bused out of their
_neighborhoods. 1In addition to target schools, "extended service"

/

schools were designated to serve the eligible Title I pupiié who

were relocated in scﬂqqls outside the target areas. However,
operating a program on a partial basis in a large number of
schools has been more expensive than operating a program concen-

trated in a few schools.

-
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Related P;Bgrams ' _

y és‘inéegratioq\became a stronger issué, it became evident that
preparation for the inevitabie changes woﬁld be necessary. Human rela-
tions and cultural awareness workshops were planned in order for admin- °
isérators and teachers to better cope with ché“ragial mix which would -
resnlﬁ in previously racially‘and gcoﬁomica%ly homogengpus classrooms.
6ne‘sucﬁ wérkéhob,;the Human Relations, Seminar, éupported by Title I :
funds, took place duriné the summer of 1969. For two weeks, Wichita

State University staff‘memberS'and 100 participants worked together.
in sensitivity groups. The pa;ticipanks we;e Wichita teachers of
the culturally disadventaged from all school lévels. Also attending
wére professionais from'instituzions nat;onwide, who were knowledge-
able }p topics relevant to the disadvantaged. ) .

Another Tifle I supported program which gréﬁ out of the increased
local awareness of tﬁe‘special needs of the digadvantaged, was the Home-

School Coordinator program. The principal of Ingalls Elementary School

requested a Home-School -€oordinator in the spring of 1969. Ingalls had
/

, . P .
been designated as a Title I target area schqol since theAbeginning of

& .

funding. The principal was concerned with the need for a person on the
staff who could understand the problems of a majority black, economically
disadvantaged school commuﬁity. The main goal of the program was to

provide better communication between school and immediate community.

The program operated during part of the 1969-70 school year and during

the 1970-71 school. year. However, as the racial cqmposition of Ingall§’“

shifted due to cross-busing, the need for a Home-School Cootdinator

was diminished and the program was terminated in the spring of 1971. °

»

Seme programs focused on the teacher's role in meéting the needs
iy -

/
of the disadvantaz:d. Ome such Title I program took place during the

: 42
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sumters of 1970 and A971 with follow-up sessions later in the school

AY

. _Yyears. Alternately called the’ Hos?ce Mann Involvement WOrkshOp and

)

_ the Concentrated August Staff Training (CAST), the two-week WOrkshop 1
' . ]‘

was s}med at increasing the awareness of tonditions and cultures of the

community surrounding one junior high school. Horace Mann Junior High 4

¢

School drew most of its students from an area which was largely com- /

mercial and'designated econshically disadvantaged. For a number of

|

|

. | .y 1

years, the pspils had exhibited a poor attitudé toward sshool as re- i

flected by the lowest attendance rates in the city and exfremely low v

achievement levels. During the 1969-70 school year, the direéto& of
secondary educaf&on, the principal of Horace Mann, aﬁd’ihe director “

of federal programs met and planmed this summer workshop as' an initial’

F . .
T T S, e

step toward Ehe solution. of these problems. A representative of Mid- T

El . .

Continent Regional Educational Laboratory (MhRﬁi)\contracEed to plan
the workshop content. The Horace Mann.staff was selected as the

major chanéq agent in the program. Participants also 1uacluded
. ) : »
community businessmen, area parents, a minister, a WACPI representa- i

.

tive, a social worker, judges, a policeman, a member of the Black

United Front, and a member of the Brown Berets. “These members of

1
|
|
|
the community were invitedito participate An sessions appropriate- '
to their interests. _Results-~of the program were generally inconclu-

sive. Neither pupil achievement poi attendance rates was signifi-

cantly improved. The major changes seemmed to be an improvement in staff
0 » .
attitude and an increased cohesiveness. It is possible that over a,

!

longer time span, this change in teacher attitudes will have a gre: er

impact upon the stugdents. X
"‘a

Another such workshop, the Professional and Paraprofessional Staff

Training (PPST), was held for one week during the summer of 1970. This

4

~
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program was designed to help teachers meet the special needs of ;x?ck'

elementary pupils. The faculties from the seven black elementary -

schools met to pIan\for the coming y;ar qu to receive an orientation .
to tﬁe use of materials and equibment designed to improve cqréiculum:

N Still another program aimed at minoxity groups, focused on the
pupi}s rather than the staff. In 5esponse'tg‘concetns express%d to
he Board‘of Educa;ion about‘the needs of minarity and undérprivileged.
students, the Title I Secondary Neighborhood Counseling progfam was -
inftidted. This ten week summer counseling program‘ﬁas ;vailable tQ

«

. \
pubi‘icw d private school students, and youth who had left school.

