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CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM 

I. INTRODUCTION 

In Aprll of 1965. the elghty-nlnth Congress of the 

Unlted States passed an educatlon act whlch may playa vltal 

part ln ra1s1ng the over-all level of educat10nal opportunl ty 

avallable to this natlon's elementary and seoondary students. 

The act was the Natlonal Elementary and Secondary Educatlon 

Act of 1965. 

The act had flve parts or tltles. Tltle I has probably 

had the most far reachlng effect ln that 1t provided 1mmed1ate 

funds for the lmprovement of educatlonal opportunlt1es at the 

,. local level. The funds provided bY' Tl tle I were lntendea. to 

flnance local educatlonal programs whlch mlght not otherwlse 

have been made avell.ble. The programs are classlfled under 

many dlfferent headlngs, whlch lnolude speclal educatlon, 

enrlchment programs or supplemental programs. 

Although the Federal Government has long been concerned 

wlth the advancement and lmprovement ot educatlon at all 

levels, the Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Act was the 

flrst act whlch provlded money for the speclflc purpose of 

proVidlng speclallzed and concentrated lnstructional help tor 

elementary and secondary students from economlcally or 

culturally deprlved homes. 
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The act, somet1mes referred to as Fub11c Law 89-10, 

became effect1ve July 1, 1965. Title I was concerned with 

"f1ne,nc1al ass1stance to local eduoational agencle. for the 
leducat10n of ch11dren of 10w-1ncome fam111e••- In spec1al 

cases, funds may also be prov1ded tor local educatlonal 

agencies in areas affeoted by federal actl~tT.2 

The act was des1gned to oont1nue ln 1ts orlg1nal form, 

unless amended, unt11 June )0, 1968, and 'l'1tl. I •• expeoted 

to provide an average of one b11110n dollars a Tear to the 

several states for distr1but10n to the various sohool 

distr1cts. 

II. DESCHIP'I'ION OF THE PROBLEM 

sta.,tem.ent 2f. the Pmblem 
'* It 1s likely that there have been some desirable and 

undes1rable s1de effects on education wh1ch may be attributed 

to T1 tIe I programs. Th1s study was designed to try to 1den­

t1fy or measure some of those perce1ved s1de effects. Tho.e 

areas wh10h were of spec1f1c concern were the effect of 

Title I on salar1es, general ava11ab1l1ty of teachers, and 

1norease in total Cltaff number. Also of concern was the 

source or previous teach1ng area of teachers h1red to starf 

IpUb11c Law 89-10 (1965), H. q. 2)62, E1ghty-ninth 
Congress. 

2~. 
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Title I pos1tions. These ere ell factors which would 

conceivably be of concern to local school officlals when con­

sider1ng the feaslbillty of particlpatlng ln a newly 

conoeived educatlonal program. 

l;"\lXQ9Sft ~ ~ StudY 

A purpose of this stUdy was to determlne what effect 

federal funds from 'ritle I had on lncreaslng the salarles of 

the Kansas teachers 1nvolved ln the programs. Of specifl0 

concern was whether these teachers reoelved more or the same 

ealery as teachers with comparable education and experience 

who were not worklng on projects supported by Tltle I runds. 

There was also an inqulry lnto the avallabllity of 

teach~rs for the new programs and from where they oame; that is, 

_ were they asslgned from withln the system after further 

tralning, or were they new to the system. 

There was an attempt to determine if there was 8 loss 

of regular olassroom teachers from the classroom to fll1 

Title I positions. and 1f there was a lOSS, its effect on or 

contribution to the perceived teacher shortage ln Kansas. 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, an attempt was 

made to flnd out what programs were reduoed or ellminated, or 

lf teachers were given part tlme or extra asslgnments other 

than their regular teaching load. 
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H:roo1(he"s 

Hypothese. to be tested were. (1) Teachers working 

within the tramework of the T1tle I programs reoeived compara­

tively h1gher salaries than other teaohers on the staff. 

(2) The demand for oompetently trained teaohers to staff the 

new Title I programs exceeded the supply. () The drain of 

teachers from regular teach1ng positions to tlll Title I 

positions was in pert responsible for the reoent teacher 

shortage since the vacated regular teaching posltlons had to 

be filled with newly trained teachers. (4) The total number 

of staff members increased in schools With Title I programs 

since few schools reduced the number of regular classes to 

make room for Title I programs. 

- SlcnitiOlP9' .Q.! at §1:lldY 

Since the National Elementary and secondary Eduoation 

Act was relatively new, there had been no state-wide study 

ooncerned with the effect of Title I on the local school 

districts. Answers to the quest10ns posed should proVide 

som, intormat10n tor 1dent1f,.lng some ot the effects of the 

programs on the school d1str1cts 1nvestlga.ted and should be 

of value to administrators attempt1ng to assess some of the 

advantages and d1sadvantages of T1 tle I programs. Thls stUdy 

should be ot part1cular value to sd!l1n1strators who have not 

been involved 1n programs finanoed by federal funds but Who 

are expect1ng to become involved in such programs 1n the near 

future. 
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The study should also be of value to teachers who 

might consider further tralnln~ 1n the eduoational fields 

supported by Title I. 

'imitation' at iba stUdY 
Th1s stUdT waa oonducted in an attempt to determine to 

what extent the salarie. 01' the teachera 1n",ol",ed 1n T1tle I 

programa exoeeded lalar1es of other ,tatf ...bere. No attempt 

was made to determine the quality of teaoh1ng done by either 

group of teaohers; however, quality might be reflected in the 

advanced or speoial training the teaohers involved in the 

programs reoeived. 

The study involved only those ¥.ansas schools Which were 

Involved in '1'1 tle I programs supported by federal funds 

between July 1, 1966, and November 4, 1966. No 1nformation
" 

conoerning those schools which applied tor Title I funds 

after November 4 was available at the time th1s investigation 

was begun. 

Although there may have been several reasons for the 

teacher shortage during the period 1nvestigated, the only 

factor investigated was the effect of Title I projects on 

thet shortage. The stUdy identified onl1' those teachers who 

were involved in T1 tle I projeots who otherwise would have 

been available tor regular olassroom Assignments. 

It is probable that the factors being investigated in 

this stUdy will ohAnge With timet therefore, the information 
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herein may not be valid past the date of conclusion of this 

study. 

D,,~nlt12n 2! ~erms 

m .2.t speclal prg~;rams. These programs include those 

educational or enrichment Title I programs initiated or 

expanded with funds provided by the National Elementary and 

Seoondary Education Aot that were not 1n operation In slmllar 

form before the Act. 

'at!; ~ ~ ~ w.. F'or the purpose of th1 s study, 

they reter to Title I of the National Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of 1965. 

1hI school@ @tud~ed. This study Involves only those 

schools or school districts enrolled 1n programs financed by- ritle I. 

~SQool d&str!sts. School districts are established 

school areas in which all schools flnanced by public funds are 

controlled by one school board elected by the people of that 

area. These distriots may also, on ocoasion, be referred to 

as Unified School Districts or abbrevlated to U. S. D. 

S9hoQ1 a4m&ni,tratorl. AlthOUgh there are several 

administratiTe levels in pUblic sohool systems, the only level 

referred to in this study Is super1ntendent of schools or the 

chief school adminlstrator. 
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R,gular ttlchlr,. Teaohers whose duties are mainly 

confined to general olassroom teaching common to school 

systems betore Title I. 

M!thqgs at frooedyre 

studies ot this nature tall into the cat.sor, ot 

descriptive researoh. It was a surv.y ot the existing 

materials, facts, peroeived tacts, and assumptions. 

froo",,,~. Information for this study was 

obtained by polling the chief administrators of the sohool 

distriots involved in Title I projects. An inquiry form was 

constructed which wes designed to obtain those tacts or 

op1nions Which were consider~d pertinent to the stUdY.') The 
'0,-'" 

questionnaire was evaluated by several members of the college 

- taoulty betore being sent out. After the examination, the 

questionnaire was sent to the administrators during the first 

month ot 1967. 

~ schools stugied. :~uestionnEJ.ires were sent to 

administrators of those pUblic schools operating Title I 

programs 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 oon­

tinuation during the 1966-1967 school year. This time period 

inoluded most of the programs which could have been put into 
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operat1on during the 1966-1967 school year. although all the 

projects may not have had ttme to be put 1nto full Bcale 

operat1on. 

'The only d1str1ots invest1gated were Unif1ed School, 
D1str1cts, whlch const1tute over 9S per cent ot the school 

districts in Kansas. All but fourteen ot the di8tr1cts which 

had Title I projects were 1nvest1gated. The reasons tor not 

1nvestigat1ng these fourteen school d1stricts were that they 

were not Unif1ed School Dlstr1cts or had. unifled so reoently 

that th1s invest1gator d1d not feel there could be adeqWllte 

evaluation ot the projects. 

-



CHAPTEH II 

'l'I.l'LE II l'aOBLDlS AND FHOGRESS 

At the time of thls lnve.tlsatlon Title I had been ln 

operatlon ln the sohools ror about elsh'e.n aonthl. Under­

standlng and reoognlzlng tbe local .tteots of ncb a va.t 

program. in such a relatively short pertod ot tl•• could be, 

at best, aketehy. 

Such a wlde variety of programs as have been 4e..,eloped 

through T1tle I could not be expected to develop w1thout eolle 

compllcations. It 18 expected that the problem. that are now 

becomlng eVident !Ilhould prOVide, When enluated t adequate 

lnformation for the enaotment or change tor improvement ot 

the T1 tle. Although reperts or the various projects are stl11 

" tloodlng the Waehlngton admlnlstrative center of Title It some 

need for ohange and reconslderatlon has become eVident. l 

Ottlclal reports by federal and state Title I offlolals, 

and the Natlonal Education Assoelatlon, are not, as far as ls 

observable, coneluslve. It more lnformatlon Were aval1able 

from the natlonal level lt had not been dissemlnated to the 

state agencles et the tlme of thls lnvestlgatlon. Most reports 

are pro3ectlons of What T1 tle I is expected to do ln the near 

10 • L. Davls, Jr., -Title It What a First Innlng,­
~dupat~9D Leadership, 24t16. October, 1966. 
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future. Some are simply sample reports trom randomly 

selected projects. 

