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A ReV1ew of Early. Chz]dhood Educat1dn'

F1rst Annua1 Evaﬁuat1on Report 1973«74 ,
“ﬁj.i Vet B ;

'\d

~

. Ar]ene F1nk and Ralph Hoepfner ’
" Center for’ the Study of Evaluation, UCLA’

, INTRODUCTION.
*'The E\r1y Ch11dhood 5ducat1on Program (ECE) is an attempt to compre=
hensxVe1y restructure pub11c eTenentary educat1on in Cal1forn1a. ECE, esta-
blished by the Legts]ature in 1972 (Chapter 1147, Statutes_ of 1972), is
unique 1n two 1nportant WaysS. First, the program actua11zes a- be11°r 1n
the 1oca1 control of education by being based on the deve1opnent by the -
1oca1 d1str1ct of a.school- y~schooT master p]an. To th1s ends the Legws1a- .
ture specxfxed that the govirn1ng board of the d1str1ct ‘must. seek d1rect
commun1ty parent, and teacher 1nvo1vement in the deve]opment of the p]an.,s
The second way ECE is unaque is in its 1ns1stence upon. eva1uat1on uring
the growth of the program, and not gust after 1ts completion or cert1f1cat1on.

+ - Thus, the _California Legislature requires that each d1scr1ct rece1v1ng ECE

a1lowances must. subm1t to the Deparfment of Education at’ Teast -one report
each year\dea11ng with fiscal expendltures, ‘degree and success of program
1mp1enentat1on, and quant1tat1ve estimate of pupil progress (Chapter 6. 1, _
6445 10). 1 addition, the Department of Education must report to the Legis-
1ature the degree of program 1np1ementat1on and the successes of d1str1cts
part1c1pat1ng in the program {Section- 11) -

The inclusion of an evaluation as part of the dynam1cs of an educat1ona1
program is a relatively new phenonmenon. Few precedents,ex1st for conduct1ng -
such evaluations of programs as jarge as ECE. The report-prepared by the
Department of Education, Early Childhood Education: First |Annual Evaiuation
Report, 1973-74, is a resu1t of that effort. The followin reviem prepared
by the Center for the Study of Evaluation (CSE), is a summary and critique
of the evaluation report. - : '

“In preparing the veview, distinctions were made among the program, the
evaluation conducted by - .the ECE schools and the Department of Educat1on, “and
_the eva]uat1on report. The review is not an eva]uatwon of the ECE Program.
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That evaluat1on was assigned to the ECE schools and the Department of Educa—
t1on by'the Legxs1ature and no attempt has been made to dup11cate the1r
acbvevements. Horeover, the review dpes'not contain the results -of an aud1t“
of the evaluation. An aud1t is usua11y perfOrmed to ver1iy the accuracy of -
ansevaluat1on, and it- 1nvo]ves 901ng “to the or1g1na1 sources and reqnterpret-
ing-evaluation 1ntonmat1on. CSE d1d fot attenpt to refer to the or1glna1 '
Department of Educat1on sourres. In\tead the revxew focuses ‘on the content
of the eVa1uat1on report, or those aspects of the evaluation that were ses-
' lected and recorded as a comprehenslve and accurate representat1on of the
conclusions reachéd about ECE and the methods used to~ reach thems . -~

It is genera11y accppted by pract1t1oners that certa1n 1nformat1on must
be included in an eva1uat1on eport if it is to. be worthwh1Je. For th1s re-'L‘
view, the information has been greuped 1nto three categories. These are:

(1) The conceqtua11zat1on of eVa1uat1on. Th1s category 1nc1udes the de-
finitions, purposes, and framework of the eva]uatwon, and a descr1ptxon of the

audience for whom the report is 1ntended The review w111 focuc on the extent .

to wnwch this 1nformat1oq_has ‘been. presented in the ECE eva1uat1on report T,
= {2) A descr1pt1on of the program to be eva?uated The rev1ew w111 dxs-
cuss the clarity with wh1ch1the program has-been- descr1bed partacu1arLy
those components of it that const1tute tbe obaects oF the ECL eva1uat1on re- “
port. ' EE o R . S
—(3) Descriptions and exp]anat1or§/oé>eva1uat1on procedures. The review
vw111 focus on the evaluation procedures that were used to obtain “information

about three factors: program 7mp1ementat1on product eva1uat1on and f1sca1

-~

management. = - - S . RO

- _ - * .

