32 ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION AMENDMENTS

We have recently completed a study of the first yvear's operafion—=a study
drawn from the reports suinnitted to the Office of Education by State educational
agencies.  These reports revenl both the scope and the promise of the program.
Of neurly 27.000 local edueational agencies in the country and owlying rerri-
tories. almost 23.000 were eligible to receive Title I tunds: 17481 participated
during the school rear. condneting =ome 22173 projecets,  The projects ranged
from comprehensive preschool programs to courses in mathematics and job
sikill< for high xchool dropours.

Almost two-thirds of the projects were for language arts and remedial
reading. Instructional services account for 51.6 percent of the funds ex-
pended in Fiseal Year 1966 and 57.6 percent in Fiscal Year 1967.

Children whoe had never visited a doctor or dentist were given medical
care.  In both Fiseal Years 1966 and 1967 more than 2 percent of the funds
expended went for health services.

Porervice proevns weonnting for more than 2 percent of the local
[N ftures for ool diseal vear. provided hot break-
Cots ord Tunehe s G chilidien Jormeriy too hunery to learn,

Children from pre-kinderearten through the «ixth grade accounted for
near'v 70 percent of the total number of participants, an indication of the
arrempts o erndicate early the crippling etfects of poverty.

Appendix A shows a breakdown of @il the mojor categories of expenditure for
Fivoal Yeurs 1965 and 1067,

Many s-hool districts were extrenely creative in their use of Title T funds.
T.0f ine give you a few examples, & saned from the State evaluation reports:

Tn 2 Washingten farm comuuanity, fwo nurses’ aides (ene of whom spoke
Spanish) Lronght health care to the impoverished Spanish-speaking children
of mizrant farm workers

N York City asse:
<elors, and psrohiatrists

A Tennes-ce project developed wirel
children.

A Louisizna school tanght English as a foreign languaze te children of
Cubne, oo fngoos and residint aliens from South America.

An T[owa school provided evening classes for high school dropouts.

But the most encouraging aspects of our evalration are the changes in atti-
tudes—on the part of both students and teachers—that have been reported.
Children taking part in a Title T project in Ohio. for example, who previously
had exhibited great hostility to anything connected with school, openly admitted
enjoving the program.

The National Advisory Council on the Education of Disadvantaged Children,
in its January 21 report to the President and the Congress, stated: “The atti-
tudes of teachers are crucial in improving the education of disadvantaged chil-
dren.” Tt cited summer schools aided by Title I last summer. “the atmosphere
of experimentation,” and “fresh feelings of success with children” as instru-
mental in changing traditional teacher attitudes. The State evaluation reports
reflect such change. Teachers in a Chicago project were amazed at the rate of
improvement in reading ability of a class of “educationally deprived” children
once individualized remedial reading services were provided for the ciass. They
and local school administrators learned that under-achievers, poor learners, or
whatever they had been called in the past, could be aided by the proper educa-
tional program.

One of the potential problems with a program of this size is that of communi-
eation with the teachers and administrators at the State and local levels. We
have tried to meet this need through constant contact with State administrators
and through a series of meetings with State and local educators concerned about
compensatory edncation. Early in the first vear of the Act. we began a sories of
meetings with State department of education people who were to administer the
Title I program. These meetings provided an initial contact which helped get
the program off to a good start and established a relationship that has continued
into the second year.

Representatives from the 21 largest cities, with their State department asso-
ciates, met with Office of Education staff at three meetings in October 1966 to
discuss Title I programs. The Federal-State-local dialogue set up by these meet-
ings was clearly useful in helping us to serve the States better, and State and
jocal representatives were unanimous in their desire for a continuation of the

<l

ed teams of specialistr—reading experts, coun-
Hr intensive work with preschoolers.
55 auditory trainiug units for deaf




