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This is the third evaluation report follouing the reorganization

" -and redistribution of SEA resources in the area of program egaluation

'Until the beginning of the 1974 fiseal year, the Arkansas?SEA used.

- a separate section in the Federal Programs Division to coordinate

T evaluation of»all its programs. In an effort to}bring.about a

cTosEr tie between program planning-and egaluation " the evaluation,

: i-PeSPonsibilities—were shifted to the program section. ‘This {mproved

the feedback of evaluation information into program planming, but it

also brought on the possibility of biased reporting To increase

) obJectivity and k the program planning.benefits of evaluation,

an outside consultant was brought in to analyse data from lacal

evaluation reports and provide technical assistance in making

) needed chaﬁges in both program planning and - reporting of data from-

locals Evaf%ation remains a responsibility of the Title 1 leogr&m
staff with technical assistance from the outside. One section of

this report contains some candid assessments made by the gonsultant -

- and some recommended changes " These recommendatiohs will be used by

the SEA in considering futute program andmgvaluatio hocedures and
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.- ...the-State educational agency will make to the »
Commlssionezvjh) periodic reports (including the -
results of objective measurements required by

. . .section 141(a) (6) and of research and replication-.

. * studies) evaluating the effectiveness of payments
under this title and of particular programs assisted
under it in improving the educational attainment
. of educaQionally deprived childrqp...
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Section 142, P.L. 89-10
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L PROGRAM DESCRIPTION o

—

N

rkansas s located in the.southjcentraI part of, the bntted States = - " . v
ana consists éeograﬁhicaIIy ot a pIatnsvarea in the south and east and at;
mountain afea in the north and west. Eievatiqn \anges from 2,023 feet to a ;o

- 55 feét with an approximate mean altituae'of 650 feet..,withjn Arkansas' .
53,174 square h11es are 605'3quare feetvof water ‘ There are also two

nationaI parks, ‘three at1ona1 forests, and 17 state parks.

{ tion to 1,923, 295 Approximater 22% of the popu1at10n is black.
" major. c1t1es a{e L1tt1e Rock North L1tt1e¢~gck iE{'ort Sm1tht Pire Bluff,

and Hot Springs \¥L’
) The pub11c school popuIation is 447,593 located in 385 schooI d strfcts \
There are 106 private schools with 13,535 popu]ation Sixteen colleges
. and oy 1vers1t1es or brancheg of univédrsities are 106ated in the state}’
| -Med1a§khumber of 'school years completed by residents 25 years of age/and .h
older is 10. 5 years according to the 1970 census.
The mainstay in’Arkansas economy is cotton farminq, but other agri- | '

/ '
cultural crops and industrialization are increasing. In 1955 the Arkansas B

Industr1a1 Deve10pment Commission was established .and helped attract a
1arge numbervﬁf new 1ndustr1es to the state Unemployment is high, and per ..Y“ R
capita incomeé is still the second lowest 1n/the‘Un1ted States in spite of

the great increases made in the pas;;nbcades;/ ‘ <
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The Departme t of Education is a major agency of state government. The

chief state school officer holds the title of Director; is selected by the - .
Y J

'State Board _of Education subJect‘f"confirmation By the governor. and serves

at the p1easure of the governor Title 1 1s located in(Bhe~Federa1 Programs

Diyision, one of seven major divisions within the department It was’ %
F ’ ~.? ° "
* established in the fall of 1965.
L. 2% ' ST -
; . -\3 - .
Background Information o - ’

The EIementary and Secondary Edbcation Act of 1965 provides Title I
funds for Ioca1 schoo] systems serving. areas with high concentrations of
—chi1dren from 10w income fami1ies Title I funds ‘are used to design and -
'iimp}ement programs to meet the specia1 educationa1 needs of educationa11y
deprived children. - :

Federa1 legisFation estab1ished the formula for altocating funds to
couqty units within a gtate The division of funds fis. determined by the
U.S. Office of Education on the basis of ‘a mathematical formuld. State _\
_departments of‘education are provided with federaI reguIdtions to gpide&"

. % g - , : .
them in‘making sub-county aI]ocations to local educational- agencies withim>;

. "

*//9 county a , .-

- PIanning, impIementation and eva1uation of Title I programs are the
v respbnsibiIities of the/loggl_school districts Determination of school sites,
to be served by'TitIe I is one’of/the first‘steps performed The numbepuotah

_/ N

f,,.

chi1dren from low-income families is a prime factor in selecting eligin ;égy

s :
school sites: The area to be/served &hould not be SO Iarge as to diiute the

effectiveness of the program for that IocaI district.

Q‘ fle
After se1ecting,tthe§m'l site(s) to be ved the local schoo'I

ucational needs of children/yithin that area .

system must determine the

L] L4

-

N




according to highest priorities. High educationa1 priority needs are used
to Dlan and implement. the. programs and are those- which cannot be met through

reguIar school programs or other programs. Chi]dren identified as most in-

.need of special educational\assistance shou]d have Title I resources

A

concentrated on them. Title I activities and services are based on educa-
N .

tional deprivation and are not restricted to children from low- ingome
famiIies Both public and private schools are offeied services for children.
who reside in the identified attendance areas and meet the criteria
7stablished identifying educational deprivation i
Each state educational agency is required by Title I regu1ations to

make an annual evaluation report stating the effectiveness of Title I

: programs under- its jurisdi¢tion The purpﬁse of this report is not only

'to meet the 1ega1 requirements bu& to provide the Arkansas SEA with a

“comprehensive review of its totalistate program so that information can be
_ avaiIabIe -on which to make more effective decisions.

-Description of Program Variab1es ; : ' v

i,
o

The program variab1es in the Title I program consist of the institutions

)

-

and personne] invoIved in the programs, and the program components that were

- 1mplemented and operated with their concomitant costs and management These

variab1es for the Arkansas Tit1§ I program wiIl be desﬁribed in the sections
\ ’ n
q follow. ' E : S 2 .

) .
. P ) -

'Institutionalnand/or Personnel Variables . ‘

, . The institutfonal and/or personnel variables in the Title I programs are

28

the institutions students LEA Title I staff parents, and SEA personnel.

Institutions. Tables 1 through 4 contain information concerhing the

totaI number of Arkansas LEA's and their enroIIments and compares*this data

with the number of LEA s with corresponding enro]]ments participating in

Title I programs

- Tl
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TABLE 1: Thr FREQUENCY\OF LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES IN THE STATE BY SIZE
. ol Lo ’ o * )
; - - . b ——— e —— et ..__-_,__.r___. — e . e ] _—.1
EﬁrQlJment of LEA \_ - Number - Percent-
Less than -100 | 14 o 368
101 - 200 / .29 N 7.52 %
201 - 7500 145 © % . 37.66 K
t 501 - 1,000. 94~ 24,42 -
1,001: - 2,000- 56 14.55
2,001 - 5,000 33 ~ 8,57
5,001, - 10,000 10 2.60 .
. Over 10,000 . 4 1.04 4
Total = "385 . 100.00,
4a#—f 4 =
. - t. "
TABLE 2: THE. NUMBER OF LOCAL EDUCATIoh AGENCIES PARTICIPATING IN
LE 1. PROGRAMS ,
Extent of'Particjpation Number Percent
. R . . . . .
Regular. Term Only. 336 . .92.82 .
. . . AN
Summer Term Only 0 . 0.0n |
" Regular and, Summer Terms ?§i 7.18
Total 362 - 10000

 fTAPLE 3:.

THE TOTAL NUMBER OF ARKANSAS PUBLIC AND' NON- PUBLIC SCHOOLS
AND THEIR ENROLLMENT BY LEVEL OF SCHOOL ' :

- : " [_Public Schools , - Non- Pub11c Schoo] Total .
Leve]l of School |Number §nro]]ment Number [Enrol1ment[Number [Enroliment
High Schools - 30 | 77,318 25 |0 o3,0m | 3%6| 141,049
. AN
Jr. High Schools | 108 | 59,686 [ 14 | 1,037 122| 60,723
Middle Schools- | 55 | 23,436 1] 6 56| 28,502 .
‘Elementary Sch. | 66pT~222,103 |' 66| 8,711 726] 230,814 |-
Total 1,19 | 447,503 ] 1061 13,535 | .1,300)- 461128
’ N ]_:3, o L ' ‘fﬁ'
‘ - \ ‘-. " R
EY / . 2
A . . .

g
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TABLE A THE NUMBER OF TITLE I PUBLIC AND NON PUBLIC'SCHOOLS AND THEIR

ENROLLMENT BY LEVEL OF SCHOOL re /
L -] Public_Schools |Non-Publi¢ Schools Total
. Level of”Schoolj‘yumber EnrolIment|{Rumber{Enrol Iment[Number|EnrolIment-
. | High Schools 147 59,222 | 0 L0 | 147, | 59,222 .~
- TR 4 5
Jr. High Scioolsy 69 | 39,209 | 17| - 20| 70 | 39,301 (—
Middle Schoois 150 .| 24,120 0 & | 0 50 24,120 .
. ; , 1 S - . . . ' .®
Elementary.Sch. | 561 | 186,831 | “@ ' 508 | 563 | 187,339
v . R p ~ . .,
{ d
TOTAL =~ | 827 | 309,472 8 510 | 835 | 300,982
~ //SUMMARY

92 percent of all

,99 percenE of all

73 percent of a]]
_ or-Tess.

94 percent of,al]

64 percent of all

67 percent of all

o percent of non-public schools parti¢ipated in Title I

schools

-~

thﬂ?ﬁrkansas schools are”%ublic schools.
the Arkansas Title I schools are public schools.

$chool districts in Arkansas -have enrollments of 1,000

LEA's participated in Title I™
R |
schools participated_in Title I

students are enrolled in Title I designated schools

69 percent of public schools participated in Tit¥e I

69 percent of public school students are enrolled in Title I designﬂtéd

4 percent of non-public school students are enrolled in Title I designated

schools

‘§§gpgn§§,_ Information concerning the students enrolled in Arkansas

schools and in Ti

racial distributi

tle I programs are presented in the following tables. The

on and the grade level distribution s used to describe the

‘students. Inforhation about the number of students enrolled in each program

activity is found in the program activities section of this report..

