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CHAPTER 1
THE PROELEM
I, INTRODUCTION

In April of 1965, the eighty=-ninth Congress of the
United States passed an education act which may play a vital
part in ralsing the over-all level of educational opportunity
available to this nation's elementary and secondary students,
The act was the National Elementary and 3econdary Education
Act of 1965,

The act had five parts or titles, Title I has probably
had the most far reaching effect in that it provided immediate
funds for the improvement of educationel opportunities at the
local level, The funds provided by Title I were intended to
finance local educational programs which might not otherwise
have been made aveilable, The programs are classified under
many different headings, which include special education,
enrichment programs or supplemental programs,

Although the Federal Government has long been concerned
with the advancement and improvement of education at all
levels, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act was the
first act which provided money for the specific purpose of
providing speclalized and concentrated instructional help for
elementary and secondary students from economically or

culturally deprived homes,



The act, sometimes referred to as Public Law 89-10,
became effective July 1, 1965, Title I was concerned with
"financial assistance to local educational agencies for the
education of children of low=income ramllias.'l In special
cases, funds may also be provided for leoeal educational
agencles in areas affected by federal activity.z

The act was designed to continue in its original form,
unless amended, until June 30, 1968, and Title I was expscted
to provide an average of one billion dollars a year to the
several states for dlstribution to the various school

districts,
II. DESCHRIPTION OF THE PROBLEM

Statement of the Problem

It is likely that there have been some desirable and
undesirable side effects on education which may be attributed
to Title I programs, This study was designed to try to iden-
tify or measure some of those percelved slde effects, Those
areas which were of specific concern were the effect of
Title I on saleries, general avallability of teachers, and
increase in total =taff number, Also of concern was the

gsource or previous teaching area of teachers hired to staff

lpubite Law 89-10 (1965), H. R. 2362, Eighty-ninth
Congrcﬂﬂt

Ibid.



Title I poeltions, Thece sre 2ll factors which would
concelvably be of concern to local school officisls when con-
sidering the feagiblility of participating in a newly

conceived educational program,

Eurpogse of the Study

A purpose of this study was to determine what effect
federal funde from Title I had on increasing the salaries of
the Kansas teachers involved in the programs, Of specific
concern was whether these teachers received more or the same
salery as teachers with comparable education and experience
who were not working on projects supported by Title I funds,

There wes also an inqulry into the availaeblility of
teachers for the new programg and from where they camej that 1is,
were they asslgned from within the system after further
training, or were they new to the system,

There was an attemnt to determine if there wasg a loss
of regular classroom teachers from the clessroom to fill
Title I positions, and if there wns a loss, its effect on or
contribution to the percelved tescher shortage in Xansas, An
attempt was also made to determine to what extent the number
of staff members increased in the schools investigated, If
the number of steff members did not increase, sn attempt was
made to find out what programs were reduced or eliminated, or
1f teachers were glven part time or extra assigmments other

than thelr regular teaching losad,



Hypot]
tHypothegses to be tested weres (1) Teachers working
within the framework of the Title I programs recelved compara-
tively higher salarles than other teachers on the staff,
(2) The demand for competently trained teachers to staff the
new T tle I prozrams exceeded the supply. (3) The drain of
teachers from regular teachlng positions to fill Title 1
positions was in pert responsible for the recent teacher
gshortaze since the vacated regular teaching positions had to
be filled with newly trained teachers, (4} The total number
of staeff members increesed in schools with Title I programs
since few schools reduced the number of regular classes to

make room for Title I programs,

Slzpificance of fhe 3tudy

Since the National Elementary and Secondary Zducation
Act was relatively new, there had been no state-wide study
concerned with the effect of Title I on the local school
districts, Answers to the questions posed should provide
some information for ldentifying some of the effects of the
programg on the school districts investigated and should be
of value to administrators attempting to sssess some of the
advantages and disadvantages of Title I programs, This study
should be of particular value to administrators who have not
been involved in programs financed by federal funds but who
are expecting to become involved in such programs in the near

future,



The study should also be of value to teachers who
night consider further trainine in the educetionsl fields
supported by Title I,

Ldmitations of the Study

This study was conducted in an attempt to determine to
what extent the salarles of the teachers involved in Title I
programs exceeded salaries of other staff members, No attempt
was made to determine the quality of teaching done by either
group of teachers; however, quality might be reflected in the
advanced or special training the teachers involved in the
programs received,

The study involved only those XKansag schools which were
involved in Title I programs supported by federal funds
between July 1, 1966, and November 4, 1966, No information
concerning those schools which applied for Title I funds
after November 4 was avallable at the time this investigation
wag begun,

Although there may have been several reasons for the
teacher shortage during the period investigated, the only
factor investigated was the effsct of Title I projects on
thet shortage, The study 1dentifled only those teachers who
were involved in Title I projects who otherwise would have
been available for regular classroom assignments,

It is probable that the factors being investigeted in

this study will change with times therefore, the informstion



herein may not be valld past the date of conclusion of this

study.

Lefinition of Ierms

lew or gpeclsl progrems. These programs include those
educational or enrichment Title I programs initiated or
expanded with funds provided by the lational Elementary end
Secondary Education Act that were not in operation in similar

form hefore the Act,

Zitle I or the Act. For the purpose of this study,
they refer to Title I of the jatlonal Elementary and Secondary
swducation Act of 1965,

Zhe schools studied. This study lnvolves only those
schools or achool districts enrolled in programs finenced by

Title I .

School districts. School districts sre estatlighed
school areas in which all schools financed by nublic funds are
controlled by one school board elected by the people of that
area, These districts may also, on occasion, be referred to

as Unifled School Districts or abbreviated to U, 3, D,

School administrators. Although there are several
adminlistrative levels in public school systems, the only level

referred to in this study is superintendent of schools or the

chief school administrator,



Regular teachers. Teachers whose duties are malnly
confined to general classroom teaching common to school

systems before Title I.

Hethods of Procedure
Studies of this nature fall into the category of
descriptive research, It was a survey of the existing

materials, facts, percelved facts, and agsumptions,

2rocesses ysed, Informetion for thig study was
obtained by polling the chief administrators of the school
districts involved in Title I projects., An inquiry form was
congtructed which was designed to obtain those facts or
oplnions which were considered pertinent to the studyt) The
questionnalire wes evaluated by several members of tgé college
faculty before being ment out, After the examination, the
questiommalire was sent to the administrators during the first

month of 1967,

Ihe schools studied. uestionnalres were sent to
administrators of those public schools operating Title I

programg during the period July 1, 1966, through November 4,
1966;? The programs may have been in operation during the
1965-1966 school year, but must have been approved for con-
tinuation during the 1966-1967 school year. This time period

included most of the programs which could have been put into
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operation during the 1966-1967 school year, although all the
projects may not have had time to be put into full sceale
operation,

i;f;‘he only districts investigated were Unified School
Pistricts, which constitute over 95 per cent of the school
dilstrlcets in sansas, All but fourteen of the districts which
had Title I projects were investigated. The reasons for not
investigating these fourteen school districets were that they
were not Unified School Districts or had unified s0 recently
thet this investigator did not feel there ocould be adequate

evaluation of the projects, |



CHAPTER I
TITLE It FaOBLEMS AND FROGRESS

At the time of this investigation Title I had been in
operation in the schools for about eighteen months, Under-
standing and recognizing the looal effects of such a vast
program in such a relatively short period of time could be,
at best, sketchy.

