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Introduction 

This report, written at the end of each fiscal year, provides the 

program description and evaluation fcir Compens~tory Education ih 

the fiscal year 1976-77 for Title I in California Yquth Authority. 

It is prepared each year to indicate to a broad group of readers 

what we do, how well we do it, and how we might improve the ESEA, 

Title I services. It is the major dissemination o~information 

vehicle for the ESSA, Title I projec~s in Youth Authority. ~t 

summarizes and documents on an annual basis what the program h::a.:s 
. \\ 

)) 

accomplished and presents the operational variables which expl~)in 
,/ 

why program objectives were or were not met. This document also 

provides information to decision makers ana thereby assists in 

future program management. 

The report is based on program descriptions and evaluative i~for­

mation submitted to the central office by the individual schools 

within the California Youth Authority and 0,,11 the special studies 

that were conducted by the Youth Authority ESEA Research and 

Evaluation staff during the last fiscal year. 

The format and organization of the report includes the project 

history; description of the goals; obj~ctives of the program; the 

settings in Title Ii "and the implementation of the program during 
.~ 

the past fiscal yea~. The goals and O'bj ecti ves arepres4nted 

with the accomplishments of these objectives by component. Since 

this is the tenth year of the existence of ESEA, Title I p.rojects 

1 
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in Youth AuthorIty, a chapter is provided which describes ESEA, 

Title I accomplishments in a longitudinal manner, describing 

generally the gains and successes over a ten year period using 

data which is available on the relationship of these gains and 

successes to a variety of variables. Finally, a chapter that 

summarizes and concludes this report indicates how well we hay~. 

accomplished our purposes and makes recommendations for future 

programming . 

2 



Chapter I 

HIGHLIGHTS 

The Compensatory Education Program within the California Youth 

Authority has operated with a yearly budget amount of approxi­

mately $1,480,000. As the various costs involved in the delivery, 

of services to the needy students have consistently escalated 

over the years, the impact of Compensatory Education services on 

the pe.rformance of youth has remained favorable. 

Accountability is an important aspect of the ESEA, Title I effort 

in the Youth Authority. Each year, prior to the Title I budget 

allocation, the Department and each institution details the needs 

assessment data upon which specific objectives for each of the 

educational components are based. The assessment and evaluation 

of students' performance is carried out at.specified times dur­

ing each year of program imRlementation. 

During fiscal year 1976-77, the average performance of students 

participating iu the reading, math, language, multicultural edu. 

cation, and career awareness components improved at 'x it from 

the Compensatory Education Program. The performance indifferent 

components has been variable in a given school project as well 

as across various school projects. The training received by the 

staff has been generally viewed as helpful in staff development. 

3 
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The evaluation staff continued to lmorove instruments that men-. , 

sure students' ethnic/social perceptions and perceptions of 

teaching/learni~g in a specific classroom. 

Efforts: are:'b'~i!lg made 'to devHlop standards for each of the pro-

gram areas to assure quality of performance across all institutions. 

Work on this issue is in process. 

A fiiT and equitable allocation of funds based upon the number 

of most needy students in a given school population is being 

studied. Movement away from project method of funding alloca-

tion will result from this stUdy . 

4 
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Chapter II 
PROGRAM HISTORY AND DESCRIPTION 

The Compensatory Education Program for delinquent youth who are 

educationally disadvantaged was initiated (in thd California 
. 

Youth Authority) in the summer of 1967. This program was a result 

of Public Law 89-750 which provided compensatory education funds 

for the nation's public schools. In California, the enabling 

legislation that permits schools in -the state to pa~ticipate in 

the program is the McAteer Act of 1965, or Senate Bill 482. The 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act places responsibility £or 

administering Title r programs on the United State Commission of 

Education, state educational agencies, and local agencies. In 

California, the control of ESEA, Title I programs is p~aced in 

the State Department of Education. A consultant of the State 

Department of Education has responsibility for the function of 

ESEA, Title I neglected and delinquent "monies in the state agencies 

where these children and young adult. are placed. 

Organization of ESEA, Title I Programs 

The ESEA, Title I projects in California Youth Authority schools 

are administered under the Deputy Directnr of the Institutions 

and Camps Branch. He in turn delegates this responsioility to 

Q. 

the Supervisor of the Compensatory Education Program. Two educa- ~ 

tion administrators, one for program development .nd the other 
,Ii 

for evaluation, assist this supervisor. 
I' 

I 
ff 
I 5 
I, 

There are two education 

i' 
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program specialists who function in multicultural intergroup re-. . 

lation component and two educ"ational research evaluat'ors on his 

staff. Staff members provide consultation services to schools 
~ , 

in componertt and program ~~velopment. The evaluato~s provide 

services for all school projects and make periouic reports to 

administrators and to the State Department ri~ Education. The 

lead education administrator in each Youth Authority school is 

the project director of Title I in that' instittition, and it is 

his/her responsibility to implement the program according to the 

plan described in their application for funds. Although each insti-

tution has basically the same educational components in the ESEA, 

Title I programs, there are· differences as well as similarities 

from institution to institution in the manner in which these pro-

grams are carried out. The rehabilitation process, the organization 
t 

of the school program, and the treatment modalities of the va~ious 

instituiion; differ from each other and the way, therefore. that 

the supplementary Title I program functions in that facility is 

unique. A general program summary for each of the ten Youth 

Authority institutions in which Title I programs operates is 

pres~nted in Appendices. 

Federa1 and 'S~ate Guid~ri~es 

The federal guidelines state that the Title I funds should be 

u~ed to provide services to residents of i~stitutions for ne-
. 

glected and delinquent youth who are under 21 years of age and 

have not received a high school diploma. The program concentrates 

6 
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on basic reading and math skills and should.supplement rather than 

supplant the educational programs in the facilities. The objec-

tives of Congress in providing these funds to institutions are to 
. 

help parti.cipants develop basic academic skills and overcome the 

effects of the school failures which many have been experienced. 
(\ 
'>'~:-

The State Department of Education is in cha?~c of the Title I pro-

grams in California, and they have required additional components 

in Title I programs to support basic reading and math skills de- " 

velopment. The following is a description of the instruct.ional 

COMponents which we use in Youth Authority ESEA, Title I programs: 

1. Language Development; Languago,\ development is ueiined. 
\)\ 

to mean the development of all language facilities 

(listoning, speaking, and reasoning skills) for all stu-

dents as a means of oral communication and as a base 

for developing skills in reading and written composition. 

Instruction includes grammar, punctuation, and spelling. l 

2. Reading: Reading is defined to mean comprehension and 

interpretation of written language including understand-

ing of certain structure and meaning of punctuation and 

the development of interests and attiiudes that lead to 

functional literac¥ and personal satisfaction fro~ rending. 

3. Mathematics: Mathematics in the secondary school is 

defined to mean those concrete experiences that help 

IThe language development and Teading component are combin~d 
in some of the instructional programs. 

7 



students develop concepts related to numbers, operations, 

and measurement. 

4. Multicurtu~al Edu~ation: Multicultural education is 

defined as the educational process that insures the 

development of human dignity and respect for the diver-

sity of all people. An essential goal within this process 

is that differences be understood and accepted not simply 

tolerated. Within this definition lie the concepts 

embraced by cultural pluralism, bilingual education, 

ethnic and intercultural studies, and intergroup and 

human relations. Multicultural education is an inter-

disciplinary educational process rather than a single 

program. 

5. Career Education: Career education is defined as an 

educational thrust designed to do the following: 

1) infuse concepts of career development and preparation 

into all the disciplines and educational experiences 

for learners, and 2) provide each student with a coordi-

nated educational experience that includes career 

awareness, exploration, preparation, guidance, and 

2 placement. 

6. Staff Development: Staff development is defined to 

mean t.hti recruitment and/ or as signment of teachers 

2Three schools in Youth Authority have a career awareness 
program as a part of their Title I program. 

8 



and aidE!s relative to specific requirements in the pro-

posed plan. Staff development includes pre-service and 

,in-service training for teachers and other staff. Such 

training is intended to ena~le these personnel to pro­

vide specific support ~o the proposed instructional 

program and to enable them to understand and meet the 

needs of all students. 

Progra.m Co'sts 

During fiscal year 1976-77~ $1,448,082 was provided for fundiug 

ESEA, Title I programs in Youth Authority sC,hools. One thousand 

three hundred and ninety (l~390) participants (unduplicated 

count) were served with these funds. Table I sho'ws the average 

daily participati'on in ESEA, Title I programs and fhe cost per 
• 

participant by institution. 'As 'indicated, there are 2,510 stu­

dents eligible in the Youth Authority institutions. The Title I 

participants constituted a.bout S5 percent of these total eligibles 

with a mean cost per participant of $826. 

Student Profile' 

General Characteristics 

The total number of wards committed to You,th Authority in fiscal 

year 1916-77 was 3,559 of which 2,805 (or 79 percent) had prior 

commitments to correctional facilities at the local level. Rpb-

bery and burglary were the most common reason for commitment, to 

9 



Institution 

o. H. Close 

Karl Holton 

DeWitt Nelson 

Fred C. Nelles 

Preston 

~l Paso de Robles 

Ventura 

TABLE 1 

Average Daily Popul~tion of 
Youth Authority Eligibles, Average 

Participation in ESEA, Title I Program, 
and Cost per Participant by Institution 

1976-77 

Total 
Eligibles 
Served in 

Youth Authority Title r 
Schools Participants 

328 263 

195 166 

157 86 

322 226 

221 148 

292 98 

179 136 

Youth Training School 506 209 

NRCC· 51 21 

SReC 259 40 

, 
TOTAL 

Number = 2,510 Number = 1,390** 

~; 

* Long term program only 

** Unduplicated count 

10 

Cost Per 
Participant 

690 

754 

1,468 

603 

891 • 

384 

1,086 

915 

641 

768 
.. 

~Iean = $ 826 



the Youth Authority - each contributing approximately 2S percent 

of the total. Assault and battery was the third most common 

offense constituting 12 percent of the total. (In 196~, only 

16 percent of commitments to youth Authority were'for violent 

crimes.) Ninety-five percent of the wards in Youth Authority in 

. 1976-77 were male and five percent were female. The average age 

at admission for Youth Authority wards was 17.7. It is note­

worthy that the juvenile court commitment to Youth Authority have 

dropped from 7S to 49 percent since. 1966 due to the probafion 

subsidy program. The balance of the commitments are from the 

adult courts. Approximately 44 percent of the Youth Authority 

wards come from neighborhoods which are below average economi­

cally, 50 percent come from average neighborhoods, and the 

remaining from above average neighborhoods. Thirty-two percent 

live in neighborhoods with a high level" of delinquency and 36 

percent in moderately delinquent neighborhoods. A high propor­

tion (37 percent) come from ho~es where all or part of the family 

income comes from public assistance. Approxi.ately 70 percent 

of the wards came from homes without both natural parents. One 

natural parent, was present in 60 percent of the homes. Sligh~ly 

less than SO percent of the wards had at least one parint or one 

brother or sister who had a delinquent or criminal record. 

Sixty~three percent of the wards had five or more delinquent con­

tacts prior to commitment to a lQcal or state facility. Sixteen 

percent of the wards were last enrolled in the ninth grade or 

below. T.enty~two percent of the wards had reached the twelfth 

grade or had graduated fr·om high school. 

11 



Achievement Levels 

Table 2 presents the achievement teit levels for all first admis­

sions and ESEA reading and math students for 1976-77. The first 

admissions have an average pretest level in reading comprehen­

sion of 7.0 grade levels. The average pretest reading compre­

hension for the ESEA,participants was 5.4. For math, the mean 

score for all wards at first admission was 6.6, grade levels, and 

the pretest average for Title I participants was 5.5 grade levels. 

The population that participated in the Title I program were 

generally, therefore, the more needy students in the population. 

Table 3 shows the ethnic composition and leng~h of program in­

volvement by component of ESEA, Title I participants. White 

students represent apprDximately 30 percent in both the reading 

and math components, whereas they constitute 3'6 percent of th,e 

Youth Authority institutional population. The Spanish Speaking/ 

Spanish Surnamed students (and those in the iiother" category) 

approximate the institutional percentage. Black students make 

up over 40 percent of the participant population. Minority stu­

dents tend to have longer commitments so'the longer length of 

program is probably related to the overall length of commitment 

to the Youth Authority. As indicated in Table 3, the average 

months of program involvement is 7.2 months in reading and 7.3 

months in math; overall length of commitment to institutions for 

wards is 11.1 months. 

12 
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(I) 
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+-I 
11) 

(I) 

+-I 
(I) 

J.I 
c.. 

9.0 

8.0 

7.0 

6.0 

5.0 

4.0 

3.0 

2.0 

1.0 

TABLE 2 

Achievement Test Levels for All First 
Admissions and ESEA Reading 

and Math Student~ 
1976-77 

TABE TABE, 
Readin re'hens'ion Arithm t'i cPlirt d am e'n t a l' s' 

7.0 
6.6 

5.4 5.5 

, 

(5.D.=2.6) (S.0.=2 .• 4) (S.J}.=1.9) (S.0.=1.7) 
N=3,SS9 N=1,217 N=3,SS9 N=1,32.7 

c=J First Admissions 

ESEA Participants 

13 
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TABLE 3, 

Etnnic COlllposit .ton ,and LengtIi of Program 
Involyemc~t of ESEA, Title r Participants 

in Reading and Math ~omponents 
1976-77 

Compo ne'n ts 

Readi.ng 

Percent of, 
Students 

Average 
Months in 

Program, 

Math 

Percent of 
Students, 

Average. 
Months' in 

Program 

Spanish 
t'ihi t e' 'Spanish 

28 

7.2 

33 

7.1 

'Ethn'i'c' Gr'oup's' 
Speaking/ 
'Stir'name'd B'lack 

26 42 

7.7 7.9 

23 40 

7.6 7.4 

14 

. , , 

Ot'hel" 

4 

7.5 

4 

7 .., 
I • .&. 

Totals 

100 

7.2 

100 

7.3 



Learning Problems 

The following is a list of several of the learning pro~lems that 

have been desig~ated oy the project c?ordinators in descrioing 

the characteristics of their students who are in need of Title r 

services: 

': 

1. Eleven perc~nt of the wards state that their first 

language was not English and that they spe~k to family 

and friends in another lan,uage as well as Engli~h. 
/1 

Four percent say that they know another language better 

than they do English. 

2. Approximately 20 percent of the participants say they 

dislike school. 

, 
3. Over 30 percent indicate they have negative attitudes 

toward their former teachers. 

4. Almost all of the wards indicate they need help with 

their educational and career plans. 

5. About 30 percent have sonte kind of vis\1al, hearing, or 

other physical handicap which interferes with learning. 

6. Approximately 55 pe~cent were school dropouts. 

Additionally, the students (as indic~ted by th.eir own responses 

on the Classroom Assessment Inventory) prefer things that they 

can do by themselves. They prefer books to learning b~ teaching 

G 
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machines, and they \·:ould like thb1g~. more xelatcd to KJL<:l.tthuy, 

need in the future. 

St aff Pr'o'ii Ie 

Forty percent of the ESEA programs in Youth Authority are staffed 

by state-funded as well as federally-funded personnel. Table 4 

indicates the number of federally-funded and state-funded per-

sonnel working in Title I settings. 

The complexity of program management in some schools has neces-

sitated the designation of project coordinators who have as their 

primary responsibility the implementation of the Title I pro-

gram in a particular school. Five schools utilize this position, 

filling it in two instances with a supervisor of academic in-

struction and in the other three wit~ a tericher-coordinatcr. 

Four of these positions are ESEA, Title I funded. 

Seve~ of the ESEA, Title programs have the services of a school 

psychologist who provide supportive services to the :eading, 

math, language, multicultural, and career awareness components 
, 

in the' form of diagnostic services, consultation services, group 

and individual testing, assistance to teachers in developing ap-

propriate teaching strategies in staff training, and in the area 

of evaluation. They are particularly helpful to programs in the 

diagnosis of learning disabilities and in developing specific 

teaching strategies for remediation through prescription of 

suitable instruction. These support personnel are responsible 

16 



TA'BLE 4 

ESEA, Title I and State-Funded 
Staff Working in ESEA Programs 

1916-77 

ESEA, 
Title I 

" FUl1ded 
(Full-Time 

State 
Funded 

(Full Time 
Staff Position Equivalent) EQuivalent) Total 

Prqject Coordin~tor* 

School Psyc~Ologist 

Teacher 
Reading/Language 

Math 
Multicultural **. 

Career Awareness 
Subtotal 

Teaching Aide 

Reading/Language 

Ma~h 

Multicultural** 

Career Awareness 

Subtotal 

~l'otal Staff 

4 1 

4 '3 

1'33z 53z 

83z 43z 
2 

2 1 
-24 13 . 

18 1 

10 Z 

1 

1 1 

29 5 

61 22 

* Does not includ~ positions having other administrative 
responsibilities 

** Includes only staff who teach or coordinate 'only 
multicultural/intergroup component 

5 

7*** 

19 

13 

2 

'3 
-'37 

19 

1.2 

1 

2 

34 

83 

*** Five positions are funded half by state supJ10rt and~;;~;half by 
ESEA, Title I 

17 



for the testing pr~gram in ea~h school, maintaining and controlling 

appropriate use of test instruments, supervising and coordinat-

ing testing procedures, interpreting the test data. They are 

responsible for conducting consultation sessions with teachers 

regarding individual learning problems and activities, and pro-

vid~ training to staff in the int.rpretatipn of psychological 

data in the areas of testing, human behavior, and learning theory. 

The school psychologists are especially helpful in the area of 

needs assessment and are of invaluable assistance in carrying out 

evaluat~on procedures to maintain quality in the program. 

Table 4 shows that approximately 65 percent of the teachers and 

85 percent of the teaching aides working in the various Title I 

components are f~~erally-funded. The largest emphasis in terms 
' ... "~' 

of" staff concentration is in the reading and language development 

areas. 

.Title I Settings 

The ten Youth Authority schOOls in which ESEA, Title I monies 

are expended n9t only have student populations which vary in terms 

of age, sex, length of commitment, and their educational needs, 

but they differ in their approaches to the provision of the sup-

plementary services of Title I. The context in which the services 

take place are, in most instances, in the laboratory setting 

where students are involved in a "pull-out" program. 