13 |
, -
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TABLE 5 THE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN THE ARKANSAS PUBLIC SGHOOUS BY

-,/ GRADE LEVEL AND BY RACE e . D
. _ e . &
“ . ‘.
Grade “White Bla.ck - _Other - — 5 ~‘]T'd al. ' 1
Level Yumber | Percent | Number ,Per‘cen_t‘ 4 Nu__rrib”er ~Percent | Number Percent
Pre K 109 | 4g.10 0] s1.90 {0 0 - 0.00 'ﬁ_j210 iﬂandi;;“
K 13,489 | 76.32 .3,9?§ 22.66 o1 .52 171§ | 1§d,oo'fA*
1. | 25,865 | 750067 | 8,30 2400 | 15| .45 -.34 459 100.00
P " |2s000 | 7508 | 8,188| 20.37 “63] .40 . 13, 44y 100.00
3.} 25,555 | }5.13 3,917| 24.05 | 143 42 34,015 100.00 .
8 | 27,423 | 75.40 8,787| 2417 | 153 | .42 | 36,363 | 100.00
5 30,021 | 77.05 | 8,790} 22.56 | | 151 .39 -} 38,962 \]oo.oo
6 30,183 | 76.88 8,925 22.73 l 152 | .39 39,250‘ ﬁooioo
7 31,350 | 76.77 9,312| 22.80. - 178 | .43 40,836 ;ob.oo
8 30,137 | 76.55 | 9,069 23.04 | ° 62 41 | 39,368 1&0{b0
9 29,111 | 76.63 9,738 | 23.00 |. 140 |- .37 137,989 | 100.00
1 26,636 | 76.59 7,985 22.96 158 45 | 34,779 10&(00
n 23,493 | 76.97 6,385 | 22.56 | 1 143 | a7 | 30,521 100,00
RE: 21,062 | 77.23 6,097| 22.36 | 113 M 27,272 | 100.00
Ungraded b 134 60.53 87| 39.37 0| 0.00 221| 190.00
Dropouts . 3,533 | 64.71 1,896 | 38.72 n | .5 . 5,460 | 100.00.
_ngLgm__7m',4&n 889 53.9], 6 .38 | 1,575].1m.00
orota -pas,o21 | 76.08 | 10n.aso | 23.53 | 1,935 | .43 .| 452,296 1p0.00

'14_'~
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TABLE 6: THE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS. IN THE TlTLE,LrPROGRAMS DuRING THE !
| REGULAR TERM BY\GRADE LEVEL AND BY RACE — R

N

A ' - > ~
I o - : PR L . A
‘ Grade L hite - Black — o~ | -other |  Total. |/
* | Level T Nl_lmgir_‘ Percent |- Number Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percenf) :
1 Pre k o 46| 34.33 | 88 | 65.67 0 | 0.00 138 1oo.oof
kb o5 | so.dot| 70| 4965 | 4 | =35 7| 1,148 100.00
1o |a.se ) ss02 | 1,907 | 4373 | 16 | w35 | 4,567 ;Ibn;no
12 . 50811 61.96 3,058 | 37.59 kY .j',45_ '. 8,136j’ 10n.00
3. | 5w | 6155 | 3308 .08 R 37 8,677 | 100.00
o |sest|oe029 | o347 | 33 | 32 | g;?]n 100.00
5 ER' | 5,323 60.56" 5,442 - 39.16 25, | .28 ffé,7ao I:lno.on'
6 |s.a08 | e0.60 | 3,277 | 3803 | 35 T} .3 | s 100.00
7o 3,733““\456.47 2,850 1 43.12 | - 27 e 417 | 6,610 1 100,00
1 | 2,335 | s5.07 | 1,892 | 4462 | 13 A1 | 4,200 190,00
o |1ms | asas | 12 [ sz |6 | .25 | c2am | 100.00
10 872 . ,;g.gz | 1208 o 57.89 B .19 2,030 | 100.00
“u | 703 33.63 | 1,0m |60.37 | 0 | 0.00 | 1,741 100.00
12 a9 | 388 | {eaa |1 | s | 1,091 100.00
' | Ungraded 26 | 100.00 .| o | oo | o |ooo | 2| 10000
Dropouts ~| _-796 , 34.57 367 | 64.73 4 .70 567 | 100.0 \\\
Spec. Educ. 327 | 37.98 534 | 62.02 0 0.00 861 100.00| - -
TOTAL 39,037 | 57.13 | 29,050 | 4253 | 233 .34 | 68,320 | 100.00
\
15
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L 7_ THE "ISTPIBUTIOU’OF STUDENTS T4 THE e 1 PROGRATS DURLG THE suwm \
TEW DY GRAE LEVEL A% BY RACE - A

,

|

v *7 ,1\ -
_ Public School Participants - . . ton-P bH; school_Paftictpants L ®
| “Grade | Whife T Black Other .| Total hite. TBlack” M . Total ~
) Levelh \unber [Percentf Numaer Fercent [funoerf Fercent Nurber{Percent/Humberf Percent flunber Percent] Numberf Percent
] s e g 5.4 v Lo |1z [l b sl o o | M.
1o % '3‘8,.3157&50 61,14 0 'ﬁ.qo. ?h-’s wq\.oa.,l‘n \,‘o.on 1 ':o.m | 0. .o;nrﬁ: |
Joo [ fma| | ma| o | | | w2 o o] o Y
X }yﬁ .2'59-55.6.7 plos ool 2 Lm0 | am |2
4 | o s |3 | s | | ool 2 |on) g [0 { 2 |
\-5". 10| 949 o gt | 3 | | | ) ¢ [ wom) o | o’ .4@-100.00X
N 73 | 59,56 |. ]44‘ 39.5*5 [4/ L9 | %6 )| 4 10000 o Lo e | |
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.th1s tota13l/2( or-§5 prcent. vere Wmcome students o a



l'\' ‘
- ' Lt "I
—~ - -7
o
TABLE- 8: THE FREQUENCY OF LATIN-AMERICAN, AMERICAN-INDIAN, AND OPIENTAL
' STUDENTS IN ARKANSAS SCHOOLS AND IN TITLE I PROGRAMS o
- \ e :'f
s ; R ' N BES R ‘
— ' S ;. Fitle I Programs i _
| o Arkansas Schools ReéGu ‘Term -~ Summer, Term —d
NatipnaIity Number _Percent | N 7%, Percent - Number_; iPercen
Latin American |. 8% <28, A T K R onP/
" Amerdcan Ihdian \1,690 /) 57. 52 M6 | a9.57 2 | 10,00
| oriental -+ ‘\\rgigf_ 14200 22| 9.40 | M [ '55.00
- TOTAL . 1,895  ~100:00 " | - 234 | 100.00 ~ 20 | 4100.00

TACLE 9: THE NUMBER AND PERCENT OF LOW INCOME STUDENTS IN ARKANSAS SCHOOLS
o AND IN REGULAR TERM.TITLE LJPROGRAMS

4

' Number and Percent
R LT . Total Number ! of Low. Income Students
L {- .  of Students Number” Percgpt,
Arkansas Sehools - M6,836* urez | 3302
Title T Schools " 68,329 50,820 74.38 -
—

* Some school districts do not.- 1nclude participants in thefir
programs for dropouts in the regular;ﬁistrict enrollment data.

o

) LTSN 4_:'
\"* -',,

Elil(; w’ | o B : - o J.E; }
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TABLE 10:

,

.
-
v

, o , IS .

A COMPARISON OF THE NUMBER AND PERCENT OF TITLE I STUDENTS
~ WITH THE NUMBER AND PERCENT OF ALL STUDENTS IN ARKANSAS

A+ SCHOOLS - BY GRADE LEVEL: - ..
{ ' N . g .
T Title 1 Students Al Schools
_Grade Level Number Percent “Number ‘Percent
Pre-k 134 200 [ 210 05
X 1,148 1.63 17,559 3.8
oo 4,567 .68 34,450 7.62
2 8,136 e | Py 4& 7.39
3 8,677 N2t caums |1
-4 . 8,710 1 12.75 36,363 8.04 g
w5 .V 8,790 vzas Ol smere | e -
6 8,417 2.3 30,060 |- 868 |
Subtotal’ | 98,579 na0 | 24,28 5179 4 |
o7 6610 . | L 9.@7_ 4_0,836',,‘ 9.03 ﬁ#/
) L8 - 4200 6.21 39,368 . '\\"é'.m L E
g, 2,40 3.50 | 37,080 | o.40 '
| Subtotal 13,251 119.39 118,193 26.13 L
N PR T 2,080+ 300 734,779 7.69
o // T R 'ﬂ 2.60 30,521 6.75
P MR T 10 1.74 27,212 6.03
Subtotal ' 5,045, 7.38 92,572 2007 |
Ungraded 2 " o | s |
Dropouts " 567 .83 5,460 [ .21
Special Education 961 1.26 1,575 | . .).\‘5
GRAND TOTAL 68,320 | 100.90 452,296 f0.00
] ' f : »
i 19 | |
. X A J -~




SUMMARY 7 Njf§ﬂ S

Racfal Compos{tion Q A R . a

» h ’ ) 3 N 4

76 percent of all stdden in Arkansas schools are white ’
57 percent of the students participating ‘In Title 1 programs arg ‘white i
.43 percent of all students “in Arkansas schools are La:in American, /

.American Indian, or Oriental - o . °

34 percent of the students participating 43 Title I programs are Latin

N i

American, .American Indian or Oriental

«

Y ¢ Economic Level

“

: 33 percent of all students in Arkansas schools come from low“lncome families o L

74 percent of students in Title I regular term programs come from low-income
families N ‘g - T w

65 percent of. students in Title I summer programs come from low-inoome families

- ‘Grade Level ”»,_ : T e . .
- - : . N [ ot ‘\ -
g -

52 percent of all students in Arkansas schools are enrolled in elementary

;//W - grades (K-6) - ] }' _ B : : -;% IR
‘ /?‘& - ' » s

n percent of’ students in Title I programs are enrolled in- elementary . w§%>
mmhs(ks) T . g . , gfg-".\.c
by : L
. 26 percent of all students in Arkansas“schools are enrolled in junior . ﬁ; b
v~

o high schools (7-9) - L B l-; \

19. percent of students in Title I programs are enrolled in Junior high

3

schools (7 9) \ . o

~ : R T . ' [

20 percent of all students in Arkansas schools are enrolled in senior high

~ schools (10-12). - oo ,"u .
- 7 percent of students in Title | programs are enrolled in senior high _// - *
schools (10-12) , R

% - 15.percent of.all Arkansas students are“enrolled in Title 1 programs . - :
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N ,gach‘l ng and. Suj_p’ort'l've P’SrsonneI . Information about/the var‘lo/uls types of
. =~ .

personn?‘l 1nv01ved‘1h ‘i"ItIg I programs and their costs is fbunMn Table 11. °a
TABLE 11: THE FREQUENCY AND'COST PF VARIOUS KINDS OF STAFF MEMBERS EMPLOYED IN
TITLE"T PROGRAMS - REGULAR TERM AND AFTER HOURS PROGRAMS |
¥ et 1 3 n s e e serem e e e 2 e e ..,:-._,,',,...,. -‘..,.-. iy e o e mameps o o M..._.‘,M._-._..s-........_ vm——
> Number of Full , - Total .
Job Classification Time Equ1va15n_ts ' _I_’ercent | Cost_
‘x&/ -»Kindergarten e’géf(er : 3,00 ) -W 5 62.7‘*'],45-00
" N AR - | - - .
i i 8s6.72 | 3.86. | 8,759,088.9Y
| M r - 210.66 7.57 |, 2,364,173.51 |
Teacher, Handicapped Children. | .  247.36 '8.89 | 2,064,477.58 -
. ' o ' i’ : : ) ’ i
Teacher Aide/Tutor | *? " 966.15 | 347N 2,832,184:45. .
Supervisor hoo 18.7?//’ 67 214,981.85 _ .t
o Director ar? Management  , | 50.9 0183 1 609,33373 \8
('  Clerfcal (Instruction) . 27.97 | ¥ 1.00 93,305.33.
- Tlerfcal (A 1nistrat10;\ y 119.81 430 619,273.21
' LV ¢ ) : & \ N ) (_,,// i
Vehicle Operdtor 2.70 \ |- ».1015’ 11,439.00
. " Custodian i //}u¢.15,7o. L .60 53,892.20.
. : - : . N : . t
_Copnselor  ~ T 6l.ss 222 | 583,591.09
_Psychologist = - (? 775 | .28 94,687.50
. ] { . © . ) o 4 ’
Socfal Worker 84.95 '3.05 | 503,902.49
. - a - 4 : ! : ’ [ L
T Nurse \ +77.75 P 2.79 388,932.87
" Dentist . o L A 10,250.00
3 c T TOTAL . '2,783.52. | 100.00 | $19,190,618.72
N SR SO : ot
| : .
.
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SUMARY .