One profess onai counselor and one paraprofessional stagfed a.counsel-
ing office fok a total of twelve hours per déy. The couhselors spent
the first two weeks contacting individuals and groups 1n‘the community
who mighé be @n a position to make referrals: the Neigﬁborhood Youth
Corps,'the YMCA, the Nocal teenage center, the county health depart- -
.ment, soclal service workers, churches, ana others. The community
xfoups gave unqualified support to the program, howeQer few youth J
| took advantage of the service, The poor location of the office was
probably partly responsible fog\the lack of participagionz

\ -

During this period of confuéion over integrated sctools, compliance
. - N /

o

plans, and cross-busing, programs s Qorted by Title I funds helped to

smooth the way by nffering insight :Eé\skills in the area of 1nterperéonal

relations. Resistaice to change of any kind is great. The above-mentioned

Title I programs, among :thers, helped to se thé stress that accompanied

growth and change. The awakening of public dgfreness which spawned the .

Elementary and Secondary Education Act also led\;o the demand for equal.
\

and integrated classrooms. Although the implemeﬁt§tion of a plan for de-

\
segregation caused friction in some Areas, this friction was lessened
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E through the efforts toward improved human relations made possible

H N '-'\hl

v through the resources of Title I.

K] t

-

COMPARABILITY

On April 13, 1970, Congress passed Public'Law 19-230, requiring
that local educational agencies collect and submit data supporting
the fact that the Title I and non-Title I schools were actually com-

. v

parable in personnel, programs, and materialp,/putside the federally .

’ [} -~

funded programs. Since federal fupds received under Title I vere
designed to gupple nt the existing~educationa1 services and programs, R
comparability reports became required to show that Title I prégrams
were actually compensatory and not merely a replacement for locally
- supported programs already in existence in the district. Beforé this
legislation was enacted school districts gave assurance that programs .
were compensatory, but no formal report was requested. The proceas of
determininé comparability has become 'an integral part of the Wichita
Title 1 project.\\Methods,and'guidelines for determining CDmparability
have changed somewhat since 1970, but the basic.structure remains the *
rsame. ' *
Until the fall of l974, comparability figures were obtained largely
by hand, through the use o an‘UIivetti programma,IOi desk calculator.~

Programs written by the research staff proved extremely helpful in cal-

- culating comparability. However, the.Olivetti program was limfted and
time consuming. In 1975, with the installation.of the/IBM 37Qﬂcomputer,;
the research department was able\to write and put into use, a FORTRAN \
computer program which reduced actual report calculation time;from . 1 ]
about eigbty hours to under two minutes. At tne same time, the accuracy ;

J

A )

- of the report was greatly enhanced, .

s

The determination of comparability is based on the ratio of enroll-”' .

3
Y
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ment to full time equivalent staff for each school. Each ratio for
v \f

Title I schools is then compared with the non=Title T schools' average .

' ratio. Each Title I school must have a ratio which is not greater than

- ) -~
the average non-Title I ratio, within a 5% allowance. In calculatimg

t%e\ratios, preschool pupils are eXcluded from the figures. Preschool
. and federally funded teachers are also excluded. In addition,.other

’ g sections of the cohparability proce&ure deal with per pupil expends

.
\* ’

itures for insttuctional salaries and instructional materials. These

" [ . .

- areas, too, must be shown to be comparable between Title -I and non-
. ;" . . .\ :

Title I schools. ,

« =

As soon following the release of the September 15 official enroll-

. ' o
.

> gent as possible, a preliminary determination of comparability is made

/ by the research department. If staff adjustments are necessary to

~ oachieve comparability, they are made at this time. A raport substan-

tiating comparability between target schools and non-target Schools -

2

must be filed by December 1 order for funding to continue for that

school year. Although only one official comparability report is

wd - ? : .
! filed, calculating comparability figyres is a continual process and

checks are constantly being made to assure continued compliance with

comparability guidelines. External checks on the validity,of the LEA's

. s

comparahility report -take the form of audits conducted by the federal
agency. Wichita's last external audit was dhring the spring of 1973.

Wichita's Title I schools have conformed to the compatability guide-
. lines every year since 1973, when Congress first authorized the filing

. of comparability reports. . v

. "' < \ . b /
" ACCOUNTABILITY . . .
* w i . .
. In these times nf alternative education andfinnovative.programs, B
ry . iy &
4 H 7
the area of accountst ! lity is becoming 1ncreasingly important. Educa-

v




. ° , y oo R
" .
4 .
tional accountability measures help to‘assure that program objec- Coet

._ tives are, in fact, being met.‘ In order to assure accountability
.in the Wichita-Title I program, the school district called for
the development of a systems management man?al. Designed coopera- .
tively with the EPIC Diversified Systems Corporation of Tucson,

Arizona, the management manual provides an orgpnized view of the ( .,
* - ’ »
system and-a methodology for effective working relationshipsa .