Tables 5 through 7 give a general overview of the variations in 

the reading, math, and language components by school, indicating 

18 



the variety of students that are served and the number of hours 

per'week that they receive instruction in the various somponents 

as well as their le~gth of stay in the program and the staff/ 

, 3 
student.rat1o. Structured classroom settings are the norm; 

nevertheless l they are relaxed and usually quite flexible as 

reported by the students on the Classroom Assessment Inventory. 

The teachers (according to most student reports) like the1r sub-

jectS 1 give clear assignments~ have good class control, and 

maintain consistency and fairness i~ dealing with ~he students. 

Related to the structured atmosphere of th.e classroom, they tend 

to allow the students few choices in terms of what kind of assign-

ments they are to participate in during a class period. Most 

students, nevertheless l do not feel left out of things and look 

forward to coming to the class. They also find the clas
0
ses useful. 

Standard equipment in the Title 1. settings are multi-media. devices 

such as tachistoscopes~ controlled r~aders, tape recorders, and 

filmstrip projectors. Th. purpose, of course, of the auido-visual 

approach to remedial education is to stimulate interest in the 

subject matter. However, several of the students indicated that 

they preferred' books to teaching machines, identifying books with 

what they con.sider "Tegular tl classrooms. Possible they are in-
(~. 

terested in the human approach to learning and feel that they 

need individual attention from a person and not from a machine. 

A career awarene~s component is a part of the ~urriculum in three 

3 
See Chapter III, pages 26, 28, and 30. 
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institutional schools; the multicultural/inte~group component is 

carried out in a variety of ways in each institution. 

General Goals a'tid' 'Object'ive's of,'t'he Pro'g'r'am 

The overall goal and objective of each Title I program in the 

individual schools is to assist students who are the neediest 

in that population and to accelerate their reading and math growth 
. 
by gi~ing them special attention, special curriculum, and sup-

plementary services in addition to those provided in the regular 

state program. As indicated above, the implementation of this 

program varies from institution to institution depending upon 

tne educational needs or tne stUdent ana tne i:lducational pro-

grams at a particular institution. The manner in which this im-

plementation occurs is outlined in Chapter III. 
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Chapter III 
, " 

IMPLEMENTATIO~ OF THE PROGRAM 

This chapter deals with ~rogram management and the services pro-

vided by the ESEA, Title I programs. The decision-making process 

that takes place in Youth Authority Title I programs, the moni-

toring and evaluation procedures are described, a summary of the 

activities that occur in each of the components, and a brief 

desciription of the materials, methods. and techniques used in 

the programs is provided. Comments are also included on the degree 

of implementation of the components in the different institutional 

settings. 

Program Management 

As indicated in Chapter I, the authority for the operation of 

Title I programs in Youth Authority schools is vested in the 

Deputy Director of the Institutions and Camps Branch. He, in 
k 

tu:~,)giVeS this responsibility to the Supervisor of Compensatory 
'~--'_/ 

Education Program and his staff who are located in central office . 
. 

The personnel of the Compensatory Education Program in central 

office provide direction to the project directors- and the in-
\) 

structional staff in planning their individual school pr.ograms 

and in working as liaison persons with the State Department of 

Education; They develop Youth Authority policy statements and 

proce.dures and monitor t}{~~ ESEA activities for compliance w,ith 

all laws, policies, and gui4elines pertaining to ESEA. 
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Application for Funds 

The format for the development of the application for funds in 

State Department of Education includes a format for the assess­

ment of needs of stuaents in each of the major component areas. 

A copy of this process is found in the appendices. The component 

needs assessment identifies what the existing condition of the 

student is, what the condition should be (or the desired condi-

tion), and what the difference is between those conditions. 

This is followed by an analysis of this discrepancy, what causes 

these educational problems with these students, and the analysis 

of the causes. The objectives of the program and the major s91u-

tion procedures are thus more easily identified and more 

appropriate to the actual needs of the students that are being 

served. During April and May of each fiscal year, the program. 

needs based upon the individual needs of the students in that 

educational setting are reviewed and an application is made for 

funds. This is written by school personnel in each institution. 

The applications are then reviewed for their completeness and 

for their qualit~ by central office ESEA staff, Youth Authority. 

St·andaTd·s 

Certain standards have been developed over the years to increase 

the quality of these applications and the manner in which the 

progress of the program and the quality of the program can be 

assessed. The monitoring and evaluation process assures that 
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the programs adhere to federal and, state regulations. 
. .. . Addi-

tionally, th.e're is effort, to make th.e programs of a quality 

nature above and beyond those requirements t~at are laid down 

by outside' agencies. Th.e' evaluation staff, for example, assists 

the schools to deVelop evaluation plans outlining the assess-

ment dates, who is responsible for collecting the data, the data 

collection procedures, the data analysis procedu~es, and the use 

4 
to be made of the data. These evaluation plans are devel~ped, 

\} 

as indicated with each program, at 't;h:e" 'beg'inning of each fiscal 

year. This document serves as a means of communication between 

the central office evaluation staff and the staff at the insti-

throughout the couxse of the year. 

An annual evaluation workshop has been initiated for ESEA. Title 

I personnel. This workshop, conducted by central office evalua-

tion staff, provides trainirtg in the evaluation area and indic,te 

its importance for program planning and management. It also 

allows for feedback of analyzed data not only to an individual 

institution but to all institutional personnel involved in ESEA, 

Title I programs so that they obtain information on how other 

schools are assessing programs. 

In the management area, it has become apparent to program admin-

istrators that certain standards are necessary to develop a 

consistency of program management throughout the different projects. 

4Theevaluation plan is included in the appendices. 
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During fiscal year 1976-77, an effort was mada to lay down stan-

dards for each of the program areas. This was a result of 

attempting to monitor program and findi?g that, since ESEA, Title 

I did not have specific quality standards, it ~as difficult to 

apply consistent standards to each institution. The development 

of appropriate standards is still in progress and will require 

considerable sta~f time before they have reached the quality that 

is needed for the projects. This is a critical program manage-

ment need. 

. Fiscal Concerns 

Funding of program was an area of concern during fiscal year 1976-77. 

The funding problems that have been developing through the last 

several years relate to the inflationary effect upon funds. It 

has been necessary to re-think the methods by which funds are 

allocated to the various schools. In Chapter V of this report, 

a longitudinal view of ESEA, Title I in Youth Authority describes 

the project methods used to develop various kinds of program 

elements. This approach ultimately resulted in some schools re-

ceiving a dispr~~oitionate amount of funds to serve their present 

population. Therefore, a reassessment and a reallocation of 

Title I funds has became necessary. This reallocation of funds 

will have some dramatic effects upon the programs in the insti-

tutiens in the years lito come. Various funding proposals have 
II 

been made and school [I'personnel are in the process of revieHing 

these proposals. 
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The reading componen't is tne' most heavily emph.asized content area 

in YO,uth Authority Title I pr~grams. Readi~g instruction empha-

sizes vocabulary, comprehension, and 3 to some d~gree, 

wri ting skill's. In four of the ten pro'j ects located in the' in­

stitutions 3 the reading and la~guage components are combined. 

Table 5 gives a summary of the reading component variations by 

school. The number of students served ra~ge from 30 at the 

Northern Reception Center-Clinic to 135 at the Youth Training 

School -- these are unduplicated and one-time count ~igures. 

Class periods per week range from 2 td 5, and the mean class size 

ranges from S to 20, with a mean length of stay in program as 

• high as 8.1 months at _EI Paso de Robles School. The pri(ncipal 

instructional method use4 is a~ ind'ivfdualized diagnostic­

prescriptive pr~gram which may be either a locallY developed or 

a commercially developed system. With the exception of one pro-

gram, these reading programs take place in a lab setting with a 

teaching assistant or assistants and-a; teacner(sj in- cnarg-e-"of 

the pro.ram. ~t O. H. Close School, the teacher-coordinator 

manages a program in which five teaching assistants and nine stu-

dent aides go to each individual state classroom and serve students 

in a tutorial-type situation. In t'hree schools (Karl Holton ll 

El Paso de Robles, and the Southern Reteption-C.en'ter-Clinic) a 

state-funded teacher and/or teaching assLstant works in the ESEA 

setting with the ESEA-furided staff. The staff/st~dent ratio 

ranges from 2:1 to 8:1. 
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TAIlLE 5 . ' 
DESCRIPTION OF REAIlIIiG CO:·11'0)'1::'7 VARIATIONS BY SCilOOL -- 1976-77 

Approx. .Iean Stat!! fun!!!!!! 
Nl&ber of t.'uaber of .Iean Student/ 2 Len£th Staff Working 
.students Hours Class Staff Selection of Stay ESEA Funded in ESEA Principal 

SCllooL _ Served Pe\" Week She itatio Criteria in Progra. Staff Settin!! Instructional Hethod 

Under 6.5 1 Coordinator- Jndividualiled diagnostic-
grade level Teacher prescriptive rrogra. using TAs O. H. CLOSE 135 .. 16 2:1 6.6 5 Teaching None . TABE Assistants 

and student a des ai tutors in 
Reaaing 9 Student Aides regular classroo. setting. 

6.S or below 1 Teacher Individualized diagnostic-
URL IIOLTON 98 5 16 5:1 on TADE I 6.5 1 Teaching i Teacher prescriptive, program. Locally 

Reading Assistant developed. 

Under 6.0 I Teacher EDL Individualized instruction 
DEWJTf NELSON 35 5 10 3:1 

grade level 6.2 2 Teaching None in a lab setting. TABE 
Reading Assistants 

. 
'6.0 grade 1 Teacher Individualized dia£nostic-

1 Correctional prescriptive program using FRED C. NELLES 135 2 13 6:1 level TADE 7.6 Progra. None Behavior .Iodification proce-lIeading 
"'Ss~Jll:!lnt dures in a lab settIng. ._ ..... ' 

7.9 and lis Teachers 
PRESTON SOIOOL 1 below on Individualized diagnostic-

122 2 10 5:1 TADE .7.2 1 Teaching None prescriptive system. 
Reading Assistant 

EL PASO DE 1 
Under 6.0 Is Teacher 'American Learning Corporation 

110 2 20 8:1 grade level 8.1 1 ~eaching .• 1 Teaching reading progr.. in a lab 5et~ 
ROBLES TABE Assistant Assistant ting in conjunction with 

Reading state funded staff. 

7.0 grade 1 Teacher "'erican Learning CorporatIon level or VENTURA SOIOOL 61 3.7 13 ":1 below on 6.5 2 Teaching None reading progra. in a lab 
TABE Reading Assistants setting. 

6.0 and below 2 Teachers American Learning Corporation YOUnl TRAINING 17 5:1 TA8E/Readini I Correctional None SCII00L 135 ".5 and Rankine 7.9 Proeral! readini progral! in a lab 
System Assistant setting. 

All studcnts 
to'RCCl 30 5 10 5:1 undcr ace/ 5.5 1 Teachine 1 Teacher Individualized diagnostic-

£rade Anhtant prescriPtive proar ... 
expectancy 

StudentS two 

SRCCI or 1I0re 1 Teaching Individualized diagnostic-50 2 5 2:1 arades below ..... I Teacher 
age/grade Assistant • prescriptive progru. 

expectancy 

1 ~eadine and Languaae Developaent aro cogbined 
2 Only students under 21 years of aae and non-high school araduatls 

(::>'; 
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Schools have varyi~g selection crite~~a for the readi~~ component. 

The highest reading level allowed is 7.0 grade levels or below 

on the TABE reading test at Ventura School. All of the otners 

are using 6.S or 6.0 grade Jevels as th~ uppir level for stu-

dent selection, although some schgols take into consideration 

additional ranking factors. SchoolS with school psychologists 

refer reading students who have severe learning disabilit,Les" to.,,", 
, ,,..,; _ •. " ,.,' . .','_~.' ,~:r."·'~\"'_/"I-··,,'(·-';:~'r;-·"(l--':-'(r··.I}~ lr:' . 1,·~~\(P.::_\(;-<:'.\(pG 

this resource for evaluation and diagnosis and recommendations 

for remediation. There is also an ~ttempt in a couple.of school 

programs to identify community resources for students w.ith 

special problems. 

Math 

•• 
All schools have math components wiih similar separate clas5room 

laboratory arrangements as in reading. Table 6 describes the 

variations by school in the math component. The range of stu-

dents served is from 30 at the Northern Reception Center-Clinic 

to 217 at O. H. Close School, with the range in number of hours 

per week from 1.S to 6. The mean claSS size ranges from 5 to 

17 students, and the approximate student/siaff'ratio ranges from 

2:1 to 9: 1:- The length of stay in 
c::.~! .. 

the mean program was, aga~n, 

highest at EI Paso de Robles with 7.7 months average stay in 

program. Four schools have state-funded starf assisting the 

ESEA staff in the ESEA setting. As in the reading component, 

the 

the principal instructional method is a formalized di~gnostic­

prescriptive approach using teaching assistant~ and student 

aides as tutors in a lab setting with the exception of 
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TABLe 6 
DESCRIPTION OF ~1A11I Co."PO)lENT VARIATIONS BY SCUOO" -- Iln6-77 

Approll. Nun State Funded 
NuIIber of Nuaber of •• un Student/ I Lenllth Staff WorUn 
Studonts lIoura Clasa Staff Selection of Su), ESEA Funded in ESIlA 

SCliOOL Served Per Week Size Ratio Crherla In ·Prollr .. Staff Sattlnll 
Lowest In I Tellch~r-

either tLlth Coordinator 
O. II. cwse 217 4 16 2:1 subtest if 6.6 4 TOOichinll None 

bolol/ 7.S Assistants 
9 Student Aides 

Below 10.0 1 Tellther 2 Teachor 
KARL .KlLTON 147 6 , 16 6:1 .rllde level 6.5 1 Teachln. 1 TOlchln. on TADE 

~Iath 
Aulstant Auiseant 

Uncler 6.0 1 Teacher 
DEWITT NELSON l5 5 10 :1:1 in toul 6 • .1 2 1'eachinll Nonl . .'''th Ass h tants • 

Under 6.0 
FRED C. NELLES 71 2 0 9:1 in total 6.:1 I Teacher Nonl 

.'"tll 

Undor 1.0 
I lla Teach.rs 

PRESTON SCllooL 131 :s 10 5:1 I In .'ath I 7.'l I Teachinll HOIl' 
i Auistlnt I 

EL PASO DE 6.0 Ind I T'lchin, la Toacher 
110 Z 10 3:1 needlest of 7.7 l Te.chlnl ROUES need)' Assistant , Assistant . 

allow lie/ I Teicher Irlde VEIfTlffIA SCiIOOL 52 3.7 12 4:1 6.2 1 Teachinll ' None IIIpectllnc:), Assistant in .lath 
.. , 

Yount TRAINING RanUnl . 
lion, SCHOOL 101 4.5 17 ':1 Systca 7.6 2 Tlli:hers . . 

Studont 
HACe 30 5 11 5:1 under 'co/ 5.7 I Teachin, 1 Teacher arade A$Slstant 

expectenc:), . 
Two or aore 

SRCe 50 1.5 5 211 Irades below ' 4.4 1 Tllchln, I T.acher alle/lrad, Assistant 
upecUllc)' 

1 Onl, students under 21 ,aars of all and non-hllh tchool ,radultas 

o 

.. ~ 

Principal 
InsnucHonal t'ethcd 

ocall), <lIlVe!OI'1l11 lndlVldual-
lzed dlallnostic-prCSCi'iptive 
prograa usln~ TAs and student 
aides as tutors in regular 
1IIs5roo. setting. 

Individualized PrescriptiVe 
Instruction (11'1) and Educl-
ional Hath/Individualized 
'anpow'rTra!IJ.J)!syn~·. 

Indivldualizod dl'mostic-
prelcriptive prolrWl in Ilib 
culn!: • 

Locally doveloped Individuill 
~lallnostlc~pres.criptivo Iystea 
~ith 50ae Iroup instruction 
n lab senlna. 

IndiVidualized Instruction 
i.inostte-prescriptive syst .. 
n lab or tutorial sottinl. 

nlllVlllualUOIl 1I1RllnosUc-
Ire5criptive proaras based 
n Indlvidllal hed Nanpower 
raininll Systea (IM1'S) 
n lab settinl' 

Ind1vidu"l[zed alalnostic~ 
~reJcrlptlv. proarlla ulinl 
ndividualized Manpower 
raintnll S1stes and Holt .Math, 
rogra. in lab settinr.. 
ndiylduillized dtacnostic-
~re5criptivo prolraR 
'aphasitin, tutorinl in a 
ellular cla.lroos settinl. 

. 
" 

ndivlduallzed ~nstructlon 
n lab "Uinl. 

: ' . , 
'J, 





O. H. Close School which serves students in the rigular classroom 

setting. Math curriculums have been, for the most part, locally 

developed using a variety of resources) some commercially de-

veloped and other school district math programs. The ideas on 

the developmental process expressed by Piagethave been helpful 

in working with remedial mathematics in the Karl Holton ~rogram. 

Piaget ~as stated that to deal properly with abstract thinking, 

a child must first become familiar with c::oncrete and real items 

in his environment. The staff at Karl Holton provide the stu-

dents with a wide range of real and eoncrete problem-solving 

experiences using math manipulatives, recreational math, street-

survival math, and abstract paper and pencil exercises. Many 
,'I 

of these exercises in math are handled in small- groups (two to ... 

seven members) where thfilt-students learn to' deal positive.l)" with 

other persons in facilitating problem-solving. This pro'cess 

has proved very beneficial at Karl Holton School in lignt 

of their excellent math gains over the last seve~al years. 