In1'ormat1on from the .Kansas state Department ot Public 

Instruction concerning state school Title I programs is still 

scarce. Although there have been 80me reports ot programs 

1nvest1gated and analyzed in depth, the information obtAin­

able from these 1nvestigations is by no means conclusive. 

Local school adm1nistrators are still in the prooess ot 

organ1zing and evaluating their programs and deta1led results 

are still unavailable. 

Many 1nd1vidual observers, some of whose comments are 

reoorded 1n th1s 1nvestigation, have expressed their Views 

ot the ettects of Title I on local eduoational agencies. Some 

of these report~ appear to be h1ghly opinionated and tew 

"	 display the characteristics ot thorough investigation. This 

1s probably attributable to the scaroity ot material tor 

investigation. 

I. TITLE I IN '3UMMA1~Y 

The Nat10nal Slementary and Secondary Education Act of 

1965 was proposed, stu.died by Congress, debated, passed, and 

s1gned by the President in a relatively short period ot 

n1nety days. After the passing ot the Act, only t1ve months 

\lieIe sIJent in organizing the machinery to make the Aot work. 

Th1s would seem to indicate that over the period or the 
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adm1nlstratlon of the Act there 'Would be some need for 

revlslons and amendments to establlsh olearl,. deflned guide­

11nes that wlll be effectlve for natlon-wlde adminlstratlon. 

When suoh a larp BUIll of m.one,. 18 distrlbuted ln 80 many 

dlfferent directlons, changes or revlsions are "llkely to be 

neoessar,..2 

1h4 AJJI gt. Tltl' l­
'rl tle I is aimed at "lmproVing the educational 

opportunities of chlldren com1ng from culturally or economi­

call,. deprlved home and oommunlty settings. It is generally 

recognlzed that eoonomlcally deprlved chlldren are otten the 

problem oh1ldren of the natlon' 8 schools. They are the 

ohildren Who are several grades behlnd thelr own age group ln 

~ school. They are the dropouts. They are the draft rejectees 

who are tunotlonal 11llterates. The, are the juvenl1e 

dellnquents. They beoome the unemployed.) 

Gotf stated that T1 tIe I was deslgned to proTide the 

framework and tunds tor programs whloh wll1 allow educators 

to thlnk l.ss of What mlght la. and provldes concrete help 

2Luvern L. Cunningham. "Federal Role ln Eduoatlon 
Arouses Growing Concern Among School Offlc1als." ~ A.trigan
Scbpgl ~lr4 i2urna1 • 15217-63. May, 1966. 

Jnepartment of Health, Education. and Welfare, A 
~.au: A CbUit l HI!! School P;r;:pGUI W 1b.t m81~Yantl~ld. 
(summary of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 19 5. 
Title I). Government Frintlng Orfice, Washlngton, D. e., 1966. 
P. iV. 
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toward obtaining what 5UU1 Ji1!. done in the salvaging of human 

beings. The funds give support to concentrated effort on the 

individual child, 8.nd provide opportuni t)" to develop a .. self" 

which in the deprived child might otberw1.e never have 

appeared. 4 

As Arthur Harrls t Federal Director of Title I 

projects, has stated, the programs are designed to "f.ed the 

few children starving, not give a lollipop to 'Tery Ohlld in 

the class. ltS 

H2K ~tl, i Works 

Although every child in the school may be helped by 

Title I projeots lnitiated Within the school. the Act was 

aimed at helping those who might not otherwise receive a 

_	 minimum tormal education. The tederal program directors 

formulated the means b)" which the funds might be allocated on 

the basi. of the number of children from economically deprived 

homes Within the indiVidual states. Eligibility of the states 

was determined on the basls of data provided by the Bureau of 

the Census. 

4Hegina Goff, "Fromises Fulfill.d. Progress Under 
'ti tle I of the ESEA Act of 1965," AuD9Y ismgai~9P• 

. February, 1966, p. 10.
 

51,W.
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The formula for oomputlng theae maxlmum basic grants 

inoorporates three faotors: 

1.	 The number of chl1dren aged 5 tbroqh 17 from 
families w1 th an annual inoome 01' le.s than 
~t2,OOO. 

2.	 The number of children aged 5 tbroush 17 trom 
familles With income exceeding $2,000 1n the 
form of aid to tamllies with dependent children 
under Title IV 01' the SOola1 Security Act. 

).	 One-half of the average per pupil expenditure in 
the state for the second year preoeding the 1ear 
for Which the computation ls made. 

The formula iSI (1 end 2) x :3 • amount ot .a:rt.mum 

basic grant. 6 

Onoe	 funds are appropriated, each state receive. lts 

proportionate share. During the flscal year 1966, Congress 

appropriated. ,1,11~·,881,454 for rri tie I. Kansas was allowed 

10,581,793. Nevada received the least With ~'959,469. New 

,. York reoe1ved the most with :110,135,141.1 (According to 

final f1gures released from the Kansas state Department of 

Publlc Instruction, Y..anS8S received Ii total alloeation of 

10,816,621.45.}8 The totel federal approprie.tion for 

6Department of Health, Educat1on, and Welfare, ~. ~.t 
p. 53. 

7Amerlcan School and University Special Qeport1 "Title 
1, 2, 3, 4, and 5," Am,rlcan 32;001 ~ Un~ytriltl, 3~141, 
February, 1966. 

8T1tle I Section of the Kansas State Department of 
Public Instr.uctlon, I(format1on Qoncern~ns froj,o~1 UndeI 
~. ~. 89-1Q, T~tl, i Kansas State Department of Public 
Instruction, Title I Seetlon, Henry A. Parker, Dlrector, f. y.
1966), P. 5. 



14 

Title I for the 1966-1967 school year was not known at the 

time of this writing. 

After the money is sent to the state, the grants are 

sub-allocated to the school districts according to the number 

of ch1ldren from low-income families within the districts. 

The money is allocated irrespective of whether the children 

attend public or private schools. About 10 per cent of the 

ohildren benefi t1ng from programs under Title I attend 

private schools, most of them Catholic parochial schools. 9 

Each school project must be approved by the state 

agency administering the funds. Each school distriot must 

furnish the agency With a comprehensive plan for what it 

hopes to provide. lO In a.pproving applications from local 

school dlstricts, the state Department of Educatlon weighs 
~ such factors as the scope and quallty of the project and its 

llkelihood for success ln meeting the needs of the children 

ln the particular dlstrlcts. 

Once funds are allocated, school dlstricts are 

expected tOI 

1.	 Adopt appropriate procedures to test and evaluate 
the effeotiveness of its programs at least 
a.nnually. 

9American School and Universlty Report, ~. ~., 
PP. 40-41. 

10Goff, 22. ~., p. 11. 
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2.	 Adopt effective procedures for dissemination or 
information about 1mproved educat10nal pract1ces 
to teachers and adm1n1strators. 

3.	 Coord1nate lts programs wlth the commun1ty act10n 
progrrms operat1ng under the Economic Opportunity
Act. 

From the above mentloned requirements should come that 

1nformation necessary for the ettectlve evaluation of the 

T1 tIe I programs. It is hoped that by keeping aocurate 

reoords of each project lt oan be learned whloh programs are 

the most effectlve, how many ch1ldren are being helped. and 

what	 the cost per pupil in each program ls. 

By May of 1~66. 14,151 projeots had been started 

throughout the nation, and 68 per cent of the first year 

(flscal Tear 1966) appropriation had been used.12 B7 the end 

ot the 1966 fiscal year, 88 per cent of the appropr1ated 

, funds had been obligated tor use. l ) 

Vlgneron reported that schools probBbly wlll not 

recelve all the expected or requested funds for Tltle I 

projects which were a~proved for the 1966-1967 school year. 

Sinoe more schools were expected to apply for funds than did 

so durlng the 1965-1966 school year, the funds were expected 

to be pro-rated at the rate ot 65 to 85 per oent of the 

llDepartment of Health, Eduoat1on, and Welfare, ~. ~., 
p. 52. 

12~.	 1)1R1Jl•• p. 56. 
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amount approved by the state. It was expected that all 

'1'1 tIe I funds approprlated for use 1n Kansas would be used. 14 

II. THE, SHOPTAGE OF TEACHERS 

A reoent Natlonal Eduoation A.Boclation 8UrYey 

d1s010sed the. t a ma30r problem ot education is that ot flnd1ng 

a suff101ent number of teachers to statt newly created. pos1­

tions. Forty of the fifty states reported that a major con­

tr1butor to the 1966-1967 teacher shortage was new teaoh1ng 

posltions oreated by federal programs. and twenty stat•• said 

the shortage was substant1al or acute. Tb1rty-n1ne ot the 

states reported the greateat shortage in the elementary, whlch, 

according to the NEA report, ls where the majority ot Title I 

funds tor education are spent. 

" Stat1st1cs on the oondit1ons Within the individual 

states were not reported in the NEA report, and the informa­

tion was obta1ned by questionnaire submitted to the various 

state Departments of Education, not 1nd1vidual adm1n1strators. 