The system operates by a "management by obféctives" method. In _
A '
the 1975-76 Systems. Manual for Management of the ESEA Title L_Prqggam.

managepent by objectives is defined as, \ . -

3

" 1. the specification of objectives to-attain aetivity- |
1 .

. \ . 4
’ oriented and learner goals, and "

2. the'development and implementation 'of a plan to

," - monitor and evaluate the specified objectives.
L4
The manual contains systems documents such as organizational chnrts,“
~ , work activities, job descriptions, and monitoring systems. In
; 3

. . Y

addition to the program management system, an .evaluation plan way devel-
H ~) L A R R l, c
oped to aid in defining the performanne and procesg objectives and in

assessing the attainment of those ohjectives. The Systems Mariual

/s
for Management provides a managemen design for systematically
ager ¥

planning, organizing, operating, and evaluating the Wichita ESEA
Title I program. )

Successful implementation of this management system of account- 1.
ability for Title I was achieved during the 1973-74 school year. The

manual was later revised for the 1975-76 school year. The system is

art effectivé and impressive one. By the middle of its first yedt of

implementation, several inquiries concerning the management system




L
E)

|
fiad been -“feceived from such cities as Atlanta, New Orleans, and *es

Ve . ¢

o
>

Moines.

In subsequent years, modlfled Title I accountablllty models &ere

¢

excended to other prograﬂs and divisions. Thus other local operatfions -

.

and other communities have benefited greatly from the groundwork laid

3

in the Wichita Title I program in the areas of accountability mode#s

@ &

and systems management.
it

7 %

" Wichita's_ effor.s and insight in developing this- management sy$tem "\

were lauded by the National Directoy of Title I. The United States
Offlce of Educatlon tooL‘lnto consideration ,the p0331b111ty of initia-
ting similar accountab—Tlty models in all large schoul systems which
recgive Title I support. Much of the success of the model was credited

to the establishment of challenging objectives by tﬁq various personnel
n - - L4 R

fnvolved in all phases of the program: plauning, development, imple-

mentation, and evaluation. )

_RESEARCH AND EVALUATION ) : ¢

Research and evaluation is an integral part of the Wichita Title I

.
-

-

program. The research design prepared;for the first semester of project .

operation in the spring of 1966, was a cooperativg}éffort between the

public school research staff and personnel from Wichita State University.

v

" Evaluation reports have be%n prepared yearly since 1966, by the
schoel district research department. In acdition to theAyearly reports,

\ Specialft9pic reports arc published as the need arises. The research
3 staff uorkélin conjungtion with ptojéct Jdirectors in the development,
a;d revision of prograﬁ and pe;formance objectives, survey and test
instruments, and evaluation designs. -

-

At the national level, evaluation has been stressed also. In

.
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-

1967, Public Law 90-247, amending the 1965 act, instructed the U. S. a

-~

“ .o e,
" Commissioner of Education to report aﬂnuallzyon the effectiveness of

ESEA programs. Since that time, a number of Title I funded national
studies have been conducted. Evaluation is a continual process.
Time is required for programs tofbecomg established and_for the

accumulated results of several years of com?ensatory programs, to

become evident. Major improvement in achievement levels is not’

' N

obtained quickly. Despite the proven)hiéh guality Jf programs and
/

»

instruction, the final! proof of the project's.worth seems to lie in
' /

the results of achievement test scores./ Are those pupils involved s

Ve

i Title I programs performing better &%an they have in the past?
//
is Title I making a visible impact upqh the pupils' achievement
- . . /

levels? How large is the difference between the test scores of
Ny : . |

Title I and non=Title I pupils? / .

!

In an effort to Engqeé the above questions;'compafisons were
made between Title I an& non-Title i pupils' achievement test scores
obtained over the past ten years. However, caution should be taken

i |
wﬁen'making comparisons of{this kind. Disadvantaged pup;ls begin
"school with educational and cultural deficiencies. To compound the
problem, disadvantaged pupiis usually do not make yearly gains as

|
° great as their more advantaged classmates. In a study published by

' \\
the USOE entitled, The Effectiveness of Compensatory Education,
; BEnE - \

Summary and Review of the Evi@k#ce, iﬁ was discovered that for

, ;
large city populations, a gatn '6f Oﬁé in grade equivalent per year .
P /AN

} i / [ N
is the most which can be expgctﬁd from disadvantaged children. This

\ -
\

is not to say that greater'ééins\are impossible, only that 0.8 gradé
equivalent gain is the norm for the disadvantaged. So, we have pupils
who stakt school behind the other children, and who are likely to fall

further behind as their school 'careers progress. These are facts which
49
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a
-

should be kept in mind when comparing achievement scores of Title I -~
a&d non-Title i pupils.