Language 

Table 7 describes the remedial language components in the Six 

schools that have separate language components. Title I pro-

grams serve between 19 and 219 students in this component, with 

the mean hours per week of one at Fred C. Nelles School to ten 

hours per week at Karl Holton School~ The mean class sLze is ~rom 

9 to 16 students with sta.ff/student ra:t'l.os from 2:1 at O. H" Close 
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SCHOOL 

H. CLOSE 

KARL liOLTON 

DEWITI NELSON 

PRED C. NELLES 

. 
VEN'IlJRA SCHOOL 

YOUnl TRAINING 
SCHOOL 

-, 

Nwaber of Ht.uIber of 
Students lIours 
Served Per Week 

86 ".5 

49 5-10 

70 , 
5 

( 

68 2 

19 3.8 

219 5 

TABLB 7 

DESCRIPTION Of LANGUAGB COMPONENT VARIATIONS BY SCHOOL 
1976-77 

Approx. Mean 
"fean Studenf/ 

Selection 1 
Length 

EsEA Punded Class Staff of Stay 
She Ratio Criteria in ProgrlUl Staff 

6.5 to 8.5 1 Teacher-
0 

grade levels, Coordinator 
16 2:1 total 5.5 5 Teaching 

Reading . Assistants 
score 9 Student Aides 

6.5 to 9.9 
I in Reading 2 Teaching 

16 5:1 Compre- 6.9 Assistants hension 
score i 

0 

6.0 to 8.0 
, I 

I 
10 5:1 ' 

in Reading 5.1 i TeaChing 
Compre- , . Assistant 
hension 

Between 3.5 
and 7.5 grade 

9 9:1 levels total 7.7 .. 1 Teacher 
TABE 

Reading score 

Below agel " 1 Teacher 
12 4:1 grade 6.4 2 Teaching expectancy Assistants in Language 

6.0 and 0 2"Teachers below on . 2 Correctional 
13 5:1 TABE and 6.3 Progr811 Ranking 

System Assistants 

I Only students under 21 years of age and non-high school graduates 

1\1' 

State Punded 
Staff Working 

in ESEA Principal 
Setting Instructional Method 

Individualized diagnostic-
prescriptive system using None tutorial approach in regular 
class~oo. setting. 
Individualized diagnostic-
prescriptive program based on 

1 Teacher Individualized ~fanpower 
Training Systell (UrrS) in 
lab setting. 

~~dified Individualized 
1 Teacher' ~!anpo\oler Training System in 

regular classroom setting. 

Individualized locally 
None developed program in 

lab setting. 

Individualized diagnostic-
prescriptive program based on 

None Individualized Manpower 
Training System (UrrS) 
in lab setting. 

!I;;;;~ 
Diilgnosttc-prescripttve (': 

·c" / progrlUl with individual and 
I; one group instruction in lab \.-.' 

) 

settingi includes bilingual, 
typing and English Mechanics'. 
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School to 9:1 at fred G. Nelles School. The mean length of stay 

in these programs is approxima~ely seven mon~hs. In two of the 
-~ ----~----~--- -----

facilities, thel'e arc state--funded staff \'iorking with the ESEA" 

Title I participants. The principal instructional method in 

language is an individualized diagnostic-prescriptive system 

in most of the facilities with th~ emphasis upon developing English 

mechanics and writing skills. Four of the programs (Karl Holton 1 

DeWitt Nelson, Ventura, and Youth Training School) ~sethe lan-

guage program as outlined in the Individualized Manpower Training 

System (IMTS), although each of these schools has modified the 

ori~inal language program to some extent. Fred C. Nelles School 

has developed a language program on a local basis as has Q. H. 

Close School. O. H. Close School acquired prograR materials and 

curri.ulum -ideas from the Clovis Unified School District. The 

Youth Training School has a typing p~ogram which is a separate 

cItss from the regular language skill development area and the 

bilingual area. The.students in this program learn to develo~ 

vocahulary and sentence structure through the uie of typ1ng. 

Career A'.var;l;mes s 

The ca~eer awareness component has been established in three 

schools to address the needs of students who have had little 

job experience and little knowledge ~f career possibilities. 

Remedial students tend to lack interest in future careers and 

have little realistic knot'lleclge. about themselves or about occu-

pations. Those that do have some idea about jobs for themselves 
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frequently have unrealistically high or low asp~rations. The 

career awareness component, therefore, was designed to increase 

their knowledge of career facts and explore occupational and vo-

'cational interests. B~~ic to the invo~vement in career awareness 
\,J 

in ESEA, Title I programs is the increase of motivation for de-

veloping their academic skills. If they can see the relationship 

between learning how to read, do math, and learn language struc­

ture, it is anticipated that they will see the relationship of 

their learning experiences with career opportunities and jobs 

later on in their lives. The theory is that they will do better 

in their basic remedial program as a result of acqu~ring an aware­

ness of'the possibilities and requirements of the job market. 

The attitude scale of the Career Maturity Inventory (McGraw-Hill) 

was administered at Youth Training School. The responses in­

dicated that the students" attl.tudes toward careers was at the 

seventh percentile compared with California twelfth grade stu­

dents used in the Rorming population. This statistic indicates 

a great need for career awareness education among our remedial 

students in Youth Authority. Three schools have career aware­

ness components in their project applications: Ventura School, 

Youth Training School, and DeWitt Nelson School. DeWitt Nelson 

School serves approximately 20 students, Youth Training School 

serves ~l students, and Ventura School serves 109 students in 

their career awareness component. The program lasts from two 

to seven weeks depending upon the interest of the student. In 

the Ventura School career awareness component, there are three 

phases. All students, ~owever, do not complete all three phases. 
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. 
The third· phase is the final one and is given to stu,dents just 

before they go on parole to review the materials and ideas that 

the~ developed·during ~he first phases of the career awareness 

component. The pri.ncipal instructional methods used at Ventura 
"7 

School are counseling, guidance, visual aids, and reference ma-

terials. At the Youth Training School and DeWitt Nelson School, 

the IMTS system using SingeT Graflex, Mind Tool T~chnology, and 

Xerox vocational materials to acquaint the students with various 

occupational areas. In the Youth Trairiing School and DeWitt 

Nelson School programs, there is also group and individual court-

seling as well as exposure to the various kinds of occupations. 

Students in all thre~ programs become familiar with their own 

abilities, learn to prepare job applications. and develop good 

working habits. The staff/student ratio in the career awareness 

. cqmponent is approximately 5: 1. In all three instances, a teacher 

is in charge of the program in a separate classroom setting. At 

Youth Training School, the teacher is assisted by a correctional 

program aSSistant and student aides. 

,Mu,lti'cUl'tural/,I,nte,;rgroup Education 

The pri.ary goal of multicultural education in the ESEA, Title I 

program is the reduction or elimination of prejudi~ed attitudes, 

feelings, and behavior toward other individuals or groups who 

are different in any way. Curriculum concentrates on the improve~ 

ment of self-concept, pride in one's own ethnic or cultural 

heri~age, respect for human worth and dignity, and appreciation 

of the diversity of all people. Learning activities provide a 
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Figure 1 
TRADITIONAL APPROACH TO CURRICULUM CONTENT 
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foundation for student discussions in which they share different 

ways of analyzing values, attitudes, and stereotypes that~inter­

fere with positive human relationships. Using th~ pluralistic 

approach to currifulum content rather than a traditional approach 

(see Figures I and 2), most schools share a common curriculum 

theme such as basic human needs, individual and group identity, 

elements of culture, self-awareness developme.nt,ethnicand cul­

tural contributions/histories, sex and racial discrimination, 

clarification of values, coping strategies, and so~ial movements 

and change .~~~=~-

A variety of instructional strategies and activities are employed 

such as lecturing, inquiry methods, small group research, in­

dividual assignments, and role playing. Some schools utilize 

staff and community speakers. In a few programs, students are 

actively involved, with teacher supervision, in planning and 

conducting the specific lessons of the curriculum. Individual 

and panel reports, team debates, culinary, and language arts pro­

jects are sometimes used to culminate units of instruction. In 

addition, all schools present activities that honor specific 

ethnic personalities and historical events, 

There is considerabie variance wi th respect to program d(~velop­

ment, student pa.rticipation, and goal achievement in the 

multicultural programs. It would be appropriate to say that the 

majority of the ten institutions are concentrating their efforts 

on the development of specific lessons or mini-units. The fre­

quency of instruction also va.ries £rom institution to institution 
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fTon n minimum of one-class period per week to daily sessions 

with instructional cycles for three to eignt ~."eeks. In all of 

the institutions, e'xcept one, atr--o-r1:ne--rt't-re-r--participanTs-­

have the opportunity to participate in some aspect of multi­

cultural education. 

Staff Development 

Staff development activities are mainly related to keeping staff 

abreast of changes in educational t~chniquesJ assistance in cur­

riCuhu!l development" teaching methods" and in-service tTaining 

of local staff. Staff training was provided when applicable 

and available" and when funds permitted. Table 8 presents the 

number and percent of staff training experiences in specified 

training areas, as reported in the monthly reports from each 

school. The training area with the gTeatest number of training 

experiences was multicultural education with 34 diff~rent 

persons participati~g.in this area. In addition to the actual 

experiences in formalized training outside of the institutional 

school, considerable technical assistance was given in the multi­

cultural area by the multicultural education spocialists from 

central office. Another training area in which there is a large 

number of training sessions each year is teaching techniques 

in reading which constituted 12 percent of the total number of 

training experiences. 

A local Youth Authority sponsored learning disabilities workshoc 

Was held during the course of this fiscal year for teachers and 
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TABLE 8 

Number and Percent of Staff Training Experiences 
in Specified Training A~eas 

as Reported in Monthly Reports 
1976-77 

Numfier of 
Training Area 

Percent 
of , Training 

'Ex'p' e r i e'n: c e s' . , . 'Total 

1. Multicultural 

2. Teaching Techniques - Reading 

3. Learning Disabiliti~s 

4. School Psychologists Con:ferenceg 
and Workshops 

5. Testing and Evaluation 

6. Institutional/Ward Management 

7. Fiscal/Program Management 

8. Self-Improvement Courses/ 
Workshops 

9. Program Visitations 

10. Teaching Techniques - Math 

11. Teaching Techniques - Language 

12. General Educational Conferences. 
and Workshops 

13. Human Behavior/Classroom 
Management 

TOTAL 

37 

34 

23 

21 

20 

17 

18 

15 

15 

10 

7 

6 

5 

2 

193 

18 

12 

11 

10 

9 

9 

8 

8 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

100 

.. 
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tepchin~ assistants in the Title I cl~ssrooms. It was conducted 

primarily by the school psychologists who arranged, planned: and 

delivered the traini~g to those in attendance. This workshop, 

received enthusiastically, tesulted in the more knowledgeable 

use of the school psychologists, a better perception of student 

need, and more efforts toward individualization of instruction. 

Some of the comments made by the staff attending the workshop 

indicated that they understood the role of the school psychologist 
f 

better, and they had a better understanding of the variety and 

types of testing procedures used in diagnosing student needs. 

They also appreciated the opportunity of sharing common concerns 

related to learning disabilities and the teaching and learning 

problems related to them. 

Table 8 indicates a total of 193 different training experiences 

received by Title I staff during fiscal year 1976-77. There were 

undoubtedly ~ore training sessions than were reported considering 

the number of in-service-type training activities that are con-

d~cted continually for new staff and for paraprofessional staff 

by the teachers or program managers in the schools themselves. 
, 

There were also two workshops related to evaluation and to applica-

tion writing in which several members of each school participated 

in developing the application and in seeing the relationship 

between evaluation and program management. An emphasis of these 

workshops was that there should be greater participation of all 

the staff involved in program development. 
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TABLE 9 
S~aff Opinions on 

Degree of Component Implementation 
1976-77 

Numbel' Degree .of Implementation 
of All Most S01r.e None 

C01nnonent Programs Percent Percent Percent I Percent 
. 

Reading -- 10 80 20 0 0 

~lath 10 100 0 0 0 

Language 6 67 17 16 0 
'-

Multicultural 10 88 0 1 0 

Career Awareness 3' 67 33 0 0 

Staff Development 10 60 30 10 0 

Degree of Implementation of the Componants" 

Table 9 presents the staff opinions of each institution on the 

degree of component implementation for all of the components 

that we have d~scussed in this chapter. It also shows the number 

of programs in each comportent. All of the math programs were 
u 

considered 1;0 be completely implemented according to the, pro-

ject application. Eighty percent of the reading programs were 

considered implemented accordinvg to the appl ication. The staff 

reported that there was some degree of implementation in all 

of the components. 
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Chapter IV· 

GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS BY OBJECTIVES 

This chapter is divided into six parts dealing with the 

reading, math, and language components, career awareness, 

multicultural/intergroup, and staff deVelopment components. 

Each part will deal with the goals related to the student needs 

(or staff needs), the affective ~nd cognitive obj~ctives stat~d 

in general terms, opinions on how well'the objectives were met, 

achievement and/or attitudinal data that is available, o~inions ., 

on the successes of the components, and on areas that need 

improvement. 

\; .\ 

Readi~g, Math, and Language Components 

The general goals of the reading, math, and language components 

are: 

1. Participants should function at age/grade expectancy 

and/or be capable of participating in the regular high 

schoo,l program, 

2. Students should develop positive attitudes toward them-

selves and education, and ~' 

3. Individual progra~ming should take into consideration 

the unique needs of partic1pant students related to 

emotional and physical dis&bilities and cUltural 

differences. 
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TABLE 10 

Staff Opinions on Achievement 'of 'Obj~t~ives 
in the 

Reading, Language and Math Components 
1976-77 

----

Exceeded 
Adeq.uate1y 

Met Less Than 
Component Objectives Objectives Adequate 

Number Percent Number p'ercent' . Number Percent 

Reading 4 40 5 SO 1 
. 

Language'" :2 33 1 17 i 3 

Math 5 SO 4 40 1 
TOTALS 11 42 10 39 5 

\ 'l~ 

,., Only six schools had language components separate from 
reading components 

10 

SO 

10 

19 

, 
The ten ESEA) Title 1 programs in the Youth Authority have read-

ing, ftlath, aRd language objectives of at least .11 gain per month 
. ':.'-- /~ 

on stanaardized tests CTABE, eTBS, and Gates-MacGinitie) for 

each of the subtests. Objectives are also written in some pro-

grams for student progress on criterion-~eferenced tests (e.g., 7S 

perce~~ or mor,e of the. students -:-':f:fil} achieve mastery level scores). 

Table 10 indicates staff opinions on the achievement of the objec-

tives in these components. Thirty-thre~ percent of the staff 
l'.:·'~ , 

indicated that thiWY exceeded their obj ectives in the language 

component; 40 percent gave this response for the reading component, 

and SO percent for the math component. Fifty percent felt that 

they adequately met objectives in re~ding, with 40 percent giving 

42 
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this response for mat~, and 17 percent for la?guage. Fifty per-

cent of th~ schools felt that th~re was less than adequate 

achievement of objectives in language; onlt ten percent in both 

reading and math gave this response. 

Table 11 gives the achievement data by resourcesCESEA,..Title I 

projects) for fiscal year 1916-17. ~he schools (resources) differ 

in the number of students served, the mean pretest scores l mean 

months in program, and mean gain per month. The prog~ams ate 

directed toward meeting the needs of the remedial student~ and 

show excellent gains in the reading comprehension area. Th, meart 

pretest score f5?r all ESI:A, Title I programs in reading compr.~­

hension is 5.4 grade Jevels, with a mean gain p~r month of ~2l. 

Individual schools do not vary extensively from this mean gain~ 

per month, with th.e exception of orie which had only 14 students 

on whom there were pre and post test. scoreS. In math fundamen-

tals, the gains are ap.p't"oximately the same with comparable mean 

pretest scores. Again, there are very fe~ programs that did not 

make significant gains in the math area. In English mechanics, 
() 

the gains arernot as high but they are good considering that 

four of the schOOlS do not have specific language components but 

incorporate language exercifes into the reading component. Three 

schools made very good g_ins in the language ar&a. 

Succisses in ~h. reading, math, and la?guage coiponents are re-
'/ ~, 

lated to the emphasis that the teaching staff have placed on 
c:' 

" 
student motivation. To "assure student progress,,,1!laterials are 

chosen to meet individual needs. A e'onsiderabl e va.;rietyo£ 
(i 

(1 
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READING CCMPREtmNSIOIf 
N~ber ~leilR .Iean 

of Pretest MOnths 
RESOURCE Students Score In Prograa 

1 . 371 6,4 6.6 

2 113 4.6 6:5 

3 61 4.6 6.2 
. 

4 157 4.4 7.5 

5 134 6.3 7.2 . 
6 106 4.8 8.0 

7 101 5.6 6.5 

8 137 4.4 6.7 

9 23 5.5 5.5 

10 14 5.7 2.4 

TOTAL 1,217 5.4 6.8 

~leaR 
Gain 

Per Month 

• 30 

.27 

.15 

.12 

.20 

.14 

.22 

.15 

.28 

.06 

.21 

o 

TABLE 11 
TABE* Achieve.ent Data by Rescurce 

Fiscal Year 1976-77 

NAlll FUNDA.'IEh7ALS 
Huilber Hean Hean 

of Pretest Months 
Students Score' In Pr02r~ 

380 4.6 6.6 

196 5 •• 6.5 

133 6,2 6.3 

89 4.6. 6.3 

131 6.0 7.2 

83 5.0 7.5 

133 7.2 6.2 

135 5.1 6.4 

33 5.8 5.7 

14 5.n 2.4 

1,327 5.~ 6.5 

* Test of Adult Basic Education 

ENGLISH MECHANICS 
Mean N~ber Mean Mean Moan 
Gain of Pretest Months Gain 

Per Month Students Score In Prograa Per Month 

.31 3 • 7.1 5.5 .10 

.11 '63 '6.3 6.9 .17 

.16 19 6.2 5.1 .28 

.14 53 6.3 7.7 .03 

.18 84 '6.1 7.2 .08 

.15 41 4.8 6.6 .16 

.31 il6 7.8 6.4 ,2,8 

.11 90 4.5 6.3 .10 

.28 2 6.6 3.7 .58 

.26 9 5.1 2.7 .13 

.22 515 6.2 6.5 .15, 
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materials are used wit~ attention to vision, hearing, and auditory 
. 

deficiencies, as well as th.e special remedial needs of the indi-

vidual student. Learning· takes place in a pleasant, physical 

atmosphere with consistency and structure in the teaching methods 

used there is a formalized diagnostic-prescriptive approach 

used in each program. Several schools have incorpora~ed sustained 

silent reading into the reading and language components and em-

phasized the application of language u~a~e through the medium 

of writing activities. 