It i8 poss1ble that at the time of the NEA 1nqu1ry, state 

orflclals were not acourate in thelr appraisal of the causes 

of teacher shortage.. No speclfic figures on the extent of 

the shortage were given. Four of the state. d1d not return 

140plnlon expressed D7 John Vlgneron, Title I Sectlon, 
Kansas state Department of Public Instruction, personal
interview. 
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the questionnaire and replied that they were unable to 

determine the cause or extent of the teacher shortage that 

early in the school year. 15 

Tracy reported that the projection ls that half of 

Title I funds will be used to pay teachers salarles. This 

halt b1l1ion dollars would pay the tull-time salary of about 

83,000 teaohers. It is expected that the maJor1t1 ot these 

teachers would be needed at the elementary level where there 

i8 already a substantial teacher Shortage.16 

'!he National Education Association estimated that to 

reach deslrable teacher levels ln 1966-1967 in all elementary 

and secondary educatlonal areas would reqUire 364,500 more 

teachers than would be return1ng troa the previous year's 

servlce. Thls shortage included 232,500 ln the elementary and 
~ 

132,000 ln the high school. Durlng the 1965-1966 academic 

college year (September 1, 1965, through August 31, 1966) 

200,919 teachers were graduated. Taking into account those 

trained beginning teachers Who would not teach, the expected 

shortage tor the 1966-1967 Bchool year was set at 169.300-­

15Nstiona1 Education Assoclation, NIK'l,tt't 
(Washington, 0. v.1 ~ivlsion of ~ress, 2ad10 and Televis10n 
elations, :Nat1onAl Educat10n 1~ssoc1ation, September 24, 

1)6~j), p1h 1-3. 

16Nea1 a. 'rre.cy, "New Programs-New Teachers," ~ 
H1!h SCORPl Journel, 49'351-52, Mar, 1966. 
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141.800 elementary teachers and 27.500 hlgh school teachers. l ? 

Thls estlmated shortage probably lncluded the addltlon of 

Tl tle I teachers, but no speclflc tigures were provld.ed. It 

does not seem 11kely that the flgure oftered by Traey 

(83,000) would be an aecurate nUllber ot Title I teaehers added 

to the teaehing toree. Many of the Title I teachers would 

probably be part-tlme or would be u8ed onll' during the sum­

mer. Many of these teachers 'Would not be counted 8S an 

lncrease, especlally if they dld not teach durlng the regular 

school year. 

The U. S. Offlce of Educatlon projected that there 

would be a need for 50,000 new teachers for the 1966-1967 

school year as an effect of the Elementary and Seeondary Edu­

catlon Act. Most of these teachers were needed for spectal- lnstructional servlces. In this classlfication are the new 

teachers needed to proVide speclal instructlon servlces. 

enlarge the scope of educatlonal offerlng, and provlde 

special programs for pupl1s havlng speclal learnlng needs, 

such as the physlcally. mentally, and emotlonally handlcapped. 

and the culturally dlsadvantaged. 

Table I provldes lnformatlon pertalning to the 

estlmated demand for new teachers for ell reasons durlng the 

l7NEA Reporter, "1966 Teacher Demand Stlll Exceeds 
Supply," (Publlshed by the Natlonal Educatlon Association, 
Washington, D. C.). Vol. 5, No.9, October 7, 1966. 
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'fABLE I 

ESTIMATED DEMAND tOR NEW TEACBEHS 
DURING 1966-1961 SCHOOL YEAR· 

Eatlutii1-i1emandfor
Source of' 

demand itiiiiiii~~S:::iS:~~ tR~ii 
1 

statf' requirement of' 
1ncreased enrollment 

Teacher turnover 

Replacement of' teachers 
hav1ng substandard 
quall tications 

Jeductlon ot over 
crowd.ed classes 

Speelal lnstructlonal 
servlces 

" Total 

21.709 24.709 46,418 

76,683 59.283 135.966 

78,361 11,672 90.033 

18.734 8.352 27,086 

)7,050 27.960 65,010 

232.537 131.9 5 364,51) 
III 

.He.eareh Divlsion. Natlonal Educatlon Assoclatlon,tRAot•• Su-gpll W pemand .1Jl tubll p SOng;ls, 19M 
Washington, D. C.I aesearch Dlvlslon, Natlonar-!dueatlon 

Assoclatlon), p. 30. 
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1966-1967 school year. These new t.achers rerer to teachers 

needed other than those expected to return trom the prev10us 

years' servlee. A. may be noted, the total need tor teachers 

for speclal 1nstructional serTic•• 1. 65,000, IS.000 more 

than the estimated need created by Titl. I. Tb••e 15,000 

teachers would be ne.d.d to flll posltlone exl.'.nt berore 

11. tle 1.18 

.r'rom. the 1nformatlon provid.d, lt can be oonolu4ed 

that '1'1 tle I has added about a 14 per cent lnor..... to ~• 

; 
i 

• s~1mat.d total number of new or replac..ent t.ach.rs ne.d.d 

ln both the elementary and s.condary eduoational le••l. 

durlng the 1966-1967 school year. 

Vlgneron reported that there .a. no accurate reoord or 

'* 
the number of KansAs teachers working on T1 tle I pro3ects. 

Two reasons for th1s lack of lnformatlon .ere reported. The 

reasons were. 

1. SOme teachers teach only part t1me on Title I projects.
Some teaoh as little as one hour a day on these 
projects. 

2. School admlnistrators reported the number of teacher 
ftoanole. for Title I posltlons, but the.e 
vacancles were not always rllled. Thls lnformatlon. 
in many oases, WAS not reported to the 1'1tle I 
sectlon of Kansas state Department of Publlc 
Instructlon. 

lBnesearch Dlnslon, Natlonal Eduoation Assoc1atlon,
.,agh,.. SUpp~1 am\. DlNnc& 1n Public §ohogll, ~ (Washington,
D. C.I Research Div18lon, National Education Assoolation). 
PP. 30-31. 
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Vigneron also stated that Title I funds may be used to 

train teachers tor new programs, but fe. teachers had 

received such aid trom their schools. Title I funds may be 

used to prOVide up to one semester ot training tor teachers. 

Some teachers did receive trainlng during the summer of 1966. 

rie stated that most schools used Title I funds primarily for 

salaries and facilities or equipment, and passed the quali­

flcat10n problem on to the individual teachers.19 It does 

not seem likely that the retraining of regular classroom 

teachers tor Title I posl tiona would have any' real bearing 

on the overall teacher shortage, but would only shift the 

statletlcal shortage trom one group to the other. 

III. StW~!AfY 

" T1 tle I of the Nat10nal Elementary and. Secondary 

Educat10n Act became effeotive July" 1, 1965. The Iri tle was 

expected to ohannel about one billion dollars a year into 

the nation's public elementary and secondary schools. 

Title'I was aimed at imprOVing the educational 

opportunitles of children from culturally or eoonomically 

deprived homes, end was designed to raise the m1n1mum level 

or educational opportun1ties available to those ch1ldren. 

19V1gneron, ~. ~. 
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Funds are sent to the individual states where the 

money ls then distributed to the varlous school districts in 

relatlon to the number of deprived children in the dlstricts. 

Plane for the us. of the funds must be approved by the various 

Stat. Departments ot Education. For the 1965-1966 school 

year. Kansas received over 10.8 million dollars for Title I. 
~ 
I 

A major diffloulty in the operation Of T1tl. I ~ 

~ 

projects has been the h1ring of qualified personnel. There 

ls, 1n the nation as a whole, a rather noticeable general 

teacher ahortage. It is possible that schools IUly require as 

many as 50,000 teaohers to staff Title I programs, which may 

br1ng the overall shortage of teaohers to over 200,000 for 

the 1966-1967 school ,.ear. 

1(08t of the positions created by T1 tIe I programs were 

in the areas or speoial instruotional ser~oes. About 37,000 

or these positions requ1red elementary teachers while nearly 

28.000 positions requ1red seoondary teachers. 

I,,, 
" 

-




CHAfTEE III 

THE ADl'tlINI STP,Airor\. THE TEACHf:'J?. AND TI'rLE I 

I.	 THE Dr ST1UCTS INVOLVED IN TITLE I I 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

The data pertainlng to the .ffect of Title I projects 

on Kansas sohools are analyzed and tabulated ln this ohapter. 

The data were obtalned by means of a questlonnalre whloh was 

malled to the chlef adminlstrator of 164 Eanses school 

dlstrlcts whlch had operated Title I projects during the 

first four months of the 1966-1967 school year. A sample 

questlonnalre ls lncluded ln Appendlx A. 

rt,.pgalll	 i2 ~uestlopna1re 
#I 

The first questionnalre ma1l1ng was made on February 6, 

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

nalres had been returned. 

A follow-up letter was malled on February 21. Thls 

request produced another 31 of the 164, or 8. total of 95 per 

cent. This response was considered adequate for the study. 

~ 2! Distr1cts 

The partlclpatlng dlstricts ranged ln slze from 254 

students (grades K through 12) to 70,051 stUdents. The total 

enrollment of all partlclpatlng school d1strlcts was 312,081. 
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The smallest number of operat1ng attendance oenters in 

any distriot was two. The largest number of attendance 

centers in operation in anT distriot was 11'. 

~~ at ~.nsas yn1fle4 Sohool Plstrl;•• SUrv'I'4 
The dlstriot$ ~'T.d represented 53.6 per oent of the 

total (306) Unified School Distriots in Kansas. The distriots 

r.sponding (1S7) represented Sl.' per cent of the Unifi.d 

School Distriots in Kansas. 

Tnts at Utle 1. f[pJeot§ 

There wer. S12 sep.arate T1 tle I projects in operation 

in !an.as sohool distriots during the period of time included 

in this investigation. '!his total lnoluded projects that 

were neWly lnitiated in 1966 and pro3ectn that were carried 

" over from the previous echoo1 year. Thie number does not 

1nclude duplication of projects within the same school 

district .a might be observed in the larger school distriots 

With several large attendance oenters. '1l1e types an.d number 

of Title I projects are listed 1n Table II. 