. .
2, 377 2 or 84 percent of Title I staff are instructional personnel
188. 21 or 7 percent> of Title I staf/f are administrative personnel
253.39 or 9 percent of Title I.staff are pupil support personnel

$13,539,154. 77 or 83 percent of Title I staff salaries went to instructional
personnel .

$1,308, 758 57 or 8 percent of Title I staff. salaries went to administrative
personnel , T_ _

-

Sl 506 809.93 or 9 percent of Title I staff salarios went to support personnel

‘ Participating Parents —Parent involvement is an important component

of Title I. Each local educational agencxvmust.involve parents in the
planning, operation and evaluation of its Title I program. This involve-
“ment 1s accomplished/ﬁhrough the establishmeﬁt of .parent advisory councils
(PAC) whose majority of membership must consist of parents of children |
eligible to be ‘served. A PAC is kept {nformed as to the special educational
needs of the childred to be-served and they participate in making recom-
menqgtions on programs designed to alleviate these needs Title I funds may
~ be used for in- service training of parents. Table 12 presents information
concerning the parents involved in the Arkansas Ti#le I programs during
the l974 l975 school year. , .8
" The data in Table 12 shows that over 3,300 parents were involved in Title |~
programs ‘as PA¢ members . of this group. approximately 73 percent were -
parents of students-partigipating in the Title Fprogram. Since there were 362
local education agencies participating in Title l programs during the’ ﬁ
-"1973-74 school year, the data indicates that an average of 9.16 parents , e,

per Yocal education agency were actually involved in the administration

of Title I programs.
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TABLE 12: A SUMMARY OF THE PARENTS INVOLVED IN TITLE I PARENT COUNCILS

_Parent Classification Number Percent r

Parents of Title I Participants 2,424/ 73.12

Parents pf Non-Title I Participants , A 1 26.68

- TOTAL T s 100.00
) I

State Education Agency Personne1

The responsibility for the overall

adninistration of fhe Title I, ESEA program rests with the State Education

23

Agency. Descriptive information about the Arkansas State Education Agency
. personnei directly invoived in the operation of this program 1s found in ;v :
’\d .
" Table 13. )
+ TABLE 13:. INFORMATION CONCERNING STATE EDUCATION AGENCY SUPERVISING . (\\\;;
- PERSONNEL )
4'@ L J -
‘ - | Race Sex Hi 0. Years |No. Counties|No. Schools No. Yrs.
Name TWTBIM[F | Degree | Experience| Supervised |Supervised | Working
, ‘ _ ‘ ﬁ in ESEA
Clarence Morris| X - MA 30 )/1’//4 3 10
Bob Kerr X | | o[ iz 14 92 5
Garland Doss" X1 X MA 24 17 - 86 2
William Batson | X | {X| | mA 23 7o | 8 6 -
Don Hindman X X 'Mh 19 18 85 6
Eugene Channell X | [x MA 25 8 38 9
)
7
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. The data in Table 13 show therz}were four white males and one b]ackjnale h
responsib]e for the administrative peration of the 1974-75 Title I, ESEA '

program. A11 of the supervisory personnei had masters dggrees nd had .an

average of 22 2 years of experience The coordinator supervifed three schools
while th* remainder of the supervisory personnel supervised rom 58 to 85

"schools _Data in the above table i that the supervisors had a heavy

'vwork 1oad and would need go v151t approximate]y two schoo]s a week to cover

.. their assigned responsibiTities during the nine month‘school year.

~

I

oo - Program_Components' ; .

The program components in the Title I prog?am are the.program:organization \

.and management, program activities, and-program costs.- They are described

in theﬂfollowing pages.“ 77,51 . |
~Program‘0rg§nization and Management. The organizational chart for Title I

within the Arkansas Department of Education (Figure I), indicated the relation-
ships which’ existed during FY 1975 between, different A'eménts of the "State
vAgency which dealt directly or indirectly with the state administration of -
Title I programs. Administration policy for Title I, ESEA, is cooperative]y
developed under the guidance and direction of the Associate Director for
Federal Programs Division within the confines of the State-wide goa]s and aims
for-education in Arkansas Responsibility for'general coordination of SEA
.program management activ:ties rests with the Title I Coordinator and his staff
As indicated by the orqanizational chart (Figure 1), project review diagram
(Figure III), and the Calendar of Events (Figure V), however, the successfu]
administratiOn'of the program required coordination, cooperation, and

technical services from other sections of the Federal Programs Division as

well as other divisions of the Department of Education.
R % . : ‘o .

A

J ey
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1. STATE ADVISORY COUNCIL-The State Title-I Advisory Council (Figure I)

occupies anﬁimportant place in SEA administration of T1t1e I. The Counc11‘

members are appointed, and may be reappoiﬁted,’aanJIIy.by-the'Director of .

Education. There are 16 members which are'chosen‘from school adm1n1strators,

4 parents’from LEA-PAC's, Title I coordinators'and'higher education represen-

tatives. Regular neetings are held quarterly, but considerab]e commi ttee work

s in progress at all times. The\Council is also subject to call by its

chairman. The Council rev1ews_a11 poIicy statements, report forms, appficatﬁon
and eva}hat1on forms and other managenent procedures before the1r 1n1t1ation.'
2. THE’AREA'ﬁESKS Implementation of SEA management actiyities at the LEA
1eve1 is the responsibility of each area desk Each area desk superrisorris_
the primary SEA contact person for a11 LEA's located in each respective
geographical area of the State (Figure II). Project app11c tions, monitorfng
visfts, and other activities may involve several d1fferent Eersons f%am time

to t1me from severa1 sections of th1s or other djvisions of the Department
P4

-_-of Education; but in all phases of the management process, there is concerted

" closely with the ared supervisor and keep in close communication with the .

: effort to keep the area superv1sor in the pr1me 1eadersh1p role 1nsofar as

the LEA is concerned. It is the policy that.the Title I Coordinator- work
Associate Director to assure that Department and Division pg}icies are applied
uniformly by each area desk. Staff meetings are held at least weekIy'znd
involve all Title I Program Staff (area desk staff).

‘ 3. PROGRAM REV1EW AND APPROVAL Each area desk has an Area Superv1sor and
a_fu11-t1me secretary of advanced clerical grade. Figure III demonstrates the

procedure which is used by this SEA to review, negotiate e needed changes -and Vs

approve Title'l app11cationst Though others review the app11cation'from time

o7 .
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FIGURE II: AREA DESKS'
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FIGURE I11: PROJECT

v

1. AREA DESK-Secretary

REV-IEW DIAGRAM

I1.

. Entering-Application =
2. Revicwing data by checklist
3. toting possible problem arcas

Preliminary processing of anplication fnclydes:

.
»

AREA DESK-SuperyisOr

ompletes project review using as referenges:

1. Revicw data from step 1

2. Annual- evaluatfon and financtal
reports from previous years

3. Equfpaent inventory

]

On-site visit repocts of previous year.

b

2,
3.

i N Applicatfons that fail to meet aoproval
) criteria are negotiated through:
‘1. Telephone calls - -
Correspondence

Referrals

On-sfte visits

(Coordinator, et al)

HEGOTIATIONS
with {nput from:
Arca Supervisor
Associate Director
‘T{tle .} Coordinator
Other SCA Dfvisions
LEA

U I A -
RS

5

)

VII. AREA DESK-Secretary.

I Arc§ Desk distributes approved copies
.H :

to: .
1. Titie I office file

Financia) Scection

SEA Division of Instruction

LEA v .

- 2.
3.
4,

VI. ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR

Final approval -comcs after:
1 4. Ccorisideration of the revicw of
documents and recomacndations

2. Approval signature is placed

on chtion'l_r .

V.

_J11. AREA’DESK-Continued

fssues condftional approval, not to-exceed

0 days, while: T :
1. Annual Reports for previous ycar clear
2. MWinor cokrections are rade - .
3. Requests for ‘mare information are net

During
1.

2,

Copics of applicatfon routed to

- by Area Supervisor,

conditional approval: ’
Project becomes operative in 3
accord with conditional approval

other divisions of SEA for review
and cornents

Area desk sccretary prepares
copfes for final aeproval

Scctfon I, attached and signed

COORDINATOR DESK-Coordinator

s t /
IV. COORDINATOR DESKiSecretary

F‘n{form project control stcps‘cl:cludc:
V. Deternination that reports of

previous year are clear

Final check of budget against

funds avaiiavle

Fundigg to be approved entered

in Section 1 -

Project number assfiqned

Infornation en funds for project

entered in central record

va W n
R w o

Review for final approval s made hy:
Review of all checklists and T
review of docunents : K
2. Detennining that recomiendations of ’
different veviewers are reconcfle?
3. #Haking 2 curson check of items
not cornion to
(Comparability, private school
participation, etc.)
. ! 4. Checking and reconciling all funding
. data T e .
5. - Checking recording needs for Aide-
Teacher training .
6. Signing of Scction |

11 projects

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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‘before recomriending final approval. : ’,

‘with FY l974 all evaluigion responsibility was placed in the program office.

f An outs1de consultant provides technical assistance to the program staff in

g

to time as it progresses, at least one copy remains with the area desk at all

‘times. The area desk fs: responsible for keeping a log of the progress of each

application throughout the review and approval process This method provides

”

" for review, comments, and recommendations from every section or division of

the SEA whi~h has™ any administrative or technical assistance responsibility

.for'any component part of "the applicatioo, .The Title I Coordinator is

responsible for reconciling all checklists and review comments to determine .
that there are no unreconciled differences of opinionfor fact expressed -

4. STAFF UTILIZATION-A11 Tsitle [ full-time SEA staff are now assigned

. to the Title I program‘section of the Division of Federal Programs of the

SEA. Shown in Figure IV is the distribution of Title I Administrative fund%
for salaries and expenses of employees in the SEA and a catalog of the work
performed by each of them in the total SEA Title 1 management responsihilities.