In several schools, school psychologists work with the ESEA 

remedi.al students. These staff play an important role with the 

students at the low remedial levels by providing additional di-

agnostic and prescriptive services. Three of the schools lack 

this professional assistance and report the most difficulty with 

those who are at the most remedial levels. There is a need for 

more paraprofessional assistance in order to provide more one~, 

to-one assistance for students~ I~proved language development 

materials and techniques instructing students at the lowe~ re-

medial levels is another expressed need. 

Career. Awa"rettess Component 

Three schools have career awareness components which emphasize 

the improvement of student knowledge of careers and career op-

portunities and self-assessment which will assist in career 

planning. Student progress in this component was judged to be 
C,) 

fair to adequate by school staff. There was agreement that the 
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activities helped to motivate students in their academic sub-

jects. The most remedial students have thi most d~fficultr with 

this component activity sinc~ they have a prob~em seeing the 

need for career planning for themselve·s. Their immediate, con-

crete orientation to life makes consideration of personal career 

planning difficult for these students. One of the problems re-

lated to the implementation of the career awareness component 

is that staff tend to be able to work better with those students 

who are more receptive; yet, the le~st receptive students pro-

bably need more staff time and assistance. 

One of the goals of the career awareness component is change of 

attitude toward careers and the world of work. All of the three 

schools which had career awareness components felt that they had 

adequately met their objectives for this component. Yet, in terms 

of teacher observation and of preliminary data collected in 

evaluating these components, there is very little change taking 

place from pre to post in the attitudinal area. In the knowledge 

area, however, there is some change as measured by a concept in-

strument administered in the Ventura School program. In an 80-

point concept test, the average gain for students in the career 

awareness component was 10 points from pre to post administration 

on concepts related to career planning. 

Mul t icuI''! uraT/Tn t'e'r'gro'u'p'Compo'nen t 

Themulticultural/inte.rgroup obj ectives are stated in terms of 

increased knowledge and appreciation of other cultures and ethnic 
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groups. The conp6nent activities, as indicatod in Chapter III. 

are in various stages of development. Some of the schools felt 

that th~ir objectives were met but there is a lack of adequate 

statistical data to substantiate these successes. A 'large amoJ.1ut 

of needs assessment data has been gathered with a departmentally-

developed questionnaire (the Multi-Ethnic A~areness Questionnaire). 

T~ere is a' meager amount of post test data from all but three 

schools in the 1976-77 fiscal year. 

Based on the post test data provided by O. H. Close) El Paso de 

Robles, and Ventura schools, some tentative conclusions have been 

drawn. These three schools provided matched pre and post test 

data on .. 1·45 students. Approximately fifty percent of the stu-

dents in this sample have balanced, mature attitudes toward their 

own ethnic groups, as reported on the ~!ul ti-Ethnic A'vareness 

Questionnaire. The other fifty percent gave mostly overly-

positive responses. There is some positive movement toward a 

balanced attitude on the post test. S The findings are s~milar 

for each of the ethnic groups. 

The following ~s a tentative analysis of findings from the 

1976-77 pre-post data collected at O. H. Close, El Paso de Robles, 

and Ventura schools: 

5 The changes from pre to post testing present~d here are 
not statistically significant. Movement is meant to imply,di­
rectionality or trends. 
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1. A yast majority of White, Black, and Chicano students 

had an unprejudicial perception of women at pretest 

time. The increments of wards to the unprejudiced cate-

gory were small after the exposure to multicultural 

education; yet, all the three ethnic groups made improve-

ments. Th~ post test figures for White, Black, and 

Chicano groups were 93 percent, 87 percent, and 74 per-

c~nt respectfully. 

2. At the pretest time, White. Black. and Chicano students 

reported an overly positive or balanced. mature percep-

tion of their own ethnicity. The percent figures for 

White, Black, and Chicano students who had overly nega-

tive perceptions of their own ethnicity were 2 percent, 

5 percent, and zero percent respectfully. Fdr all the 

thr~e ethnic groups, the post test results showed small 

changes toward balanced, mature perceptions. 

3. Reduction in the number of students who were prejudice 

toward et~nic groups other than their own differed by 
-

the respondents' ethnicity. Black students showed the 

greatest reduction in prejudicial attitudes while 

Chicano students showed the least. 

4. Post test data indicates very slight increments in 

the percentage of Chicano students who were ethno.centric 

at the pretest time. However, the percentage of White 
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and Black students who had positive perceptions of their 

own ethnicity and negative perceptions of ethnic groups 

other than their own (ethnocentric students) decreased 

at the post test time following the exposure to multi-

cultural education. 

It should be pointed out that the above results are presented 

not to establish the effectiveness of multicultural education~ 

but to (1) affirm a need for multicUltural education, and (2) to 

indicate that multicul~ural education has potential for modi£ica-

tion of undesirable cultural/intergroup perceptions. More 

specifity relative to the impact of this component will be avail-

able in future project years as more pre-post data are acquired. 

There is improved staff attitude towards dealing with this s~n-

sitive and important.rea in most institutions. Problems related 

to the multicultural component are basically in the areas of cur-

riculum development. .staff feel that they n·eed more time to 

develop their curriculum and see a need for mat~ria.ls Which will 

better fit the needs of the lower level students. Sixty per-

cent of the staff felt that the objectives of the multicultural 

componeot were adequately met. Forty percent felt that the 

achievement of these objectives in this fiscal year was somewhat, 

less than adequate. 
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,;' Staff "DeVe10"pme"nt 

Subjective data indicated that the objectives in the area of 

staff development were quite adequately met during tae fiscal 

year. The quality of the training ranged from average to excel-

lent depending upon the activity. Particularly successful areas 

mentioned by the staff were: 

1. The learning disabilities workshop, which was initiated 

and implemented by the scho01 psychologists, 

2. The Monterey Multicultural Conference, 

3. Various reading conferences, and 

4. In-service training for paraprofessional staff. 

As indicated in Chapter III, a significant problem area in staff 

development relates to staff turnover. Staff development never 

reaches an ideal level because of this turnover. There is also 

inadequate opportunity for upward mobility especially for the 

paraprofessionals. Staff reaction to staff development is usually 

the same from y~ar to year they would like more funding in 

this critical area. 

The Classroom Assessment Inventory is in the process of being 

revised; hopefully, we can use this as a more objective tool for 

assessing the staff development training in the various components 

in the next fiscal year. Local identification of staff nee_ds 

has always been quite appropriate, and local administrators and 

so 



program man~gers have sought out tr~ining opportunities whenever 

fuhding was available to meet these needs. During 1976-77, a 

staff multicultural questionnaire was given in thi institutions 

and some staff needs for training and awareness in that area 

were br,<?ught to light; as indicated in Chapter IV. Considerable 

emphasis has been pl~ced on training in the multicultural area 

and on technical assistance for this component during the past. o 

year. 

'Summary 

As a conclusion to this chapter on accomplishment of program 

objectives in the various components, Tables 12 and 13 display 

the staff opinions on the areas that need improvement and on the 

causes of component succes ses. A review of t'hese opinions high-
, 

light the basic needs in the component areas and point ourt the 

reasons the program staff feel the components have had the suc-

cesses they have had. Note that the statements are ~iven in 

the tables in the exact wording of pr~ject staff. No attempt 

has been made to reword or interpret the responses. 
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TABLE 12 

S);,aff Opinions on 
Areas t~:~t Need Impro;vement 

~ II 1976-77 

~ading 

Meeting needs of very low students (time 
demands) 

Equipment maintenance 

Uniformity in application of diagnostic­
prescriptive process 

. 
Materials to strengthen vocabulary and spelling 

Student motivation 

More variety in teaching materials 

Emphasis (more) on writing skills 

Shorter learning periods - break up long 
period 

Math 

Lower s~aff/student ratio 

Locally developed diagnostic instruments 

More student feedback - shorter sequences 
to enable students to see thei~ growth 

More flexible curricUlum 

More audio-visual presentation as a group 
basis ~o provide measuring 

More emphasis on math reasoning (problem­
solving) skills 

S2 



TABLE 12 Con1=. 

r.;a:ngtiag e . 

Curriculum materiais - more variety and more 
audio-visual 

Writing programs are in developmental stages 

The language component needs to deal with 
more practical applications 

Should be more d~agrtostic-prescriptive 
(more realistic/relevant in terms of ward 
capabilities) 

Mul ticul tur'a:1 

Materials whic~. are more appropriate for 
students invoi~ed (slides/films are above 
level of students) 

More realistic objectives 

Improve lesson plans and/or develop them 

Improve data collection for evaluation of 
objectives; knowledge tests 

More time to develop curriculum 

More prepared curriculum shoul~ be provided . . 

More guest speakers 
Greater infusion of multicultural material 
into other program components 

Upgrade present curriculum materials and 
classroom activities 

£..areer Awareness 

Keeping eq~ipment in good repair 

Problems with motivating low achiever$, under­
achievers; helping them understand the need 
for career awareness 

Make experiences more meaningful and interesting 
and pr6vicie one-to-one help for many of the 
students 

53. 
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TABLE 12 Cont. 

Evaluation of impact of training 

Lack of upward mobility opportunities for 
paraprofessionals 

Participation in Title I funded/sponsored 
training should be vo1unt~ry 

Update of commerica1 systems training (e.g., 
ALC) 

Exposure to new methods 

6' 
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TABLE 13 

Staff Opinions on 
Causes o~ Component Successes 

1976-77 

Read'ing 

Individualized diagnostic-prescriptive 
program 

Teaching aides in tutorial situation 

Relaxed atmosphere - staff flexibility 

Varie~y of materials - including newspapers 

Moti vationa,l tech~~±lques such· as: 

Polaroid pi~tures of students who have 
complet,dd a certain amount of work" « . 
progr~~s reports" po~nt system" posters 

:! I' , 

Identificat~on of and assistance given for 
visual, he~ring and speech disabilities 

if 
II 
" If 

/,~I 

Math 

Motivational techniques: 

Contingency management, commendations, 
behavior-shaping" picture-taking, 
progl':ess reports; personal atten·tion 

Varietx of materials 
(-I 

Diagno_tic-Brescriptive process 

Specialized tra,ining for paraprofes~ionals 
result~d in better a&sistance to students 

Development df instructional materials .which 
relate to practical survival math 

Staff fJexibility ~ 

ss 
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TABLE 13 Cont. 
Language 

Practical application of language skills to 
l'lorld of work,_e.g., job applications, 
resumes of experience 

Written assignments pertaining to multicul-
tural education ' 

Students acq~ainted with basi~s of mechanics 
of English 

Sustained silent~reading and written reports 

Multicu1turai* 

Students become more willing to share ideas, 
tools and work collectively with each other 
disregarding color barrier 

Incr.ased group interaction and participa-
tion in discussions 

More comprehensive and r~levant "Iesso11, plans 

Attitude and behavior of students improved 

St~dents appeared to feel better about themselves 

Increased student motivation for participation 
in other components 

Helped student~ understand culture and behavior 

Student impact for component content was useful 

Career Awareness * 

Students exposed to a variety of vocations 
through visual, audio and actual work 
experience 

Social interaction - stu~ents learned to 
share ideas, tools and past experiences 

Learned job finding skills including how to 
fill out, applications and developing resumes 

Helped motivate students in academic components 

*Som~ items appear to be more effects of program involvement 
than ~he causes of program successes. 

\ I;,' 
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TABLE 13 Cant. 

Staff Development 

Assists in keeping abreast of changes 

Teacher visitations to other school programs 

Workshops: 

Learning disabilities 
Monterey multicultural conference 
Evaluation 
Applicati.}:;)n 

Technical assistance has been helpful in 
staff development 

Provided ideas and techniques in various 
component (speciality) areaS 

'\ 
\' 
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Chapter V . 
A LONGITUDINAL VIEW OF ESEA, TITLE I ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

'Pro g'ram Deve 1 o'p'men t 

ESEA,.Title I stated in fiscal year 1967-68 with ~ 

budget of $884,339. The project method, in which the individual 

C:j 
schools developed plans to meet the needs of students ln their 

facilities and submitted applications for :funds related to the 

methods that they had developed, wa. used during the first fiscal 

year. As a conseqdence of this approach, a variety of programs 

were pioneered during th.e first proj .ect years. Table 14 displays 

a time line of pr?gram development from i~@7 to 1977 with the 

number of programs or activities which were carried out during 

each fiscal year. These activities are divided into basit co~­
~,~ 

ponents, special programs, and supportive services areaS with the 

total number of programs/activities for each fiscal year. The 
;0 

to a high of 7S in 1972-73. Rea4ing as a bisic component has 
\' 

"Ji 
been carried on throughout the ten-yeaf period. Five reading 

programs were in operation in 1967; there are presentiy reading 

components in each of the ten school.s in which there~£e ,Title I 

programs. Separate langua~e components did not begin until 

1972-73 when the IMTS system wa. incorporated into the Title I 

programs. Math programs began in the tnird year of Title I in 

o 

Youth Autllcn:i ty and are nowexisti~g in all pro gralDs. '--Mul t icul tuxal! 

intergroup relations began in the 1970-71 fiscal year and has 
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TABLE lot 

Ti.e Line of Procra. DevelopDent, ESEA, Title I 
fiscal Years 1967-1977 

SUMBER OF PROGRMIS BY FISCAL YEAR 
PROGRA~IS - ACTIVITIES 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-7 1971-72 '1!l72-13 1973-74 

'io 
Basic COIl1!0nents 

Pasic~c~delllic Ski 11 5 

Readiij~ 5 7 7 • 10 12 11 
.Iath./:' - - 5 5 10 12 11 
Lanauago - - - - - 4 4 

Multicultural'lntereroup Relations - - - 8 11 12 12 

Vocational - Career Awarenoss I 3 I 2 2 5 5 -
Staff Develop.ent - Trainin& 3 10 10 14 11 12 10 

(NUlliber of Sites) 
; 

Sl!ecial Prosra.s 
Proara.s to i.prove attitudes 

toward acade.tc perfor.ance, 5 4 1 2 1 5 4 
e.g., behavior lIodification 

Ca.p Progra .. s - - ~ - 3 3 5 

TeachinG aide (oldor wards) - 5 5 5 5 4 1 1 
Special training proera .. * 

Co .... unity Treat.ent Education - - 4 5 I 
Projects - -

Cultural Enrich.ent and Recrelltion 4 5 - - - - -
Di fferent ia 1 Education Project - - 1 1 I - -
Individuali zed Manpower Trainine - - - - - (4 )' (5) 
~yste .. *· 

Santa Clara County Reentry Project - - I 1 1 - -
SUI!1!0rtive Services 

~Iu It i lied ill Services - - - - 1 2 1 

T)'Pine I 1 1 1 I - -
Adaptive Physical Education I 1 1 1 I - -
Living Unit Study Cl'inies I - - - - - -
Student Field Trips 2 - - - - - -
School PsycholOGists - 2 2 ] 3 3 3 

Library Services 3 3 3 3 2 4 4 

Total NUliber 6f ProGra.s (Co.ponen ts ) 34 45 42 59 63 75 71 

• Doos not include use of ward aides in cla5sroo • 
• * Not counted in total; counted in specific pr~&ra. areas 

1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 

10 10 10 
10 10 10 

4 5 6 

10 10 10 

2 2 3 

10 10 10 

3 - -
0 

- - -
1 1 I 

- - -
- - -
- - -

(6) (5) (2) 

- - ,. 

- - -
1 1 -
- - -
- ~ -
- - -
4 5 6 

- - -. 
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continued on to ~he present. There has always been an interest 

in vocitiu~al and career awa~eness programs. Staf~ development 

. 
and training has been in existence since the beginni~g of the . 
Title I projects. 

,~; 

As indicated on page 59, the program hpproach to development was 

used throughout the Tltle I ten-year experience. P-ro g:raT.lS we1:'S 

developed to improve attitudes toward academic performance such 

as behaviur modification and other systems app~oaches. With the 

excep~ion of the teaching aide program at O. H. Close SchoO! and 

the Individualized Manpower Training System in ~wo institutiorts. 

none of these special proirams are in existence. Even the tMtS 

prog1:'UIDS have been.modified to such an extent that they bear 

little resemblance to the system originated in 1912-73. 

Supportive services (multi-media services~ typing, adal.ltive 

physical educa~ion, living unit study clinics, student field 

~en-yGar period at various phases and with varying consistency_ 

7he schoel psychol~gical services beg~n in 1963-69 with ~wd 

school plychologists funded by ESEA l Title I. The numbor of these 

school psychdlogist positions at the present time, however, a~e 

50 percent funded by ESEA and 50 percent funded by state funds. 

The two reception center-clinics and two institutional schools 

do not have ESEA supported school psychological services at this 

date. 
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FIGURE 3 

NUMBER OF ESEA, TITLE I PARTICIPANTS SERVED 
Fiscal Years 19.67-77 

FIGURE 4 

·COST PER ESEA, TITLE I PARTICIPANT 
Fiscal Years 1967~77 

Year 67-68 68-69 69-70 70-71 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75 75-76 76-77 
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Program develop~ent duri~g the ten-year period is reflected in 

a. ;.,ride variety of prog~ams. Th.e t01:al numbe= of programs ranges 

from 34 to 75. This variety of programs is partially explained 

by gradual development of Title I and the gradual increase of 

the ESEA 1 Title I budget for Youth Authority. It also relates 

to the declining population in Youth Authority, the closure of 

institutions 1 the elimination of camp and community programs~ and 

the reduction of numbers of eligibles served. Figure 3 shows 

the number of participants served from 1967 to 1977. In the 

original application year (1967-68), a!mos~ all of the students 

who were in school programs were consid~red ~articipants in 

Title I. This number had declined throughout the yea~s with in-

creased consideration for those students who have the greatest 

needs. Because of emphasis on students who have the greatest 

needs~ the average cost per participant has risen~ as illustrated. 

in Figure 4~ ranging from a cost per participant of $171 in 

1967-68 'Co a high Qf $826 pe::r; pa;rtikipantin 1976-77~ The in.." 

f1ationary factor has also had a bearing on the increased ~ar-

?articipant cost. 