Such a wide veriety of programs as have been developed
through Title I could not be expected to develop without some
complications, It is expected that the problems that are now
tecoming eviden® should provide, when evaluated, adequate
information for the enactment of change for improvement of
the Title, Although reports of the various projects are still
flooding the Washington administrative center of Title I, some
need for change and reconsideration has become evident.l

O0ffiocial reports by federal and state Title I officlels,
and the National Education Association, are not, as far as 1is
observable, conclusive, If more information were available
from the nationel level it had not been disseminated to the
state agencies at the time of this investigation, Most reports

are projections of what Title I is expected to do in the near

1o, L. Davis, Jr,, "Title It What a First Inning,"
Education Leedership, 24116, October, 1366,
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future, 3Some are simply sample reports from randomly
selected projects,

Information from the Xansas State Department of Public
Instruction concerning state school Title I programs 1s still
scarce, Although there have been some reports of progranms
investigated and analyzed in depth, the information obtain-
able from these investigations 1s by no means conclusive,
Local school administrators are still in the proceas of
organlzing and evaluating thelr programs and detalled results
are still unavallable,

Many individual observers, some of whose comments are
recorded in this investigation, have expressed their views
of the effects of Title I on local educational agenclies, Some
of these reports eppear to be highly opinlonated and few
displey the charscteristics of thorough investigation, This
18 probadbly attributable to the scarcity of material for
investigation,

I. TITLE T IN SUMMACY

The Nationsl ilementary snd Secondary Education Act of
1965 was provosed, stuvdled by Congress, debated, passed, and
slgned by the FPresident in a relatively short period of
ninety deys, After the passing of the Act, only five months
vvere spent in organizing the machinery to make the Act work,

This would seem to indicate that over the period of the
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administration of the Act there would be some need for
revisions and amendments to establish clearly defined guide~
lines that will be effective for nation-wlde administration,
When such & large sum of money ig distributed in s0 many

different directions, changes or revisions are likely to be

necessary.?

Zhe Am of Title I

Title I is aimed at improving the educational
opportunities of children coming from culturslly or economi-
cally deprived home and community settings, It is generally
recognized that economically deprived children are often the
problem children of the nation's schools, They are the
children who are several grades behind thelr own age group in
school, They are the dropouts, They are the draft rejectees
who are functional i1lliterstes, They are the juvenlle
delinquents, They become the unemployed.3

Goff stated that Title I was designed to provide the
framework and funds for programs which will allow educators

to think less of what pjight be, and provides concrete help

2Luvern L, Cunningham, "Federal Role in Education
Arouses Growlng Concern Among School Officlals," The American
school Board Jourpal, 15217-63, May, 1966.

3Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 4

%hmsmf.‘uaﬁh&n&z mmmwmmmuzugm
Summary of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965,

Title I), Government Printing Office, iiashington, D, C., 1966,
Pe iv,
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toward obtaining what gan be done in the salvaging of human
beings, The funds give support to concentrated effort on the
individuel child, and provide opportunity to develop a "aself"
which in the deprived child might otherwise never have
appeared.u

As Arthur Harris, Federal Director of Title I
projects, has stated, the programs are designed to "feed the
few children starving, not give s lollipop to every child in

the class."5

How Iltle 1 Horks
Although every child in the school may be helped by

Title I projects initiated within the school, the Act was
aimed at helping those who might not otherwise receive a
minimum formal education, The federal program directore
formulated the mesns by which the funds might be allocated on
the basis of the number of children from economically deprived
homes within the individual states., Eligibility of the states
was determined on the basis of data provided by the Bureau of

the Census,

4ﬂegina Goff, "Fromiseg Fulfilleds FProgress Under

Title I of the ESEA Aot of 1965," American Education,

S1bid.
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The formula for computing these maximum baslic grants
incorporates three factors:
1, The number of children aged 5 through 17 from
famillies with an ennuel income of less than
424000,
2, The number of children aged S5 through 17 from
femilies with income exceeding %2,000 in the
form of ald to famillies with depandent children
under Title IV of the Soclal Security Act.
3« One-half of the average per pupil expenditure in
the state for the second year preceding the year
for wvhich the computation is made,
The formuls 18t (1l and 2) x 3 = amount of maximum
basic grant.6
Once funds are approoriated, each state receives 1its
proportionate share, During the fiscal year 1956, Congress
appropristed .1,174,887,45k for Title I, Kansas was allowed
10,587,793, Hevada received the least with 959,469, New
York received the mogt with .110,735,741.7 (According to
final figures released from the Kansasg 3tate Lepartment of
Pudblic Instruction, £ensas received a total sllocation of

A10,816,621.h5.)8 The total federal appropriation for

6Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, op. git.,

p. 53.

7American 3chool and University Speclal r’ieporté "Title
H

1, 2, 3, 4, and 5," American School and University, 33:4l,
February, 1966,

BTitle I Section of the Kansas State Department of

- Public Instruction, I%Lmﬂmn Concerning rrojeots Under
£o L. 89-10, Title 1 (Kansas State LDepartment of Public
Instruction, Title I Section, Henry A, Parker, [Cirector, f. Y.

1966)9 P. 5.
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Title I for the 1966-1967 school year was not known at the
time of this writing.

After the money 1s sent to the state, the grants are
gub-allocated to the school districts according to the number
of chlldren from low-income families within the districts,
The money 18 allocated irrespective of whether the children
attend public or private schools, About 10 per cent of the
children benefiting from programs under Title I attend
private schools, most of them Catholic parochiasl schools.9

Each school project must be approved by the state
agency administering the funds., Each school dlstrict must
furnish the agency with a comprehensive plan for what it
hopes to provide.lD In approving applications from local
school districts, the State Department of Hducation welghs
such factors as the scope and quality of the project and its
likellihood for success in meeting the needs of the children
in the particular districts,

Once funds are allocated, aschool districts sare
expected to:

1. Adopt appropriate procedures to test and evaluate

the effectiveness of 1ts programs at least
annually,

Jamerican School and University Heport, 9D. Site,
pp. L4O=-41,

loGOff’ QR. m., p' lln
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2. Adopt effective procedures for dissemination of
information about improved educational practices
to teachers and administrators,

3. Coordinate its programs with the community action

progfims operating under the Economic Opportunity
Act,

From the above mentioned requirements sghould come that
information necessary for the effective evaluation of the
T™itle 1 programs, It 1s hoped that by keeping sccurate
records of each project it can be leammed which programs are
the most effective, how many children are being helped, and
what the cost per pupll in each program is,

By May of 1966, 14,151 projects had been started
throughout the nation, and 68 per‘cent of the firast year
(fiscal year 1966) appropriation had been used.lz By the end
of the 1966 fiscal year, 88 per cent of the appropriated
funds had been obligated for use,1J

Vigneron reported that schools probebly will not
receive all the expected or requested funds for Title I
projects which were approved for the 1966-1967 school year,
3ince more schools were expected to apply for funds than did
go during the 1965-1966 school year, the funds were expected

to be pro-rated at the rate of &5 to 85 per cent of the

llbepartment of Health, Education, and welfare, 9p. git.,
- Pe 52,

121pid. 13Ipide, p. 56.
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amount approved by the state, It was expected that all

Title I funds appropriated for use in Kansas would be used.ll‘L
II. THE SHORTAGE OF TEACHERS

A recent National Education Association survey
disclosed that a major problem of education is that of finding
a sufficlent number of teachers to staff newly created posi-
tions, Forty of the fifty stateg reported that a msjor con-
tributor to the 1966~1967 teacher shortage was new teaching
positions created by federal programs, and twenty states said
the shortage was substantial or acute, Thirty-nine of the
states reported the greatest shortage in the elementary, which,
according to the NEA report, is where the majority of Title I
funds for education are spent,

3tatistice on the conditions within the individual
states were not reported in the NEA report, and the informa-
tion was obtained by questionnaire sutmitted to the various
State Departments of Education, not individual administrators.
It is possible that at the time of the NEA inquiry, state
officlals were not acourate in thelr appraisal of the causes
of teacher shortages, No specific figures on the extent of

the shortage were glven, Four of the states did not return

I“Opinion expressed by John Vigneron, Title I Section,
Keansas State Lepartment of Public Instruction, versonal
interview,
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the questionnaire and replied that they were unable to
determline the cause or extent of the teacher shortage that
early in the school year.l5