The graphs on pages 51 through 58 show comparisons of mean tggt
scores setyeen Title I and non-Title I schools. The mean levels of
-achievement scores are deriveQ-from méasures obtained on the Iowa

Test of Baéic Skills (ITBS),. #ﬁe data are analyzed by subtests. of

8 . _ | ©
Reading, Vdcabulary, Language, 4nd Arithmetic. Each solid oblique

line represénts the expécted progression of test scores, assuming

\ - .
that grade equivalent scores accurately represent actual grade and

montﬁ/blacement.. For example, one wq?ld expect third grade students

=

to achieve a mean score of approximately 31 when tested in September

/ and a mean score of about 38 if tested again in April, seven months

later. The Title I schools' mean scores were obtained by combining
. mean scores for every Title I School. The Title I schools' mean

scores were then subtracted from the system means, to obtain non-

Title I means. The me:as were weighted to account for differences

*in popwlation sizes. ° v .

] Additional factors should be considered when studying the
. 2

following graphs: ' ‘ N
1./ 1964 IT?S norms were in use until the 1971 testing peri8§< ,ﬂ
2/ The ITBS tgst was renormed in 1970. Beginning in 1971 and\&

f the?eafter, 1970 ITBS norms were used.

33. From 1965 throu;h 1972, ITBS tests were administered during

Octobetr of each school year. However, the test admipistra-

tion date was changed to April during the 19f3—74 school year.

Thus, no test scores are reported for calendar &ear 1973.

PN

The Title I designated schools changed from year to year.

Also, altbough it seems that the graphs chart groups of
A\

\\\‘ :
/ . Y 50 /
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| / ‘.' -
pupils from the third througn,sixth gtades, the group . i
composition\- due to high mobility, busing, and program

» .
changes -~ is not exactly the sane from year to year.

5. . The Compliance Plan was first}implemented during the
\ 1971-72 school year. l )

. .
As can bg seen in the graphs, one| characteristic common to all .

1
. N \7

the subtests is the tendency during'th[ last ¥ive years for the non-

Title I cﬁpols' meant to converge toward the expected grade equiva-

|
I
lent scores. Algo indicated, is the tendency for Title I schools to -

more closely parallel the achievement Qf the non-Title I sSchools. fIn
\ .
general, the differences in mean achieVement scores between Title I
L . X . .
and non-Title I schools are decreasin37 The test results are encourag-

ing. Although Title I pupils consistently score lower thax/pupils from

non-Title I scnools, the Title I defic#t is not increasing at the pace

1 /
which might be expected. ﬁ . ) /

’ / >
Busing, per se, does no. appear tolhave had a noticeable effect
| ot .
. |
upon the achievement scores compareg here. Drastic changes°in the

progression of scores do not suddenly aﬁpear during the 1971-72 gthqol

year and following years. Other local étudies ’kin, 1973; Silvertooth, ."-

|

1&]4; Turner, 1972) have concluded similarly, that busing did not have °

. ! /
a significant nor differential effect upon the academic achievement of

i

Wichita stugents. ) . \\

How do the achievement scores of the Wichita Title I -pupils compare ‘\\

with those ofJTitle I pupils qétionwide? In a recent General Accounting

Office (GAO) survey of Title I programs in 15 districts in 14 states,

"' state education officials 'reported that over 50 percent of the Title I

reading program participants had .made gains -above the national average.

'In Wichita, the gains in reading level wé}e comparable. The 1974-75

\,




Title I Evaluation Report indicates that over 70 percent-of the partic- ’

|
|

'

. / . \ e
ipants in the reading program achieved the performance objecjAive of . -

0.8 month gain in-g:ade equivalenthscores for evety month of program
panticipation. Evaluation resultg cii;d in‘thd.GAO repoft sﬁnw“
.average statewide gains of approndmatel; b.é oé a year's growth for
_every yea§~of participation/in réadiné prograns‘fnf%he states suryeyedf

L)
.

The evaluagion report for' the Wichita Title I néading program ahows.