7/ THE LONCEPTUALIZATION OF THE EVALUATION

»

-

) In d1rect1ng that there ‘be an eva1uat10n of ECE, the/Legislature also
estab1lshed gu1de11nes for the eva1uat1on. They were fhat tgg Department of

R

-

7 Educat1on should report to the Leg1slature the deg e.of program 1np,enenta-"":’LA

S T

tion and the successes of the d1stricts partici t1ng in the program, * Inh;,
cluded in the report-was to be a. composite seobre for each school in the pro—

3~
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gram that took into account three factors: f1sca1 expendltures~(20% of the ) //A
score) , degree and success of program implementation (70% of the score) and /
“a quant1tat1ve estimte of pupil progress (10% of the score). F1na]1yf'the

] 1eg1s]ature stated’ that the Department of Education was to compute an 1ndexﬂ

of student atta1nnent, "us1ng factor' wh1ch have been shown to be pred1ct1ve

‘of school success (6445 1), N , :1; . .

In response to the Leg1s1ature, the ‘ECE eva1uat1on report di'd address the -
,program 's 1mp1enentat1on pupil progress, and fhscal management However, 1t
did. not prov1de this information for each distr1ct and schoo] Tnstead, the
'.1n70rmat10n was summarlzed for the entire program. ‘Student progyess: data, for ’
) exanp]e were presented by grade level for a]1 st%dents in the program or hy _ ir'v~;,
the funding sources of prograns conbined with ECE. 1sca3 mdnagement was dé-. 711
scribed according to expend1tures by account c]ass1f1cat1on, and pérta1ned to f;’
‘the whole program rather than .to specific schoo]s or d1str1cts. F1na11y, a1-h1°i\ s
though thevevaluataon report states that the Departrient computed an 1ndex of i
student attainment for each part1cu1ar school’, a descr1pt1on Cof how th1s was xfi?;i;
done and the identities of the.schools were- not g1ven. Vf' %' T .»f:iéiﬂ

The. f1nd1n§s of an evaiuation are usea11y summar1zed and reported by 11st1ng i
- eethe conpe111ng, or at least convincing, 1np11cat1ons of the 1nvest1gat1on.' How~ ;_’i‘
éggg . ever, many. of the summarized conc1us1ons of the ECE report, espec1a.1y those re- f?té

gard1ng further needs [e.g., "Districts shou1d be encouraged to expand hea1th o

L. and auxiliary serv1ces" (p. vi)s "Act1v1t1es must ‘be’ 1n1t1ated to .mprove co-
. ordination w1th other state and jocal agenc1es to 1mprove the de11very of 1oca1 L
~health.sgrvices" (p. vi); and "Standardized te;t1ng for all ECE participants 1{7!71:
S . is necessary” (p..vi)] cannot be substant1ated by the eV1dencepthat is prov1ded _-
S in “the report. Thus , they appear to be 1mp11cat1ons based upon unreported e
fxnd1ngs or conclusions -drawn from other sources of 1nformat1on or belief. " Fur~ '::f
7 ther, several tables (€.t 9.5 tables 6 and.9) seem_to lack any re]evance to. the . F:J’;

= . mandates of the eva]ua*1oh (They may provide 1mportant 1nterna1 1nformat1on

L for the Department of Educat1on however.) Finally, the. ECE report is fragmented
., — and unorganized. Page 3, "personnel in the Programs' defies meanwngfu1 organ1- e
‘ zation without the insertion of at least two other sections or head1ngs Tike B

“ o . "Number of Fu]l-T1ne Equivalent Personne] Enp1oyed in Ear]y Ch11dhood Programs
) and "Required ECE Components. .o “7 e
Since the eva1uai1on report excludes school or district data - as nequ1red ' 7?&

by the ]eg1s:at1on, it is possible that 1t was wr1tten for an aud1ence other ,"

7 . o
. . » Y .
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than Ieg1s1ators. In _the 1ntrodﬁct1on to the report,\Dr. Rw]es commends 1t

\to “a]] Californians," suggest1ng | 1ay aud1ence. If certa1n information has
,been exc]uded for this %udience, but 1t is availabie in some other place, this
7 shou1d be made clear in erder to fac111tate complete understand1ng.

A

‘,

THE VDESCRIPTIVON OF' TH'E«PROGRAM

P

o

Ear]y Ch11dhood Educatxon is conce%ved of as‘a comprehensxve restr ctur— 7/

- gz
- Tng of’primary educatxon. The governing boards of any schoo1 dw:;r} ts that

have kjndergarten, f1rst~, or second-grade students can deve1op ubmit for

:approvaJ a master plan for early childhood educat1on. The plan, deveIOped in |
) cooperatlon with the com uity. and schoo] personne] must 1nc1ude a comprehen-

sive statement sett1ng forth the district's program on a sc;gol»by-schoo1 bagi;&w«

,,f,The ECE 1eg1slatlon contains. standards set by the State Board of Educat1o' for