Tracy reported that the projection is that half of
1Title I funds will be used to pay teachers salaries, I[his
half billlon dollars would pay the full-time salary of about
83,000 teachers, It is expected that the majority of these
teachers would be needed at the elementary level where there
is already a substantlal teacher shortage.l5

The National Zducation associatlon estimated that to
reach desirable teacher levele in 1966-1967 in all elementary
and gecondary educational areas would require 364,500 more
teachers than would be returning from the previous year's
service, This shortage included 232,500 in the elementary and
132,000 in the high school, During the 1965-1965 academic
college year (September 1, 1965, through August 31, 1966)
200,919 teachers were graduated, Ilaking into account those
trained beginning teachers who would not teach, the expected

ghortage for the 1966-1967 school year wes set at 169,300--

15iational Education Association, jlewpletter
(Washington, o, C.3 .ivlision of Press, .adio and Television
~“elations, katlonal Fducetion aAssoclation, September 24,
176(/!, DD, 1"3-

16neal i, Tracy, "New Frograms-New Teschers," The

High School Journal, 49:351-52, May, 1966.
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141,800 elementary teachers and 27,500 high school teachers.17
This estimated shortage probably included the sddition of
Title I teachers, but no specific figures were provided, It
does not seem likely that the figure offered by Tracy
(83,000) would be an accurate number of Title I teachers added
to the teaching force, Many of the Title I teachers would
probably be part-time or would be used only during the sum-
ner, MNany of these teschers would not be counted as an
increase, especlally if they did not teach during the regular
school year,

The U, 3. Office of Education projected that there
would be & need for 50,000 new teachers for the 1966-1967
school year as an effect of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, Mozt of these teachers were needed for special
instructional services, In this classification are the new
teachers needed to provide speclal instruction services,
enlarge the scope of educational offering, and provide
special pregrams for pupils having special learning needs,
such as the physically, mentally, and emotionally handlicapped,
and the culturally disadvantaged,
Table I provides information pertalning to the

egstimated demand for new teachers for all reasons during the

174EA zeporter, "1966 Teacher Demand Still Exceeds
Supply,"” (Published by the National Education Association,
Washington, D, C.), Vol. 5, No. 9, October 7, 1966,
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ESTIMATEL DEMAND FOE NEW TEACHEKS
DURING 1966-1967 SCHOOL YEAR®

Estimated demand for
Source of ‘ . .
demand gy P
1
Staff requirement of
increaged enrollment 21,709 24,709 46,418
Teacher turnover 76,683 59,283 135,966

feplacement of teachers
having substandard

11,672 90,033
8,352 27,086

27,960 65,010

qualifications 78,361

aeduction of over

crovwded classes 18,734

Speclal instructionel

services 37,050
Total 232,537

131,9 5 364, 513

*Hesearch Division, National Educetion Assoclation,

Supply and Lemand iz Eubllc
Washington, U, C.t itesearch Division,
Associations. P. 30.

sghoolg, l%ﬁé
Natlo Educstion
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1966-1967 school year., These new teachers refer to teachers
needed other than those expected to return from the previous
years' service, Ag may be noted, the total need for teachers
for sgpecial instructional services is 65,0003 15,000 more
than the estimated need created by Title I, These 15,000
teachers would be needed to fill positions existent before
Title 1.18

From the information provided, it can be oconcluded
that Title I has added about a 14 per cent inorease to the
estinmated total number of new or replacement teachers needed
in both the elementary and secondary educational levels
during the 1966~1967 school year,

Vigneron reported that there was no accurate record of
the number of Kansas teachers working on Title I projects,
Two reasons for this lack of information were reported, The

reasons were:

l. 3ome teachers teach only part time on Title I projects.
Some teach as little as one hour a day on these
projects,

2, 3chool administrators reported the number of teacher
vacancies for Title I positions, but these
vacanclies were not always filled. This information,
in many cases, was not reported to the Title I
gsection of Kanses State Department of Fubllc
Instruction,

18 egearch Division, National Educetion Assocliation,

. B Remand in y 1966 (Washington,
De Co1 Research Diviclion, National Education Assoclietion),
pPp. 30-31,
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Vigneron also stated that Title I funds mey be used to
train teachers for new programs, but few teachers had
recelved such ald from their schools, Title I funds may be
uged to provide up to one semester of training for teachers,
Some teachers dld receive tralning during the summer of 1966,
ne stated that most schools used Title I funds primarily for
salarles and facllities or equipment, and passed the quall-
fication problem on to the individual teachera.19 It does
not seem llkely that the retraining of regular clessroonm
teachers for Title I positlions would have any real bearing
on the overall teacher shortage, but would only shift the

statliatical shortage from one group to the other,
ITII., SUMMA-Y

Title I of the National HElementary and Secondary
Education Act became effective July 1, 1965. The Title was
expected to channel about one blllion dollars a year into
the nation's public elementary and secondary schools,

Title I was simed at improving the educational
opportunities of children from culturally or economically
deprived homes, end was deslgned to ralse the minimum level

of educationsl opportunities available to those children,

l9v1gneron, loc. cit.
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Funds are sent to the individuasl states where the
money 1s then distributed to the various school districts in
relation to the number of deprived children in the districts,
Plans for the use of the funds must be spproved by the varlious
State Departments of Education, For the 1965-1966 school
year, Kansas received over 10,8 million dollars for Title I.

A major difficulty in the operation of Title I
projects has been the hiring of qualified personnel, There
1s, in the nation as a whole, & rather noticeable general
teacher shortage, 1t 13 possible that schools may regquire as
meany as 50,000 teachers to staff Title I programs, which may
bring the overall shortage of teachers to over 200,000 for
the 1966~1967 school year,

Most of the positions created by Title I programs were
in the areas of special instructionel services, About 37,000
of these positions required elementary teachers while nearly

28,000 positions required secondsry teachers,



CHAFTER IIT
THL ADMINISTHATOS, THE TEACHEN, AND TITLE I

I. dE DISTEICTS INVOLVED IN TITLE It
GENERAL INFORMATION

The data pertaining to the effect of Title I projects
on Kansas schools are analyzed and tebulated in this chapter,
The data were obtained by means of a questionnalire which was
malled to the chief administrator of 16L Kansas school
districts which had operated Title I projects during the
first four months of the 1366-1967 school year., A sample

questionnaire is included in Appendix A,

desponseg to suestionnaire
The first questionnaire mailing was made on February 6,

1967, By February 21, 126 (77 per cent) of the 164 question~

naires had been returneqd,
A follow-up letter was malled on February 21, This
request produced another 31 of the 164, or 2 total of 95 per

cent, This response was conglidered adequate for the study.

33ze of Districts
The participating districts ranged in size from 254
. students (grades 4 through 12) to 70,051 students, The total

enrollment of all participating school districts was 312,081,
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The smallest number of operating attendeance centers in
any district was two, The largest number of attendance

centers in operation in any district was 113.

Ber Gent of Kensas Unifled School Districts Surveved

The districts surveyed represented 53,6 per cent of the
total (306) Unified School Districts in Kansas, The districts
responding (157) represented 51,3 per cent of the Unified
School Distriots in Kensas,

Iypes of Title 1 Prolects

There were 512 separete Title I projects in operation
in Kansas scheol districts during the period of time included
in this Ainvestigation, This total included projects that
were newly initiasted in 1966 and projects that were cerried
over from the previous school year, This number does not
include duplicstion of projects within the smame school
district as might be observed in the larger school dlstriots
With several large attendance centers, The types and number
of Title I projects are listed in Table II.