‘ap_average/gain from 0.8 °to 1.3 of a year's growth for the 1974-75

school year! ’ ® B

When compared to ITBS achievement Yscores from 1968, the 1974-75

7 ".scores again are promising. In 1968, khe™Title I schools' n@an'sconps

hd L

-\ shnwed an average gain of 7.7 months per year. This figure is lower

’ 4

than-even the iower boundary of the-tange in gaina dehieved last year

. by Title I reading students. " Title I pupils in’ théjWiéhita program

\

are making .great strides toward closing the gap between their per-

\

formance level and that of their more advantaged classmates.

o

N. I. E. PROPOSED DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

A In its'cnntinuing commitmeint to quality adngacfon through respons-

. \ - ’ M ' =
ible evaluation &nd change, the Wichita system has initiated planning

for a demonstration Title I project. The Educatiop Amendments of 1974

provided that the 'National Institute of Education (N.I.E.) conduct:

demonsiration’pgbjects in order to determine more efficient,utilization
. ) \ * .
of Title I funds. Twenty-seven project proposals were submitted

-

to Wishington from districts across ‘the nation. In June of 1975, ;

ﬁicy&ta was notified that it had been selected as one of sixteen’
/

i

projects to receive a year's grant for the'pdipose of planning
a demonstration proiect. Findings from thegse demonstration pro-

jects will be prescr~ed to Congress prior to the reauthorization
60 . -
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_the local Title I project. These toptcs consist basically of (1)

. and scattered low-income houstng, more efficient delive;y of compen-

. This ?rocedure will effectively ‘decrease the degree to which funds

of ESEA Title I. The State of Kansas hss enthusiastically supported
. . N { .
the Wichita N.I.E. Proposal and has stated confidence in the ability
of the district to’ imglement tﬁe demonstration project.

The Wichita Sthool System has chosen three major demonstration

topics which seem most relevent to the task of initiating changes jn °

shifting to a basis of educational need and away from the ‘dual’ -

1.
criteria of poverty area plus educational n‘ed, (2) servicing more

schools,rand (3) servicing more children. .

“

¢

Under the first topit, that of changing to an education criterion
. s ¥. S ) , .
only, it is-hoped that a more completer coverage of low-achievement
pupils will be ‘attained. ‘Although the correlhtion.between students

presently being served and those to be served under the N.JsE. pro-

posal is high the use of the student achievement criterion only, will

Sm———

—— \

increase the population to be+served by approximately/twenty-ﬁive perr

cent. Since the Wichita school system is desegregatEd through businj'

’ ' ’

o\b. v

satory serviceE can be achieved when programs are not limited|sole1y

’
N [ -
-t 4

to .the intenselly impoverished areas.

Secondly, the N.I.E., project proposes ko increase the number
of schools receiving Title I funds and services from the current base : ~ f

4

of twenty, to the’ total number of seventy-seven elementary schools.

~

“

13
are concentrated in the small number of schools uhich are presently

N

eligible as target areas.
¢

I

The third topic, that of increasing the number of students served will
e ,;

follow automatically, the first two major changes.’ ‘By increasing the num-
Coe . ¢ .
ber of schools served, and establishing the. sole eligibility criterion « ¥

~

61




- <

as low-achievement, a greater number of Students will be servéd by the

Title I services. ° .
. *
It is anticipated that dollar allocations will be held stable,

]

except for inflationary increases, under the new proposal. .An indi-

‘'vidualized program willpallow for continuous entry upon diagnosis and ,
continuous exit upon achievement of performance objectives, therefore

allowing for a, greater number of participants at a lower cost per par-

3

ticipant. Plans call_fof project implementation during fiscal 1977

and continuing through fiscal 1978, .pending approval by the community,

and administration at the district, state, and national levels.

2
¥

CONCLUSION - .

Title I under the Elementéry and Sécondary‘Education Act of 1965,

° 4

has had acmajor impact upon the Wichita community. Over the past ten

5

' years, approximately $15 million has been allocated to the Wichita pg&if

- P

ject. The Title I project is the largest of approximately AQ federally

- N

o

supported educational programs presently operating in Wichita.\

Over 25 separate regular term programs have been implemented during
éhé past ten yegars. Forty-~eight major g;oérams and training workshops
haQe.EFen‘cbnductéd during summer sessions. Very few of these innovative
programs were in operation prior to }itle I funding. Although the scope
of this report prohibits inclusion of detailed pfogram aesEriptions, a

e

majorﬂlisting can be Téund in Appdndix C. Complete program descriptions

are published annhually #n the local ESEA Title T Evaluation Report.
' \

The Title ! project was been credited with providing impetus for

’

the local establishment and development of a separate research ‘department.

Monitoring nd evaluating “'tle 1 prozrams demanded the resources of a

sophisticated resear~h or.;dnization. The original two-member staff was

"




" funded with federal monies; g}large percentage of the research staff,&s g
by | 5 . \
currently javolved in Title I@program evaluation.