The continual erosfon in the Title I administrative funds due to loss of

'dollars under the distribution formula and to inflation has brouqht about

the elimination of some specialized functions. The administrative ass1stant

position (E:gure 1) was vacant through'- a1l of the 1975 fiscal year. Beqinnlng

L

the area.of evaluation -/, f

5. MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES The Title I program staff haS EStabllshEd a

set of process objectives to cover .the annual program cycle which are updated

annually These objectives are also tied into program management cost for

budgetinq at the state leveT The Title I Coordinator must make progress

S

"reports on a quarterly basis, including explanations for any substantial

33
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FIGURE V: CALENDAR OF EVENTS
: i g

LR

1 Mareh, 1974

1974,

2, Prior to

wE - ATV

Prepare 500 packets for Title I applicants
containing latest avaiTable information
booklets, application fomms, and {nstruc-

. tions for filing and policy changes resulting
' from USOE program review held February 10

, ~ Hold 8 to 10 regfonal meetings for local
April 20, 1974 educational Title I prograp staff to dis-
tribute application materials packets and
S disseninate through visual aidé, etc.,
- information on all phases of the program for
FY '75 including a page by page exp]anation
of the application forms |

3. Late April or  Conduct jointly with the Title*] Coordinators
Early May Association a two-day workshop on writing
Title I programs.

COBESPONSIBILITY

 Title I program staff

:“,!\ ‘

and the Department of
Education's materials and
supplies section,

" Title I Coordinator and

Title [ Area Supervisor

Tit]é | Coordinator and

" Title I Area Supervisors

work with outside consul-
tants and comnittee of

Coordinators Assocdation

- 22

ACHIEVEMENTS

P

v

500 packets were |
conpleted April 1,
1975, '

Meetings held: -
Aord] 7, Monticello,

'April 14, Forrest City,

April 9, Nashville;
Aprd1 8, Camden

April 17, Little Rock;
April 15, Jonesboro;
Aord1 16, Harrison; B

| April 18, Ozark

Presented a one- day
“program at State Colleg

of Arkansas, June 9,
1974,

B %
Ml -
ri . -



.‘FTGURE V: CALENDAR OF EVENTS (Continued)

ACHIEVENENTS

- DATE ACTIVITY RESPONSIBJLITY
4 uelto “%Mwaanﬂhmnu%wwaﬁmmwu,‘“Hﬂelmwﬁmwrmd Coordinator, Monthly
* September 25,  provide for technical review, and make , Title I program staff Report for September
1974 recommendations for final or preliminary coordinating to bring fn 25, 1974, indicates
' approval on all LEA Title [-project appli- technical persons in the 319 LEA's had .filed
cations recefved prior to September 25, Finance Section of Federal applications prior to °
1975 (Approximately such applications). Programs Division and the  September 25, 1974,
Review included analysis of previous year Supervisory Section of the. and 211 had received -
. reports on programs and finance. “Instruction Divisfon. x  -final approval, Approxi-
o S . mately 170 had feceived

preliminary approval
, . | and 8 were in primary
R o ry review; 14 districts
A S bad ot fied,

Project files showa
total of 245 or 64%-
visitation reports -
concerning 74 of the

| counties |

Hake on-site program reviens of from one to  JTitle [ Ares Supervisors,
three LEA's n each county (75 counties).of :
the State, Write monitoring report and write

a letter to each LEA visitqd.

5, September 1, ?9
1974, to April
15, 1975

é.OﬂWwﬂ{WM MﬁwaMrmmmewawmwlwrwmt ﬁﬂel%mﬂmw¥$d PmndfﬂmsMwa

to April 1, in writing within 10 working days all amend- " Area Supervisors. - total of 7 funding '
1975 mMshwmﬁm&WlprM) S adjustments, 87 pro-
o ject amendments, and
. an estimated 197 pro-
gram changes.
7. Sepdenber 1, 5%&0nﬁ&Vuﬂshpmﬂ@thkﬂ ‘Title I Coordinator or Records -show Coor-

1974, to April

assistance as called upon, (Est1mated 2

Supervisor, alone or in

dingtor completed 15
such visits and super-

Con N5 disteicts) teams.
- L visors alone or in
aroups conpleted 25,
‘ ,,_;J
"/ ' .
| -~ N
‘ W

BRI
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changes in_activities performed or'in_achieVements attained. Figure V shows

the seven major Title I program management objectives;actuaily established ,i

for the year and the outcomes.. ' -
. EVALUATION-To obtain information ‘on How the state administrative

unit could better assist the LEA's to improve their Title I proqrams, a sample

of schools were asked to respond to a questionnaire requesting information on

. specific helps needed. Tables 14 and 15 show the information obtained; It is

tabulated according to size of school and to the number'of years of experience

of the Title I LEA administrator. Tables 14 and 15 also show that Title I

administrators indicated their priority needs as follows: (1) learninarways

to involve parents in the Title I program, (2) writing good program objectives

and evaluating the effectiveness of-the,programs, (3) determining'what

“instructional activities can be legally provided with Title I monies, and .Y
(4) dec1ding what supportive services are legal and are needed for helping .~‘\“
Titie I students. Because of the small response, no conc]usions are drawn

about trends due to the experience of Title I administrators or size of}school. ' ~\

- . . . -

Program Activities A variety of program activities were, implemented and ‘3%%

r

operated in the Title I programs throughout the State of Arkansas. The major J
'program activities, described below, are: Instructiona] act1v1t1es, Pupil
Sopport.Services; In-Service Training; Parent Involvement Activities; and
'Dissemination activities. h

1:] INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES Tables 16 and 17 present information concern- -

SChOOlﬁE“ "(‘J ' o - . , [ '_'sr" )
o ’ ' . ‘ ) L .

1‘\:‘ , | tl\“
38 R

iny . the S%?CTfTC types of Title I instructiona] activities offered by the -

o
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Table 14: THE TYPE OF ASSISTANCE LOCAL EDUCAT}ON AGENCIES
' REQUESTED FROM THE STATE EDUCATION AGENCY (BASED @GN

\ . .207 SAMPLE) ACCORDING TO' YEARS OF EXPERTENCE '~
s . % . . . , |
~ "
Years of Experience , : f o
. ] e . | More Than’ o
Kind of First Year 1-3 Years 4-6 Years 6 Years , _ TOTAL
Needed Help |No. [ Percent [No.| Percent jNo. | Percent |No. )Percent No.| Percent
1\ ’ ’ . L . ed .'.4
1 . - ——- | - -—- 1 5.56 { = | --- 1 -~ 1.82
) . ’ . Rt 23 SN . . \; . A
2 - - .- - - P2 | 11,111 | 3.03| 3] 5.45
R ~" ,/i:f.“/ . : . , ’ ) N N
3 1. 25.00%1. =~ === 4 22,22 | 3 9.09 | 8 | ~ 14.55
4 - e | 2 11.11 | 4 | 12.12 |7 12.73
» L N
5 - - 1 5.56 | 4 12.12 | 6 .10.91
N ) . . d
6 - ——- - - ——- - ---
4
7 1 25.00 | - .- 4 (22,22 {5 15.15 |10 18.18
. 8 - - - ——- - ——- - ——- - -
9 - | eeee =] == |2 | 1116 | 18.18 |8 | 14.55
10 . e e =] ee e | e- [3 | 9.093 5.45
’ 11 - —— > - ——— - ——— - SR R ———
12 - - - --- - -— |1 3.03.| 1| 1.82
135 el heee | = ] ee- - et |1 3.03 {1 | -1.82 ]
= Ino Responge.| .= |* === - ——- 25} 11.11 |5 | 15.15°| 7 12§7§2;:;;3f
! . ) .
: _ . " . . _
'Toi, %4 | 100.00 | 0 0.00 |18 100.00 |33 99.99 |55 100.01




Table 15: THE TYPE OF ASSISTANCE LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES REQUESTED FROM

N .
o]

SATE EXVHIOY MEKIES (1S5 O 2¢ SWLE) KOOI O SIE
OF scnom
. SIEOF SO
kind of , - . R | .
Needed | 101200 | 200500 | 500 -100 | 1000 - 2000 | 2000 - 000 | 5001 - J0000) Tota)
“Help " No. [ Percent | No.|Percent| No.{Percent | No.| Percent | No. [ Percent | No, |Percent [N, |Percent
1 e | 1] 9 | 1]
2 RECIRINEIR NIRIY; 3| 548
|| | am | sl na| 2] w0 | el - 8 | M85 |
Lo ) w3 B 2| 2 | 7|
RN J R NN B AR XTI IR 1 B 6| 100
6| - - l E - o | [ow
1| 1| am] - vl nw | 2| 2/ B[ 1] 00/t 1818
g |
o L v aml o] w3 ] sl na {1 e 8| 1.5
1 @- 2 | 1w 3 588
. | )
0 IR B Y
13 S
1o Response %3] 3| 13,08 ARRIRL
| OTOTAL TS0 || 9999 230 0.9 | 8 | 1000011 | 10,00 55 | 100,01 11
‘ r , )
Q ]
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"TABLE 16: . THE NUMBER AND PERCENT OF SCHOOLS AND STUDENTS INVOLVED IN
VARIOUS KINDS OF TITLE I INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES

Schools Providing

Students Invol ved!

42

o . Activity _in ivity
' Instructional Activity Number | Percent | Number | Percent
1020 - Reading | 310 33.51 | 38,768 | 44.71
023 - Mathematics . 98 10.50° | 9,31 | 10.79
026 - Special Education 89 9.62 3,850 4.04
027 - General Education/ ." :
Remedial Development 74 8.00 7,063 8.14
030 € Pre-Kindergarten 23 2.49 632 | .13
032 - Cultural Enrichment © 6 .65 556 .64
038 - Vocational Education 13| na | 1,35 | 1.87
040 - Speech Therapy 45 | 4.86 .| 4,301 4.96
.043 - Program for Dropouts 60 | 5 '6.49 | 1,507 1.74
044 - Communication Skills. . 200 | 22.38 | 19,321 | 22.28
. TOTAL 928 j‘i1oo.oo 86,748 | 100.00
N

27
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~ TABLE 17: THE NUMBER AND PERCENT OF STUDENTS INVOLVED IN VARIOUS KINDS OF .
- TITLE I INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES AT VARIOUS EDUCATIONAL LEVELS

Number and Percent of Par?]cipqntsﬂin

a Elementary Secondary - .
. Instructional Act1v1ty ‘Nuﬁbeichgglzent 'ﬁﬁﬁSEEChgglzeht Numbelotglfcéhf
' . 020 - Reading 30,621 | 45.36 | 8,147 | 42.34 | 38,768 | 44.69
1023 - Mathematics 6,098 | 9.62 | 2,897 15.05 | 9,391 | 10.83
026 - Special Education 02.78\6 4.3 | 1,064 | 5.53 | 3,850 4.44
027 - General Education/ A ‘ B
| Remediia Development 6,650 9.85 413 2.15 7,063 '8.14 |
030 - Kindergarten - 632 .94 o| 0.00 632 73
032 - Cultural Enrichmenti" 256 .38 300 1.56 556 .64
038 - Vocational Educationv 0 0.00 1,359 7.06 1,359 1.57
040 - Speech Therapy 3,745 |" ' 5,55 556 | 2.89 | 4,301 4.96
043 - Program for : : - '
Dropouts 0| 0.00 | 1,507 7.83| 1,507 | 1.74
044 - Communication Skills | 16,320°| 24.18 | 3,001 | 15.50 | 19,321 | 22.27
TOTAL 67,504 |100.01 | 19,244 [ 100.00 | 86,748 | 100.00
- ]

SUMMARY

The single largest Title I instructional activity 1s reading.