In all, there were twenty-seven different categories of 

programs, With the largest category being Reading. The third 

most popular proJeot l1sting was summer school, and may have 

included 1ndividual projeots from any of the other types of 

projeots. A break-down of separate projects 1ncluded in 

summer school programs Was not requested of administrators. 
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TABLE II
 

TYl'ES AND QUA1lTITIES OF TITLE I PROJECTS IN
 
ALL KANSAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS POR SCHOOL
 

YEAH 1966-67 (THHOUGH NOVEMBER 3. 1966)
 

~ 
~ 

Type N~~ber Type Number '~ 
Reading
Library
Summer school 
Nurse &; health seTVi 08 
Kindergarte.n 
,Guidanoe 
Physical education 
l1ath 
Special educat10n 
In-service tra1n1ng 
Teachers aids 
Art 
Speech therapy" English & language arts 

156
 
67
 
58
 
44
 
38
 
34
 
29
 
25
 
23
 
20
 
19
 
19
 
18
 
18
 

Music 16
 
Psychiatric services 11
 
Cultural enrichment 11
 
Food services 10
 
SOcial worker 9
 
Industrial arts 8
 
Construction 6
 
Tutoring 6
 
Selenee :3
 
Bus1ness education 2
 
Homema1t1ng 2
 
Aud1o-visual 2
 
Other 12
 

To tel 512
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II. TEACHING POSI nONS AND SOURCE OF SUPPLY 

Most districts (79 per cent) created new teaohing 

positions with the initiation of Title I projeots. This 

increase in teach1ng positions required the superintendents 

to either hire new teaohers or transrer present etarr members 

to Title I pos1tions. The purpose of this section or the r.
'Ii"l

chapter ie to identify the source of these teachers and the '3 

'~ 

type. of positions preTiously held. J 

Tflpblng Positions 9.1'$14 Sl Title i 

In the dlstrlcts surveyed, 575 teachlng positlons were 

created b7 Title I authorlty, but all of these positlons were 

not fl11ed. By examlnlng Table III and Table IV, lt Dla7 be 

observed that the total number or teaching posltions fl11ed , 
which Were assooiated With 'l'1 tle I was the equlvalent of 472 

full-ttme posltions. Many ot the posltlons were part-tlme, 

but two half-tlme posltlons were counted 8S ~ne fUll-tlme 

posltlon. There were 10' less teaohers hlred than there were 

posltlons oreated. There were several reasons for theee 10' 

posltions not being staffed. 

Although 1t was not the purpose of thls studT to 

deter.mlne Wh7 or how many posltions may not have been fl11ed, 

and no speclflc questlon concerning thls polnt was asked, 

there was 80•• informatlon Whloh indlcated Why these positlons 
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were not filled. Informatlon obta1ned in an interview wlth 

John Vigneron of the T1tle I section ot the State Department 

of Pub11c Instruotion dlsclos~d that there were two obeerv­

able reasons for the rei1ure to fill Title I popltione. 

TheBe reasons weret 

1. There was not a sUffioient number of qualitled 
personnel.

2. The progTSmp did not get started unt1l atter the 
1966-1967 sohool year had begun. 

r. 
~ 

~ 

A reoent statement by Kansas T1 tle I otficlals atated that 

a major problem encountered by looal school admin1strators 

1I.S that -personnel to lmp1.ent prograas were otten bard 

or lmpos.ible to flnd.- l 

Another factor whlch had bearing on the oocurrence ot 

unstatred posltions was that 80me poaitiolls .ere 8UIIJIer 

_ school posit1ons on17. Ele.en school districts had Title I 

programs Which were conflned only to summer school projects 

4S far as proViding teachers was concerned. Although there 

were teach1ng posit10ns created 1n these 1nstances, the 

flll1ng of these posit10ns would have had no besring on the 

perceived teaoher shortage for the regular academic year. 

None of these distr10ts reported h1ring teaohers to staff 

T1tle I pos1tlons. although six cUd report 8 totsl of four 

llJepartment of Publ10 Instruotlon, Kansas, Title I 
Seot1on, 1:11C1, 1. Nt.Baleh (A review ot the acoompliehment. 
made under the var10us Titles of P.L. 89-10 of 1965 in 
Kansas), April, 1961. 



28 

pos1t1ons to be filled. Admlnlstrators probably fl11ed these 

posltions wlth part-tlme teaohers or ext.nded regular 

teaohers' contracts. 

In som. lnst.noes, admlnistrators may haTe oounted 

positlons a. t.aohing posltions whioh w.re, ln actuallty, 

not teaching positlons. Example. of Title I projects requlring 

personnel Who are not teaohers ar. health Berytae programs, 

staffed by nursesr food servioe programsr and teacher-aid 

programs. 

I1tle i t!agh!rs H1red ~ Quts1d, ihI pl"tict 

Many' of the teacher s who accepted T1tle I posi tiona had 

to be hired from outside the district boundari.s. There were 

212.5 teaching positions fl11ed b1 teaebers that were new in 

,	 the d1strlct. These teach.rs bad to be r.cruited trom 

severAl sources, Which includedl 

1. Teaching posit1ons in other distrlcts. 
2.	 T.ach.rs n... to the teachlng fleld who had reoently

graduated from college.
). Teach.rs returning to the teaching fl.1d after an 

ab!'e1'1oe for var10us reasons. 

Teachers from outside the d1strict aooounted for 44.7 per 

cent	 of the teacher.~ ~ho were hired for Title I positions. 

Part-tim' Isslgpm,nts. Nearly 1) per cent of the 

edminlstrators questioned stated that the, had hired part ­

time teachers to staff at least one l~tle I teaoh1ng position. 

In seven (4 per cent) distr1cts part-t1me teaohers were h1red 
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trom outs1de the d1str1cts. It 1s assumed these teachers 

also taught 1n some other capac1ty bes1des the1r T1tle I 

ass1gnment. It does not seem likely that many ot these 

teachers would have moved to a new local1ty in order to 

accept a part-time posit1on. 

lley12BI 'tatus. Tltle I teachers who were new to 

the distriots came from a wlde varlety ot prevlous poslt1ons 

and sltuations. There were th1rty-two separate categorles 

observed, with the majority representat1ve of elementary 

educat10n 1n one form or another. Table III presents a 

oomplete liltlng ot these teachers' pre~ouB status. 

It is probable that those teachers who were prev10usly 

teaohing in other d1str1ots had to be replaced. Even those 

teachers who had never taught betore would probably have
" 

taken regular olassroom teaching positlons. Therefore. 

teachers trom both the above ment10ned ca,tegor1es should be 

representative ot a teacher lncrease. 

Upon examination ot Table III 1t may be observed that 

there are several categorles whlch are not representative of 

people who were actlve teachers during the preoed1ng school 

year, but were not new to the teaching field. The categories 

ares (1) Nurse, (2) Housewlfe, (3) Mlnister, and (4) Retired 

teacher. There were fitteen positions fliled by people 

listed in these categories. 
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TABLE III 

:fHE.YIOUS POSITIONS AND QUANTITY OF TITLE I TEACHERS 
NE'l'i TO THE DISTHICTS IN 1966-1967 SCHOOL YEAR 

Prev10us pos1tion Quantity Prevlous ~ositlon Quantl ty 

" 

I:1ndergarten 
Elementary (not 

specltlo) 
Grade 1 
Grade 2 
Grade J 
Grade 4 
Grade S 
Grade 6 
Junlor high (not

specifio)
Elementary 

princ1pal 
Minister 
Subst1tute teacher 
Secretary 
Housewife 
Nurse 
Elementa,ry or secon­

dary (not speoifio). 

8 

46 
2 
1 
4 
2 
0 
2 

2 1/2 

5 
1 
1 
1 
6 
5 

13 

Retlred teacher 
Sclence 
Engl1sh 
lViath emet1 cs 
Soc1a1 se1ence 
Psyohiatrist
Art 
L1brarian 
PS7cholog1st . 
Music 
Speolal educatlon 
COunselor 
Reading 
Ph7s1oal educatlon 
Speech therapy
Speeoh 
Ne. teaohers 
Industrlal arts 

) 
1 1/2 

1) 
1 1/2 
4 
1 
2 
7 1/2 
2 
4 
6
§ 1/2 

2 
5 
1 

46 
2 

Total 212 1/2 
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If all the other teachers l1sted in Table III had been 

in other teach1ng positions if not for T1tle I, there would 

have been 197.5 teachers free for these other pos1t1ons. 

Some of the admin1strators did not state the previous 

status of those teachers Who were n.,.. to the d1str1ot. Th1s 

om1ss1on was more common 1n situations concerning previous 

elementar7 classroom teachers. New teachers Whose preVious 

positions were not given ere listed in Table III in one of 

three separate categoriee. These categories BreI (1) Ele­

mentary (not specific), (2) Junior high, and (3) Elementary 

or secondary (not spec1fic). 

~~ll i ;lIeO,.. trtD,t'tft4 Witbia !ba Dil'l~9~ 

A ma3or1 ty (55.:3 per oent) or the T1tle I pos1t10ns 

" were t11led w1th teachers who had been teach1ng within the 

distr10t during the previous school year. As was the case 

with the teaohers new in the d1stricts, the re-assigned 

teaohers represented many different areas. In all, Title I 

teaohers who were transferred oame from thirty-two different 

categories. A oomplete listing of these categories is pre­

sented 1n Table IV. As was the case with teaohers new to 

the district, the majority of the transfer teachers were in 

elementary eduoat1on. 

Three districts, all of which employed a large number 

of Title I teachers, did not l1st the preVious teaching areas 
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TABLE IV 

PREVIOUS POSITION AND NUMBER OF TITLE I TEACHERS 
WHO WERE TRANSF'EHRED WITHIN THEIR PRESENT SYSTE}l 

PreVious pos1tion ~uantlty ~reV1ous position ~U8ntlty 

Elementary ~art-tlme teacher 2 
(not specitio) S7 1/2 Nurse 1 

l'..1ndergarten J .3001a1 sc.ience 2 1/2 
Grade 1 14 Seoretary 1 
Grade 2 7 1/2 Engl1sh II} 1/2 
Grade J 9 Mathematics 1 
G1'8d.e 4 9 Counselor 1 1/2
Grade 5 8 study hall 1 
Grade 6 9 Language srts :3 1/2
Retired teaoher 1 Librarian 6 1/2
Housewit. 1 Science 1 
El...ntar7 Special education 1 

principal 2 Substitute teacher 1
" hural, grades 1-8 1 SUperY1aing teacher 1 

Junior high Heading 1 
(not speoifio) 7 Home economics 1 1/2 

Elementar7 or sec­ Health 1/2
ondary (not fhysloal education 1 
specific) 88 

Total 259 1/2 
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of the transferred teachers. These teachers ere acoounted 

for 1n Table III 1n the cat.goI7 of .. El.•••nt817 or secondary 

(not sp.c1f1c) •" 

There were 258.5 full-time pos1tions filled by 

transrerred ~eachers and one position fl1led b7 a locml house­

nte. Although not all the positlons were actually full-time, 

all the posltions added together were equal to 259.5 full­

time positlons. 