In all, there were twenty-seven different categories of
programs, wWith the largest category being hReading. The third
most popular project listing was summer school, and may have
included individual projects from any of the other types of
hrojects. A break-down of separate projects included in

summer school programs was not requested of administrators,



TABLE IIX

TYFES AND QUANTITIES OF TITLE I PROJECTS IN
ALL KANSAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS FOR SCHOOL
YEAR 1966-67 (THROUGH NOVEMBER 3, 1966)
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Type Number Type Number
Zeading 156 Music 16
Library 67 Psychiatric services 11
Summer school 58 Cultural enrichment 11
durse & health service Ly Food services 10
Kindergarten : 38 Social worker 9
Guidance 34 Industrial arts 8
FPhysicel education 29 Construction 6
riath 25 Tutoring 6
Speclal education 23 3cience 3
In-service tralning 20 Business education 2
Teachers alds 19 Homemeking 2
Art 19 Audio=-visgual 2
Speech therapy 18 Other 12
English & language arts 18

Total

512
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II. TEACHING POSITIONS AND SQURCE OF SUFPLIY

Most districts (79 per cent) created new teaching
positions with the initiation of Title I projects, This
increase in teaching positions required the superintendents
to elther hire new teachers or transfer present staff members
to Title I positions, The purpose of this section of the
chapter 1s to ldentify the source of these teachers and the
types of positions previously held.

Teaching Fositions Created by Iitle I

In the distriots surveyed, 575 teaching positions were
created by Title I authority, but all of these positions were
not filled, By examining Table 1III and Table IV, it may be
observed that the total number of teaching positions filled
which were assoclated with Title I was the equivalent of 472
full-time positions., Many of the positionz were part-time,
but two half-time positions were counted as cne full-time
position, There were 103 less teachers hired than there were
positions created., There were several reasons for these 103
positions not beilng sztaffed.

Although 1t was not the purpose of this study to
determine why or how many positions may not have been filled,
and no specific question concerning this point was asked,

there was some information whioch indicated why these positions
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were not filled., Information obtained in an interview with
John Vigneron of the Title I section of the State Department
of Public Instruction disclosed that there were two obgerv-
able reasgons for the feilure to fill Mtle I positions,

Thege reasons werep

1. There was not a sufficient mumber of qualified
personnel.
2, The programs 4did not get started until after the
1966-1967 school year had begun,
A recent statement by Kansas Title I officlals stated that
a major problem encountered by local school sdministrators
was that "personnel to implement programs were often hard
or imposaible to flnd.'l
Another factor which had bearing on the occurrence of
unstaffed positions was that some positions were summer
achool positions only. Eleven achool districts had Mtle I
programs which were confined only to summer school projects
as far ag providing teachers wes concerned, Although there
were teaching positions created in these instances, the
filling of these positions would have had no besring on the
percelived teacher shortage for the regular academic year,

tione of theme districts reported hiring teachers to starf
Title I positions, although six did report a total of four

: IUQpartment of Public Inatruotion, rfansas, Title I
Section, Title I Newsflash (A review of the accomplishments
made under the various Titles of P.L. 89-10 of 1965 in
Kansas), April, 1967,
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positions to be filled, Administrators probably filled these
positions with part-time teachers or extended regular
teachers*® contracts,

In some instances, administrators may have counted
positions as teaching positions which were, in actuality,
not teaching positions, Exsmples of Title I projects requiring
personnel who are not teachers are health service programs,
staffed by nurses; food service programs; and teacher-aid

programs.

Title I Ieaghers Hired Irom Qutslde the Listrict
Many of the teacherz who accepted Title I positions had
to be hired from outside the district boundaries, There were
212.5 teaching positions filled by teachers that were new in
the district, These teachersz had to be recsruited from
seversl sources, vhich includeds
l. Teaching positions 1n other districts.
2, Teachers new to the teaching field who had recently
graduated from college,
3. Teachers returning to the teaching field after an
abrence for varioug reasons,
Teachers from outside the distriet accounted for Li,? per

cent of the teachers who were hired for Title I positions,

£art-tine assigumentg. Nearly 13 per cent of the
administrators questioned stated that they had hired part-

time teachers to staff at least one (ltle I teaching position.

In seven (4 per cent) districts part-time teachers were hired



29
from outside the districts, It 1s assumed these teachers
also taught in some other capaclity besides thelr Title I
asslgnment, It does not seem likely that many of these
teachers would have moved to a new locallity in order to

accept a part-time position,

Erevious gtatus. Title I teachers who were new to
the digtricts came from a wide verlety of previous positions
and situations, There were thirty-~two separate categories
observed, with the majority representative of elementary
education in one form or another, Table II1 presents a
complete listing of these teachers' previous status,

It is probable that those teachers who were previously
teaching in other districts had to be replasced. Even those
teachers who had never taught before would probably have
taken regular classroom teaching positions, Therefore,
teachera from both the above mentioned categories should be
repressentative of a teacher increase,

Upon examination of Teble III it may be observed that
there are several categories which are not representative of
people who were active teachers during the preceding school
year, but were not new to the teaching fleld, The categories
ares (1) Nurse, (2) Housewife, (3} Minister, and (4) Retired
. teacher, There were fifteen positions filled by people
listed in these categories,
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TABLE III

FHEVIOUS POSITIONS AND QUANTITY OF TITLE I TEACHERS
NEW TO THE DISTHICTS IN 1966-1967 SCHOOL YEAR

Previous position Guantity Previous nogition Quantity
‘indergarten 8 Retired teacher 3
Elementary (not Science 11/2

specific) Lé English 13
Grade 1 2 Mathematics 11/2
Grade 2 1 Soclal sclence L
Grade 3 L Psychiatrist 1
Grade 4 2 Art 2
Grade 5 0 Librarian 7 1/2
Grade 6 2 Psychologlst 2
Junior high (not Music 4

specific) 2 1/2 Special education 6
Elementary Counselor g 1/2
- prinecipal 5 Reading
Minleter 1l Fhysical education 2
Substitute temcher 1l Speech therapy 5
Secretary 1l Speech 1
Housewife 6 New teachers L6
Nurse 5 Industrisal arts 2

Elementary or secon=-
dary (not specific) 13

Total 212 1/2




31

If all the other teachers listed in Table III had been
in other teaching posltions if not for Title I, there would
have been 197.5 teachers free for thesge other positions.

Some of the administrators did not state the previous
status of those teachers who were new to the district, This
omission was more common in situations concerning previous
elementary classroom teachersz, New teachers whose previous
positions were not given are listed in Table IIT in one of
three separate categories, These categories ares (1) Ele-
nentary (not specific), (2) Junior high, and (3) Elementary

or secondary (not specific).

ditle 1 Ieachers Irensferred Mithin the District

A majority (55.3 per cent) of the Title I positions
were fllled with teachers who had been teaching within the
district during the previous school year. As was the case
with the teachers new in the districts, the re-assigned
teachers represented many different areas., In all, Title I
teachers who were transferred came from thirty-two different
categories, A complete listing of these categories is pre-
sented in Table IV, As was the case with teachers new to
the district, the majority of the transfer teachers were in
elementary education.

Three districts, all of which employed a large number

of Title I teachers, did not list the previous teaching areas
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PREVIOUS POSITION AND NUMBER OF TITLE I TEACHERS
WHO WERE TRANSFERRED WITHIN THEIR PRESENT SYSTENM

Previous position “uentity Previous position  Luantity
Elenmentary Fart-time tezcher 2
(not specific) 857 1/2 Nurse 1
aindergarten 3 3o0cial sclence 2 1/2
Grade 1 1k Secretary 1
Grade 2 7 1/2 Znglish 14 1/2
Grade 3 9 Mathematics 1
Grade 4 9 Counselor 11/2
Grade 5 8 Study hall 1
Grade 6 9 Language arts 31/2
Hetired teacher 1 Iibrarian 6 1/2
. Hougewife 1l Sclience l
£lementary Speclal education 1
principal 2 Substitute teacher 1
kural, grades 1-8 1 Supervising teacher 1
Junior high heading 1
{(not specifio) 7 Home economics l11/2
Elementary or sec- Health 1/2
ondary (not Fhysical education 1
specific) 88
Totel 259 1/2
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of the transferred teachers. These teachers are accounted
for in Table III in the category of "Elementary or secondary
(not specific)."