2. 45 percent of all Title I students ané involved in reading.

///1. Approximately 34 percent of the schools have reading programs.

3. 79 percent of the students involved in reading are elementary

school students.

The second largest Title I instructional activity is communicatfon skills.

1. Nearly 23 percent of the schools have communications skills programs.

43
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2. 22 percent of all Title I students are jnvolvéd in éommunication
skills progr'ams.. ‘.
'.3. 84 percent of the studenfs'iﬁfolved in communication skills programs
are. elementary school students.” | o |
Overall N | % |
- 1. 'Apprbximate]y 76 percent of the schools provide reading, math, special
education, and communication skills programs.
2. 82 pércent of all Title I students are involved in these four
instructional activities. | :
3. Nearly 79 perceni,of all Title I students 1nvo]ved in the four B
programs are elementary students.

4, 75 percent of all Tit]e_I students involved in instructional

activities are elementary students.

i
[

32. SUP?OﬁT SER[ICES-Support services may be provided for children
participating in a Title I instructional activity. Mahy times a stdﬁent‘s
inability to agchieve in an academic area may be due to health, SOCiaf,
emotional,)pf7ither problems. The manner in which support services are to"
“be evalu;ted presents a complex problem., It is extremely difficult to
determine the net effect of support services oﬁ acaaemic achievement. T?e
types of support-services provided by Title I programs and the numbers of -

. 1
students participating in them are shown in the following tables.
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TABLE 18:

Y

3

-

THE NUMBER AND PERCENT OF SCHOOLS AND STUDENTS INVOLVED IN
VARIOUS KINDS OF I}TLE I SUPPORT SERVICES

. Schools Provfding

Students fnvoIved

Service o “in Service .
Support Service Number l' Percent .Number Percent
150 - Food | 1 06 |90 .08
151 - Health-Dental 82 | 13.04 10,375 9.77
152 - Health-Medical 7 f 2337 | 30,0 | 28.35
153 - Social Work 95 | 1500 | 28,000 | 22.66
155 - Other Puptl Services | 145 23.05" | 12,256 n.50 "
'» ig;;;ag - Guidance Counseling | -92 14.63- | 21,204 |- 20.05
? 'A.;gi S Psycho]oglqa]lk L S
) Services ; 300 op a7 | 4,306 4.05
162 ~ Pupil Transportatibn 4 1 .64 - 203 .20
163 - Special Services for )
Handicapped 14 . 2.23 1,335 1.26
164 - Student Work Study -‘5 79 | n .07
166 - Tutoring o | . 1.4 972 .82
168 - Resouice Center 5 .79 1,231, 1.16
TOTAL " 629 100.00 | 106,213 | 190.7
[
L i

AIS
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TABLE 19: THE NUMBER AND PERCENT OF STUDENTS INVOLVED IN VARIOUS KINDS OF
TITLE I SUPPORT SERVICES AT THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY LEVEL

Number and Percent of Participants in

Elementary | Secondary '
Schools . Schools . Jotal

-Support Services Number | Percent Nuhber Percent | Number |Percent

151 - "Health-Dental | 7,673 9.69| 2,702 9.9 10,375| 0.7
152 - Health Medical ~ |22;918| 28.94| 7,192'| .26.59| 30,110| 28.35 |
153 - Social Work - 17,200 21.76| 8,830 | 25.20] 24.0m| 22.66

155 - Other Pupil Services| 9,696 12.25| 2,560 | :9.47 ;12,256 11.54
159 - Guidance Counseling [15,008 | 18.95| 6,200 | 23.26| 21,208| 20.05
161 - Psychological Serv. | 3,490| 441|816 |  3.02| " 4,306 4.05 .

162 - Pupil Transportation| 197 250 1|, o4 08| .20
163" - Special Services ' o : |

' for‘Handicapped\\\v/ 1,237 1.57 98 |- .36 1,335 1.26
164 - Student Work Study 22) .03) 49| a8l N .07
166 - Tutoring ™ s03| 63| 37a| 13| . sr2| .82 .
163 - Resource Center N7 vt el Tle2| 1,231 1.6
150 - Food Services | .11~ ol o0.00 9| .08

ToTAL 79,173 | 100.00| 27,045 | .100.00 106,218| 100.01
. ' ' ' \

SUMMARY L , ,

_b?er 89 percent-of the schools provideHdentaI,.medicai, social. work,
guidance counseling, and other pupil services. 7

92 percent of the students receiving suﬁporfive servfées are receiving.
one of the five servfces listed above. .

75 percent of the students receiving support services are eIementary‘

48

students.
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- 3. IN-SERVICE TRAINING-The Title I law requires "cbordihated
prograhs of traihing in which educational aﬁdes and the bréfessional
>staff whom they are assisting will participate togefher." In_Arkansas,
Q person employed as a teééhef aide and the professional staff with °
whom the aide works must pafticipate in a minimum of 15 clock hours of [ﬂL/ ‘
Joint prefsekvice or in-service training before or during the initial-
year of work in a Title I, ESEA activity. Each educationa{ aide
employed in a Title I activity must participate 1n a minimum of five
additiona] clock hours of in-service training annual]y thereafter. '
Table 20 presents 1nformatioq‘9n the numbe; of people involved in the
teacher-educational aide 1n-ser§1ce training and the cﬁst of providing

“the training The 15 clock hours of training took place in 48 d1fferent

‘workshops in public schools and colleges.

Table 20: INFORMATION CONCERNING IN- SERVICE TRAINING
P AND COST

Number of Title I : - o Cosf Cost Per

Staff Number of - | Estimated - Per Staff
Participants Days Cost Day. | Member

'rq 772 ‘ 484 $25,453.14 | $52.59°| $32.97

During the 1974-75 school year, 772 Title I personnel participated
in in-service training. The average cost for tréining a staff member was
$32.97. Each aide and teacher who completed a 15-hour training session was

issued a special certificete of participation by -the Title I office. 4
: <

4. PARENT INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES-As previously mentioned,; parental

invo]yement is an 1mpor1ant component of Title I. It is required by law.

47 )
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" Each local educational agency is required to estainsh a parent advisory

Q)counci] in whlch more than a maJority of a]] members must be parents of
chj]dren who are part1c1pants in Title I activities. Table 21 contains

©information showing the kinds of activitigs-in which parent councils were
. . ! ’ . ‘

\

involved.

TABLE 21: 'THE EXTENT SCHOOL DISTRICTS INVOLVE PARENT”EﬁUNG%&/iﬂ VARIOUS
TYPES OF ACTIVITIES e

, Schoo] Districts Using R!tivity
Type of Involvement Acfivity ) ; p Nuymber Percent
Ideftification of Needs . % © 305 21.03
Projéct Planning ‘ o 323 22.28
Project Review . . B . 303 20.90
Project Evaluation _ T 254 17r52
Project Dissemination . . 265 18.2§
TOTAL U 1,88 100,01\

Parents were fairly equal]y 1nvolved 1n all the five activities listed
in the table above. A little higher percent of the parents were involved in

project planning activities.

5. DISSEMINATION ACTIVITIES-Dieseminatipn is not only a requirement
in the law, but is also vital to the future of any program. Table 22 shows
information indicating the various methods that Title I staffs used 1n

< .

disseminating information.

48
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TABLE 22: THE EXTENT: 'SCHOOL DISTRICTS USED VARIOUS TYPES OF DISSEMINATION
,y ACTIVITIES
e : < | School Districts Using
Dissemination Medium ; Number Percent
Parent Coundil 350 35,00 |
' - - L 2
PTA ‘ 261 26.18
Radio - 49 -\ 491
Newspaper ’ ' 180 18.05 ) _
Other  / | 57 | 15.75
TOTAL * o997 | 10n.00
~ ) - - .-g.'. :;\'_ ,lv. . . ~
. The information in the above taBTeiﬁhows that more school districts

‘disseminated information through the parent council than by any other way.
Meetings seem to be the major medium by which Title I information is
N

disseminated.

5

Pr_gram Costs. No camprehensive evaluation of a state s Title I
. program 1s possible without taking into consideration the priorlties
_ demonstrated‘by an analysis pf the expenditure§ the local,edqcational
agencies make. A]though factors other than the philosophy of education
affect the actual use of funds, the total for the state must be taken as
a ref]ection of priority of action by locals and the State Education Agency.

Tables 23 through 3. prov1de information on the amounts of money expended

for various Title I categories and/or act1v1t1es

49




TABLE 23: AN ANALYSIS OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF TITLE I TOTAL EXPENDITURES
FOR TITLE I PROGRAMS, 1974-75

35 -

- Amount and Percent Spent

: - - » iin:fgglz: A::?s | Symmer S*hooi* |
Expenditure Category _ Amount | Percent Amount Percent
_Instructional Services . | - $14,682,735 67.17 $353,036 | 85.57
Pupi1 Support Services 2,647,672 12.05 | 59,618 | 14.43
Fixed Charges . 2,387,967 | 10092 | --- e

‘Administration - 1,351,266 | 6.8 S I

‘In-Service Training ] 76,363 | . .35 -  eme

Mnor Renodeltng | T 981 |05 | e- |
Planning and Evaluatfon | - 228,884 | 1.05 | === | ==

Operation of Plant o 352'357:3;f;f1;51["f»;€"?;;- | ——

- Maintenance of Plant " 127,275 B T A |-
ﬁf Program to Involve Parents A 9,884 .05 ,"4' ..”,?';'.
oL | semaae | 10001 | s4i2,85 | T00.00

t-

*Summer school costs for 1nstruct10na1 services and pupil support services
were avaflable. Other summer school costs are included with the regular
term and after hours cost

*

TABLE 24: AN ANALYSIS OF AVERAGE PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE

L\,‘Yf -
REGULAR TERM AND AFTER HOURS , SUMMER SCHQOL
. Total - Total Cost Per || Total Total Cost Per
Participants Cost Student Participants Cost Student
. Y - e
68,329 - $21,874,184 $320.13 2,227 $412,554 - $185.25
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¢ THBLE 25: AN ANALYSIS OF COSTS 'oF.uqsmuchNALAcnv#ﬁs FOR 1974-75

y
T SMERTERM |
| Totals»| Total Cost . 1 Per Pupil Total .| Total Cost | PerPupil|
INSTRUCTIONAL ACTLVITY Jarti%ﬁsﬁﬂoﬁ Activity 1. Cost || Participants | of Activity | (ost- |
g B st FEem | o |
| Mahth'ematics‘ - / “34&1 | f,ma,m@ oL Y B |
Comunfcation Skifls. . | 12,28 ,950,85 | 21,38 _, 200 | w7 .8
* Spectal Education o 3880 ‘. LN | 5 o /| ar fma |
Spesch Therapy . - '4,'301_',5\-"*. Q38 | Ny 5 | am | an
Dropout Program . - 1,582 o .1132,‘36,0 | 83'.67 0 . | o 0' I '; 0 |
Yocations] fdﬁcatioﬁ | o | 169'.53 N, 60 o 1.6
Kindergarten ;| 6% g | o || Lot | .0
‘.Cultural Enrichment | 556  # 56;132 100,96 - -/o | ‘.0" _ " _0
" Generd] Gl on/.Remedialx | | ] | | o - |
TeveloNERERY L | T | LIAER ) IR 632 55,410 B1.25
'Pre-Schopl ti;'_nic g R | S0 b X
: , , —
TOTALS o men sweeas | o || s ",,.'5353,035 | SR
A | ' % =




TABLE 26: AN AMALYSIS OF COSTS OF PUPIL SUPPORT SERVICES r\wmé

" )‘ | . ‘ BEG!!I ﬁB |Em au" GEIEE H“!!Bs : | awm .
_ o Total, Total Cost | Per Pupil] ~Total ~ | Total Cost | Per Pupil
mmwmmmms Participants | of Activity | Cost Participants of Activity | Cost

uea.lth;ewices nas | 8§ IR | S 2 TR AR
. Soctal Mork w0 | wes | w6 | T8 26 | A
cutdnce Comselng A || R e | e |
poylologial Serices | 406 | Ma® | W0 [ -
Titoriy | B n |
Other pfpn,Semcgs s | o | | 1,06 | e
- Spectal Services for thé E | | R o
-~ Handicapped 1,339 26,758 | 169.35
| - Work Study i s A |
il Trasrtion | 28| | ows)| us | omie | oW Ly
fesource Center | 1,20 o | s | TR 98|
Fod Seryies R , /240‘ 2 7.1'_i I ) .
Library | - : 1 'A-1,9as' 550
ot 6| e | Saa | T | e | 808
53 o s Ly
o | o e v




~ TABLE '27:

—

A. COMPARISON OF THE 1973-74 AND 1974- 75 DISTRIBUTION
Of: TITLE I TOTAL EXPENDITURES

- 1973-74 1974-75
Expendfture Category - Total Cost Percent Total Cost Percent
Instructional Activities - 1812,119,037 67.07 | $14,672,725 67.12 .
Pupil Support Services 2,005,991 | 11.32 | 2,647,672 | 1216
‘project Support Services 3,005,188 | 21.61 | 4,543,777 | 20.77 |
TOTAL $18,070,266 | 100.00 | $21,874,184 10n.00 ‘AAJF
| . .
TABLE 28: A COMPARISON OF THE 1973-74 ANQ 1974 75 DISTRIBUTION OF TITLE I
" l INSTRUCTIONAL EXPENDITURES i
T T To73-74 1973-75
INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITY - Total Cost Percent Total Cost. | -Percent
. X - L .
Reading $ 5,447,135 44 .95 ] 6.495,223 43.63
‘Mathematics 784,689 | . 6.48 1.o7§%£l? 7.31%
Communication Skills 3,237,435 26.71 2,958,856 2,15
Special Educatfon 1,859,520 15.34 2,139,379 14.57
Speech Therapy 299,634 2.47 727,375 2.91
Dropout Program 108,217 .89 132,360 LN
Vocational Education 241,749 - 2.00 - 230,397 . 1}5? .
Kindergarten 1,706 02 || 132,782 91
Cultural Enrichment 29,002 24 - 56,132 .38
General Education/Remedial : |
' Developmental 1/ 1,126,509 - 2.67
Total Instructional $12,119,087 100.00 $14,632,735 19n.00
Expense 5 .

L

1/General Education/RemediaI DeveIopmentaI was not an approvabIe Title I
act1v1ty until the 1974 75 year. :

4
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TABLE 29: A COMPARISON OF THE 1973-74 AND 1974-75 DISTRIBUTION OF .

TITLE I SUPPORT SERVICES EXPENDITURES
/ : . B

N . '
1973-74 '1974-75
Percent of , Percent of
Support Serv. Support Serv.
Compared to Compared to
. ' Total Pupil Total Pupil
Pupil Support Service’ Total Cost Support Exp. Total Cost Support Exp.
Health Services $ 513,481 25.10 . $ *576,125 “21.76
«.Social Services 463,455 22.65 547,609 20.68
ﬁggjgggsgwgggggg]jggwll“&a ﬂ§72.748 32.88 701,793 26.51
Psychological Services Y 171,803 6.49
Tutoring ] 83,602 4.09 93,131 3.52
Other Pupil Services. 113,556 5.55 87,465 3.30
~ Special Services for the ' ; :
Handicapped 35,462 1.73 226,758 8.56
Work Study , 11,645 - .57 8,692 .33
Pupi1 Transportation 28,016 1.37 13,987 .53
Resouzce ‘Center 111,455 5.45 219,669 8.30
Testing 10,850 .53 2/ o
Food Services 72 .08 680 | .02
Total Pupil Support © $2,045,991 100.00 $2,647,672 100.00
| Expense S ' _

]ijuidanée Counseling includes PsychongicaT Services for 1973-74 year.

2/ Testing is included in Guidance EounseIing after 1973-74 year.

D6 LS
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- TABLE 30:

» SUPPORT" SERVICES EXPENDITURE

’ﬂ‘ e

A COMPARISON OF 1973-74 AND 1974-75 DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECT

1974-1975

Total Expend{tures

- o _1973-1974 ’
EXPENDITURE: CATEGORY [~ AMOUNT PERCENT AMOUNT PERCENT
Fixed Charges $1,837,218 | ' 47.05  |. $2,387,967 52,55
Administration 1,137,643 2003 | 1,351,2%6, | 29.74

- In-Service Training 54,069 1.38 76,363 1.68
Minor Remodeling | T 1.23 9,811 22
Planning and | _

Evaluation 291,273 7.46 228,844 5.04
Operation of Plant - 372,603 7.54 352,367 7.75
Maintanance of ' _ v

Plant 151,074 3.87 127,275 2.80
Programs to Involve ‘ _

Parents 13,300 .34 9,884 .22
Indirect Cost -0- -0- -0- -N-
TOTALS $3,905,188 100.00. $4,543,777 100.00
SUMMARY

1. Approximately ‘two-thirds of all Title I money spent was spent on

instructional services.

school activities.

The percent was. even highgr for summer

2. Over 96 percent of all monies was spent on instructional services,

pupil support services, fixed charges, and administration.

3. Less than one-half of one pefceht was spent on in-service training.

57
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4. 6 percent of the students involved in Title -1. programs-participated. ... ... .

in Summer School. - \

5. Only 1.89 percent of the monies received for Title I programs was'

A

used in Summer School.
6. The::'ar'erage cost per student. was almost double during the
+regular tern.
7. The percent of the total.expenditures spe'nt for.instructional act‘lv;lt‘les

A ! _
was slightly higher in 1974-75 than in 1973-74. .This corresponds

- toa nght decrease in proJect Support Services ex'pend'ltures. ‘ -

Instructional Activities _ K N _ SR - R

" 1. 78 percent of all monfes spent on 1nstructiona1 act1v1t1es dur1 ng ‘-

- the regular term were spent on reading, comnunioo‘tjon ‘sk111s ar , + . //
e - A Hoov e _"" ) R
specfal education. . - - .- - w\g CoE

b =g

2. During the reguIar term. the 1nstr\1ct‘lonal actjvity wif&i the IOuesi P e )
* per pupil cost is the Dropout Program. e Tbe ~1nstruc/t'lona1 act‘lv‘lty ~; ‘

with the highest pér puptﬂ Cost 1s ipec{\gducaﬂon o # “

-

3. The average per pupﬂ cost for aﬁ- 5n$tructiona.1‘§erw1ces was

$183.91 during the regular T&% / | Byl
"*\‘{. .. v, 4 '
4. Dur1ng 1974-75 & GeneraI Educot‘lon/Reded‘laI Be\gﬂo . ent qct'lvi;y/ ».,":%‘s;""' -

became .a Title I approved act1v1 ty. and over 7 percent of tne S0 ;',v 5} T
@. ¢ =g, - U o
1nstructiona1 actfv‘lty exp;end res were spent in %h‘ls category SO
. 3 <& o, o
5. The’ percent p; expend'l tures fo?' 1974&7? Comnun‘lcat'lons SkﬂIs L4 o

o s K, .- . 3
I T, o

activi ty was a‘pproxxmater 6!5 percent«Iower than the percent spent B A o

in. 1973 0. v

Pupﬂ Support Services ;
PO

1. 72 percent of um monies spent

e .' " v,

N W e

AR
S

5 P

and guidance counseHng o

' . L '-"un'«’

" ) , R = Y /-
,EMC T ~ o '_,_/';31 . _3 o
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. .

U&ring the regular term the support services with the Towest per
pupil cost 1s Food Services. The support service with the highest .
per. pup11 cost is Special Serv1ces for the Handicapped.

The average per pupil cost for all support services was 524 80

': durfng ‘the regular term.. _

. vThe percent of the pupil support services expenditures for special
fservices for the handicapped during 1974-75 was approximately

¥_7k percent higher than in 1973 74, Th1s was caused by moving Speech '

Therapy from an 1nstruct10na1 activity to th1s category under pupil -

.support services. ' ’ . _ o

Tk Project SupPOrt Services

a o
- g

About 82 percent of the 1974-75 expenditures for proJect support
services was for fixed charges and adm1n1strat14! expenses. This was
six percent higher than in 1973-74. | |

The percent of the project support expenditure allocated to in-
service training was slightly higher‘in 1974-75 than 1n.1973-74.
However; less than two percent of the project support.services
was-used in this category. '

Monies allocated to parent 1nvolvement activities constituted less

than one-fourth of one percent of the_proJect support expenditures.
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_measured, and (5) what was the expected satisfactory
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EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS OF TITLE I PROGRAMS

Because of the wide diversity in (1) the size of the local education

-

agencies, (2) the size of the Title I programs, (3) the type of program

activities, and (4) the measuring instruments used, it is difficult to

ascertati with any degree of certainty the effectiveness in terms of (1). '
number ach1ev1ng'object1ves, (2) achievement gains on standardized tests,

and (3) achievement tosts.