;; Program Admi'hlstration 

During the early phases of the development of Compensatory Educa-

tion in the Youth Autho~ity, program development occurred as a 

result of the joint efforts of the education program supervisor, 

the consultant from the State Department of Education, ~.ee Com-
(u.-' 

pensatory Education Program Supe~visor (Youth Au:hori~y)~ and 

F> ,,.J 
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the project directors in each ?f the Y~uth Authority schools in 

which servi~es were, given. Durin8 fiscal year 1969-70, the 

Department of Education withdrew much of the consultant services 

that it had previously provided. In order to fill the gaps that 

were left and provide other needed services, the Department of 

Youth Authority established two regional supervisors of Compen­

satory Education during the fiscal year 1970-71. The program 

development was then the joint responsibility of the education 

program supervisor, the Supervisor ?f Compensatory Education 

Program (Youth Authority), the two regional supervisors of Com~ 

pensatory Education, and the local school administrators. 

In 1975, the regional offices were disbanded and the administra­

tive and management services were centralized with the regional 

supervisors positions being relocated into central office. This 

was also true of the multicultural specialists and the research 

and evaluation position. This centralization took place as a 

result of a request of the Institutions and Camps Branch. 

Gains and Successes Over a Ten-Year Period 

During the early years of ESEA, Title I, the research design for 

assessing the program was based on an experimental and control 

design. In later years of the proj ect \lli::th; .th~·.emphasis on serv-

o ing the neediest of the needy (and not excluding any of these 

needy students), an experimental design became inappropriate. 

In the early years, also, there were various kinds of norm­

referenced tests used. When the testing became standardized for 
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TABLE 15 

Comparison of TABE Achievement Data Averages for 
Reading Comprehension 

from 1974-75 to 1976-77 

1'9"74-75 1975-76 19"76·77 
Averages N = 381 N = 1,066 N = 1,217 

Pretest Grade Level 5.8 5 • 5 5.4 

Total Grade Level Gain .82 1.2 1.0 

Grade .Level' Gain .1l!\. .20 .21 
per Month 

Months in Program 7.4 7.7 6.8 

Age 17.4 16.8 17.Q 

all schools, the tests used were the California Test of Basic 

Skills for math and the Gate~·MacGinitie Reading Survey for the 
\,- : 

reading programs. With the advent of the IMTS system in 1972, (] 

some schoolschangad over to the Test of Adult Basic Educati·Qn 

(TABE). Others main~ained the CTBS and the Gates-MacGinitie as 

the norm-referenced tests. All but one .of the institutions have 

switched over to the TABE at this time. As a result of the 

variety of tests that were used, the data from years prior to 

1972-75 are not appropriate for comparison. 
C: 

Tables 15, 16, and 17 present the achievement test data for the 

last three,. fiscal years CTABE data only). Reading comprehension 
() Co 

data are ·available for only 381 stucients in 1974-75, for example" 

because not many of the schools had transferred over to the TABE 
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TABLE 16 

Comparison of TABE Achievement D~ta Averages for 
Math Fundamentals 

from 1974-75 to 1976-77 

1914'-'15 '1915-76 '1,9'7'6-'77 ... 
~et'ages N = 341 N = 1,016 N '= 1,327 

Pretest Grade Level 6.0 5.6 5.5 

Total Grade L,~vel Gain 1.1 1.2 1.1 

Grade Lavel Gain .23 .22 .22 
perl" Month' 

~lonths in Program 7.3 7.8 6.5 

Age 17.4 17.1 17.2 

6 test. In Table 17, the small "N" throughout the three-year 

period is relatea to the number of language programs in existence. 

Over the three-year period, the pretest levels in reading com-

prehension have deClined, the total gain has increased slightly, 

and a larger gain per month has occurred (Table 15). The time 

in the Title I program has been reduced somewhat with the 1976-77 

data indicatin~ almost a month less time in program than in the 

priur year. Mean age of students has varied slightly with stu­

dents averaging around 17 years of age. Table 16, indicating 

gains in math fundamentals, shows that the gains per month have 

6 
The larger ~tiiUber of students in t.he 1976-77 column is a 

reflection of mor~widespread use of the TABE rather than an 
increase of students served. 
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TABLE 17 

Comparison of TABE Achievement Data Averages for 
English Mechanics 

.;from 1974-75 to 1976-77" 

'1974-75 1975:-76 19'76 ... 77 
Averages N = 292 N = 362 N = 515 

Pretest Grade Level 6.2 6.3 6.2 

Total Grade Level Gain 1.2 • 1.0 .77 

Grade Level Gain .21 .14 .15 
per f..lonth . 

Months in Program 8.0 8.2 6.5 

Age 17.4 11.9 17.6 

beert very constant with the time in program ranging from 6.5 

months in 1976-77 to a high of 7.8 months in program in 1975-76. 

The mean age of participants has remained¢onstartt. Pretest 

levels have gone down a little as is also true in the reading 

7 
pretest scores. Table 11 shows that the pretest sCQres DE 

students participating in the langu~ge development component has 

remained c~nsistent. The language progra~s are directed to the 

" students who are normally above the fifth grade level in read-

0 

ing with concentration on grammar rather than on the ~ore remedial 

reading activities. The gain p~r month has gone down somewhat 

1 
The lower pretest scores reflect'emtJhasis on more "needy" 

students and inflationary impact~ 
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since the 1974-75 fiscal year as bas t~e average months in pro-

gram of the participants. The gains are s~ill very acceptable 

for this component. 

Students have gained in all three components at the rate of one-

and-a-half and two grade levels per year In the program over the 

last thrue fiscal years. Considering the expected grade level 

gain per month in regular school programs of one month per month 

the p~ior educational gains of the students in these remedial 

programs (these students have ac~ua~ly made about half af the 

normal gain in their school experience before coming to You~h 

Authority)? the gains are excellent. 

Factors Related to Gains in Achievement 

Throughout the "de cad e of invo 1 vemen t of l' i tIe I J ESEA in Yout h 

Authority, the research and evaluation staff have studied achieve-

ment gain scores to determine what factors are related to grade 

level gains. Ward characteristics such as pretest scores on 

achievement tests and ethnicity as well as length of time in pro-

g~am have been related to gain scores. Lower pretesters and , 

students who spent one to six m.onths in the program have been 

found to make higher gains than other students In the remedial 

8 
progr~ms. 

8 " " ,.,," 
See T. ~l •.. Woodrung and G. S. FerduTI J ' 'l{ 'POre'limi'na"!')!" Study 

of Reading Achievement in the Youth Authority, Education Series 
Report, No.4 (1971) and G. S. Ferdun, Facts and Arti~acts, 
Educat~on Series Report, No. 10 (1972), California Youth Au~hority .• 
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The interest in the impact of progr<tm on students ndoh diff.erin~ 

learning styles and cul~ural orientations. led to an 3na1Y5i5 of 

achievement gains by ethnic, group. Controlling for differences 

in pretest scores, length of time in program shows as the only 

significantly differentiating factor in tho fOUT subtests in 

reading and math. The average length of stay in institution 

programs differs by ethnic group in Youth Authority as follows: 

White students, 10.9 months; Spanish Surname/Spanish Spenking, 

students, 12.3 months; Black students, 13.0 months; "Other" 

students~ 11.0; total, 12.0 months. 

The time for which students needing remedial assistance are as-
)'~ I 

signed to ESEA, Title I programs is based on their avuilBbili~y 

for instruction. The longer their commitment to Youth Authority, 
. 

th~refor~, the longer their length of stay in the program com-

ponentsu The data does not suggest that students who have longer 

program exposure should be denied remedial instructioA. 11: does 

point out that average gain per mohth is lower for those s~udents 

who spend a longer period of time in the program. 

There are a wide i-ange of other variables which are relat~d to 

student aehi evemen t • Staff-student ra't io s, us e of aid-;es and 

tutors, staff attitudes and training~ program managemen~J class-

room contexts, teaching styles of teachers, and the inter-,thnrc/ 

intergroup experiences in the classrooms are undoubtedly factors 

in the amount o~ student learning that takes pl~ce. Program 

content and methodology,i! s~cn as sequenctng of specific sr<ill~J 
o""=-:::y, /r 
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should be studied to deter.mine whi'ch types of curriculum and 

approaches,ar~ most appropriate for remedial students. The com-, 

plexity of the influences impacting upon students make the effects 

of these variables somewhat difficult to measure in the remedial 

program. Nonetheless, efforts should be made to show relation-

ships in these arens. 
\\< 

Measurement of At t'i tude CIia'nge 

The performance of ESEA, Title I program in Youth Authority is 

not limited to gain scores of students on standardized achieve-

ment' tests. Efforts have been made, therefore, to develop 

questionnaires and surveys which assess the students' needs and 

performance in psychological, social, and cultural areas. 

One of the evaluation techniques which has been used for several 

years is the Semantic Differential. The history of this tech-

nique in our ESEA projects serves to demonstrate the development 

of appropriate measurement techniques for our remedial population 

and the uses that can be made of these evaluation tools. 

, 
,The Semantic Differential technique (developed by Osgood, Suci, 

and Tannenbaum, 1957) utilizes a combination of controlled asso­

ciation and scaling procedures. 9 The subject is provided with a 

concept, e.g., "Me as I Am." The task is to indicate for a number 

of sets of terms. such as: 

9 
Charles E. Osgood," £.S. a1. " "The' 'Meas'uI'e'meJit o"f Meaning. 

Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 1967. 
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.e. 

------------~- ------

Good ...... -.... Bad 

Valuable .......... Worthless 

Handsome •.•..•.... Ugly 

the direction and intensity of feeling about a concept on a 

seven-point scale. This instrument, given on a p~e-post eva1ua-
\' - . . ; 

tion basis, indicates ch~i~e in the feelings a person has about 

a particular concept. 

In 1975, this technique was used to'collect needs assessment data 

for the multicultural/intergroup component' required by the State 

Department of Education for ESEA, Title I projects in California 

to enhance ethnic identity and cross-cultural understanding. 

The data indicated that all ethnic groups, on the average, were 

proud of their own ethnicity but were negatively oriented to~~~d 

other ethnic groups. During the 1975-76 fiscal year, some of 

the schools used the instrument on a pre-post basis to a~sess 

student progress in their multicultural education programs. 

Al~hough the Semantic Differential proved to be a helpfUl tech-

nique, the remedi~l students have difficulties with the global~ 

abstract stimuli and also with intel='pretation of the bi-polar 

ite~s. In order to design a mor~ valid instrument for our stu-

dents, more specific and tangible stimuli and response modes 

(using more concrete components of culture) were developed. We 

"christened" this instrument MEAQ (Multi-Ethnic Awareness, Question­

naire) and used it on a pre-post basis in 1976_77. 10 

lOS f 11. ee pages 46 to 49 0 t is report. 
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Three Mul~i-Ethnic/lntergroup Maturity Level~ have been designated 

through the scoring and interpretation of student responses. 

These are called "MIM Levels" -- MIM Level I Ct~e least desirable) 

d:'~scribes the highly prejudiced student; ]oHM Level II, the some-

G what prejudiced student; and MIN Level III, the unprejudiced or 

slightly prejudiced student. For self-ethnic responses, Ethnic 
, ,I 

Pride Levels (EPL) pertain to overly positive, balanced/mature, 

and overly negative perceptions. 

With the MIM Level and EP Level information, the following uses 

can be made of the Multi-Ethnic Awareness Questionnaire in the 

future: 

1. Needs assessment (individual and group) to alert staff 

to the student profile and changing needs of the stu-

dents, areas for staff development, and technical 

assistance requirements. 

2. Curriculum development and lesson sequencing for stu-

dents at various Multi-Ethnic/Intergroup levels. 

3. Diagnosis of individual ~tudent needs and interim evalua-

tion of student progress. 

4. Classroom management -- a tool to assist in identifying 

classroom interaction problems: 

S. Measurement of affective gains -- growth in Multi-Ethnic/ 

Intergroup maturity and in 
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6. Objective basis to establish and/or improve the multi-

cultural/intergroup program. 

" 
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Chapter VI 
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The annual documentation describing t~e Compensatory Education 

Program and evaluation provides an opportunity to update ac-

complishments and operational variables which contribute to 
,1/ 

the quality of ESEA, Title I projects in Youth~uthority. 'This 

process serves not only to document the status of Compensatory 

Education in Youth Authority, but aiso provides information to 

program managers, teaching p~rsonnel, 'and the ~eneral public 

for their assessment of the impact of the remedial activities 

provided by Public Law 89-750. 

The educational components of ESEA, Title I are sarried out 

in the Youth Authority institutions within the frkmework 

of the treatment mQdality and the organization of the school 

program in each institution resulting in diversity of approaches. 

Therefore, the following recommendations 'fpr proj ect im.prove-

ment for the purposes of this report are stated in genetal 

terms. 

1. 
-, 0 

The schools should continue to re~i.~ th.i~ ~y~te. 

deri~.~t ~f ~u~,r.mettta~r '~.~~i~es to th, eligible 

pop,ulation in the institutions to assure that the 

neediest stu4ents are receivi~g the intensive services 

intonded by the Compensatory Education Program. 
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2. Diagnostic services should be clearly identified in 

order that these services can be more adequately 
(,'~.': 

evaluated. Continued improveme~t of the evaluation 

proces~ should emphasize: 

a)" Mo~ewid~sp~ead u~e of criterion~~~fe~enc~d measures 

in reading, math, language, and multi~ultural com­

ponents; and, a systematized method for collecting 

and analyzing the data collected by these measures. 

b) Development of local atid departmental ~ormS for 

instruments used to measure personal and social 

perceptions of students. 

c) Measuremen't of the impact of the contexts (physical, 

psychological, social) in ~hich teaching/learning 

processes occur. 

3. The setting of appropropriate, realistic goals and 

objectives should be recognized as a valuable tool to 

help ensure successes in the program. The statement 

of intent of the process used to meet project goals, 

the expected outcomes in measurdable terms, ~nd the 

time frames for their accomplishment provide the basis 

for communication among fed.~ral, state, departmental, 

and local management person0el and the teaching staff 

immed±ately involved with students. The teaching staff 

should be provided the opportUnity to recommend 

76 

I' 



----~f-

and assist in setti~g priorities for objectives to 

be addressed by the instructional program. 

4. The careful, conscientious collection of pre and EOs~ 

information is essential in order to draw valid con-

clusions on the performance of students. This is a 

sensitive area because the data collection process 

depends on the cooperation and industry of persons 

who are not a part of the evaluation staff and upon 

the cooperation of the students with whom they work. 

The local staff are to be commended for their coopera-
,~) 

tion in this critical area; without their assi;stance, 

the evaluation of the projects with their many com~ 

ponents would have beec severely hampered. 
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Title 45--Public: Welfare _ 

CHAPTER I--oFFlCE OF EDUCATION, DE· 
PARTMENT O'F HEALTH, EDUCATION, 
AND WELFARE 

PART 1l6c-GR.\NTS TO STATE ACEN· 
CIES FOR PROGRAMS TO MEET THE 
S~EC::':' ECUC,.,Tl~!'!,'\L NS::OS OF 
CHILDREN IN INSTITUTIONS FOR ~E· 
GLECTED OR DELINQUENT CHILDREN 

Interim Regulations 

"", ",~"~~r.),~,r,;n~rtM'l\' ~~~1m::t :1il;f,Q(tJ:!.t.. 
EducaUon Amendments of 1072 (Pub. L. 
92-318) a:td. l'W'Suant to the :l.uthorlt,. 
cont.:l1ned tn, section 123 or TItle I of the 
Elementary and ~ondal'7 Edue:ition 

• Act (20 U,S.C. 2Uc-3) as amend.ed. by 
Pub. L. 93-380. the Commissioner of Ed­
uc::&tion, ~it:h the approval 0' the Sec­

'\ -.' retart at Health. Ed.uc::ttion. "'nc1 We!­
._ ta.re on October 22. 197:5. l'ubUshed. a 
-.. Notiee o! ProPQsecl auI~i tha.t 

'Woulc1 amend Tll:le ~3 of the Cccl.e ot 

.. 
Fedem1 ReiUl::Ltlons by add~ :I. new 
Part 116c. Section 123 a! TItle r con-
t1nues the pro;:r.ul1 en::.cted. in Pub. L. 
89-'750 which provic1e:s tor ir:1llts to State 
q'enc1es cUrectly res;:onsicle lor the free 
publlc ed.uc:1tion at children in institu­
tions tor neglected. or delinquent c1lil­
drm. 
, Comments made in ~onse to the 

.. !;. .., notice 0' l'roPO!ed. rulemllk1ni were re­
ceived. 1n nitini', at :I. meettn~ of :eg~­
.enta.t:1ves 0' appllcmt Sta.te a.lrencies 
'and ot the acl.mintstering St:J.te educa-

' .. 

.",,-

• _,f" tional :la-encies held. December 1. 19'i5. 
; • and at a. l)ubltc hea.rin;: hela Deee:nber". 

- 19'75. At a. resultot these comments. the 
foUowm. Late."'1m rc:ul:l.tions :LrI!! be~ 
pubUshed to implement 'pr~ au­
thori:z:ed by 20 iJ'.5.C. 2Ue-3. a.nct they 
1rill become e~ecttve in accorc1a.nce wit.'t 
s~oa. 'l31(d.> of the Geneml EaUC3.tian 

. Provisions Act (20 iJ'.S.C. 1232«1» as 
amended by section 40$ at Pub. L.94-48:!. 
(See par:r.it':J.'Ph a of this prr..mble.) 
Further l'ublic COR'.mee~ is inVited. :md. 
mterestec1 . parties should. direc~ their 
written suirestions, objections. or other 
statements ot view to the 0".5. Ot!tce 0' 
Ec1ucat!on. 400 ~I:ll'7l:1.nd. .,\venue, SW_ 
,Wa.:sbiIliton. D.C. 20202. Attention: 
Cha.lr:ma.n. omce of Ed.ucat1ol', Task 
Force on SecUOn 503. Comments should 
be ~ubm.itted. no later th=.n ~I:lv 21. 1!l71. 
~)emm~nts and. SURutions submitted in 
wnUnC will be aY:l~ble tor review tnthe 
al:Iove omce betw~n the haUl'S at 8: 30 
am. and. ol:OO 1'.m.. ~1:onc:la,. throulh Prl­
cl&,. ot e:r.ch week. The proi1'llm omCe!" 
who mil,. be coct:J.cted about these in-

". terlm recul:J.t1ons is Mr. P:u O. Mancini, 
telephone 202/245-2S82. . .. 