'j;sca11y not 11nnted to adherence o the standards.Y jr,%/ ; ;Vzr

’iw1th sucQ a conponent . f.z R

review-of the master plan by the Department. D1str1ctsf;nd schools. a’ZV:}" i

57;—exp1anat10ns of drstr1ct or schoo1 programs., The reader of thg epa]uat1on re- -

iAs a resu1t of the 1ack of‘spec1fic1ty about e- 1nd1v1dua1 programs, a 7

_’ig,;var1ety of quest1ons about their. comparative eff ct1veness were not addressed

by the report Some quest1ons that m1gh* have been asked about them ‘are: Did

e _1mpress1on (counter to the 1egustat1ve 1ntentnons) that ECE in Ca11forn1a is
o re1at1ve1y stat1c ‘and undimensipnal, Further, in such c1rcumstances, the focus

7,:lsone d1str1cts or schools have’ 51m11ar ob;ect1ves for thelr students but dif-

7 '7;errent p1ans for. ach1eving them’ To what extent was each program successful
,—,for 11 part1c1pants? D1d some schdo1s/ach1eve a great deal of success W1th k :

' ,respect to some purposes, but no wrth others? D1d come schools have d1ff1culty irf‘f'
;’1mp]ement1ng certa1n componentS‘o‘ the programs, and why? T o '

lack of 1nformat1on about he individual d1str1ct and schoo] 1eaves the ;7

of the eva1uatﬁon Was 1nvar1ab1y shlfted from the unique and dyram1c aspects of

- - T
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of the programs that are c1a1med to const1tute ECE to those that conform to

statutory limits. in add1t10n, no d1stnnctions are even made among the ways
1nterpreted them. - For examp1e 'ECE legislation requires that master plans

: 1nc1ude Mstaff deve]opment and 1nserv1ce training”" (6445.4). A more adequate
representat1on of the program would have resulted if the definition of this
requlrement and a descrtpt1on of its 1up1ementat1on had been presented “in the

 -report by d1str1ct or school [ '

I~
Py

_ REVIEW OF’THE EVALUATION DROCEDURES

e —In reportlng the resu]ts of ECE, tge Department of Educatlon was concerned )
with three maggx factnrst“‘program 1np1enentat1on,tproduct eva]uat1on and fis-
cal managenent.}FBffause the eva]uat1ve procedurés aSSoc1ated w1th the three

factors were o

M\-«

Vi

Program Imp1eméntat1on

I . ' -
As specj§1ed by the ECE 1egws1at1on, program 1mp1ementat1on was to con-

- stitute 70%2of the overaT] eva]uatton ratxng for each school dur1ng the f1rst
year of. ECE;s ex1stence. Program amp1ementat1on data for 1973-74 were obta1ned

s

[

the resu]ts d1ffered more than .a set amount 2 third rating wa
three rat1ngs were then averaged and converted to a (undef1ned
for that school. ) g

Add1t1ona1 1mp1enentat1on 1nformat1on was obtained through the use of

_Department program audlt consultants who v1s1t”d"EtE schoo1s using spec1a1 )

audit forms. JWh11e in the schoo1, the consu]tants observed cTass act1v1t1es,'
tnterv1ewed parents teachers, “and staff 0n the basis of a ten—po1nt sca]e,:
the school was rated accord1ng to 1ts 1mp1ementat1on of its own p]an. These '
ratings were converted tc (undeflned) standard scores. '
A third. ‘program 1mp]ementat1on eva]uation procedure was also deve1
r# was 1nCorporated 1n the E-127-I form, which was a report due from eath schoo1 -

s, ass1gned The
{ standard score

I

|

oped,

-

>
-

" in which different programs, while attempting to adhere to 1eg1s1at1ve Timits, T

é;ented towards d1fferent purposes, each w111 be rev1ewed separately;::

from a school-level’ p1an prepared according.to_a_spec1a1 form and a rev1ew of *j»?'ﬁff
that plan by”at least two members of tre ECE management team also us1ng a spec1a1{f§;
form, The average ofktwo ratxngs .Was then converted to a standard score.;—When f*t{i;

‘e,

I

s

"
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}igf.. - 1in December, 1973 Apr11, 1974, and July, 1974 _The reports were assessed and
S the resuTts converted into (undefined) standard scores.“,‘ y ‘
?f“"f:i;'— -On -the whoie, the ECE report provides‘an easy—to~fo110w out]lne of the