' Number Achieving Local Education Agency Ogjectives

One of the requirements in f111ng a Title I application was that for
each program activity a performance objective was to be stated. The
performance objective included the folloning elements: (1Y who mas to do
the performing, (2) what performance was to be done, (3) ynder ‘what condi-

tions was the. performance to be done, (4) how was. the pe formance to be

Each 1oca1 education agency estab]ished its. o -obJectives The Title 1

ESEA staff at the SEA level estab]ished a desired performance level of .75
grade level gain. Using a 20 percent sample of schools selected randomly,.
the number .of students ach1ev1ng the desired performance level .of a .75
grade level gain was tabulated by grade 1eve1 for the reading and mathematics

program activities. The results are presented in Tables 31 and 32.
. . N z M

\5
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Table 31: THE NUMBER AND PERCENT OF STUDENTS IN THE 20 PERCENT
: SAMPLE THAT ACHIEVED THE SEA OBJECTIVE OF .75 GRADE
EQUIVALENT GAIN IN READING

o .
Total Number of Participants Achieving Objective
Grade Participants - ° Number. Percent |
5 PR — = T
2 - 160 o 85 153.00
3 234 , 138 59.00
4 | 215 e ! 125 58,00 -
5 - 231 . 145 $3.00
6 223 . liza , 56.00
b _ . _
7 161 : t - 95 59.00
8 ' 64 z 28 44,00
TOTAL ' 1,288 S 740 -+ 57.00
A

Table 32: THE NUMBER AND PERCENT OF STUDENTS IN THE 20 PERCENT
: SAMPLE THAT ACHIEVED THE SEA OBJECTIVE OF .75 GRADE
EQUIVALENT GAIN IN MATHEMATICS

Total Numberdof Participants Achicving Objectives
Grade Participant’s ' Number Percent
3 41 ' 33 © 80.00
4 | 55 | R T 62.00°
5 38 . 17 45.00

6 ' 64 34 53.00 4
troTAL | 198 118 60.00"

®



Findings
1.

'Fifty~seven percent of the Title I participating students achieved

a .75 grade 1eve1 gain 1n-reading whife 60 percent of the students
participating in mathematics achieved that .goal. .

A higher percent of the fifth grade reading studLnts achieved

the desired goal of .75 grade level gain than did students in
other grades. In matnematics, the third'grade students had a
higher percent achieving the same goal.

Less than one-half of the eighth grade reading students and fifth.

grade mathematics students attained a .75 grade level gain.

.
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Achievement Gains on Tests'

To detgrmine the extent that achiev;ment éains were made on - o 1.
standardized tests, the program areas of reading and mathematics were selected
because of the large number of parttsjpanié and the ease of 1dent1fy1ng
theaprogram activity. Two samb]es.were drawn. Firét, é 10 percent
;eading'sample was drawn from those'schools in the state using the SRA
reading test. Those schools using.the SRA reading test were first
identified. Then, ba§ed upon size of the school and grades participating

[4

within the school, a 10 percent sample was selected using a table of

| random-numbers. This provided test consistené; with respect to ach;eve-

lﬁént gains for schools throughout the state. Second, a 20 percent sample

was selected from schools in fhe state. This sample included schools with

»-: various program activities and using different types of standardized tests;

In.order to se]ectnthis.sample the following steps were uf\]ized at each grade
level: (1) the mean population of all the schoo]s in the state was calcu-" |
lated, (2) the number and percent of schools above and below th1s mean

were identified, (3) the number of schools above and below the mean popula- X
tion to be included in the sample was Hétermiﬁed by using the percéntages in

step 2 (4) the specific schopls, above aﬁh.below the meén population, were
selected by-&%ing a table of randdm n fbers, and (5) the sample schools
mean population and geographical 1ocat1on were reviewed to determine the
adequacy of ﬁge sample . ’ o - =

| These‘twd samples provided: (1) a double check on the reading achieve-
ment gains in the Title I prograﬁs and (2) the opbortunity to investigate
the achievement gains and.cost effectiveness of both Title I reading and

mathematics program activities. Reading was the only program activity dé%

selected for this type of ana]ysig in 1974.

ERIC - 63




Y

- {

~ The following steps were completed in summarizing the~1nfcrméfion:

1.

finformation for each school was reviewed to determine in which

grades the reading and uathematics programs operated.

For each grade where a readjng and mathematics program was pkovided.(
the deIowing information was listed: number of pErticipants; ‘
pretest percent11e rank; post test percentiIe rank; and gain in
percent11e rank. The percent11e rank was used 1nstead of grade

level scores because of its greater accuracy and stabi]ity in

measuring achievement. A stuuent s percentile rank may be inter-

preted as the percentage of students in the norm qroup that scored

lpwer than he. They do not represent percentege'of‘items'answered
cocrectly. Another reason for using percentile rank 1s that it .
assumes normal growth is tak1ng place dur1ng the year. - That is, for

a student to maintain.the same"percentile rank throughout the school ‘v

year, he must maintain one month of academic growth for each month

he is in school. For burposes pf analysis,“each percentile rank was

converted to a Normal Curve Equivalent (NCE) and an average NCE
: S .

gain‘was determined.* This average NCE gain was then converted back

to a percentile rank. The NCE was used because the percentile rank - S
-v‘] N .

s not a gcaIe‘of'equaI measuring units. Therefore, the NCE_provides

greater accuracy in measuring mean gain. If all the information was

not available from the sample schools at a given grade level, the °

schbo] was not included in the total summarization for that grade

_ , _ o - ‘
level. qu this reasou;iEEg number of participants for each grade

level and the grade levels included vary..

-

. *A Normal Curve Equiva]ent is a conversion procedure for
changing percentile rank to an approximate equa] interval scale thus
a11ow1ng basic mathematical operations to be performed more accurately.

64 '
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3.. The overa11 or total mean pretest and post test percent11e ranks
were ca1cu1ated and the ga1n was computed for each grade level and |
sample.

Tableée 33 presents 1nformat16n showing the reading results (10 percent
.sample) for grades 2-9. In figures 6-13, graphs are presented to show the
gain made by Title I students on the SciencejResearch Associates reading
test at these grade levels. These graphs show the gain made by T1t1e I
students and Compares'jt with the expected normal ga!n of a student

»

during the school year. ' ‘
, N

TABLE 33: THEACHIEVEMENT GAIN MADE IN READING BY TITLE I
_ STUDENTS ON THE SRA READING TEST_(10% SAMPLE)
- Pretest — Post Test — | j
- Grade | . Percentile Percentile : Gain hh :
Level . N . Rank | NCE Rank NCE | .Percentile Rank
2 96 16 28.96 22 33.70 T
" 130 g 2| 1 ne [ ¢ 12
s | o |2 .00 30 | ma2 ) o
5 78 n | 2283 M 23,58 | 1
6 EVR IR E I Y 13 | 2.2 "
7| 382 n 23.52 18 ] 3.8 7.
9 '_ B | 6 el 8 | a0 | 2 |
totaL | 1,050 | 12 24.63 17} 20.96 | o 5
& ~ ,
o . .
65 .




FIGURE ¥1: A GRAPHICAL REPRESENTMION 0F THE
~ GAIN MADE BY SECOND GRADE TITLE. I

STUDENTS IN RERDTNG (10 SAMPLE)
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FIGURE V1I: A GRAPHICAI. REPRESENTATION OF T
GAIN MADE BY THIRD GRADE.TITLE I
STUDENTS [N RERDING [TO¥ SAMPLE)
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| r/une YITI: A GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF THE
: GAIN MADE BY FOURTH GRADE TITLE I

STUDENTS IN Rtmm‘(ﬁ'swu)
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FIGURE IX: A GRAPHICAI. REPRESENTATION 0FTHE
" GAIN WADE BY FIFTH GRADE TITLE |
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FIGURE X’ A GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF THE
GALN MADE BY SIXTH GRADE TITLE I

STUDENTS IN RERDING [10€ SAMPLE)
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" FIGURE XI: A GRIPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF TH

. GAIN NADE BY SEVENTH GRADE TITLE I
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¢ FIRE I A GPHICAL REPESTATON OF

- GAIN NADE BY NINTH GRADE TITLE [
L STUDENTS IN RERDING (10% SAMPLE)
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1 o N y
ﬂ'ﬂ% | °
1; The average percehti]e rank gain made by all students in this
sample was 5 ‘percentile points. - Y
° 2.i The pretest pércenti]e rank for- the total group indicates only 12

percent of the students in the norm group scored lower than the
average student in this sample whereas at the time of the'ppst ;o ~\\\;
| test'e percentﬂe' rank indicates that 17 percen~t of the students
in the norm group scored lower than the averége student in this
sample. R ' S -
3. There was a wfde vafiation in the average‘gain made by students
. af different grade levels. The least amount of gain was made by
sixth graders while the largest amounf of gain was made by third
'_'grade students.
4. 1The average gain made by students in grades two, three, and four
weré higher than gains in other grades. Grade seven is an .
exceﬁtion. However, 348 of the 382 students shown were
from one school. This had considerable impact on the éverage gain

for that grade level and cdnsequent]y biases may have .develooed.

Typica11y, greater gains are made in the primary Qi
Table 34 presents information showing the readi . ' 0 peréent
sample) for.gradeSIZ-é. This information is based uéqn a var{ety f |
standardized tests whereas'the‘information in Table 33 was based only

" the SRA rgading test. - o . _
.="¢ N / . . L ) W@
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TABLE 34: THE ACHIEVEMENT GAIN MADE. IN READING BY TITLE I

STUDENTS (20 PERCENT SAMPLE) T e X
Pretest Post. o
Grade Percentile Percentile _ Gain in
Level N Rank NCE Rank NCE | Percentile Rank
2 160 5. - | 15.44 8 | 19.57 | I .
3 234 13 [ ee3s |20 | 323 7
4 215 4 - 14,33 - 6 1 18.35 2,
5 3 | 13 25.58 | © 15 27.73 2
ﬂ6' 223 10 22.85 15 27.57 .5
7 161 | 10 22.70 8 s 20.83 -2
8 64 10 % 23.00 . n 24.00 | 1 -
rotaL |1.288 | 9 | 22 12 2687 3
o ' . “
Findings . , “
1. The aVerage.ber;entile rank gain maézhby all students in this sémple
was three percentile points. -,
2. There was a wide variationoin the average gain made by students at

different grade levels. The least amount of gain was made by
seventh graders while the greatest amount of gain was made by
third grade students.

It might be somewhat surprising to note that the sixth grade

students' average percentile gain was larger than the fourth and

-fiffh\grade percentile gains} However,-the"original data

indicates that two schools in the fourth grade and two schools in

the fifth grade regressed rather than gained during the year.

- This partly accounts for the lower average percentilevgain.

- &
. 59
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(Percentile rank assumes normal growth is occurring during
the school year. Therefore, if a student had the same raw

-$core on_the post test as thg_pretest, his percentile rank

would decrease.) - *

1%

Table 35 presents information showing.the achievement gains made by

Title I students in mathematics.