., 

1. Bcorl7cni::l:tzon 01 Pan Ilf. The 
1'eIU1ations tor pro~ authorized. by 
Title}; ot the Elemen=ry ::md Seconci:.:y 
Edu=tton Act have been reorlranized 
into "Ave ~rts. Part 116 now cont.:iins 
Provisions ILPpltcllble to a.U TltI(! I pro­
a:ms. while the rem:l.Ul1ni' lour Parts 
cleal IcndlvlaWJ.U,. with one at the c::r.te­
cones oC a~pUc:mt :1r.nC16 c:reu.teci by 
the st:l.tute U .. oc::lJ edu=.tiulmol ll;;euc:!~s. 
P1i.n 1l~; St:i.~.: _l!ic1iei(::i Cor- H;i,caiF-p" 
peti ChUdrc:n. Pu, 11Gb: State agencies 
lor nq1ected. orde1wquen, chLldren. ,. .4f. , 

" ' 

RU~ES AND REGULATIONS 

Part llSc: and St:\te educ:1tion:l.1 a;en- Section USc,! De/lnitiaru. 
cies In their c:l12acity 0' ;ro.ntce tor pro-
"r:.:ns Cor mi:;ro.tory chUdren. P:l.rt 1. Commcnt. One roommenter- su~gested 
llSd) . P:l.rt., 116 and 116~ were published. th:tC the definition at "aault correctional 
M final 'rc::t:l::.tions on September- :l8. lnl;titut.ion'" be m9d1fied ,by sub~tituting 
l:ljG in .u FR 4!:S!H, Therefore. Part 'US. ~f;;;r. .. set.c!og" lor "reslc1enti:1l lnstitu­
P:ut 11Gc. :mc1 the ':1p12Uca~lc provisions 
0' the ,Omce 0' !::aUC:l.tlOn Oener:11 Pro- R~~on::~. The c1et\nltion hns been 
~'i.s!Oml Re;ullltions published in the FE::l. modified. so as not to cha.r:1cteritc the 
a.u. REGISTZK in 38 FR SOS5~ lNovember n:Hcn: of the fo.cillty in which the 
8. 1973,; 45 CPR 100. lOOb. and. lOOe: con- c!'Ulc1ren are confined. Section llSc.S pro­
stitute I11I the regulatlonz governing TItle ·tides that to be counted in a. ver:1~e d:Uly . 
I pro~ conducted by S~te a:;encies :1ttendanee Ii child must be, a.moni other 
for children in innitutions (or neglecteci tt-.in;s, in the custody of the pubUc a:en­
or dellnquen, children. cy that assii'%1ed. him 01' her to an In-

.;'1: ~resent there are no ItUtdelLnes re- stitution. 
la.ted to Part 116c. U guid.ell.nes :t:e is- 2. C.,mment. One commenter requested. 
st:ed in t."1e tt:tu:e. they will be published th3.t definitions be ad.d.ed. for "s~eci:l.l 
in the Felt!.u, RECISua :I.."1a will me:elY eduC:l.ttonal needs," and. "n.eec1s assess-' 
ofrer sU3~estiocs Or recoaunenaadons !O1' me."1:." 
meet1n~ certain ~datary reqUire- RnpoVl:~. Section 116c.12 w been ex-
mentIS sec forth in tne regulations. ~ded. to 1nclude tlle mini:::lll require-

2. S~ction SOl 'Procedu.res and eflect. Ments 0' a. needs Msessment and now 
Section 503 of the EduC:l.tIon Ame::d.- provides iUid.:l.nce for the identit'tc::!.tion 
ctenl:S of 1972 re~res the Commissioner 0' sPecW ed.uc:a.tion:.l needs. Therefore. 
to study aU rules. reqWatlons. iUiaellnes. this sUiiestion W3S noc ad.opted. 
or oche:' l'ubllshed interpret!1cions or Section 116~.5 Determination al c.11C1'age 
o~ers wued by him. or by the Secret3.r7 ciaiZlI attenaancr.:. 
after June 30. 19G5. 1c. connection ",·ith. 
or at:'ec:tin",. the aciministration ot Ot:1ce Section 116c.2 0' the Notice of Pro-
of Education J:lro~ms: to report to the I'OSed. Ruleml1king l'rovided the follow­
COmmittee on ~bor a.nd. Publlc Wel!3.re ln~ rj~ftn.ition: 
ot the Sena.te ana the Comm.it~ on Ed.- .. ·.'\\·en~e daily attendance,' in the 
UCa.tlo11 and. Labor af the House of Rep. c::tse o! child.ren 1n I.nstieutions for ne" 
resenb;tives conc:emlni' such stUdy: md g'lec~d. or d.elinquent children or in t!.d.ult 
to publish in the Fun.\r, Rl:CIS'rtlt sucl:1 correctio~ wtitutions. means the 
rules. resulations. iUic1ellnes. interpret3- a.veraie nu.-nber ot such children under 
tions. and orders with::m opportunity tor 21 years ot :l.ie (!O1' whom the a\:lpUcant 
publ1= hl!!l1rin, on the matters so pub- St3.te ~l!ncy is directly responsible u:lder 
llshed. These reiUlat1ans rel'iect the re- St:J.te lAw for provf.d.1n~ tree llubllc ea· 
suIts oC thls stuc1y as it llertains to ;lra- uc:1tion) who ll:uti:ipated. all. a. daily 
~, authori:ed. by sectIon 123 ot TItle b~.s 1n scb.oals o;ler;lted. or supported. by' 
Io' the Elementary :md. Second:l.ry E:r1.u- tllz.~ :!.leney, Unc:!uc:!ing schO<lls pravid.­
catton Ace. as amended. ' in, ed.ucat1011 t'Or t.hese chUdl'en under 

3. CUatimu 01 Zegtll autharfto.l. ~ re- contnc:t or ather arnniement With the 
quirec1 by section 431(a) of the Ge."1eral a.;ency), aur1.."li' the lAtest e:ompleted. 
Ed.ucation Provisions Act (20 U,S.C. 1:32 school ye:11' in m org:mi%ea prorram of 
(:I.» as :unendeci by section 40S of Pub •. instruction: 
L. 94-482 and $ec~ion 303 0: t.;'e Educ:1- _"(1) SU~llorteci by State fund:!: :md 
tiOJl; Amenc1me.'tts at 1972. a c1tl1tion iJf "ell> Reeo;nized under State ~w as 
sta.tutory or other leg:l.l I.uthoritv tor !u::llshin; elementary and.' secondar7 
I!!:lCh $eceion of the re~~t1ons h~' been ed.uc::!.Uon. but not beyond. mde 12:" 
placea in p:t:entneses on tr.~ Une tol- 1. Comm~nt. One commenter recom-
lOwing the text at the section. mend.~ truz.t av~e ci:l.i1y llteend.l1nce be 

4. Summct'1/ 01 comments cnct r~- com~uted. in the sace manner 3s lor 
!pozua. The (oUowini' is. I. summo.r.r of Pub. L. 89-313 (now section 121 of TItle 
comments received in response to the 1. providin~ for State o~era.ted. programs 
Notice ot Pro~Cjsed. Rulem:l.ki."1;. Ettch Cor hand.tc::1~\:led child.ren) . ' 
c=mmellt is followed by IL response which Ac!S1701':.te. Scet!an i23(b) of the Act 
indtc::r.~ either :I. chmge in eee interun ;:rovld.es Cor the dist~ut1Qn of Title I 
re:uI::.tion or the re:lSon why no ch:l.."1l:e funds in ~a.rt on thl: basis 0' ·"the num­
was considered n~c=.':I.1'Y. SpeCific com- w of chUc!ren 1n :lver:.g. d.:I.ily a.etend.­
ments are amulged- in the oMer- of the :.nee as d.etermincd. by the Com-­
sections 0' the interim n;ulat1on to missioa.er,:l.t schools COl' such cIllldren 
which. they J:lt!rt:Un.. oper.ltea 01' sUP$lorted by tll:l.t I Sta.te) 

acenc7." The sU\:lplement:l.l nature of 
Sectloft Ute.: AppllccbiZfly. TiUe I r~uires th:1t children countea 

Comment. One conuncnter SUI;ested anc1 ser/eci be :1.ctu:llly reeci\'~ni educ:l.­
Ul:l.t the reference to nl!¥leeted or de- ~=lser .. iccs on IL res:ulu basis. Section 
11."1quent children. be ch:mleci to nee 11SC.! Is intenced. to s:l.ttsCy these re-~ 
;lcetec1 or cieltnqucnt ''penon3,'' quin:men~. with spcei::11 3.ttcn.t1on to the 
Bcs~llIe. No chan;e w:.s m:1de In thb UDique :.spects ot institutions !Or ne­

section because seetion 123 0' the Act dccted. ar delinquent chUc:ren a.r.d :ldult' 
l~ ~pec"incallY' limitMi r4 "chilutell In In- correctlonlll In.,tic.utions. Soth the prior 
sUtuuans Cor 1ll!sUI!Cted or u~lln .. uenr. ;;:~ ... ision !or t!::: com;lut:Hlcn uf aver­
I!b1ll;L."l:u". Fur I;hui'i~:i"n, ; Uti,·:! de- :\l;e d.:\ilY' ILttena~Utc:e in Sta.tc (I['Cm~ed 
ftnes a child as II. penun unae ... 21 years 01' St::Lte SUpgOttl.-a lIchaols Lor h:l.nc1i­
at' qe. I capped. c.'tilclren \! 118.1 (c')(::', 32 FR 

" " , 
.: .. ~ .. . . , . 
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2'742, Februa.."'Y 9. 1967) and ~ llee.S cation tor chUd~n" in institutions. 'the to be considered in the destiU of supple­
mea.sl1re a. chUc!'s daily atte.::1d:lnce by amount; of these grant.s Is determined in mentarY edUcational programs and in 
tbe number of hours he or she pa.rtici- put by the chUc1ren's "a\·era.e daily the selection of individual children to 
~tes per da.y. However. the special re- a.ttendance" in non-federally funded ed- receive services taUored to their pllrtic­
quirements of these institutions pre- ucational programs. The supplement'an- ular needs. The purpose of the needs as­
elude a. requirement of dally participa- na.ture of Title I requires that only those ses.sment is to determine the special ed­
tion in the non-federally funded educa- chUdren for whom a free public edu\:a- uC:Ltlon:1l needs ~o be met and the iden­
tiona} prorram. tlon is bein~ provided. be eliiillle to re- tLty of those chUdren tha.t possess them. 

2. Commmt. A number 0' comments ce! ... e ~-r.c=s pro'!itied by ~ctlon 123. Standudized test scores Il.lone are in­
were received concerning the basis OIl Sectten U6c.l2 lnterma.tio.n requirer:£ ~n adequa.te for these purposes. 
'Which children must participate in nOI1- 4PPlicattoM. 5. C()mment. One commenter su~" 
federallY funded. educational Protlrams rested that the state educational agency 
to be counted in a.verage dally attend- 1.Commmt. One commenter observed be given program res~onsibUity under 
anCe. Specitlc'comments were made that that requiring the State aiency's ap· T1tle I for those chUdren who have left 
children should be counted if they par- pUcatloI1 to indicate the approximate the Institution IUld are residini in com-
ticipate: . aies o! the youngest and oldest children mtlnit7 treatment facUities. 

(a) On less than a d:LUy wis (partlc- in the institutions at Which Title I , RespoMe. This sunestloll was 'not 
l11arly those in adult correctional 1nstl- tunded services are to be provided served; adopted. The Innts a.uthorized by sec-

-tuttoas) . no useful purpos,. t1or!, ~~ ot Title I an to be "used onlY 
(b> On a basis commen:surate with Res12ome. AccordinglY. this req,uire- for ch1ldren in • - • lnstitutions." (ern-

their abUit1es; or . mmt hal been ellr:n1.na.tecl. phasis adcled). Chl1dren who arena 
<c) For less than a rull du. 2. Comment. One commenter sUilested lonier in the custody of the. pu,bUc 
Rapome. We a;ree that da~ parlSc- that the appUcant qency prov1c:!e a. qency whl¢l assliIled them to an In, .. 

lpatlon in iii. basic educational p~,!t:Lt .. t!nent of functIon. based on its stitution &re therefore not el~ble to lIe 
is not always feasible. iUld IllGe.5 does "philosophY iUld functional, tntent" counted oJ:' served under this section~ 
not req,uire tt. Moreover. it spec~ rather ~provide s~U'1c information 6. Comment. One i:onm:ient~r recom-
provides for the counttn~ ot' chUdren foreachmstltuti9n. mende4 that IllSc.12<r) of tJ;1e Notice 
'Who participate lor less than a full da.y. BeSl'onse. The infanna.tion req,Uired of Propose4 Rulemaldnr be revised to 
The supplementarY nature ot Title I. conceminr emttnr non-federallY fund.ed include remodelini. 
however. req,uires that the children. educa.tlonal prorrams and the chUc1ren R!3Po1l.te. The SPecific re'.:ommen.da­
counted for funds and eU;ible to be they ser\"e is set forth in § llSc.12(a). tton was not adopted. However. §1l6c.12 
served under sectton 123 be resu1U p;v- The Sta.te educational a.lency must have. (e) (6) of the interim reJulations now 
ticipant.1 in a. contin~ educational this information for it . to mean~gfullY refers to~5 CPR 116.32 which provides 
Pl'O;ra,m in bp.sic school subjects. The evaluate the state qency's appUcation tha.t Title I funds may be used to re~ 
omce of Education haVinI reviewed the and make the v:u1ous determtn.atlons re- model school facUities if "ess.ential" to 
eomments it rec·elv'ed. is of the opln1Cn. qaired by I U6c.ll: Because a. phUo- tbe success of a project. 
that 5 hours of participation. .~ week soph1cal statement probably would not 
is the minimum which Will satisfy that provtde enouih debiled l1!.formation Section llSc.l3 enteric tor 1Z1'prOtlczl ot 
requirement. about the educ:g,tionlil prorrams already IZ'P'Plict:tto1l.t. 

3. Commmt. A number 'of comment- provided in each institution. the sunes- 1. Commtmt. Some. c:ommenters .sUll-
en noted the dtmcUlty . of identifYinI tion W~ not adopted. .. ,ested that. althouih they endorsed. the 
e11lible education prosra,ms under the 3. Comment. Onecommenter turlested eml'hasts on b~lc sltills, there !hould 
de1!n1tion of a.vera.re dillJ' attend3Dce tha.t needS. assessment be considered 0$ be limited 1'lexibUIty to permlt inclUSIon 
contalned In the Notice ot PrOposed a ;meral req,utremmt and that the State of relllted subjects such as ,social stucUeS. 
Rulema.k1n~. Commenters noted. the Jack educ~tional agency atabllsn the specU!c vocational S\lbject.s. cultural. enrlcbment, 
of formal State criteria. for the. provision nature of that a.sse5mlent. ... Aeld~"trlps. and socl~tion actiVities. 
of elementary and secondary educa.tiOn Re$~o1Ue. Title I is a. wpplementa.1 Anotber commenter recommended that 
or tree publ1c educi:l.tion to children in ' procram tor children with special edu- activities Uke these be permitted if the 
1nstitutlons. One conunenter sugi~ted cation:U needs. The onlY WQ' to. icentify app1lc:ant a;ency demonstrates subs tan-

, that children In rehabilitation procr::uns those needs is. throurh ~ ac1equate tia.l eifor; to up~raae basic skUls U5ini 
be considered in a:verare daJly a.ttenc1.. needs anessment. the minimal require- non-FederaL !!mc:1s. . 0 

ance. mentsof which are set forth inUl!c.12 .Rt!l'o~e. WhUe § 1l6c.1~<b) does re-
Bespo1Ue In pointm~ out tl1:Lt no unL- (b>. HQ\Vever• as sunested. the prectse quire that Title I funded Projects be 

form view e.<dsts amonithe States as to nat.ure of that alS~ment 15 left.~ tb.~ desiilled to meet the s~ecial educatIonal 
what constitutes :. free.publlc educa- S~te to detennine. needs identif!.eci in § 116c.12Cb) and sup­
tlon appropriate for children in. 1ns~- 4. Comment. One cammenter recem- plement the 'non..,feder:llly funded edu­
t10ns for· neclecte<:, or delinq\Wlt chil- men~~ that standardized test scores c~tionalprornJn. it also atrorcf.s the 
dren. the commenters 1\&ve raised a. sho'WUli unaerachievt!ment be ca~id- Sta~e :liencla some latitude in !ormU­
dlmcult problem. In thel1bsehce of a em sumeient to document a chUd's need latinsr the prec!se nature of the supple­
workable consensus. these incerim resuJa- '0r sUPplemen~iZ1strw:tioat while two mencary educational serviCes ttl l:Ie pz:o­
tioM attempt to deftne the m1nlmal re- other commenters sunested. th .. t the vided. The. State qency must •. however. 
quif~%l1ent.1 0' 0. !ree. public educa.ttonfor s~and sentence of . I llfc.12( c) in the c!e.ftne IUld jU5ti!Y the Title I services it 
the purposes of section 1:3 in terms of Notte.e of Proposed ~ulemak1nr which proposes to provide In tem1lS 0' the edu­
the type of instruction. rwnelv "clUs- reads: '"'l11is' needs ~essment shall be eg,tioMJ needs 0' those chlldren. \\'ho are 
room uutruction In basic schoa1 subjects bll$ed onth, best a\"&llable da.ta con- elilible to be counted in aver::i~e daUy 
sw:h a.s readme. mathem:l.tiCS lLl\d VCJCD.- ceminsr the needs of the children partIc- attenclance. Whether Title I funds~hould 
tionl11lY orienteclsubJect.1:· <I 118c.5(cl).) ularlY as 1ndlc:l.te~ by objective measures ae U5e<1 to pro\'lde services tha.t supple-

4. Cammmt. A number of commenters Qf ~Uc::Lt10fta.l deAelency··· .... be ment closely rela.ted services. .already 
were concemed about the lilCk of Title I mOdlt'~ by substitutinlr .. the word tn- '. provided out of non .. Feder:ll funds. or 
1)l'osrams for cbUdren in Sta.te 1nstltu- clUdinlf' far !he phrue partlcullU'ly as to provide substantiallY clUrerent .serv-
ttons who are not in educ:s.tlonoJ pro_ indicated by. fees. wUl depend on the educational" 
crams supported by other tban Federal Respo1l.te. section 118c.12(b) requires needs of the chUdren and the. nlltureof 
funcls. " State alencies to employ "objective the services oJrellcly proVicied.-

Re!1'ome. No change was made In the measures of educ:atlonmll.chievement"· 5 .• Othu .sil1niJft:ante~le! from the 
rerullltion. Section 123 prQ\"ides for in ma.king a. needs assessment. ""hUe a.t 7'.otice 01 proposed ru£em4~ (I.e. 0 

irants to Stnt<) nltcnci~ "cilre:tlv te- the s;une time ~ cl=r tllg,t tIlC.tON'Ca,> The cietinition uC I1v4t~c daUy at~ 
$ponsiblc for prQv1C1in; tree puolie eGU- otJler tUl.I.Il :a;.;.utWCw.w Lc:.L scores arc tcndnnce contu.lll~d 1n § 116c.!! of thf! 