Slnoe the pos1tions preViously held by those teachers 

transrerred to 1'1tl. I pro.1 ects had. to be re-etaffed by new 

teaoh.r., the 259.5 transferred Title I teachers should 

repr••ent a 259.5 lncrease ln the total teaching positions in 

the distrlcts lnvolved. '!'he.e t.aohers could be teaching in 

regul.ar ola.sroom assignaents lt not for T1tle I, thererore, 

"	 th••• teachers repre.ent • 10•• of regular teaching person­

nel and add their number to the perceived teaoher shor~ge. 

III. EFFECT Of" TITLE I OH TEACiiEhS' SALARY 

A _Jor purpose ot this investigation 11'88 to determine 

what ertect Title I had on salaries of teachers involved in 

the procraas. It 11'.8 not intended to determlne what salar1es 

were, onl7 1t Title I teachers rece1ved higher 8alar1es. 

salatx Scbe4ul' 1n plstrlctl ~YrY'Y8d 

The reason the question, ftDoes your d1strict haTe a 

salary schedule," was asked was to identify the number of 
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di strl eta \-Jhi ch might have paid 1'1tle I teachers h1gher 

salaries than those teachers woUld have reoeived had federal 

funds not been available for paying their salaries. 

A large majority of the districts had salary schedules 

in effect. Of the 157 reporting distriots, 144 (91.7 per 

cent) had sa1ery schedules. The following information was 

reported by the districtsl 

Frequency 
fI·lpll or reply Fir g.nt 

3~lary schedules luLl 91.7 

~i11 have schedule in 
1.j.1968-69 2.6 

No ached.ule 7 4.1.!, 

No response 2 1.3-rotal 157 l~O. 'J 

" Higher SalaI,§s !2L ;1tlC i IeechlrB 
A rather small percentage of the distriot 

sU,perintendents reported paying Title I teachers higher 

salartes than were paid regular c-lessroom teachers. There 

were twenty (12.9 per cent) positive responses. The most 

common reasons given for paying Title I teachers higher 

sa.laries than regular teachers weres 

1. Shortage of teechers 
2. ixtra t1me wo!ked by teachers 
J. Availabil1ty for federal funds 
4. Positions required extra or special train1ng 

One district reported th1tt the Title I teacher wss paid by 

the hour. 
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On olose examlnation of the responses. lt was notlced 

that all but one of the dlstriots whlch pald higher salarles 

to Title I teaohers had salary schedules. 

IV. D1 SCOifl'INTJED PROGPAMS 

The basls for. the question conoerning thoee programs 

whlch might haYe been reduoed or dropped from the curr10ulum 

was to establish a teacher gain-loss 1"8tl0 due to the in!tip­

t10n of Title I programs. It was expected that some school 

programs mlght have been dlscontinu~d to prov!ae ~oo~ fo~ 

teachers to staff the new posltions. Those teachers who 

would have been relleved of thelr regular classroom dut1es to 

allow for the '1'1 tle I programs would have to be subtraoted 

fTom those teachers added for lritle I in order to establish a 

'* true f1gure concerning the actual state-~ide gain in number 

of teachers added to the states teaching force due to Title I. 

Administrators stated that there were no teaching 

poslt1ons ellminated from the regular ourriculum to make room 

for Title I programs. Cnly two of the reporting d1stricts 

1ndicated a reduction in non-Title I classe~. end no teacher 

reduction ln these two distrIcts \,Jere indicated. In both 

distrlcts wher e class reductIons were reportE"0., thf" reduction 

was for a sho:rt period of tlme (s1x weeks) and for two days a 

week. ,Students Wer'e releElsed from Cl~SA during th1e time to 
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take part in Reading elasses. The students went to their 

regular class during the days when not in Title I classe•• 

v. TEACHEl1 SHOHTAGE AND POSITIONS IN GREATEST DEMAND 

A major purpose of this stud7 ••• to determine .hether 

there was difficulty in hiring te.chers for both 1'1tle I and 

regular staff po.itions and to identif7 tho•• area. where the 

greatest shortage was notioed. The following data seem to 

oorrelate with trends observed over the nation AS a whole. 

Diffioultl 1n Hiring '.. £10 ~ Teachers 

Each administrator was asked to indicate the level of 

difficult7 in acqUiring T1 tIe I teachers. A cho1 ce of four 

different responBes was prOVided. Administrators were about 

,	 evenly diVided in the selection of the responses "very dif­

ficult" and "moderl3tely d1fficult." A total of 32.9 per 

cent of the admin1strators selected the response "very dlf­

fioul~." There were )0.6 per cent who se.cted the response 

"moderately difficult. lt Only seventeen adm1n1strators 

(10.1 per oent) stated there was no d1fficulty in finding 

Title I teachers. hore 1nfonnat1on ls presented 1nl'able V. 

On close examinat10n of the questlonne,1reA from 

districts ind1cat1ng no d1ff1culty 1n find1ng T1tle I 

teachers, several factors were observed wh1ch indicat8d why 

there was no d1ff1culty: 
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1.	 All but three of the dlstrlcts were relatlvely
small ln slze (three hundred to 81x hundred 
students).

2.	 Fosltlons had been tliled the preVious year when 
oompetltlon for teachers was not so keen. 

J.	 Only two distrlcts had more than tvo ful.l-tlme 
Tltle I teaohers. and the large majorlty had 
one teaoher or a part-time teacher. 

4.	 The programs ln these distrlcts oonslsted largely 
of summer or part-tlme actlvitles and were 
tliled wlth existlng statf members or local 
certlfled personnel. 

Less	 than 5 per oent of the total Tltle I teachers were 

employed ln these dlstrlcts. 

~fflcultl 1a ~rlDI RtlS].r CI.laropm I!!ghers 

As was the ca.e ln f1nding Title I teachers. most 

adm1ni strators lnd1cated there .... .oae d1tticulty ln f1ndlng 

regular classroom teachers. In alJ.., 125 (79.1 per oent) 

'reported that it was moderately dlfflcult or very dlfflcult 

" to flnd regular teachers. More lnformation 18 presented 1n 

Table V. 

One admlnistrator commented that the dlstrlct had 

lost two teachers by mllltary draft. He stated that he knew 

of other distrlcts where thls was 8 problem. but no other 

admlnlstrator reported thls problem. 

H,.,on, !2t ~lIcblr Shortage 

Although no speclfic questlon concernlng the reasons 

for the overall teacher shortage was contained 1n the questlon­

naire, many administrators dl~ submit a voluntary replYe The 
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two most commonly expressed reasons why 1t was d1fficult to 

f1nd teachers werel 

1. Drain of classroom teachers for T1tle I programs.
2. Not enough graduat1ng certified olassroom teachers. 

Other reasons were 1ndicated but data Were not oonclusive 

enoueb to be significant. 

TtlcbiPI n.14s Wher. §borta., .aa Ertd,nt 

O.er 85 per cent of the administrators questioned 

stat.d th., bad difticulty finding teachers in at least on. 

fi.ld. and a08t listed several fields. Administrators did 

not di8tinsu18h between Title I and regular teaching positions 

when commenting on teaching fields wber. shortap was noticed. 

A total 01' twenty-eight oategories 01' teacher shortage areas 

'was reported. ,. 
Th. ar.as where the createst shortaS's were reported 

clos.1y paralleled those ar.as which were most frequently 

conneoted With Title I programs. Over one-third of the 

administrators reported that elementary teachers, grades 

kind.rsarten through sixth, were difficult to find. Many of 

the more specialized teaching areas may have inoluded both 

.l.mentar.r and I,condary shortag.s, but no distinotions were 

observ,d. A complete listing of areas of shortage and number 

of districts in which Shortages .er. notioed 1s presented in 

Table VI. 
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'l'ABLE VI 

AH:o:AS AND NUMBER OF INSTANCES IN WaICH TEACHEH 
SHORTAGE ~.jAS MOST NOT! CE'O 

Number of 
Shortage areas lnstances 

.E;lementary
Math 
English
Sclence 
Reading 
l1usl0 
Special education 
Lanpage 
Library
Speech therapy
Coun••lors 
Administrators 
Art 
Fsychologists
Girls physical education 
Home eoonomlcs- Social acienoe 
Journalism 
Speeoh
Industrial arts 
Vocational educat10n 
Junior hlgh
Retarded 
Mens physical education 
Coaching
Debate 
Dramatics 
Commerce 

:, ; 

;6
 
)8

37

3;

31
 
23
 
18
 
1'7
 
1'7
 
1;

14
 

8
 
8
 

~
 
5
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) 
3
 
2
 
2
 
2
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
1
 
1
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VI. ANALYSIS OF' ADM.INISTHATOR'S CO~"'1ENTS 

Admln1strators w.re asked to comment on the effect of 

Titl. I on their distrlcts, and to glv. the1r vi.ws about the 

exlstlng anortag. of t.ach.rs. ManJ of the comm.nts had no 

dlrect bearlng on area. belng lnvestlcated. but thelr com­

ments should be of value to &n70n. se.king a more comprehen­

slv. exaaination of the practlcal aspects of Tltle I at the 

local school d1strict level. A listlng of most of the 

adainlstrator t s comm.nts are presented ln Appendlx C. The 

followlng 1. an analysls ot those comments. 

1" .d,r" Con)rol 

Ther. w.re nUll.rous lnstanoe. of concern about the 

strlot r.strlctions lmpo.ed on Titl. 1 prosr". bT the Federal - Gov,rnment. Most who commented felt the programs could work 

smoother lf the local 41strlcts had more freedom ln the us. 

of funds. 

A co_only m,ntlon,d problem was that of unoertalnty 

concernlng the amount of funds to be allocated by the state. 