Title I programs have al%o enhanced staff development. Many Tifle 1
inservice and preserviée actiyities for instructors, specialistéﬁ and -
administrators have aided the%professional growth of local educators. /

Title I could bé considered the research and development force in the
educational system. Operatlng in much the same manner as. the research and
development department of a large corporation, the project has supported

)
development of effective new programs which have supsequently improved /

the entire system. Several 1nnovat1ve concepts inikiated by the Title I f

I

project have been adopted by the local school systém. For example, the /
' ' . /
Title I project initiated a study of minority culgures, and subsequently /

/

similar studleq were includeJ in the district's 4ocia1 studies curriculuﬁ
|

When the numbe of target aréa schools was reduzéd in 1966, the number—?f

uced. The local 5chool

!

system, desiring to maintain‘the reading emphagis initiated under Titlf

1
1

retained 17 of these Corrective Reading teachers, utilizing local fun#s.
i 3 /

Title I Correctlve Reading tJachers was also re

v

The utilization of social wo#kers in the Wichifa schools was a direct
outgrowth of a Title I funded social work program. The services of/
elementary physical/educatioﬂ instructors were reinstated followingﬁthe
sucoess of a Title I program utilizingvphysical\aducation instructo}s

at the elementary level. Title I funding has enabled the developmént
I
of innovatiyé/programs such as the Elementary Matﬂfmatics program ‘which
i - \ ,
has been adgpted by other proiects in non-target sc?ools within the

district. s illustrated in an earlier section of this report, many

JR——

N O '
outstanding Title I proy-ams have received national recognition.

The project has functioned cooperatively with maéy community pro-

1
'

\ ,
grams and agencies. Local institutions serving neglectif and delinquent

o 63 \




children have profited from Title I services. In the past, medical ;ssoc-
iations ha;e cooperated wi{h Title I programs in tﬁe delivery oi health
services to disadvantaged pupils. Cultural arts associations have provided
opportunities for the cultural eyrichment of Title I pupils.

Cooperative relationships have developed between Title I programs

-

and other federally funded programs. During the past decade, the Title I

project has coordinated with the Head Start program, the Follow Through

.program, the Neighborhood Youth Corps, the Communiti Action Program,

programs under the Emergency Sch~nl Aid Act (ESAA), aﬁq programé under
other. titles of ESEA, to namé only a few. Through cooperative relation-
ships such as these, the Title I project has contributed greatly to a
comprehensive,'unifiéd approach to compensatory education.

The achievement gains exhibited by Title I participants are proving

the success of the project. The most recent ESEA gitle.l Evaluaticn Report
(1975) of the Wichita programs indicates average gains ranging from 0.8 to
1.3 of a year's growth in reading skills (as measured by the California
Achievement Test) for Title I participants during the 1974~75 school year.
The same report shows that 82.6 percent of the 1,868 participants in the
Title I Elementary Mathematics program met or evceeded the stated perform
ance objectives during the past year. ITBS scores over the past ten years,
as represenéed gy the graphs presented earlier in the present report,
indicate that pupils in Title I target schools are narrowing the educ;-
tional gﬁp betwevn their achievement levels and those of the less'disad-,
vantaged pupils in the city. *
The past ten years of Title 1 involvement in the Wichita community

has truly been a "decade of progress'. Progress has been evident within

the project which has resulted in benefits to the entire community. The

"Titie I project has t-.ghtined local awareness of the needs of education;

64
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~

ally disadvantaged children, and of the reciprocallf detrimeﬂtal effects

of poverty and low achievement. More importantly, the project has of fered
a variety of apgroaches to the soluéion of the problem of being education~
ally disadvantaged in today's gociety; Title I is the core of the compen-

satory education effort in Wichita and as such, has had an immense impact

upon the school system, the community, and the state.
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‘ 1965 - 1966 ‘ ' c B .

’ ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS <
Wichita, Kansas

_ )
Title 1 . z
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Spring 1966

Wichita School Aged Population:

i

Per Pupil Cost of Public Education
Approximate Title I Budgeted Funds:

Number of Major Title I Programs,
Regular School Year:
Summer School:

L ’

Participafing Parochial Schools:

Number of Title I Target Schools:
: /

/

Public School Tifle I Participants:

’

Non-Pybli¢ School Title I Participants:

67

l75

Beginning of Project

69,774

$515 .

$1,067,000

34 elementary,
5 jurior high

1

22,496

1,418 .
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1966 - 1967

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS
Wichita, Kansas

-

Title I

w%%% Target Area Schools

-

/)

Figure A-2

68
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. 1966~-67 School Year

Wichita School Aged Population:

¢

Per Pupil Cost of Public Education:

;Cpncentration of Low Ineome Children:

4 2

)
a

- C Approximace Title I Budgeted Funds:

.

Number of Major Titlé I Programs,
Regular School Year:
Summer School:

Participating Parochial Schools:

- Number of Title I Target Schools:
b @

“

-

.Public School Title I Participants:

\ . -

¢
Non-Public School Title i Participants:

“

! ’ 69

(X

/

First Year of Project

80,600 .