There were 258,5 full~time positions filled by
tranaferred teschers and one position filled by a loecal house-
wife, Although not all the positions were actually full-time,
all the positions added together were equal to 259,5 full-
time positions,

Since the positions previously held by those teachers
trangferred to Title I projects had to be re-gtaffed by new
teachers, the 259.5 transferred Title I teachers should
represent a 259,5 increase in the total teaching positions in
the districts involved, These teachers could be teaching in
| regular classroom assignmments if not for Title Ij therefore,
these teachers represent a loss of regular teaching nerson-

nel and add their number to the perceived teacher shortage.
ITI. SFFECT Of TITLE I OU TEACHELR3' SALARY

A major purpose of this inveatigation weg to determine
what effect Title I had on salaries of teachers involved in
the programs, It was not intended to determine what sslaries

were, only if Title 1 teachers received higher salariles,

- 3elary 3chedule in Districts Surveved

The reason the question, "Does your district have a

salary schedule,"” was asked was to identify the number of
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dletricts which might have pald Title I teachers higher
salarles than those teachers would have received had federal
funds not teen availlable for paying their salaries.,

& large majorlty of the districts had salsry schedules
in effect., Cf the 157 reporting distrliets, 14l (91,7 per
cent)} had salery schedules, The followlng information was

reported by the distrlictss

‘ Frequency
salary schedules 1Ly 91.7
4111 have schedule in
o schedule 7 Lok
No response 2 1.3
Total 157 120,79
Bilgher 3alsxieg for Iitle ] lescherg

A rather small percentage of the district
superintendents reported paying Title I teachers higher
salaries than were peld rezular clessroom teachers, There
were twenty (12.9 per cent) positive responses, The most
common reasons glven for peying Title 1 teachers higher
gsalaries than regular teachers weres

l, Shortage of teschers

2o =xtra tlme worked by teachers

3., Avallabllity for federal funds

I, Pogitions required extre or special training

One district reported that the Title I teacher was pald by

the hour,
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On close examination of the responses, it was noticed
that all but one of the distriots which pald higher salaries
to Title 1 teachers hed salary schedules.

IV, DISCOWTINUED PROGPAMS

The bagls for the guegtion concerning those programs
which might have been reduced or dropped from the curriculum
was to establlish a teacher gain-loss ratio due to the initis-
tion of Title I programs, It was expected that some school
programnsg might have been discontinued to provide room for
teachers to gtaff the new positions, Those teachers who
would have been relieved of thelr regular classroom duties to
allow for the Title 1 programs would have to be sudbtracted
from those teachers added for Title I in order to establish a
true flgure concerning the actusl state-wide gailr in number
of teachers sdded to the states teaching force due to Title I,

Administrators stated that there were »» teaching
positions eliminated from the reguler curriculum to mske room
for Title I progrems, C(nly two of the reporting districts
indicated & reduction in non-Title I clesses, and no tescher
reduction in these tvo districts were indicated, In both
districts where class rTeductlons were revorted, the reduction
ves [or a short perlod of time (silx weeks) snd for two days a

week, JIStudente were relemsed from clasg during thies time to
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take part in feading classes, The students went to their

regular class during the days when not in Title I classes,
Ve TEACHE:x SHORTAGE AND POSITIONS IN GREATEST DEMAND

A maj)or purpose of this study was to determine whether
there wag difficulty in hiring teachers for both Title I and
regular staff positions and to identify those areas where the
greatest shortage was noticed, The following data seem to

correlate with trends observed over the nation as a whole,

Rifficulty in Hiring Title I leachers
fach administrator was asked to indicate the level of
difficulty in scquiring Title I teachers, A cholce of four
different responses was provided, Admlinistrators were about
evenly divided in the selection of the responses "very dif-
ficult” and "moderately difficult,” A4 total of 32,9 per
cent of the administrators selected the response "very dif-
ficult,” There were 30,6 per cent who selkected the response
"moderately difficult." Only seventeen administrators
(10.7 per cent) stated there was no difficulty in finding
Title I teachers, Iiiore information is presented in Teble V,
On close erxamination of the questionnaires from
districts indlicaeting no difficulty in finding Title 1
- teachers, severel factors were observed which indicated why

there was no aifficulty:
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1. All but three of the districts were relatively

small in size (three hundred to six hundred
students).

2, Positions had been filled the previous year when
competition for teachers was not so keen,

3. Only two districts had more than two full-time
Title I teachers, and the large majority had
one teacher or a part-time teacher,

L, The progrems in these districts consisted largely
of summer or part-time activities and were
filled with existing staff members or local
certified personnel,

Less than § per cent of the total Title I teachers were
employed in these districts,

Difficulty in Hiring Resular Classroon Ieachers

As was the case in finding Title I teachers, most
admini strators indicated there was some difficulty in finding
regular classroom teachers, In all, 125 (79,7 per cent)
‘reported that 1t was moderately difficult or very difficult
to find regular teachers, More information 18 presented in
Table V,
| One administrator commented thet the distrlict had
lost two teachers by military draft, He stated that he lmew
of other districts where this was a problem, but no other

administrator reported this protlen,

feasong for Teacher sShortage
Although no specific gquestion concerning the reasons
for the overall teacher shortage was contained in the gquestion-

naire, many administrators did sulmit a voluntary reply. The
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two most commonly expressed reasons why 1t was difficult to

find teachersg weres

l. Drain of classroom teachers for Title I programs,
2. Not enough graduating certified classroom teachers,

Other reasons were indicated but data were not conclusive

enough to be significant,

Ieaching Flelds Where Shortase Wag Evident

Over 85 per cent of the administrators questioned
stated they had difficulty finding teachers in at least one
field, and most listed several flelds. Administrators did
not 4distinguish between Title I and regular teaching positions
when commenting on teaching flelds where shortage was noticed.
A total of twenty-eight categories of teacher shortage areas
‘was reported.
The areas where the greatest shortages were reported
closely paralleled those areas which were most frequently
’conncctcd with Title I programs, Over one-third of the
administrators reported that elementary teachers, grades
kindergarten through sixth, were difficult to find, Many of
the more speciallzed teaching areas may have included both
elementary and secondary shortages, but no distinctions were
observed, A complete listing of areas of shortage and number
of districts in which shortages were noticed is presented in

Table VI,



TABLE VI

ARIAS AND NUMBER OF INSTANCES IN WHICH TEACHEHR
SHORTAGE WAS MOST NOTICED

—————
o

e e e e o]

: Number of
Shortege areas instances
Elementary 56
Math 38
English 37
Science 35
Reading 31
Music 23
Specisl education 18
Language 17
Iibrary 17
Speech therapy 15
Counselors 14
Administrators 8
Art 8
Pgychologists 7
Girls physical education 6
Home economics 5
Soclal science 3
Journalism 3
3peech 3
Industriel arts 2
Vocational education 2
Junior high 2
Retarded 1
Mene physical education 1
Coaching 1
Lebate 1
Dramatics 1
Commerce 1

B e e e e e ekt
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VI. ANALY3I3 OF ALMINISTRATOR®*3 COMMENTS

Administrators were asked to comment on the effect of
Title I on their distriocts, and to give thelr views about the
existing shortage of teachers, Many of the comments had no
direct bearing on areas being investigated, but their com-
ments should be of vilue to anyone seeking a more comprehen-
slve examination of the practical sspects of Title I at the
local school district level, A listing of most of the
administrator's comments are presented in Appendix C, The

following is an analysis of those comments,

Eederal Control

There were numerous instances of concern about the
gtriot restrictions imposed on Title I programs by the Federal
Government, Most who commented felt the programs could work
smoother Al the local districts had more freedom in the use
of funds,

A ocommonly mentioned problem was that of uncertainty
concerning the amount of funds to be allocated by the State,
Not only did the districts not lmow how much money they would
recelve, but they did not know when they would receive it,
This posed somewhat of & problem in budgeting, A few admin-
~istrators indicated they were consldering dropping Title I
programs due to the uncertainty connected with the programs,

but there 18 no evidence of this happening., State Title I
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officlals stated recently thet there seems to be some
mlsunderstanding about the nature of Title I controls and
budget procedures, 3State Title I officlalg cannot release
funds until they receive them, Title I funds were not
released to the states until after the first of 1967 for the
1966-1967 school year,.?