Not onll' did the dlstrlcts not know how much money they would 

recelve. but they d1d not know when they would reoelv. It. 

Thls posed soaewhat of a problem ln budgetlng. A few admln­

lstrators lndlcated they were conslderlng dropplng Title I 

program. due to the uncertalnty connected w1th the programs. 

but there 18 no evldence of th1s happen1ng. state Title I 
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offic1als stated recently thet there seems to be some 

m1sunderstanding about the nature of Title I controls and 

budget procedures. State Title I officials cannot release 

funds unt1l they rec.1ve them. T1 tle I funds were not 

released to the states until after the first of 1967 for the 

1966-1961 sohool year. 2 

state otflc1als were also uncerta1n how much money 

would be granted to Kansas, and could not lnform the indi­

vidual districts of how much they would recelve. state 

off1cials realized th1s would present 80me problems to the 

local distrlots, but 11ttle could be done. 

6YPP.«IfDt ~ 2Aa HUDdrtd ~ lit ~ DpAc" a••tt~c~ipn 

Several administrators stated that ted.ral money had 

enabled them to in1tiat. programs Which could not be- 1nitiated under the present state budget restriction of 104 

per cent increase over the preoeding school year. A few did 

1ndicate that if T1tIe I funds were not cont1nued., the pro­

g~8 so finanoed would have to be discontinued. Others 

stated that it the bUdget !'estrJ-t-,ton 'Was l1fted, the pro­

grams would be continued with or w1 thout '1'1 tle I tunds. 

l~ere was a general recognit1on of the need for the types of 

programs financed, by T1 tle I. 

2~. 
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Acute Teachl~ ~rtage 

Nost administrators re-affirmed their previous ooncern 

about the present shortage of teaohers, and especially we11­

qualified teaohers. The shortage was probably more serious 

in the smaller distr1cts in the western part ot the state. 

Most adminlstratorsdld blame Title I tor the shortage. but 

another reason, which was not mentioned previously in this 

chapter, was the recent unification of school distr1cts 

throughout the state. 

n tl!	 1. u an Assrt 

The general conceneus was that T1 tIe I does proVide 

opportunities that otherwise might not be available. Despite 

the problems, the advantages provided by the programs ••em to 

_	 outwe1gh the disadvantages. The mo at commonly mentioned 

program W88 the Read.1ng pTI:)gram. Administrators indicated 

that Reading programs were the programs most appreciated bY' 

the community and were the most readily reoogn1zed as a 

measurable euceess. This program is also adaptable to year­

round operation and can provide oontinuous success. 



CHAPTEH IV 

SUMltlAfiY, CONCLUSIONS. AND F.ECOltiME:NDATIONS 

'1/
School d1striots ot all sizes have taken advantage ot 

T1t1e I programs 1n Kansas. Well over 300,000 students have 

had Tl tle I servlces. taoi11 ties, Bnd equipment avallable 

to them. Over half of the Kansas sohoo1 distr1cts have taken 

advantage ot the ava1l.bill ty of funds through Title I 

a.ppropriatlons and over 500 pro3ects 'Mere in operation during 

the tirst four months of the 1966-1967 school year. 

A major purpose of this 1nvestigation was to determine 

the ettect ot 'l'1 t1e I on the teaoher sbortage whlch .s 

reportedly Widespread during the 1966-1967 sohool year. (The 
evidence would lndicate that T1tle I programs .ere a _301' 

• contrt butor to that 8hortage~)There ....ere 412 full-tlme 

teachers used to staff the progrBms. Many pos1tions went 

unstaffed. If these teachers had been employed 1n regular 

olassroom positlons, they could have prOvided 1nstruct1on to 

nearly 10.000 students based on a twenty-to-one student­

teaoher rat10. (~V1dence ind1cated that mo~t of these teaohers 

were exper1enced teachers. Less than fifty were new to 

tes.ch1ng. Most (.55.) per cent) of the Title I poslt1ons were 

filled by teaohers who had l1ved in the d1str1ct during the 

preVious year. Most or those who were new to the district 

had taught prev1ous1y.) 
.,~ 
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Slnoe most of the posltlons vacated by teachers who 

accepted T1tle I asslgnaents were fll1ed by other teachers, 

the actual shortage of teaohers whloh oan be attributed to 

T1 tle I mould olo.e17 approximate the nU1lber ot teaohers 

lnTolved ln '1'1 tle I. 

Moat of the teaohers workins ln T1 tle I posltlons d1 d 

not recei.e ooaparatlvel, hlgher salarles than regular olass­

room teaohers. Only twent7 dlstrlots reported paylng T1 tle ! 

teaohers higher salar1es than were pald other staff members. 

A _jor reason for th1s was probably the faot that 91.7 per 

cent of the dlstrlcts had salary schedule. and theretore 

the adll1n1stra'tors d1d not teel justlfied ln pay1.ng 'I'1 tle I 

teaohers higher salarles. 

There were no 01a8se. whloh had been ln exlstence 

- before Title I whlch were reported dlscontinued due to 

1'1 tle I. There were two reported reductlons, but the.e 

reductlons d1d not affect the number of staft members 

employed. 

A majorlty (63.5 per cent) of the admlnlstrators 

reported dlfficulty ln hiring Title I t~~ohers. Neerly one­

th1rd of the adminlstrators stated that lt was very dlt­

ficult to find these teachers. An even greater per cent 

(79.7 per cent) stated the, had dlfflculty ln flndlng 

regular teachers. Over 44 per cent felt it was verT dlt­

ficult to f1nd regular teachers. 
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Administrators felt that more could be accomplished if 

there were fewer restrictions on the use or Title I funds, 

and 1.r they knew When and how much money would. be received. 

Adminietrators do recognize that Title I provirles fund~ for 

programs that could not be financed otherwise. Title I is 

generally recognized as an asset worth the problems created 

b7 i~. tapl••entation. 

A summary of the hypotheses presented in Chapter I, 

along with an lnd1oat1on of whether the hypotheses were 

confirmed or refuted. is se follows: 

1. T1 tle I teachers received comparatively higher 

salaries than regular classroom teaohers. (As a general 

statement, there was no indication that T1tle I teaohers did 

receive comparatively higher salar1es. Only 12.9 per oent 

'* received higher salaries.) 

2. The demand for competently trained ·ritle I teachers 

exceeded the supply. (:,jince there were over 100 of the total 

575 reported positlons which could not be filled, a defin1te 

shortage wes indicated. Also, nearly tlio-thl1'de of the 

administrators reported d11"flcul:-:I in fllling ·ri tle I 

positions.) 

J. The drain of regular teachers to ftll Title I 

positions has contributed to the overall teacher shortage. 

(The total number of teachers fill1ng Title I positions, 
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which was 472, would appear to be high enough to state that 

Title I had been a signif1cant contributor to the teacher 

shortage. } 

4 .:lchool staffs have increAsed in 81 ze due to 

'r1 tIe I. (,31nce there were no classes reported d1scontinued 

in the ai str1cts lnvestlge. ted, it WE! S indica tee tha. t t]'ler(~ 

Was an overall staff increase in the distrlct~. This would 

have been an average inorease of three te8oheT~ ~er 

distr1ct.) 

-
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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·· 
conunents about Title I which are not requested in the questionnaire,.· 
please feel free to conunent. 

Your responses will be treated confidentially. No references to 
_specific 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, 

ci::~f:ne~ 
Gr~ssista:t j L 

t;tY)/1/t-nJLkb~ 
R. ~yvin Schadt, Head 
Dept. of School Administration 

TEJ:RMS: lp 

Enclosures 



Kansas State Teachers College
 

E ill po ri a 1 K a n s a s 6 6 8 0 1
 

Dear Sir: 

A short t~e 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. 
~ 

TEJ;RMS: 1p 

Enclosures 



KANSAS STA TE TEACHE~_S COLLEGE 
Empor1a, Kansas 

February 1:3, 1967 

It 18 possible that TOU reoently reoeived a letter asking 
you to answer a q,uestlonna1 re on 1'itle I of the Elementary 
and Secondary Eduoation Act or 1965, an~ no quest10nnaire 
was enclo••d. Approximately seventeen such letters were 
accldental17 mal1ed. It was difficult to determine Which 
distr1cts were 80 mailed and we are trying to see that aU 
districts get a chance to reply. 80 We are sending question­
naire. to a somewhat larger group than the .eventeen mi•••d. 

If you have already rece1ved a q,uestionnaire, pleas.
di.regard 'this letter. If not, plea.e t111 out the que.tion­
na1re and return 1t at TOur earliest conven.ienoe. 

~ 

Thank you tor your consideration. 

Sinoerell lours. 

Theador E. Jones 
Dept. ot ~chool Adm1nistration 

TEJ'tlp 

Ene. 
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KANSAS STATE TEACHERS COLLEGE, E1ttPORIA 

INQUIRY FORM, T1tle I Btudy'. (Noter In order to obtain a 
complete picture or the effeet of Title I on Kansas eduoational 
8yst•• it 18 important that all inquiry forms be returned. 
Thi. is • state wlde .tud, that inolude. eve17 school or school 
distrlct par1ilo1patlng ln T1 t1. I ot the Natlonal Elementa17 and 
Seoondary Education Aot ot 1965. Your help on th1s project will 
be greatly appreolated.) 