$511

6.4%

$t,129;§00

©13 . .
16 ’

24 elementary
7 junior high
5 senior high

/

13,600 "

700

oy




1967 - 1968

ELEMENTARY SCHOOT. DTSTRTCTS
Wichita, Kamsas

wommn Title 1
BB Target Area Schools

.
. <

s

\v

i

Figure A3

.
~
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1967-68 School Year Second Year of Project

Wichita School Aged Population: 81,100 /

Per Pupil Cost of Public Education: . $558

° el J
’ ) oy

* Condentration of Low Income Children: 6.6% " 2 °

Approximate Title I Budgeted Funds: 'ﬁ $1,346,200

Number 'of Major Title I frograms, .
Regular School Year: 15
' ' Summer School: ’ 16

— Participating Parochial Schools: 7 ) *

v

Number of Title I Target Scheols: 24 elementary
. e 9 junior high
6 senior high®

Public School Tigle 1 Participants: 13,200

[

>

Non-Public School Title { Participants: 400

¢ ————




1968 ~ 1969

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL :DISTRICTS
Wichita, Kansas

Title I

> ]

}
H
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1968-69 School Year
: /
R !
; Wichita School Aged Population: =80,545 .
. s oo T T T
) . . //
Per Pupil Cost of Public Education: $616_ ,//
A )
| .
Concentration of Low Income Children: 7.4%
/! o ' \ N ’ v o
Approximate Title I Budgeted Funds: $1,223,500
f Major Title I Programs, -
Regular School Year: 15
*  Summer School: 14
Parti ipa‘ting Parochial Schools: 6
Number| of ‘fiitle I Target Schools: 22 elementary
ch‘cﬁ\l‘itle I Participants: 12,900 _
. Non-Public[Schodl Title I Participants: 190




. . 1969 - GNR ,
. ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS
. Wichita, Kansas
: . 5 hd ...
| ) M
’ - Title I ) ;
| G Tarcot Arza Schools
| nu Extendcd Serwice Schools
7 T I . - ° -
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1969-70 School Year . Fourth Year of Project
- - “ ’ - ’// s /
o/
{
Wichita School Aged Population: 7 L626
- . j
. Per Pupil Cost of Public Education: $698 Co
Concentration of Low Income Children: ‘ 8.02% '
Approtimate Title I Budgeted Funds: $1,426,700
‘ : ‘ -/
] P ) N .

Number of ﬁajor Title I Programs: -
o Regular School Year: 13

Summer School: 20
< ‘. R N -
SR Participating Parochial Schools: 4
Number of Title I Target Schools: 18 elementary

1 junior high
1 preschool

‘Number of Title I Extended Service

' Elementary Schools: 6

Public School Title 1 Participants: 8,200

Non-Public School Title I Participants: ! s90
. .

3
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— 1970 - 1971

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS
Wichita, Kansas o

- litle I
i eey Target Area Schools

—“..II.U Extended Service Schools

Z~>

.z,

mmm:no A-6

76




4 ’
1970-717Scheool Year Fifth Year of Project
Wichita School Aged Populafion: 76,647
/ - paoneL 2 -
Pér Pupil Cost of Public Education: $769
Concentration of Low Income €hildren: 9.4%
Approximate Title I Budgeted Funds: $1,429,200

| Number of Major Title I Programs,

Regular School Year: 15
Summer School: 20 ) ’
Participating Parochial Schools: 4
Number of Title I Target Schools: 17 elementary
1 junior high
- 1 preschool >
Number of Tiil> T Extended Service
Elementary Schools: 1
Public Schvol Title I Participants: 9,129: v
Non-Puhlic School Title 1 Participants: o 356
. ’ . ‘
. . , ) . ,
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1971 - 1972 . tu

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS SN o= . )
Y Wichita, Kansas n : \ % a

Title I o . < ’ - ,

Target Area Schools 'y ’ - ;
“ N Extended Service ; e

,Schools i g .
_ : : © D
< -~ a0
. -
\ <
N -
’ [
j -
° , ] Figure A-7
N . »
7 . lC
x . . >—
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1971-72 s ) ' Sixth Year of Project *

WicPita Scheol Aged.Population: 71,014 ’
. Per Pupil Cost of Public Education: $859 "
’
Concentration of Low Income Children: . 11.0% e
AppFoximate Title I Budgeted Funds: "$1,619,300 )
. . ¢ . A !
,Number of Major Title I Programs, ) . ’
, Regular School Year: 13 A
Summer School: 20 - :
Participating Parochial Schools:: 4

Number of Title I Target Schools: . <- 13 elementary -
&« /

. 1 Junior high
¢ 1 preschool -

Number of Title I Extended Service . : ‘

. 7 Elementary Schools: 50
] Public School Titlé I Participants: 4,887 . ‘
»
Non-Public School Titlé I Participants: 291
' V4
N . *
* - -
\\ a3 79 .