TABLE 35: THE ACHIEVEMENT GAIN MADE IN MATHEMATICS BY
" TITLE 1 STUDENTS (20 PERCENT SAMPLE)

s

Pretest : Post Test , . :
" Grade Percentile .| Percentile Gain in
Level N Rank: NCE - Rank NCE - |Percentiile Rank
- 3 42 2 - 7.00 8 20.96 g
4 "* 55 {3 10.16 6 16.76 3
5 .| 38 8 . 20.21 8 | 19.81 n
. 6 | 64 2 7.70 2 8.n5 | n
TOTAL ["199 | 3 - 10.62 5 15.41 ”
Findings

]t. The‘average percént{&s Eank gain made by ali.Students 1& this
. sample Qa;;two percentile points. * .
i/2,, There Qas a wide viriatioh.in the sierage'gajn made by students at

.different grade Iévels._ The h1§hest pércehtiIe géih was”six
percentilg'pbints in the third grade while'the studénts 1n'graqes

five and six remained at the same percentile point.
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b

3. One noticeabie finding is that Title I mathematics students gained
progressively less percentile points.as they moved up the educa-
tional ladder. This suggests that the biggest impact occurred

"~ at the lower. grades.. However, due to the small number in the o

sample and the small number of grade levels reported precautions

In order to expiore the cost effectiveness of Title I read1ng and

should be used in stating any conciusive findings.

Achievement Costs

mathematics programs, an analysis of the cost per grade.1eve1 gain of _A
aChievement was computed. Using the 10 percent sampie of students'in-
volved in the reading programs and the 20 percent sample of students |
participating in the mathematics program, the foﬂowing steps were com- ¥, |
pleted: (1) The tota1 amount of Title I monies spent and the total number
of participants in each schooi was obtained:¥ (2) From this information, '
the cost per student participating in the Title I program was determined
(3) This cost per studeni was,then mu1tip1ied by the number'of students

selected in the sample to obtain the amount of money spent on students

in the sample; (4) The totaIYnumber.of grade levels gaine:.;;/ali part-

-icipants was obtained by mu]tipiying‘the average grade leygd gain made

by the number of participants; and (5) The cost per grade level gain was
computed by dividing the total costs of the program for the reported

number of participants in the sample by the total number of grade levels

"gained by a11:participants. The computed costs per grade Tevel gain in

reading achievement for the Title I students (1n percﬁnt sample) and an

analysis of the number of schools and their costs per grade level is shown

- 4in Tables 36 and 37 respectively.

\



TACLE 36: THE €oST PER‘GRADE LEVEL.GAIN IN READLIG  ~
' ACHIEVEMENT FOR THE TITLE I STUDENTS
- (10 PERCENT SA"PLE)

57

v - Cost of Cost Per
o Total Hymber - Program Grarle
. Total . Mean Grade of Grade For Reported Level
Participants Equivalent Gain Level Gain Participants Gain ' |
935 .91 896.35 5193,720 | $216.12

7 =

o

- TABLE 37: THE DISTRIéé?%bN OF SCHOOLS FROM THE 10 PERCE1T
READING SAMPLE, ACCORDING TO THE COST PBR PRADE

LEVEL GAIN

Cost Per . .~ . Schools 3
Grade Level Gain . : - Humber: Percent -
$ 0 - $100 | . | 2 | 7.00
$§101 - $200 5 17.00
$201 - $300 | 7 23.00
$301 - $400 - . ] 7 23.00
s401 - 8500 | - 3 10.00
Over $500 \ 6 20.0N.
TotAL | T30 100.00

ﬂsFindi_jL_ ‘ :
1. The mean grade level ga1n made by the 985 Title I.students in

reading was .91 grades*

L

2. The average cost per grade 1eve1 ga1n for T1t1e I participants

was $216. 12

3. The average cost per grade level ga1n for Title I students in

- 46 percent of the schoo]s was between $200 and $400,

78
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4. The average cost per grade level ga1n in 22 or 73 percent, of
the schoo'ls was over@ls However, 47 percent of the part1c1pants
included -in this sample were 1n the eight schooIs where the cost
per grade 1eve1 ga1n was less than $215.
5.' The average cost?per grade 1eve1 gain in 2n percent of the schooIs
was- over $500. |
“The computed cost.per ghade Teveifgain'in methematics achievemeht for
the Title I 20 percent sample and an analysis of the number of schooIs and
their costs per grade level gain is shdwn in Tables 33 and 30 respect1ve1y

‘ﬂb. _— TABLE 38: THE COST PER GRADE LEVEL GAIN IN MATH ACHIEVEWENT
C ' ' FOR THE TITLE I STUDENTS (20 PERCEIT SAMPLE)

- Cost of Cost Per _
' Total Number - Program Grade
. Total. ~\ _ Mean Grade of Grade for Reported | Level
Participants _iEquivaIth'Gain Level Gain -| Participants [* Gain
155 S () 108.5 | $28,050.95 | $258.53
.
TABLE 39: 7FE DISTRIBUTION OF THE SCHOOLS, FROM THE 20
' PERCENT MATHEMATICS .SAMPLE, ACCORDING TO. THE
L COST. PER GRADE LEVEL GAIN
) : - - )
Cost P* “ ] ' Schools
Grade Leveléggén ) : * "Number Percent
5
$ n-810 v : _ N n.00
$101 - s200 o | o 1 - 2n0.m
~ ' 82 - $3J0 - : ’ ‘. 3 ’ . RN.,NN -
$301 - $400 | . I .M
'$401 - $500 ' I 20,00
Total B 5 ~100.0n
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1. The mean grade 1eve1 gain for the 155 Title I participants in

thie ‘sample was .70 grades. - " - j |
2. The average cost_per grade TeveI gain for Title 1 students was
© $258.53. L -

3. The average cost per grade level gain in 60-percent of the schools
N " / ) - - . v

was between $200 and.$300,h
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1.

ol Y *a’tl ‘
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIOQS“W SRRl

i

o
. . ,{':
’I ’ § i"'

~

- A very significant number of Title I programs are being conducted in .

schools with relatively small enrollments It 1s believed that small

' f@f‘ schools with similar needs, in a close geﬁgraphic area, should be

v et
.'Q'
o

'S

X Whtle eviderice 15 avaflable that_parent‘

\ i
able to form cooperatives to implement programs that are economically

and educationally feasible Schools inggych a cooggrntive could share’

administrative, supervisory, and trafnin ervic

%! ARTER- . A
materials. T State Agency has. expended} onsider =--;ujrgy to

L&

- those leVels ~%K éﬁ 5__& - »?. ‘ A
Tare involved in Title I~
proggams, there is no information to.show the effect of parent parti-
c1pation on the quality of the program offered. It is recommended that

»5a pi]ot sfudy be conductpd to determine the.relationship between quality;

&

;1ndicators of parent participation and program success Title I

o administrators feel the need for help in the parent involvement area

‘(See number 5) R N o - C .

Ly,

.".The planned organization and- management of the Tit-eWI program at the

. ‘State. Edééation Agency level seems to be effective to the extent of E

the persgnnel available. vAdditional personnel are needed if_the State
NS .”q - .

v . . s

4

81 SR



%

educational agencies in planning, implementing, and evaluating programs.

5.

»7..

3.?

'q'

- instructional method in’ reading, with the cost eff

':-("( . | s

G

. . .
5 ' .
. . - . . _ . . . . A
- . . V . ' ' C o
N - . RS
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” .

Education Agency fis. to provide consultative assistance to the local

A feedback questionnaire submitted by the State Education Agency to

the local educational agencfies, asking them to iHentify the kinds of
help needed, indicated a desire for more assistanceAin learning ways 7.? -
to involve.parents writing program-objectives and evaluating the ‘

Iy

effectiveness of the program and determining what instructional 0
activities that can legally be condutged with Title I monies Ittis /l" C
recommended that the SEA staff consider conducting area workshops forg

Title I administrators and cover these content areas in such workshops o )

6, A wide variety of program activitiesﬂare/ﬁeing conducted in Title I

programs It iy recohmended that data’ be collected to show the extent ",5

program activities coincide with identified priority needs by grade lele

There is no evidence of. which treatmentsn?re most effective in achieving 3
Y .

the objectives of a program activig} It fs recommended €hat a pilot

!
research study be conducted to measure the effects- of treatmenta A B

+ start might be to compare the cost effectiveness of anpindividualized

:,%veness of using

' the EDL reading program. »\\ T

rd

0ver two million.dollars wereespent in Title I programs on'support‘

)

services for students; including medicnl services, social work,
guidance counsel?%g, and pupil services. ft is recommended that an -
effort be made to evaluate the results or'outcomes ‘of these services.
while in- service training is required of teachers and their educa-

tional aides, there is-no.available evidence.t0'indicate whether the

-
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.
quantity or the quality of staff training has ln; positive effects on

a the program outcomes It is recommendgd that a pd]ot study by conducted
to determine the effects of\in -service training on program output.

.10. Over four million dollars J? 20 percent of the S&ate 3 Title I
allocation is spent on proJect support services The maaon portion
of this is spent_on fixed charges and administration. It is recom-
'mended that consideration be given to providing an 1ncent1ve for
developing cooperatives by restriéting administrative costs to projects
with a budget of a certain size. |

: 11.' The local educational agency is required to d1ssem1nate 1nformation
about the Title I program within 1ts boundary, but no evidencgﬁis
available to show that information about successful programs is'being -

',' disseminated'to a]i.locai educational agencies throughout the State. g

It is recommended that the State Education Agency deve]op a procedur&g
for 1dentifying and validating successful Title I programs and to
disseminate such information to all schooi distritts The use of cost -
effectiveness data might provide a way for 1dentify1nq exemp]ary prod?ams

g‘
12. A state wide goal of 75 grade level gain was established for the

1929:75 schoo] year, This should. be continued and. raised when more

13.

are being achieved but no evidence is available to determine if.
‘& ' participants not in the program could achieve the same objectives or

if the participants cou]d achieve them’ if they hadrnot been. in the

4
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pr09ram It is recommended that a norm referenced evaiuation modei be

]ftest might

impiemented whereby the‘Porm group usea in st&ﬁdardﬂzing

be used as a control group. The gain made'bg _,a".'

DL e

cou]d then be compared with the gains made by the orm group

Tﬁ. Nhiie tﬁe data on achievement gain made by students in readiﬁg and

"i';~ mathematics on the. achievement tests ha¥ a ‘number of reporting errors,

! A | / does suggest that greater g;ins are made in the primary grades.a
It is recommended that the 10551 education agencies in sampie schools

be given assistance in correcf testing and reporting procedures to

, further,Verify tns indice." | '
\5,/ The nddﬁdu:e/of equating test resu]ts Py using the Nationa] Curve

1‘1.

d«? ,_:_”’b’tests fr&used to measure student gains and may or mw\not

It is recommended

¢sé oois beé. given assistance in submitting more. acdzrate data
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It is also sugges

, review and use. Balg

B \ »
% f
W

e state eduéatfon'ghency'Title I staff .

th

te

WSt achievement data in making decisions and ﬁ' :
o : =

T - . L o - v
L “counseling withN"S¥Recls about continuation ‘and/or expansion of programs.
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