_lraJ, IntotptilD 

1. N.... and NUJaber of	 _D1.tr1ot~ 

2.	 Addre.s _ 

).	 Number ot operating attendanoe oenters. 
A.	 Hlgh Sohool (9-12) C. Grade School (K-6) 
B. Junior B.lch (6-8) D. other 

*4. Humber ot teachers in school system. Grades K-6. _
Grad.. 7-12 ___ 

S.	 Total enrollae.t 1n srades kindergarten through the 12th• 

• 5Plgirl' IItO;ll~'ID 

1.	 How -1l7 new taaohlns poe1tlons wer. oreated by the 
11lltlatloB 01' pro,ralIS finanoed by '1'1Ue I tun4s' _ 

2. How man, teachers tor Title t pro~.ot8 were hired troa out­
sid. the present district boundarle.'	 _ 

). How JI&n7 t.aohers for T1t1e I progr_. were transferred fro.
wlthin the s1'st.,	 _ 

4.	 It' 'transferred wi thln the sTst_, What ..... the previous
 
statt posltlon of the tlacher(s) now working on Title I
 
projec••? 1. 2.	 3. _
4.	 5. _ 

S.	 It known, what were the pre'V1ous teaching flelds or posltlons
of 'boBe teachers hlred from outside Tour system to work With
1'1t1e I programs? 1. 2.	 ). _
4.	 5 _ 

6.	 Does TOur system have a salaIT schedule? Yes No _ 
7.	 A. Do 81\1 ot the teaehers hired to work with programs 

flnanoed 111th T1tle I tunds reoelve hlgher salar1es than 
other te.ohers wl th cODlparable trallllng and experl.nee but 
not worktng on T1 tle I proJects? Yes No _ 

-Informatlon from que.tion 4 ..as not compl1ed for use in the
 
thesls slnoe the lnformation was not complete enough to be
 
considered va11d.
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7. B. What oonditlons led to the paylng of a higher salary?____ 

8. A. Were any educatlonal programs dropped or reduoed ln order 
to make room for ne" T1 tle I programs? Yes No _ 
B. It so, whlch programs were dropped or reduced? 1. _
2.	 ,.. 4. __ 

**9.	 (Important) It teachers hlred to staff posltlon created by
T1tl. I funds were paid hlgher Balan ee then teacher S' wi th 
co.parable tra1nlng and exper1enoe. as far as observable, 
has there been any resentm.nt of 'l'11:11e I teaohers by non­
'I'11::J.. I teachers? Yes	 No _CO...entsl	 _ 

10.	 Durin. the 1966-67 Bohoo1 :rear, the degree of difficulty in 
finding Tltle I project teechere ~n best be def1ned as. 
A. VerT difficult B. Moderately diff1cult _ 
C. Normal D. No d1ttloulty _ 

11.	 ~r1ng the 1966-67 sChool year, the degree of difficulty 1n 
flnding resular cla.srooa teachers can best be defined aSI 
A. Very 41ftlcult B. Moderately dlttleult. __ 
c. Average	 D. No 41ttlcultT. _ 

12.	 If there was a sign1ficant shortas. or teaohers in anr educa­
tional ar... plea.. state in Whioh areas thi. shortage .8• 
• os~ notioeable. (Inolude both resuJ,ar and Tltl. I ~aohing 
areas.) 
1. . 
2	 _ 
3.	 _ 
4.	 _ 

5.	 _ 

13.	 Ulle this spaoe tor al17 comments TOU mlght have about Tltle I 
programs or the general effect of these programs on thepresent teaoher shortage.	 ___ 

14.	 Would 70U 11ke a summat7 of the results of this stUd,.,Yes	 No _ 

**Intormatlon tro. questlon 9 was not complled for use ln the 
thesls slnce thls 1nformatlon was not oonsldered valid for 
the purposes of this study. 
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Comments by School District Superintendents Concerning 
Title I and Teacher Shortage 

The Title I program has enabled us to improve our reading 
program and obtain much needed eqUipment • . --_ .......
 
I do not believe anr program should be init1ated which would 
not be oontinu.ed. II t woul d be better] it the federal 
government would grant money to be spent as the d1striots 
telt was needed. _ ....... -­
Money was reasonabl.y easy to secure, but basis tor 
d1stribution did not take 1nto oonsideration the current 
poverty condit1ons of distr1ots. Restrictions on per cent 
to be spent tor personnel aa compared to equipment, mate­
rials, etc. .ere unrealistic, partieul.arly When only small 
allotments were made. Paper red tape required in making 
application, evaluation, etc. reqUires additional personnel 
whioh drasticall1 reduoes money made available tor instruc­
tion of children. -- .... -..
 
Programs increa.ed need tor ..ore teachers nth cert1fioation. 
The.e are Te17 cV.ttloUlt to obtain, espeoially on a halt day 
basis 81'ld in the .e.tern part ot the "tate. 

Title I has inoreased teacher .bo~.. The prosraa could 
be more eftectlve it we m•• in adftnce our allocat1on 80 
better plann1ng could go into purcha81na and 1d.... 

... -..... -­
We sent two of our teaoher. to SUlllJl.8r school tor special
training in Remedlal Reading. This program has produced tine 
result.. We added klndergarten. I don't teel that our 
program contributed to the teaoher shortage although we did 
add three members to our staff.--_ ... --­
Title I has given us two programs whloh we would not have 
had in our regular sohedule or regular bUdget program• 

.. - ...... -­
I feel that 1"1tle I progrQJ.'llS oontributed to the [teacher] 
shortage. I teel industry contributed even more tor we 
lost two to industry. He also lost 'two teachers to Colorado 
and one to Calitornia. 

---~ .. ­
Title I [ls] ok, but belleve that lone distrlcts oould 
operate a better program if money was allocated to lone 
districts without tederal controls• .. .. - .......
 
We have found that non-Title I teachers have accepted the 
project as an important part ot the on-going school program. 
They lndicate appreciatlon tor and act1vely make use of the 
speclal servloes made available as a result of the Title.I 
program. ... - ... ., -- ... 
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I feel that the.e programs have made it more difficult to 
staff our regular classrooms. I know of one school that 
paid.j9,OOO to a beglnning speech therapist simply
because federal money WBB available • .. .- ..... _ .. 
'me Title I program broke about the same time shortages were 
beginning to develop in all areas of education. This 
created many more Job. in an already tight market. We 
experleneed diff10ulty in plac1ng only two qualified people 
in Title I. ---_ ....
 
We .lmply hired teaohers under T1t1e I program that we 
would bave hired under the regular program, if there had 
been no 104 per cent oell1ng on the budget and money had 
been made anllable for compensatory programs in the regular
budget. 

.- __ ..... ­
We have certified personnel on T1 tle I funds; however, they 
are in the area ot epeclal serviee. such as Phys1cal Educa­
tion Coord1Dato~. speeoh clin1oan, psychologist, reading 
speciall.t, [andJ soolal worker. These people 'MOuld not 
have entered ca••room teaoh1ng• 

. -----­
I feel the re.trioti". el.ent. ot the program r_ove 
50% of it. etrectlvene.s. The .tate appears to be more oon­
cemed with 18 to 2S thouaand dollars than with $SS,.ooo
(our regular budget). Who should know best •• to Where the 
mone;y will do the most good-a Washington or Topeka bureau 
member or a pUblic school aetm1nlatrator and hi. board• 

... _--­
I oan't 8ee that th1s really had any effect in our district. 
We tr;y to bold the salaries on the same le".l as our 
regular teachers. I think the demand for teacher!! just 
exceeds the supply at present. When salaries get up, I 
think the supply will more nearly meet the demand • .. _~---
Our Title I program has been very successful thus far. 

In our O&8e the Federal Program has had no effect on 
teacher shortage. 

There are other factors I think lIlOre lnfluenclal to teacher 
shortage (and we can leave out the dollar sign) such as 
certlfication diff1oulty. never tullY' oertif1ed, etc.---.... ­
Due to the general teaoher situation 1t is very unwl.e, I 
have found,· to start a program under Title I that TOU cannot 
do with your regular employed teacher. _ .. ~.-_-
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~any teaohers have been added to the larger schools, and a 
shortage of teachers has become rather crltlcal. 

In some areas it (Title Il has greatly increased the shortage. 

We had a teaoher shortage already and these extra positions
under Title I probably took some prospects out ot the market 
in other systems. -_ ... _--­
Our '1'1 t1. 1 programs have greatly improved the qual1ty and 
quantlt7 of instruct10n. CUltural ~esource Center includes 
teaohers 1n P1'qsleal Education, Eemed1al !{eading. Audio 
Visual, Llbra17. and a health nurse. I believe that these 
programs Will greatly add to the problem of the acute 
shortage 1n lOod or high quallty teachers • .. .... .!~ Last summers prosram (66 F Y) excellent-used present staff. 

'1 66-67 school year programs have reservat1ons. Counselor 
real help.

J ....- ... -­
~ 
~ It [T1tle Il appears to have made a orlt1cal s1 tuatlon be 
~ more crltloal.
~ 
J . . ~ . ~ - ­

I doubt it Title 1 has had much attect.-_ ...... ,. 
I feel lf1 thout a doubt that T1tl. I fund.. have afforded 
Inall7 teachers (the oppor~un1t:J'] to enter a po a1 tiOD perhaps
of a lighter load, les8 pressure perhap8, and ~r. attractive 
salar,. ~an common tn. normal ca••roos, theretore dra1nlng 
away classroom teachers. (Not that 1'1 tle I tunds haft not 
been put to good use 1n most worthwhile cause.).. -. ........
 
Title I did have some effect on teacher shortage. In most 
oases because of the specialized nature ot Title I projects, 
teachers whose ablll t7 and baokground were known were 
selected trom l'nth1n the staff and replacements were put
in classroom pos1tions vacated by these teachers moved to 
T1tle I pos1tlons. 

----- .. 
Our programs largely expanded and extended prev10usly proved 
programs. Vie were able to move more rapidly 1n Diagnost1c 
and C11n1cally-tralned reading personnel and teaehers of 
emotionally disturbed rooms. 

Beoause the program is "over and above" exist1ng programs 
1 t undoUbtedly hampered the avallab1l1 t1 ot teachers and 
ready &Ta1labll1ty ot certain 1n8tru~tlonal supplies and 
equipment•. 

- .. .,_ .... 
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They are goo d programs if the federal government nIl 
continue to help support With f1nanclal ald. We could not 
keep these programs under the 104% (restrictIon on budget]. 

The establishlng of elementary l1brarles, readlng programs 
and etc. are no doubt contributlng factors ln the te~cher 
shortage. .. - ..... - -. 
Our program under T1 tle I Involves Speclal Readlng. Our 
teaoher works wIth one to three students at a tlme two or 
three days a week. We feel we are making significant improve­
ment ln our reading program-enough to war:rant continUAt10n 
of the program. .. .... - .. ­
No dIrect ettect here--only indirectly to the unknown extent 
that new positlons were created in other areas. 