State offlciéls were also uncertain how much money
would be granted to Xansas, and could not inform the indi-
vidual distriocts of how much they would receive, 3tate
officlals reallzed this would present some problems to the
local distriots, but little could be done,

Supplement Lo Qne Hundred Four Pex Gent Budset Jestriction
Several administrators steted that federal money had

enabled them to initiate programs which could not be
initiated under the present state budget restriction of 104
per cent incresse over the preceding school year, A few did
indicate thet if Title I funds were not continued, the pro~-
grams so financed would have to be discontinued., Cthers
stated that 1f the budget restr!-tion was 1lifted, the pro-
grams would be continued with or without Title I funds.
There was a general recognition of the need for the types of

programs financed by Title I.

2Ip1d.
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Acute Teacher Shortage

Most administrators re-affirmed thelr previous concern
about the present shortage of teachers, and especially well-
quallified teachers, The shortage was probably more serious
in the smaller districts in the western part of the state,
Most administrators did blame Title I for the shortage, but
another reason, which was not mentioned previously in this
chapter, was the recent unification of school districts

throughout the state,

fitle I s ap Asset

The general concensus was thet Title I does provide
opportunities that otherwise might not be avallable, Despite
the problems, the advantages provided by the programs seem to
outweigh the discdventeges, The most commonly mentioned
program wag the Rzading progrsm, Administrators indicated
that Reading programs were the programs most eppreclated by
the community and were the most readily recognized as a
measurable success, Thie program is also adaptable to year-

round operation and can provide continuous success,



CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIORS, ARND NZCOMMENDATIONS

v
School districets of all sizeg have teken advantege of

Title I programs in Kansas, Well over 340,000 students have
had Title I services, facilities, and equipment avallabdle

to them, Over half of the Kansas school districts have taken
advantage of the avellability of funds through Title I
appropriations and over 500 projects were in operation during
the first four months of the 1966-1967 school year,

A major purpose of this investigation was to determine
the effect of Title I on the teacher shortage which was
reportedly widespread during the 1966~1967 school year, (@he
evidence would indicate that Title I programs Were a major
contributor to that shortage, )There were 472 full-time
teachers used to stéff the pragrams. Many positions went
ungtaffed, If these temchers had been employed in regular
classroom positions, they could have provided instruction to
nearly 10,000 students based on a twenty-to-one student-
teacher ratio.{fﬁvidence indicated that most of these teachers
were experienced teachers, Less than fifty were new to
teaching, Most (55,3 per cent) of the Title I positions were
filled by teachers who had lived in the district during the
previous year, Most of those who were new to the district

had teught previously,)
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Since most of the positions vacated by teachers who
accepted Title I assigmments were filled by other teachers,
the actual shortage of teachers which can be attributed to
Title I should closely approximate the number of teachers
involved in Title I,

Most of the teachers working in Title I positions did
not recelve comparatively higher salaries than regular class-
room teachers, Only twenty dlstricte reported paying Title I
teachers higher salaries than were paid other staff members,
A major reason for this was probably the fect that 91.7 per
cent of the districts had salary schedules and therefore
the adminigtrators did not feel justified in paying Title I
teachers higher salaries,

There were no classes which had been in existence
before Title I which were reported discontinued due to
Title I, There were two reported reductions, but these
reductions did not affect the number of staff members
employed,

A majority (63.5 per cent) of the administrators
reported difficulty in hiring Title I teachersz, lNesrly one-
third of the administrators stated that it was very dif-
ficult to find these teachers. An even greater per cent
(79.7 per cent) stated they had difficulty in finding
regular teaschers, Over 44 per cent felt it was very dif-
ficult to find regular teachers,
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Administrators felt that more could be accomplished if
there were fower restrictions on the use of Title I funds,
and if they knew when and how much money would be received,
Administrators do recognize that Title I provides funds for
programs that could not be financed otherwise, Title I 1is
generally recognized as an asset worth the problems created
by its 1ﬁplenentation.

A summary of the hypotheses presented in Chapter I,
aelong with an indication of whether the hypotheses were
confirmed or refuted, is a8 follows:

1. Title 1 teachers received comparatively higher
salaries than regular clessroom teachers, (As a general
statement, there was no indication that Titie I teachers did
recelve comparatively higher salaries, Only 12,9 per cent
recelved higher salaries,)

2, The demand for competently trained [itle I teachers
exceeded the supply. (since there were over 100 of the total
575 reported positions which could not be filled, a definite
shortage was indicated, Also, nearly two=-thirds of the
administrators reported difficui.y in fllling Iitle I
positions,)

3. The drain of regular teachers to fill Title 1
positions has contributed toc the overall teacher shortage,

(The total number of teachers filling Title I positions,
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vhich was 472, would appear to be high enough to state that
Title 1 had been a significant contributor to the tescher
shortage, ;

L., ichool staffs have increased in size due to
Title I, (3ince there were no classes reported discontinued
in the dlstrlcts Investigeted, 1t wes indicated that there
was an oferall steff increase in the districts, This would
have been an average lncrease of three teachers per

district,)
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AFPENDIX A

Correspondence



Kansas State Teachers College
Emporia, Kansas

We are making a study of certain aspects of Title I of the National
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. According to infor-
mation supplied by the State Department of Education, your school
has received or is receiving funds in support of new educational
programs through Title I. We are requesting that you complete the
enclosed inquiry form and return it to us in the enclosed envelope.

Please be as specific as you can in making your responses, If the
space provided for answers is insufficient, use the back of the page
and indicate the question to which you are responding. If you have:
comments about Title I which are not requested in the questionnaire, -
please feel free to comment.

Your responses will be treated confidentially, No references to
pspecific schools or school districts will be recorded in the final

report. We will compile a summary report of the results of the

study, and will send you one if you wish. Thank you for your help.

Sincerely yours,

CT//~;iZ:dor E. Jonej

Gradua ssistant

ke a2 /fi:ﬁ’
ayvin Schadt, Head

Dept. of School Administration
TEJ:RMS:1p

Enclosures



Kansas State Teachers College
Emporia, Kansas 66801

Dear Sir:

A short time ago you received a questionnaire concerning certain
aspects . of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act

of 1965 as they apply to your particular situation., According to
our records we did not receive a reply from your school,

Since we are particularly concerned with questions 1, 4, 5, and 8
under the Specific Information section of this questionnaire, we
" are hoping for a near 100 percent return. Realizing you may have
lost or misplaced the questionnaire, another is enclosed. Please
take a few minutes to fill out the questionnaire and return it in

the enclosed addressed envelope,

Thank you for making this survey a success,
[ 4

Sincerely yours,

T hrace €

Theador E. Jones
Graduate Assistant :

R. Ma¥vin Schadt, Head
Dept. of School Administration

TEJ:;RMS:1p.

Enclosures



KANSAS STATE TEACHE:S COLLEGE
Emporis, Kansas

February 13, 1967

It 18 possible that you recently recelved a letter asking
you to answer & questiommaire on Title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Eduscation Act of 1965, and no guestionnaire
was enclosed, Approximately seventseen such letters were
accidentally malled, It was dAifficult to determine which
districts were so mailed and we are trying to see that all
districts get a chance to reply, so we are sending question-
naires to a somewhat larger group than the seventeen missed,

If you have already received a questionnaire, please
disregard this letter, If not, please fill out the question-
naire and.retugp it at your earliest convenience.