« . 87 .
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1972 = 1973 - .

~

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL UHmemeem
Wichita, Karisas

Title I : ; )
Target Afea Schools
i a

IS .

D Extended Service Schools

-

(13

Figure A-8
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1 . 1972-73 School- Yeag, , Seventh Year of froject ®

» Wichita School Aged Population: 68,034
. Per Pupil Cost of Public Education: $917
@oncentration of Low Income Childrea: ’ 19.12 -~ .
.6 . \ o . _' | \\\
/ / - \

App}oximate‘Title I Budgeted Funds! $1,475,200

Number of Major Title T: Programs, ' N

- Regular School Year: 11
/ Summer School: 8 -
X \
Participating Parochial Schools: 7
¢ L J
3. .
° Number of Title I Target Schools: ™  18.elementary : '
< 1 preschool
Number of Title I Extended Services ° . .
Elementary qchools. 58 ’
Public School Title I Participants: 4,235
Non-Public School Ticle I Participants: 248 ‘ .
P . ‘ s
N
o j
- /
w» [ ’ ' 2




~

1973 -, 1974 .

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS -
Wichita, Kansas.

-

’ . 2

4

Title I , »
Target Area mnrwo:..

D Extended Service Schodls

-y

A

ot
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1973-74 Shool Year -
- /
Wichita School Aged Populdtion:

( , . Per Pupil Cost of Public Education:

Concentration of Low Income Children:
|

N I
Approximate Title I Budgeted Punds:

-

Number of Major Tiile I Programs,
./ Regular School Year:
Summer School:

. -

- Participating Parochial Schools:
' 4

Nutdber of Title I Target Schools:

4 Number of Title I Extended. Service

Elementary Schools:

: Pubiic Schoel Title I Partjcipants:
x \

.
A

Non-Public School Title I Participants:

91

83

N

Eighth Year of Projeét

55,592 a

P

$1,062 » ;
19.4%

$1,948,300

-

18 elemenfhny
1 preschool

56
4,292

¢

255




1974 - 1975,

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS
Wichjita, Kansas

L4 -

Title I .
Target Area Schools

rd

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E

\

4

14

-




1974-75 School Year‘

1

Wichita School Aged Population:

o -

Per Pupil Cost of Public Education:

o
)

Concentration of Low INcome Children:

-

App?%ximate Title I Budgeted Funds:

o

ct'-\
Y Number of Major Title I Programs,
. Regular Schoel Year:
Summer School:

i

fartlcipatfng Parochial Schools:

s
A

Number of Title I Target Schools?

. Number of Title I Extended*Service
V. . Elementary Schools:

\
Public Schocl Title I Participants:

<y
¢

Non-Public School Title I Participants:

’ Y

Ninth Year of Project

-

19.6%

$1,754,800 | STt

Y

19 eleﬁentary
} preschool
v

53 & .
4,130 . ’
138
PR ¢




11975 - 1976 , . . : , ,

. ’ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS _ : X ~ 1. " .ﬁ ‘\ T T
4 . Wichita, Kansas R ! “ . - \\,\ 9 s
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1975-76 School Year

Wichita School Aged Popdihtion:

L]

Per Pupil Cost of Public Education:
> . + |
Concentration of Low Income Children:
s :

Approximate Title I Budgeted Funds:
.4‘;-". L

Number of Major Title I Programs,
", Regular School;Year:

]

r
Participating Parochial Schools:

Number of:Title I Target;s¢hools: .

, ‘ | N
Number of iitle I Extended éervisg
i Elementary Schools:

.
-~ ! e

i /
Tenth Year of Project O
59,998 \ o ,

$15310 (est.) - o

.

21.9%

$1,388,000 ' \ -

- « \§ ’
I . '\. i
. =
6 \N‘ . \
\ \ _
o \\ .
20 elementary x
1.,preschool o
|
.- 53 |
\
» k V’,
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B - TABLE Bl
' TITLE I PARTICIPANTS BY - - -
’ 1966 - 1975
\ g
) )
- . Title 1 Participam:s*

o School Year Public ™’ Non-Public Total
Spring 1966 22,496 1,418 23,914 |
1966-67 12,000 700 14,300 S
1967-68 13,200 o 400 . 13,600 |

' - T . -
/ 5

1968-69 12,900 190 13,050
1969-70 8,200 590 8,790
1970-71 9,129 + 356 " 9,485
1971-72 4,887 - 291 5,178 : -
1972-73 4,235 248 4,483
1973-74 4,292 255 4,547
1974-75 4,130 138 4,268
1975-76 (est.) 4,291 178 4469

- *In most cases, numbers are approximate.
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