The Insecurlt7 lnvolved with the f1nancing of T1tle I 
projects could lead to a conslderable loss ot 1nterest 1n 

.~ making Use ot what federal money that mlght become evaile.ble• 
~ I am presentl, quest1on1ng the thought of eont1nuing the 
1
"t

present protram. tor another year. I also agree With meny 
i'i 
.~ of my assoclates that T1tle I mone,. has not helped the 
j avallabllity of good teachers.-- .. -.......
 

'rl tIe I programs took uny t ••chers from regular ela.,8room 
positlons and was. in my opinion, the pr1nclple cause ot 
teacher shortages. especlal17 in the fields of counseling,
l'1ngllsh, and readlng. The prograa could be much better If 
one of general a1d lnstead of "poverty program." AlSO, If 
funds could be allocated much earlier 80 that planning eould 
be done w1th some assuranoe of what funds would be avaIlable. _ .... .-. .... 
Unification and TItle I both have contrlbuted to the teacher 
shortage. Unif1oation because many adminlstrative posltions 
were createa that dld not exist before.- -- ........
 
Proposed programs are helpful t however, uncertaintY' ot funds 
most undesirable. 

... .. - .... ­
In some oases 1t was an opportunity to change positions
within the teaching fleld. Did make shortage because 
some left regular classroom to be 8 special area teacher.---_ ... ­
we hev e a Tl tIe I Read1ng program--we have helped some 
students to hlgher reading levels while some have not ga1ned as 
we had hoped. \'ie have been able to purchase some much needed 
equlpment. --- .........
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No comments other than those common everywhere. Mainly,
federal money not made defin1 tely available early enough 
to count ln with regular budget. 

I feel Title I took up every Qvallable teacher lncluding those 
that otherwlse may not have gone lnto teachlng. 

Nost ot our Title I .uoney has been used for equipment. Ive 
d1d pay aome teacher ule.ries for a summer program but we 
had already had a summer proeram anyway.- - - .... ­
The programs have added a little to the dlfflcu1ty of gettlng
teachers. 

Most of the Title I personnel employed during the 1966-67 
school year were contracted following a relatively short 
perlod of employ.ment during the 1965-66 school year. Should 
such personnel have to be replaced for the 1967-68 school 
year. we would most certa1nly have difficulty in finding

cZ	 

qualified ind1T1duals. 
~	 .. ----­
, ,~	 

The progrq 1sn't affecting the shortage in our area. If 

I 
~ 
~ 

?i	 we were not us1ng the teachers in Tl tle I work we would be 
1	 using them in our system though-1n reali t7 it did create more 

Jobs. One teacher Who ret1red last 7-r was retained under 
Title I and one was a housewife who came back 1nto teaching. _ ..... _­
Undoubtedly has added to problem of teacher shortage. We 

t feel the program has been needed for many' year8• 
.. ----­

I doubt if Title I has had any effect on the teacher 
shortage. It would seem. to me that unification would better 
util1ze teacher effort w1 th larger class sizes (in some 
cases) to more than oompensate for Title I. Wages is main 
reason for shortage. 

Our program 1s Jemedial .,:.eading--conducted during school 
year and summer term. A not1cable improvement in majori ty­
of students in their other class work. Excellent 
reception by parents. 

. In this commu..'11 ty we have several houseWives who wanted to 
teaoh during the sun~er under Title I who are qualified 
teachers. 

Title I has increased the teacher shortage, 

Ib1s program has too many 1imltationa to be a good sound 
educational or economical progrsm.-_ .. _-­
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The programs under T1 tle I do create or help create a teacher 
shortage, but lt helps teaohers to rea11ze that further 
traln1ng ls needed and ln many cases specla11~at1on 1n 
speclf1c areas of ourr1culum are greatly lacking. Teaohers 
and admlnlstrators are look1ng at the1r programs wlth 
1ntense lnterest and aaklng for outs1de help from spec1a11sts
1n the flelds. Th.1s ln my oplnion ls lead1ng the way tor 
1mprovement and helplng to really make the fleld of educat10n 
a leadlng	 profes81on. 

Our school ls fortunate 1n be1ng close to a college town. 
Many ttae. a spouse 1s 1n the process of f1nlsh1ng school or 
obta1ning an advanced degree. Our shortage d1d not occur ln 
the '1'1 tle I arM. -_ .. _-­
T1tle I placed a heavy stra1n on the supply ot teaohers 
espec1ally ln reading and Eng11sh f1elds. 

-.., ... -­
Very succes8f'ul--shouldn't have cut allooat10ns to 85%• .. .. -- ..	 ­
It has 1ncr....d the teacher shortage beoause we have 
lmproved those ln certa1n flelds to t1ll ln on T1tle I 
projects thus creatlng a ahortage ln certa1n areas• 

.1	 -_ ... -­
We are havll'16 excellent resu'l ts 11'1th our T1tle I programs.~ 

-4 
XI	 

We have experlenced no dlfficulty 1n statf1ng w1 th well 
qua11f1ed personnel.

~ 
ti 

~ 

'$ 
-_ .. --­

It would 888m that the T1tle I programs Were a very def1nite 
faotor ln the teacher shortage. School dlstr1cts h1red more 
teaehers than normal so that T1 tIe I projects could be 
started. 

The creatlon of new programs has lncreased the demand tor 
teachers. Th1 s made the already tea ohar shortage more 
cr1tical. 

- .. _---
Tltle I programs had l1ttle lf any effect on teacher 
shortage in our case. We use two one-half day teachers •• 
one-halt day '1'1 tIe I teachers mak1ng them full time. 

Tltle I Read1ng project m.ost benetlclal we feel • ... __ .-­

It ls qu1 te evident that a ma30r tactor in the pre.ent
teaoher ehortap la a result or 10 a&n7 regular teachers 
having been plaoed 1n T1.tle I procrama.
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I n our system we had no problem finding teachers tor the 
Title I program. This, however, was due to the fact that 
we have a number ot women in our oommunity who are certified 
teachers but have given up teaching for the career of house­
wife. All of the three teachers in the '1'1 tle I program in 
our sohool are ot thi s group. They were looking tor part­
t1me worlt. 

-~_ ... -­
Did not seriously affect the teacher shortage. It was a real 
benef1t in compensating the 104% (budget increase restriction] • 

.. _---­
Our program has 'Worked real well because we h1re most of 
our teachers during the summer months. Therefore we have 
had good luok hiring qualified teachers. The ma1n difficulty
wi th T1 tIe I has been not knowing if we would get the money. 
Our Title I progru was approved in August, 1966 and we still 
do not know lf we oan get the total amount approved. You 
eannot set up a SOOd program under this condition.-----_ ... 
T1t1e I proaraas _cam the problem of une~rt&lin financing.
I t would be-hel.pruJ.ir finaficing were aV811.ab e earl.yo en6Ugh 
for adequate. planning. -.-------­
T1 t1e I haa made 1t posslb1e to reach areas that we could not 
reaoh because of the 104% ot the budget.--- .. _­
It would be nice to know tbe ..uats fro. ,ear to ,ear so one 
could plan a oontlnuing prosram. At the present time 1t 1s 
redlculous wl th a program and no funds• 

. -----­
The uncertainty of funds is a ractor. 

~-_ .. _­
Considerable amount ot new positions created trom Title I 
prograas. The ability of some districts to pay higher sala­
ries haa been a serious factor in teacher reorui tment. Hate 
Congressional funding of Title I money. It delays to a good 
extent contidenoe in contact1ng personnel for ne:Jt years 
prosrama. Good factors concerning Title I is ability of 
schools to aide dl sadvantaged youth to extent not betore able 
to do. Private-publio school cooperation and understanding
muoh better than preViously. Programs need to remain 
p11ab1e to adjust tor needs and unforeseen changes. 

We transterred one primary teacher to Title I. We tee1 the 
replacement teacher proved to be very unsatistactory. No 
dOUbt Title I programs have had a .erious eftect on the 
present teacher shortage. 

~---_ ... 
The greatest critlcism we have of T1 tle I 1s the appropriation 
ot funds. We placed ourr1tIe I teaohers under contraot in 
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Apr1l. 1966. It 1s now February, 1961. and we still do not 
know our exact sllocation. We are ver7 hesitant to place
teachers under contract w'1th this type or budgetary 
procedure. .. ...... -- ­
I resent in Title I the degree ot control exeroised by the 
federal government, Unless our state departments and local 
systems are able to stand on the1r own the sohools are 
awaiting the fate of ~ Washington heavy bander buracraoy. 

Are you kiddingll There are simply no surp1.U8 teaohers 
anywhere--even the very poor ones have positions• 

. -.--­
Unification and Ttt1e I are oontributing ractors to the 
teaoher shortage 1n our district. We have added ,.$ teachers 
this year and haft an opening tor 8 gu1dance-coun••lor which 
we would have hired last tall had an average or 8004 candidate 
applied. We are panng 1.5 teaohers under Tit1.. I. and the 
oounselor would also have been pa1d out ot the same tund. --- .. -­
Our basio prttgram under Title I was a read1ne prosra and was 
held during the summer and will be apin this 8UII1Ier. We 
have had one 01a8s of reading on the ••con4a17 level dur1ng 
the school ;rear. This 18 the onl7 -7 that .e could bave a 
successful program b,y using our pre.eftt statt. W. found 1t 
impossible to secure teachers outside our present teachers 
tor thl s program. 

.. .. --- ...
 
We need to cut the red tape at the state level as well as the 
national level. 

F1nancing should be done easier so we can plan better• 
.. ... -- - ..
 

Hays be1ng a college town leaves us in a more favorable 
position AS far as te8ch~rs are concerned than many places. 
Our b1ggest headache has been in the area of financing-­
sweating out whether the money will be received 1n time to 
meet the payrolls. 