Thank you for your consideration,

3incerely yours,

Theador E, Jones
Lept, of Jichool Adminlstration

TEJs1lp
Enc.
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KANSAS STATE TEACHERS COLLEGE, EMPORIA

INQUIRY FORM, Title I Study., (Note: 1In order to obtain a
complete picture of the effect of Title I on Kansas educationsl
gystem, 1t is important that all inguiry forms be returned,

This 1s a state wide study that includes every school or school
district participating in Title I of the National Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965, Your help on this project will
be greatly appreciated,)

Genersl Information
1. Name and Number of Distriot

2. Address
3. Number of operating attendance centers,
A. High School (9-12) C. Grade School (K=6)

B, Junior High {6-8) Do Other

#)4, Number of teschers in school system, Grades K-6
Grades 7-12

5. Total enrolluent in grades kindergarten through the 1l2th,

' Specific Infommation

1, How many new teaching positions were oreated by the
initiation of programs financed by Title I funds?

2, How many teachers for Title I projects were hired from out-
side the present distrioct boundaries?

3. How many teachers for Title I programs were transferred from
within the system?

4, If transferred within the system, what was the previous
staff position of the teacher(s) now working on Title I
zrojoots? 1. 2, 3.

5

5. If known, what were the previous teaching flelds or positions
of those teachers hired from outside your system to work with

Title I programs? 1. 2, 3.
L4 50
6. Does your system have a salary schedule? Yes No

7« A. Do any of the teachers hired to work with progranms
financed with Title I funds receive higher salaries than
other teachers with comparable training and experience but
not working on Title I projects? Yes No

*Information from question 4 was not compiled for use in the
thesis since the information was not complete enough to be
considered vallid,
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7. Be What conditions led to the paying of a higher salary?

8., A, VWere any sducationsl programs dropped or reduced in order

to make room for new Title I programs? Yes No
Bs If s0, which programs were dropped or reduced? 1.
20 3. .

#%9, (Important) If teachers hired to staff position created by
Title I funds were pald higher salaries than teachers with
comparable training and experlence, as far as observable,
has there been any resentment of Title I teachers by non-
Title I teachers? Yes No
Comments:

10, During the 1966-67 school year, the degree of difficulty in
finding Title 1 project teachers can best be defined ass
A, Very difficult B, Moderately difficult
C, lNormal D, No difficulty

11, During the 1966~67 school year, the degree of difficulty in
finding regular classroom teachers can best be defined as:
A, Very aiffdcult B, Moderately difficult
C. Average Ds No diffioculty

12, If there was a significant shortage of teachers in any educa-
tional area, please state in which areas this shortage was

most ngtlceable. (Include both regular and Title I teaching
ATens,

1.
2,
3
b,
S5e

13, Use this space for any comments you might have about Title I
programs or the general effect of these programs on the
present teacher shortage,

14, Would you like a summary of the results of this study?
Yes Fo

##*Information from question 9 was not compiled for use in the
thesls since this information was not considered valid for
the purposes of this study.
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Conments by School District Superintendents Concerning
Title I and Teacher Shortage

The Title I program has enabled us to improve our reading
program and obtaln much needed equipment,

I do not belleve program should be initiated which would
not be oontinund.anflt would be better] if the federal
government would grant money to be spent as the districts
felt was needed,

Money wag reasonably easy to secure, but basis for
distribution did not teke into consideration the current
poverty conditions of distriots., Restrictions on per cent
to be spent for personnel as compared to equipment, nate-
rials, etc, were unrealistic, particularly when only small
allotments were made, Faper red tape required in meking
application, evaluation, etc., requires additionsl personnel

which drastically reduces money made available for instruce-
tion of children,

Programs increased need for more teachers with certification,
These are very 4jfficult to obtain, especlally on a half day
basis and in the western part of the state,

Title I has increased teacher shortage, The program could
be more effective 1f we Imew in advance our allocation so
better planning could go into purchasging and ideas,

We sent two of our teachers to summer school for speclal
training in Remedial Reading. This program has produced fine
results, We added kindergarten, I don't feel that our
program contributed to the teacher shortage although we did
add three members to our staff,

Title I has glven us two programs which we would not have
had in our regular schedule or regular budget program.

I feel that TMtle I programs contributed to the [teacher]
shortage, 1 feel industry contributed even more for we

lost two to industry. Ve also lost two teachers to Colorado
and one to California.

Title I [18] ok, but believe that lone districts could
operate a better program if money was allocated to lone
distriots without federal controls,

- e aEs e @ W

We have found that non-Title I teéachers have accepted the
project as an important part of the on-going school program,
They indlcate appreciation for and actively make use of the
speclel services made avallable as a result of the Title I
program,
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I feel that these programs have made it more difficult to
staff our regular classrooms. I know of one school that
pald .9,000 to a beginning speech therapist simply

because federal money was svailable,

The Title I program broke about the same time shortages were
beginning to develop in all areas of education, This
created many more jobs in an already tight market., lUe

experienced diffioulty in placing only two qualified people
in Title I, :

We simply hired teachers under Title I program that we
would have hired under the regular progrem, if there had
been no 104 per cent ceiling on the budget snd money had

been made aveiladble for compensatory programs in the regular
budget,

W“e have certified personnel on Title I funds; however, they
are in the area of special services such as Physical Fduca~
tion Coordinator, speech clinican, psychologlst, reading
speclalist, [anﬂj social worker, These people would not
have entered c¥assroom teaching,.

I feel the restrictive elements of the program remove

50% of its effectiveness., The state appears to be more con-
cerned with 18 to 25 thousand dollars then with #583,000
(our regular budget). Who should know best as to where the
money will do the most good--a Washington or Topeka bureau
member or a public school administrator and his board,

I can't gee that thie really had any effect in our district,
We try to hold the salaries on the same level ag our
ragular teachers, I think the demand for teachers Just
exceeds the supply at present, When salaries get up, I
think the supply will more nearly meet the demand,

o e e W e W

Our Title I program has been very successful thus far,
In our cagse the Federal Frogram has had no effect on
teacher shortage,

There are other factors I think more influencial to teacher
shortage (and we can leave out the dollar sign) such ag
certification diffioulty, never fully certifiled, etec.

Due to the general teacher situation it 1s very unwise, I
have found, to start a program under Title I that you cannot
do with your regular employed tesacher,
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fiany teachers have been added to the larger schools, snd a
shortage of teachers has hecome rather critical.

We had a teacher shortage already and these extra positions
under Title I probably took some prospects out of the market
in other systems,

Our Title I programs have greatly improved the quality and
quantity of instruction. Cultural sesource Center includes
teachers in Physlcal Education, iemedial feading, Audlo
Visual, Library, and a health nurse., I bellieve that these
programs will greatly add to the problem of the scute
shortage in good or high quality teachers,

Last summers program (66 F Y) excellent-used present staff,
66-67 school year programs have reservations., Counselor
real helpc

It [Title 1] appears to have made a critical situation be
more crltiﬁ?l.

- a WP W w =

I doubt if Title I has had much affect,

I feel without a doubt that Title I funds have afforded
many teachers [the opportunity] to enter a position perhaps
of & lighter load, less pressure perhapg, and more attractive
salary than common the normal classroomi therefore draining
away classroom teachers, (Not that Title I funds have not
been put to good use in most worthwhile cause,)

Tltle I did have some effect on teacher shortage. 1In most
cagses because of the speclalized nature of Title I projects,
teachers whose &bllity and background were known were
selected from within the staff and replascements were put

in classroom positions vacated by these teachers moved to
Title I positions,

Our programs largely expended snd extended previously proved
programg, We were able to move more rapldly in I[Aagnostic
and Clinically-trained reading personnel and tsachers of
emotionally disturbed rooms,

Because the program 1s “over and above" exlsting programs
1t undoubtedly hampered the avelleblility of teachers and

ready avallability of certain instructional sgupplies and
equipment,
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They are good programs if the federal government will
continue to help support with financlal ald, We could not
keep these programs under the 104% [restriction on budget],
The establishing of elementary libraries, reading programs
and etc, are no doubt contributing factors in the teacher
shortage,.