.' 
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proposed TUte hAS been redrafted nnd 
'placed in § llCc.S In ord~r to taciUtate 
the ldent~c::1tion oC those children '.":ho 

'. are eUl:it:i~ to bl! counted in computlni 
.,,,ernge C::Ul~ attendance. 

• (b) In c:'der to provic!I :l clearer state-
• mimt oC Uie rcspor.sibilities o( State 

agencies, ':i 116c.12 hM bp.f'n rrorrltted M 
., new sec:10n hel\ded "In!orm:l.t!on re­
quired 1:0. applications:' Pnrnt:raph (a) 
of this a.ew- section reC'!uires cert~ln t.n­
tormattan reg:!.rd!n; Che non-tederally 
funded. e.iucr.tlon program. Paragraphs 
(b) and. tc) es~bllsh the basic require­
ments tor.a. I1i!ed.s a.sse!sment and no proj. 
ect descc~tion. 
. (c) The detl.nitiol1 oC an "1Iutltutlon 
for delinc;'lJ.!!Qt. chUdren" Co.und in § 116c:~ 
hU been ~written to make It. cle:lr th:lc 
the aet'lIl .... 'on includi!s inst1tutiocs that 
1'eCeive C"~dren '1;'ho •• while noe aajudi­
cated as aelJIlque!1c. h:!.ve been ch:lrt:ed 
With & V!.alatiOIl ot Sta.te law :lnd. ha','e 
beeI1 fot=ld to be in need oC supen'isiol1. 

6. Ef!~c:tir:e date. Pursuant to section 
431(a) ~ the Qencmll Educ:l.tlon Pro\i­
cons A.c': (20 'U.S.C. 1232 r d) ) , as 
azzuwaed. ~ section 405 of Pub.,L. 9~S::, 
these rer...i.::Ltions ha\"e been transmitted 
to the CI:1i%'ess concurrently with their 
publlcat:::cn.iII the :'ZD tit.OJ. Rtc%sua. Sec­
tlon 431" el) provides that re3'Ul:l.tions 
:subject ~reto shall become eJ!ecelve .o!-,-

.~ the fortF-:tUth aay after ehe date 0' tms 
transmis:;icn. subject to the pro\isions 
concernb::~ Conl:I'essional :l.Ction and ad-

o journmer:.:. 'l'herefCire. except with re-
. :r-spec:t to t.:f: aecermin:!.tion 0' the ~ount 

a State ag:'!ncy is eliii,ble to receive. these 
rel'UlaUo::.s shcll iovern allllSllects of the 
r;ra1lt-~n; process tor Fiscal Year 
1978, incd.inr questions relatinlf to the 
elJ&tl:!WI3"'o! children to receive services 
supported. by these r-a.n~. However,. the 
amoun~ :3;vailable to a Sbte :1i!llcY shall 
be calc=.ted on. the same basis as t.lt:l.t 
calCuIa~ was made tor irants for 
PJscal Year 1977. 

}f0'l:Z.-'"Zbe Olllee 0' E4ue=.tion has de~er­
minelS t=.: thJs document dces not conwn 

'a-maJor ~~lal ref'(utrlnlf prepar=.t!on ot an 
Ind&tion X=I':ICt St:1temenc und,: Executive 
Oi:der lla::u al1d OMS Circular A-107. 

(Catalol:' 0: i'ef1enl Domestic .\.s5lstance P1'O­
cram Nt=!:Ier 13.431. Ec1ucaUonaUy Oeprlnd 
c;:hUdren 1l:!. Sta.te InstitUtions Semnr 
~flillcted or .Delinquent Chllc1:en.) 

: D2.ted: FebrulU'Y 11, 1971. 
• WILLIAK P. Pn:l!cz. 

Act1ng Commissio71!'l" 
\. -. 0 '.' 0/ Ed.ucatfo71. 

::.~ App~: March 31. 1971. 
••• JQsr.P& A. C.unANO. Jr .. 

• ' St=reta.1'1l 0/ Health.. 
'" .Ed.uc:a(io71, a7l4 ~Vellc.rt!. 

$4ilapart A-,oQ.".r.1 
Aj:.IplleablUtT· 
J)e;1li1tioas. 

~'i-t ........ mell"... Av.U.bl. f.r a,.n", .n" 
".~.n's 

11&:': Ct'lI.nL'I ..... hlch 1\ St:l.te &; ... "eT Is fll-
, j:ihle ro l'e1"eoh·f'. 

1l6c." AlUuUIi\,III1."IIoII",Qlu uy Kr"l1~ 
l'tc.~ D1fc.ermillAfJOn ot s\'crllolJO ~~u, 

&C:c~c •• 
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"Institution !or ncglected 'chlldren" 
me:lns :I. tacilitlo' (other than a. taster ~~ll Al'i'lI:ae:on.1. home) which Is oper~:ed to: the care ot 

Ut!e.12 In!crmatlon required In &ppllca- children v:ho are In the custody 0' a. 
ttOn.1, public agencY' as the result oC 0. tlnd-

lll1c.13 Criteria tor the approval ot appllc:a- ing .o( neglect under St::l.te law, and ;-;hlch 
tlons. has an averat:e lenlrth of St.3.y ot at.1c:lSt 

A-arHCIln-r: See. 101(a) (2) (E), Pub. L. 30 days. 
~a-a/jo. 88 St~,. "94 (20 U.s.C. :i.41e-3). un- "sta.te agency" m~:ms an agency 0' 
less otllerwlse no~c1. • State government which ls diree~lY' re-

Subpart P.--General sPonSible tor the tree pubUc education oC 
§ llGc:.l ,\pplic:.:abml,.. 

Clio) SCOf)e. 'l'he reguillotions in this P:lrt 
govern progr:lms and projeets lor w~ch 
'unas are provided. pursuant to sec.ion 
123'0' TIUe I 0' the Elementary ana Sec­
ondary Educ:ltion Act at 1965. as 
amenaed. to St:lte a;~ncies directly re­
sPonsible tor providing tree public .ed­
'lcat!Oll lor children In institutions fer 
negieeted or delinquent children or in 
adult correctional institutions, to meet 
the SPef:1al educational needs ot these 
chUdr!Jl.. 

children in institu:lons for neglected or 
delinquent chUdren or in adult correc­
tional institutions. (TIlis education may 
!:~ pro\ided in schools oper::l.ted or :lUP­
ported 1:7 chc= St:1te al;enc:r or in schools 
under contract or oeher a1'r:lnge:nent 
\\ith th:1t agency.) The term does not 
includ.e ::'on a;ency \\'hose responsibilitj , 
tor these chlldr~n Is limited to t."e dis .. 
t:1butlon oC State nnancial asSistance 
to other :l!;encics ~'hich State mw makes 
<Urecth' responsible tor the tree publlc 
education ot these children. 

(b) Other a1'1'licable 111'ovi.!ions. As- (20 tr.s.C.241c-3.) 

siatance provtc!ed under this Part is sub- Subpilrt S-Amounts Available for Grants 
jecl: to all provisions ~olltainea in Pa~t and paymunts 
116 (genenl re~uirements relating to § l1G~.3 Grnnts which a Stale agency is 
Title I ot the Act) and the applicable cli;;iIlle to rce~h'e. . 
pro\'i$ions ot P:l.rts 100. lOOb and 100e of 
this ntle relati."li to ttsC:l.1. administra- (a) .Fro:n iIl!ormation suppIled by a. 
tin. property manag'ement, and ocher State agency, the Commissioner sha.ll: 
m:1tters. (1) Determine the amount that a State 

(c) The text ot the Title I st:ttute Is a:;ency (other eh:tn t.'te state agenclo' tor 
contained in full in the Appendix to Part PUerto RIca) Is eligible to receive under 
116 ot t.!l1S chtlpter. (n m 42907. Sep- 'this Part for any ~cal Yl!ar in accord­
tember !la. 1976) (sectIon 501(17) (1) (A) anee with the provisions ot sections 123, 
ot Pub. L. 94-482 amends section 1:5 of· 124, and. 125 ot Title I ot the Act and 
the Title I statute by striking out "Ex- § 1lSc.S; and. 
cept I!S prcl\'lded 1:t section 343 ot the Ed.- (2i Determine the amount availa.ble 
uC:l.tion Amendments ot 1974, no" a.na tor a State agency in Puerto Rico in :lC­
wertin:; in its place "No," while sec- corda.nce ~ith sections 123 and. 125 ot 
tion SOl(o) of Pub. L. 94.482 amencis TItle I of the .'\oct ana ~ U6c.S. 
section 125 by st:ikinl: out "Sta.te agency" (b) The Commissioner shall in[orm 
both places it apPc::1rs :l.nd inscrtin~ in the St:Lte educational aiency ot each 
its plaCy"Sta.te.") , • State of the results of these deter:nina.-
(20 C'.s.c. 241c-3.) '. t1ans. , 

5 I1Gc:.2 Dc:finition~. .. ,- (c) For the pUn:lose ot camgut1ng all 
allocation under this Pa.rt. the Comno.is­
sioner may not count a child \\'ho is 
counted in a\'t:rage dally attendance un­
der the provisions ot l?a.rt 116b lState 
Operated Pro~ms [or H:l.nc!1cappec1 
Children) ot this chapter. 

, "Adult correctiona.l institUtion" means 
a [acillt}' in which ~ersons are confined 
as :I. result ot a con"'iction 0' a criminal 
o1%ense. includi1li' persons under 21 years 
of ;lg'e, 

"Child" means. tor the purpose 0' this 
Part. a. person wilier 21 years ot aae. 

"CUstoc1,," me:1ns custoc1y :1.S defined 
by State law. Ho\\"ever. tor the purposes 
of this hrt a. child who resiaes in an. 
institution 24 hours a d.:I.y is deemed. to 
be 1n the custod.y ot the public uency 
tluLt usirncd. him or her to that 1n.stitu­
t1011. 

"Institution" mear..s either an institu­
tIOll tor ne:lected children,. an institu­
tion tor celinquent children. or :I.n adult 
correctional institution. 

"Institution tor aellnquent children" 
mesa.s a facility which is operated tor the 
care of c11iIdren who are in the custody 
ot a publIc al:ency as a. result ot a findinl: 
unaer Sbte la.w that they Ilre either 
(l\) delinquent or Ib) in nred DC tre:l.t­
ment 01." 5Ullcr,'i:>ion :lotter be:ng ch::.1"':~ 
\\,'::11 ~ ... i'Jl:~tio" ot ~: .. le law, ami \';;111:11 
has an averaGe len.:th of s~y gf lit le:.ut 
30 d.:I.yl. 

(20 U.S.C. 2UC-3.) 

§ 11Gc.4 .\mounts ;ay;ail~blc Cor [:;J'lInls. 

The St.'lte eauc:ttional al:ency shall 
,not!Cy each St:ue agency of the amount 
a\':l.il:Lble to it unaer ~ llSc.3 ana from 
that :l.mount shall make tunas &\-a,U:l.ble· 
to the St:l.te agency e!;ual to the cost of 
Ilror.r~ and projects al)provea by tlle 
St:l.te educ:l.tionnl :l.gency in accordance 
with the procedure prescribed by Sub­
part C oC this P:l.rt. The amount m:!de 
aV:1ll:Lble to a St:l.te a;enc:; under this 
section sh:l.U not exceed. the amount the 
a.ency is entitled to ~I!C!!!¥~ undo!' 
i 1lSc.::!. ' 
(20 U.S.C. 2t1c-3. 2UiUa).) 

; 11 r .. ·.:; D.·h·rlllinuti,.,. uC lI"erll::e d~iI,. 
UU.·nI.lllI ... •• 

Ca) Ttl be counted 1.":1 l1ventge dll.lly 
attendance, a chlld must be: 
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(1) In the custody or the public 
acency that a.:ssiitled him or her to an 
matltuUon: 

(2) One (or 'lIo'hom a 5t:1~ alene)" 15 
providing a (ree public educatlon-; and 

(3) In an orgQ.nized program of In­
struction (not. beyond l;t:Lde L2,. ar. least 
j1"e hours per week, 

(1:) a-c· .. "'e n .. i1,. .. H .... ~ .... C. !:s c:"m-
puted i~~ ~-;'~h l;~titutio~-oti the b~iS 
of clan,. records tor the num~1' of dlliS 
tbe o:c:utized I'rogrllm of. mstrUCtlO:l 
was in session during the m~ recently 
completed .$;.hool year. 

. (c) For . ~he pur:Jose o( eomputins 
.'feraee daijy llttendance: 

(1) A c}l~Ud is counted as be,lnr in a 
lull daY of at.tendanc:e for each ell,. he 
er she attends the orr:tniz.ed Pi:'OgrlUO 
ot !n.$truetion for three r3> or more 
hours;&nd 

• (2) A chUd is counted as be1nC in one­
half (rz) day of uttendalice tor each day 
he or $he attends the org:lniZed ~rorram 
of tmtructlon tor llt least one (1) hour. 
but less than three t3) hoW'S. 

Cd) For the purpose 0' this section. an 
orp.ni%ed program 0' mst.ruetiotl me:m.s 
an educational program whic:."I. consists 
-of classroom instruction in b:l.Sic school 
subjectA such as readinr. ml1tneIn:l.tlcs. 
and vocatlonllU,. Oriented sublee~. and. 
which 1s supJ:)orted. by other than Fed.­
.ual funds. Neither the manufll,Cture of 
Ioods within the Instttution nor activ ... 
Ules related to wtitutional maintenance 
are considered. classroom Instruction. 
(20 U'.&C. 241c-3.) 

St.bpart C-Program Requirements . , 

.1l6c.11 Applications. 
A ~te agency may 3Pply to the St:1te 

educat1o'ti~ a.ceney Cor a irllnt or it'ant.s 
ef Pederal) funcis u."1der t."1is P:lrt In the 
&mount· !authOri%ed. oy H 116c.3 and. 
llk.4 to be used to meet the special edu .. 
caUonal needs Of chUd:en e11111:11e to be 
counted in avera,e dally attendance in 
accordance lIo'ith § 116e.5. 
(20 V.s.C.2'lc-3.141.( .. }.1~,(a) (lS).} 

S llGc..12 InCormatioa. requlred. in ap-. 
. plication .. 

The StD.te arene,. sha.1l.lnclude the 
foJlowinC informati.on in e3.Ch appUca.­
Ua~ it makes to the State edUcational 
&;eJlC1 a.sauthort:ed by ! USc.l1o 

'-
.. 

l -
: 

ROLES AND' REGULATIONS 

(a) In"titutfonal in/ormation. With 
respect. to eaeh in!lUtutton at. which Title 

oX funded services are to be provided. the 
applle:ttion must include: 

(1) The name and loc:1eion: 
(2) nte classit\e:lt1on (1.e .• adult cor­

rectional. delinquent. or neglected): 
(3) The tot:l.l popula.tion at time 0' 

I.ppl!res.ti~n: 
(4) The total number o( children at 

the time of allPlic:ltion: 
(5) The tOtal number ot children eU­

gigle to be counted. in aVer:llie a:l.ily at-

19289 

type or stat!' mem~rs Who wiU partieS.· 
Pllte in thllt. traininll> : 

IS) .-\ budget based on ct\te~ortes or ex­
~lditure prescribed' by the State educa­
tfonru agency with appropriate de~ll by. 
.service I1nd by institution; 

(6) A description o( the use ot 'lUle ! 
tunds for construction or eqUipment in 
a=ord:lnce with. 4S ern 116.32: and. 

)"1) A description oC the proeedures 
and instruments by which th.eelIective­
ness o{ the progr!lmwUl be ev;:Uuo.ted. 
iD :lCCordance with 45 CFR 116.43(0.). 

t\!ndance al; the time of appltc:ltion: (20 tr'&C.141c:-3. 241.(&). 244(8) (S}.) 
(6) A descriPtion 0' t.'1e nature :1nd 

scope o( the education pro\tr:1m cur. S llGco13 Crileri:& Cor the :apprc~·.J DC 
rently geinr conducted 'or those children appUcalionll. 
countedi:l parairaph. (a) (5) o( this sec- A. State educationa.l a~':rtcy shaU ap-
tion with funds otlut than those pro- prove 110 prqJtct for " .... hich nn a.ppUcatlon 
v~d,el1 UJll1er th1$ P:u-t. includ.inlf trlle3 has been ma.l1e only if it cetermmcli t."lat­
ot instruction. number of children belnt the project is o( suCciertt size. scope. :lOci 
served ancl nwnoer of sta.1Y eml'loyta in quaUty to lIve reasonable "romise of 
e~n mlljor are~ Or componellt. iiua sub,ttantial proiress to.wara meetl.n/f the 
source o( tuncUnsr. - ~ j!auc:1ciI1Hal needs ot the children 

11:1) N~etU /U$eume1lt~ Wlth respect to to be servec1. 'I'his d~termin:ltiQn ntb.y be 
the educ:uiona! needs of the chUc!ren to made only upon ;I: nnding' ~h:l.t: 
\Je served. the apPlication. must include: (a) The IlppUcation J:oneai:l$ the In-

(1) A c1escri~t!cm o( ehe procedUres fonnntJ.an reql\ired by § 116c.1:1 acd 
Hncludmi oojecti ... e meuures ot edUCD,- ~onsU"a.tes eom'Piiance With all other 
tlonal achievement and special l1il1;mos'; requirements in c.nis Part and the ap­
t!c tC!t$) !:Sed. to t!eteL"mlne the spec!:ll l'Uc:1ble requirements CIt Part.5 100, 100b, 
eCuC3.tion:1l ntees ",tthe chila:an el!giole lOGe. and 116 o( thLs Title; 
to be ser-:ea. as well a.s a,descri[)tion ot (b) The project set forth in the al:l];!tl. 
the adc11tional procedures the State cati~~~ is designed: .,,;, (1' ',,", ~ 
alency lntends to e=l:llo~': U~) To meet the sJ)Ccil.tl educati9n~ 

(~) An :utal~-si.'I of the results of those needs 0' the child:en to(lbe serv~a.. as 
"roc~ures. inclucHn, the sgecial edue:t· Id~ttfted m ac:dordanc:e .~th I ;>6<:.12 
tiOna! .needS il1entUled end tnenum;er tb). anl1 . _~~> r!. 

of ellr1ble chilclrenewbitin.r thea!: (2) To suE'plement the e:asting' pro-
nHds: :mel ° crams· d.esCribe~ in aecora:mce With 

(3) A summary e'/aluation 0' the ee'ec- § 116<:.12(30) (IS). 
Uvecesa ot similar pas, projeci:.s funded (e) The mIuatfon121ans comply 
bY sectton 123 0' Title I in a.ceomplishiJlC with 4.5 cnt. 116.43 a.nd. are a.deClua.te for 
their objecti\·es. . m=sur.nr the aetl1ir1ment of the objec. 

(c) Project ctcsc~t(ons. With respectUftS l1escribed in the lI;ppUc3.i1on in a,c. 
to the proposed project, the appUca~ton cord:utce with! 116e.12(c) iU: 
must inctuc\e: 

(1) ;,. statemen, ot t.'1e education:ll ob- (c!) No funcl.s other than those au· 
jectlves ot the proposed projece and the thari%ec1 by Tltfe lot the Act (&re avaU· 
tel:1t:ed. performance crit:eria: aJ)le to provide the services pro~ed 1.'1 

(2) ... .. . 1 ( .. t "" the appUcar.1on: and -
. Qo .. escn;:t on 0 eac •• sen' ce to ye {e} The proJect ha.s. not been destined 

provkled. .. a me1.N 0' accompUsh~ to me~ nor will it ha"'e lobe et!'ect of' the project', obj~Uves: 
(3) 'the estt=ated number of children meetlnl'. the ier.emlneeas 0' the tnstl· 

to be served by ale and. antidpated ir.:J.d.~ tutton.a. school within the wtitutlon, 
1 t ~ student body ac larre. cor the needs 

p ~me!criPtiOn of the M3e and num~ a( a sp~ed. rnde Within that schoot. 
bel:' :Of stall' to be employee. and ot any < (20 tr.s.C. :%41c-3. ='1.( .. ). :U"(S) ('3).) 
U2Sernce tr:.irtinr (inclu.di" the type o( 
tra.inini, !requenq. and numbel:' &nci [1'3 tIoc.T1-10131l'Ued ~u-r.:a:ts Ioml 
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Appendi~ B 
. :ompensatory Education - EVALUATION PLAN 

YA 7.100 (N.v 11/75) 
Component __________________________ __ 

Program DbJ ec t I v.e Assessment 
Formative 

. 

\ .. > 

c 

0 

Tools 

Summatlve 

. . 

School 

Pop~latton To 
De Assessed 

An Sample 

" . . 

A l . 

. . 

----------------------------
.-

Assessment Dates 

Pre Interim Post 

. 

• 

,i 1 
-

_c-I 

0 
J 
II 



,.rt •• nt .r the Youth AuthorU1 

mpensatory Educ.ation - EVALUATION PLAN 
,.100/2 (New 11/1S) 

• 'J 

Page. 2 

Component School 

197_ 197_ 

WHO COLLECTS DATA COLLECTI ON DATA ANALYSIS 
DATA PROCEDURES PROCEDURES 

-

. \0 

---------------------------

USF. TO RE 
HADE OF DATA 

·0 

. 
'0 n 

:.::; . 
f 

{I 

-':'::'-,: 

(~ 

\j 

. 

~ I 

'. 
J '" 
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Appendix C 
MULTI-ETHNIC AWARENESS 

'QUESTI'ONNAIRE ----.. 

~ "> 

1. Make good neighbors. 

2. Make good judges. 

3 • l-1ake good teachers. 

4. Make good parents. 

5. Have good music. 

6. Are good on their job. 

7. Are good politicians. 

8. Are good police of£icers. 

9. Are good to do business with. 

10. Make good friends. 

11. Make good a thlete.s ., 

12. Try hard to improve themselves. 

13. Are likely to get in trouble with the law. 

14. Are fair. 

15. Are smart. 

16. Are lazy. 

17. Are kind. 

18 • ~Are clean 

19. Are easy to understand when 'they talk. 

20. ,Know right from. wrong. 

21. Are careful with their money. 

22,.. Are helpful. 

23. Can be trusted. 

24. Are brave. 

25. Are handsome/be~utiful. 
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26. Cannot solve their problems without help. 

27. Feel sorry for themselves. 

,U 28. Say something and sticlc to it. 

29. Get along well with other races. 
'" 

30. Wo.uld rather be on welfare than work. 

3l. Can be counted upon. 

32. Are intelliqent. 

33. Want something for nothing . 

• 

. C\90776 

92 



(\ 
\.r 

(I 

II 
I 
I! 
'I 

\1 

\1 
"il 

----- - 0-

IJ 



Quest. 

• 
1 All 

2 All 

3 All 

4 All 

5 All 

6 All 

;;;7 AJ1. - 1,\ 

8 All 

9 All 

10 All 

11 All 

12 All 

13 All 

14 All 

15 All 

16 All 

17 All 

• 

1) 
;>, 

MULTI-ETHNIC AI'lARENESS QUESTIONNAIRE 

Name 
Class ..... ____________________________ __ 

Ethnic Group: White Black Chicano Other 
(Circle One) 

White Black 

Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

Most Some Few None All Most Some Few .None 

Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

MOf;lt Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

Most, Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

Most Some Few None All MOfJt Some Few None 

Most Some Few Mone All Most Some Few None 

Most Some Few None' All Most Some Few None 

Most Some Few None .All Most Some Few Non'a 

Most Some Few None All Most Some FeW None 

Host Some, Few None All Host Some Few None 

Most Some Few None . All Most Some Few None 

Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

Most Some Few None All Most Some Few ,None 

Sex: Mal~'" 
Female -

Chicano 

All Most Some Few llone 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most some F~w NOne 

All MQ,st Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 
• 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

AU Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some pew None 

All Most Some Few Npne. 

All Most Soma Pew None 

School 

Date 
" 

Asian American 

' All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

. All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Pew None 

All Most Some Few ~one 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most 
. 
Some F,ew None 

All Most Some Few None 

An Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few NOne 
,. 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Pew None 

., 

-- ,I 
• 

PRE' D. 
POST 0' 

, 

Native American 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All- Most SOine Few None 
;;.~~ 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few.None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All .Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few Non'e 

All Host Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Host SlOme Few None 

All Most Some ~ew None 
" 

All Most Some Few None 



Quest. White Black Chicano Asian American tlative American • 
18 All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

19 All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

20 All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

21 All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None , 

22 All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None 
, 

23 D All Host Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None . ,\ 

24 All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All t-Iost Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few Ndne 
: 

25 All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None . All Mo!Jt Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

26 . All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few 'None 

27 All Most Som~ Few None All Most £lome Few None All Most SOllle Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

28 All Host Some Few None All Most Some Few None All • Most Some Few None All Most Sante Few None All Host Some Few None 
• 

29 All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

30 All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None A1J Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

31 All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All,"Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Mos\: Some Few None 

32. All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few NO,ne All Moat Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

33 All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most So",e Few None All Most Some Few None 

090776 . 
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PRE '''CI 
POST Dc MULTI-ETHNIC AWARENESS 

QUESTIONNAIRE 
WO~N 

Class Name 

'" 
Ethnic 
Group Sex 11ale Female 

School Date ~ .. 

Do not Write 
in tliis space 

Code 

(Circle One) C'olumn 

1. .Make good judges .... ~ ...... " All Most Some Few ~one (1) 

2. Make good teachers •••••••••• All l40st Some Few None (2) 

... Are good on their job ....... All Most Some Few None (3) .:I. 

4. Are good politicians •••••••• All Most Some Few None (4) 

5. Are good police officers .••• All Most Some Few None (5) 

6. Are good to do business with All Most Some Few None .'(6) 
. 

7. !·lake good athletes •••••••••• All Most Some Few None (7) 

8. Try hard to improve 
themselves •..•...•.......... All Most Some Fe~'1 None (8) 

9. Are s;rnal~t: ••••••• _ ••••••••••• All Most, Some Few N'one (9) 

10. Are lazy .............. ., ..... All Most Some Few None (10) 

11. Are kind, .. : ..... " ........... All Most Some Few NIone (11) 

12. Are clea'n .......... I •••••••••• All Most Some Few None el2) 

13 .. Are honest.., ......... • ' .... 1Ii: ~ •••••• All Most Some Few None (13') 

" 

14. Know right from wrong ••••••• All Most \' Some Few N.one (14) .', 

'\ ---.\ 

15. Are careful with their money All Most Some Few· None (15) ...;a~~ 

16. . Are helpful ........ If! •••••••• All Most Some Few None (16 ) '::: 

" 
17. Can be trusted ................ All' 'i[o'$t Some Few N;one (17) 

18. Are brave ............... tt ••• All ~ Most Some Few None J18) 
'1 1, 

\\ 0 
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~., ''>;--" 

95 
"' 



-- --- - --- -----~ 
C! 

" \, 
... r '--Do not w,-.:i':e 

in this spa~'e 

Code 

(Circle One) Column --
19. Are beautiful ••..•.....•...• All Nost Some Fe'!.'l None (19) , 

20. Cannot solve their problems 
~lithout he Ip .•.. /I '" ........ /I ••• All :r.-lost Some Fe~'! None (20) ,. 

21. Feel sorry for themselves .•. All Most Some Fe,', None (21) 

22. Say something and stick to 
it.,. ............................................ All Most Some Pei'! None (22) 

23. Get along \'1011 with othor 
races .' ...................... -. ........ /I .. ,/I • All I-1ost Some Fe,·' None (23) 

24. Would rather be on we.lfare 
than \10~"3" .................. if ..... ., ..... /I All r1ost' Somr;; Fe· .. i None (24) 

25. Can be counted ulJon ........... /I .... All r10st Some FCI'T None (25) 

26. Are 
' .... 

intelligent •.•..••••.•.. All }1ost Some Fe,'; None (26) 

27. Nork hard. to become better •• All Most Some Fel'l None (27) 

28~ Want something for nothing •. All Nost Some Fe,,, None (28) 
• 

(66) 

(67) 

(68) 

(69) 

(70-71) 

(72-74) 

(75) 

(76-79) 

(80) 

" 
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APpendix D 
CLASSROOM ASSESSMENT INVENTORY 
Instructions for Adrninist~ation 

I am going to read some statements about classroom experiences 
that you have had. As you respond to them, I would like to 
have you think of this classroom and the teachers (including 

.. teaching assistant:s) in this class (or, if you prefer, ~ 
teacher). For each statement, indicate whether~you ag~r-e or 

1/ 
C' 

disagree by,marking the answer sheet under: 

1) If you agree 
2) If you disagree 

For example: 

1. I look fOlward to . to :ghis class. conung 

If you disagree with the statement, you should mark in the 
second column on th.e answer sheet across from 11'1." 

(1) (2) 

o [IJ . -
_ I will read each st:atement twice" and allow you time to answer.: . 
If you wish a statement repeated, I will reread l,t after we 
have finished all of the questions. 

Please answer truthfully, as no one will know wha.t ~'nsWers you 
" 

personally ha'!'}'e giv'en - only the way the wholeclass,p,nswers. 

There ~re no right or wrong answers. 

. ,/r--T-O-~""HE 1\'D-MI---N-I-S-T-RA ......... T .... O.-R-O-F-TH-E-I-NVE---"":"N~·T-O-R-y-:--:""'I'l 
- 1, 

Ii, 

It.}i$ definitely preferable that the students do writ.e 
their, names"on the answer sheets. 

,,'Dfscourage students from asking quest~Qns regarding subt:le 
,-

'interpret,ations of the statements. 
,~ 

to Central Office Cia If '.ro'~':se~d "your completed answer sheet.s 
ca~e"';,dt,.JOAnn Ma,pan, Room 792), we will code them and 

1/ ,,;" <, , 

+,e-5ul ts to you. ',' 
,!,I 

~ I;! 

o '-;.::: _r't 

/' 

f~, ~I ;l\.~." ~,1 ~:;._~_:. ." <, , 
,,' .l.\~ '. \l02?:,~;~, 

') . ~ I;',' j I 
I.' P /' ,f ,P} <I,e:. '_ 

.\ ' 

send th~ 

.'1 
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CLASSROOM ASSESSMENT INYENTORY 

L I 1 00 k f 0 nol a r d to COIn i n g tot his c I-a s s . 

2. Students can choose where they sit in this class. 

3. feel left out of things in this class. 

4. prefer things I can do by myself. 

5. This class has too many rules. 

6. My teachers do not allow students much choice In what they study 
in this class. 

7. It is more fun to work with the teaching machines in this classroom. 
than to study a book. 

8. The assignment_ in this class are too difficult. 

9. Assignments Aere ·are usually clear so everyone knows wh~t to do. 

1Q", My teacherz try to make their subjects interesting to me. 

"" Itls sometimes hard to think in this classroom because so many 
things are going on. 

12. My teachers are interested rn what I have to say. 

13. Groups of students in this class seem to stick together and leave 
others out. 

14. My teachers make me feel I ,am not good enough. 

• 

15. I h~ve the ~pportunity to choose assignments which are most Interesting 
to me. 

16. , learn best by working with others . 
. 

17. My teachers give assignments that are just busy-work. 

1 8 . I wi s h I had mo r e fr i end sin t his cIa sst han I do. 

19. My tea!:hers really like their subjects. 

20. This class usually follows the same pattern day after day. 

21. Most of my teachers seem concerned about me. 
~::~ 

" 22. I enjoy learning in school more thanOlearning on my own. 

23. I would stick up for any student in this class if I thought he was 
right. 
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24. I do my best in this class because 
with a good education. 

can, get ?head in the world 

25. The teachers often follow s~udent ~uggestions. 
\1 II . 

26. This class is a good place for making friends. 

27. I 1 ike hard classwork. 

28. My teachers don't try very hard to understand young people. 

29. Students sometimes find themselves with nothing to do in this class. 

30. Students in this class get to know each other really well. 

31. I'm very interested in what goe.s on in this classroom. 

3 2 • M 05 t 0 f the dec i 5 i, n,n sin t his c I ass . are mad e by t h f! tea c her s • 

33. My teachers ask me to memorize too many facts~ 

34. There are other reasons for my going to class besides just learning. 

35. I get along wei i with the other students in the classroom.' 

36. The teachers donlt ask the students for suggestions on how to run 
the classroom. 

37. My teachers have encouraged me to think for myself. 

3B. I think most of my teachers are fair to me. 

39. If this class were more related to the skills I'll need after I 
leave, I might be more interested., 

40. t, of~en feel rushed and nervous in thi~ t}ass. 

41. In the first few weeks the teacher explained the rules about wh~t 
s~udents ~ould and could not do 1n this class. 

am able to be. 

43. My teachers do not 'recognize my right to a different o'pinion. 

44. Students have very little to say about how ~lass time is sp.nt. 

45~ My teachers frequently get mad. 

46. I like the students in this class • 

47. If I had the choice, I wouldn Utgo to this class at all. 

48. It is difficult for 'me to see my education as a way to 
future success. 
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49. My teachers frequently show a lack of preparation. 

50. Occasiona1'1y I hav~ discovered things on my own that were related 
to my school subjects. ' 

51. My teachers could be trusted if I discussed a personal problem 
with them. 

52.'There is a clear set of rules for students to follow. 

53. School is important to me because find many of the things 
learn are useful outside of school. 

54. Some of the teachers have "pets". 

55. The teachers will change the lesson plan for the day if the students 
give a good reason • 

. 56. I usually get the grade I deserve in class. 

57: Teachers are usually the friendl iest with the smarter students. 

58. I ,try to do good work in my classes because you never know when 
the information wiJ I be useful. 

59. My teachers are still fair with me as a person even when live done 
poorly on my c1asswork. 

60. MYhteachers will accept suggestions from their students. 

6 1 .<T~~1 ass i g n men t s in this class are too easy. 

62. The teachers make a point of sticking to the rules they have made. 

63. My teachers try to explain to me why I deserve the grades I earn 
on assignments and tests. 

64. My teacher often wastes too much ti~e explaining things. 

65. My teachers I ike working with the students in this class. 

66. Sdmetlmes I just cantt ~ut a book down until 11m finished with it. 

67. My teachers are too concerned with discipline sometimes. 

68. Students often spend more time fool ing around than getting some­
thing do"ne. 

69. In this class , other people realty care about me. 

70. My teachers are often ~mpatient. 

71. Students are expected to stick to ctasswork in this class. 

72. This i~ an o~derly class. 
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73. Rules in this class seem to change a lot. 

74. The teachers cannot control this class. 

•• 

JM:cn 
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