OQur program under Title I involves Special Reading., Our
teacher works with one to three students at a time two or
threse days & week, 4We feel we are making significant improve-
ment in our reading program--snough to warrant continuation
of the program,

No direct effect here--only indirectly to the unknown extent
that new positions were created in other areas,

The insecurity involved with the financing of Title I
projects could lead to a conslderable loss of interest in
meking use of what federal money that might become svallable,
I am presently questioning the thought of continuing the
present profkram for another year, I also arree with meny

of my assoclates that Title I money has not helped the
avallabillity of good teachers,

Title I programs took many teachers from regular classroom
positions and was, in my opinion, the principle cause of
teacher shortages, especlally in the fieldes of counseling,
inglish, and reading. The program could be much better if
one of general sild instead of "poverty program,® Also, if
funds could be alloceted much earlier so that plenning could
be done with some assursnce of what funds would be available,
Unification and Title I both have contributed to the teacher
shortage, Unification because many administrative positions
were created that Adi1d not exist before,

Proposed programs are helpfuly however, uncertalnty of funds
most undesirable,

In some cases it was an opportunity to change positions
within the teaching fleld. T14d make shortage because

some left regular classroom to be a special area teacher,

We hav e a Title I Heading program--we have helped some
students to higher reading levels while some have not gained as
we had hoped. Ye have been able to purchase some much needed
equipment,

- wn W e W -
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No comments other than those common everywhere. Iiainly,
Tederal money not made definitely avallable early enough

to count in with regular budget,

I feel Title I took up every avellasble teacher including those
that otherwlse may not have gone into teaching,

did pay some teacher sseleries for a summer progrem but we
had already hsd a summer prorram anyway,

The programs have added a little to the difficulty of getting
teachers,

Most of the Title I personnel employed during the 1966-67
gchool year were contracted following & relatively short
period of employment durlng the 1965-66 school yeer, Should
such personnel have to be replaced for the 1967-68 school
year, we would most certeinly have difficulty in finding
qualified individuals,

The progreg lsn't affecting the shortage in our area, 1If
vwe were not using the teachers in Title I work we would be
using them in our system though-=-in reality it did create more
Jobs, One teacher who retired last year was retalined under
Title I and one was a housewilfe who came back into teaching,
Undoubtedly has added to problem of teacher shortage., Ve
feel the program has been needed for many years,

I doubt Aif Title I has had any effect on the teacher
shortage, It would seem to me that unification would better
utilize teacher effort with larger class sizes (in some
casesg) to more than compensate for Title I, Wages is mzain
reason for shortage,

Cur program 1s “emedial :eading--conducted during school
year and summer term. A noticable improvement in majority
of students in thelr other class work, Excellent

reception by parents.

.In this community we heve geveral housewives who wanted to
teach during the summer under Title I who are qualified
teachers,

Title I has increased the teacher ghortage.

This progrem has too many limitations to be a good sound
educational or economlcal program,

- ew wn W e W
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The programs under Title I do create or help create a teacher
shortage, but it helps teachers to realize that further
training 1s needed and in many cases specialization in
speclific areae of curriculum are greatly lacking, Teachers
and administrators are looking at thelr programs with
intense interest and asking for outside help from speclalists
in the flelds, This in my opinion is leading the way for
improvement and helping to really make the fleld of education
a leading profession,

Our school is fortunate in being close to a college town.
Many times & spouse is in the process of finlishing school or
obteining an advanced degree, Our shortage did not occur in
the Title I area,

Title I placed a heavy strain on the supply of teachers
especlally in reading and English flelds,

- 4 e W W W

Very successful--shouldn't have cut allocations to 85%,

It has incregsed the teacher shortage becsuse we have
improved those in certain flields to fill in on Title I
projects thus creating a shortage in certaein areas,

We are having excellent results with our Title I programs,
We have experienced no difficulty in staffing with well
qualified personnel,

It would seem that the Title I programs were a very definite
factor in the teacher shortage. School districte hired more
teachers than normal so that Title I projects could be
started,

The creation of new programs has increased the demand for
teachers, This made the already teacher shortage more
eritical,

Title I programs had 1little 1f any effect on teacher
shortage in our case, We use two one-half day teachers as
one-half day Title I teachers making them full time,

Title I Reading project most beneficial we feel,

It is quite evident that a major factor in the present
teacher shortage is a result of so many regular teachers
having been placed in Title I programs,
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In our system we had no problem finding teachers for the
Title I program, Thisg, however, was due to the fact that

we have a number of women in our community who are certified
teachers but have glven up teaching for the career of house-
wife, All of the three teachers in the Title I program in
our school are of this group, They were looking for part-
time worik,

Did not serlously affect the teacher shortage, It was a real
benefit in compensating the 1047 [budget increase restriction].
Our program has worked real well because we hire most of

our teachers during the summer months, Therefore we have

had good luck hiring qualified teachers, The main difficulty
with Title I has been not knowing if we would get the money.
Our Title I program was approved in August, 1966 and we still
do not know if we can get the total amount approved, You
cannot set up 8 good program under thls condition,

M tl bl f t fi »
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for adequatey planning.

Title I haa made it possidle to reach areas that we could not
reach because of the 104% of the budget,

It would be nice to know the amounts from year to year so one
could plan a continuing program, At the present time it i=s
rediculous with a program and no funds,

-, ar v = W -

The uncertainty of funds 18 a factor,

Conslderable amount of new positions crested from Title I
programs, The abllity of some districts to pay higher sala-
ries has been a serious factor in teacher recrultment, Hate

Congressional funding of Title I money. It delays to a good
extent confildence in contacting personnel for next years

programs, Good factors concerning Title I 1s ability of
schools to alde disadvantaged youth to extent not before able
to do, Private-public school cooperation and understanding
much better than previously., Programs need to remein
pliable to adjust for needs and unforeseen changes,

We transferred one primary teacher to Title I, We feel the
replacement teacher proved to be very unsatisfactory., No
doubt Title I programs have had a serious effect on the
present teacher shortage,

The greatest criticism we have of Title I is the appropriation
of funds, We placed our fitle I teachers under contract in
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April, 1966, It is now February, 1967, and we still do not
know our exact allocation, e are very hesitant to place
teachers under contract with this type of budgetary
procedure,

I resent iIn Title I the degree of control exercised by the
federal government, Unless our state departments and local
syetems are able to stand on thelr own the schools are
awalting the fate of a Washington heavy hander buracracy.
Are you kiddingl! There are simply no surplus teachers
anyvhere--even the very poor ones have positions,

Unification and Title I are contributing factors to the
teacher shortege in our district, Ve have added 3,5 teachers
this year and have an opening for a guldance-counselor which
We would have hired last fall had an average or good candidate
applied, Ve are paying 1.5 teachers under Title I, and the
coungelor would also have been pald out of the same fund,

Our basic pregram under Title I was a reading program and was
held during the summer and will be again this summer, We
have had one class of reading on the secondary level during
the school year, This is the only way that we could have a
successful program by using our present staff, We found it
inpossible to secure teachers outside ocur present teachers
for this progranm.

We need to cut the red tape at the state level as well am the
national level,

Financing should be done easier so we can plan better,
Haye being =2 college town leaves us in a more favorable
position ag far as teachers are concerned than many places,
Our biggest hesdache has been in the area of financing=-
sWweating out whether the money will be received in time to
meet the payrolls,