- evaluative steps taken to obtazn inp}ementation 1nfbrmation. Thus the qua11ty
” rating of the school p}an, ‘as. desxgned by each schools the qua11ty of program
) 1mp]ementat1on, 4s determined by the program aud1t, and the results ot the
E-127-1 evaiuatxun reports were used to rank schools for e11g1b1ﬂ1ty or expan»' 7
. .sion, and ultimately previded the ba51s for comnut1ng 70%.of the oVera]l evalu-
K at1on of the school * - : coL et - - '
, ‘n add1t1on to out11n1ng the steps taken to determtne the degree and suc-
. cess of program tmp1ementation the eyaluation report a}so 1dent1fhes reasons
given for not 1np1ement1ng part1cu1ar program act1v1t1es.r For exanple, "1h-,~’
i —.-.7 suf%ﬁc1ent t1ne a1located in original planntng for complet1on of activ1ty, . L
= was "the reason glven .most frequentJy The report a1$o presents data on. che )
L proposed number of activities fdr a program component 11ke staff development C
iif;,, and the nunber of agt1V1t1es that were and were not 1mp1emented Further, the ?:"'
“/ . data are presented to demonstrate that the schools that rated high. on the on-"'
Bl site program audits and on their school Teve] pTans tended to ‘be more. success--
' ful.in 1mp1ement1ng their plans. The program 1mp1enentat1on section of - the
- -evaluation report concludes.with the assert1on that “the- data co??ected show
ﬁ'f that a program with well- defnned p]ans and program audits can bé eva]uated < : =
*with greater conf1dence in the accuracy of the 9va1uation product than a pro-': i?;f—i
. gram with plans that are not we11ndef1ned w ‘} e L —; - :f -
Despite the varied and opt1m1st1c f1nd1ngs’ and the resentat1on,of an 7?{7 B
. ~ outline of the steps that produced many of them, the ECE report is 1ac01ng the
> detail that is necessary to mentally reconstruct the eValuat1on in- order to
" _more firmly. grasp the connect1ons that are said to exist between the conc1L51ons
- , and the procedures used to arrive at them.‘ For exmmﬂe, Form A-127-o was used o
by schools to descrlbe fhe1r plans, Huwever, no saine fOrms are prov1ded to Ef;
f; ) graph1ca11y expla:n Xhe spec1f1c requirefents to wh1ch thé schools were to con- - ?;1
form. Also, ro samples of acceptabTe plans are ngen as’ a standard of conparnaon e
 among. p1ans. Fhrther, the forms. used by the ECE Management “Team in reV1ewing B
those p1ans 1s onntted from the ECE report so-that the correspondence hetween

L ,‘the rev1ews and the p]ans can on]y be a hopeful assumpt1on.rr s

"
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.f—fr were observed, how were they se]écted’ Were the consultants who observed- the

_.._47__’

:§; opt1ona] program components, 1ike. music and art, included in -50% o@ the ECE
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S Another onn551on frqm the ECE eva]aat1on report is detéfied,descxdpttoh
of che program aud1t - a key component of the evaluat1on - resultlng in many”’

3
“

unanswered questions,
consu]tants and on which- act1v1t1es dxd-c]assroom consultants focus tﬁe1. \
attentaons’ What scale did they use in nak1ng their assessments’ were AT \

- cTasses in an ECE school observed or were éniy samples obseryed? 1f samo1es i

N
c]assroom the same people wh& 1nterv1ewed parents, teachers, and staff? Nere
these latter 1nd1v1dua15 samp]ed or was everyone 1nvo!ved in the program 1n-

.

C terv1ewed° What did the £-227-1 report form Took Tike’ and'what procedures were o

" used to assess _the school s eva1uatxon reports 50 that the EESults cou!d»be
converted to a standard score? . R
_The purpose of raising these quest1ons and others ltke them 15 net to ,
,‘cast doubt on~the qualifications of the 1nd1V1duals respons1ble for the rhport,

&~ - e

- >.2

.or everl the care they took in comp1T1ng 1t.3 Exper1enced eva]uators have becomeiiri;i

, rather fam111ar with the pressures aseoc1ated with producing a txmnly and’ac-
curate report. Nevertheless, the ‘use of’spec1a11y-deVe]oped and unlque evaluatioo
procedures for a program of ECE s magnwthde suggests the needvfor a- detailed

I
>

- _-.but.concise exp]anat1on of what was donel how 1t was done and the 11m1tat1ons;,‘. f:}
- if any, on 1nterpretat1ons of the outcomes. in the absence of such care%ul S

dpcumentat1on the results of the report tend to lose their 1mpact.r And thisr
s what unfortunate?y happens in, the ECE report. - |, -

4
- . F3 *
. ¢ - - -
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Based 0N statutory requ1rements, the. ECE’evaluation rgport descr1bes the ]
degree of effect1veness of each of six conponents of the overa]] program.
These were read1ng/1anguage mathemat1cs, hea]th/auxx]iary sérv1ces parent

B educac1on, parent part1c1pat1on and community 1nvolvement, staff deve]opment,
“ard 1nserv1ce “education. The ECE evaduatmon report also concerns itse]f with

scoools., Because the six components. .comprise the essentiaT 1ngred1ents of

_all ECE, programs regard]ess of other pﬁanned~for varwat1ons fhe evahuat1ve . f"ﬁ

procedures assoc1ated with each w111 be descr1bed

Y )
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For instance, what were the qual1f1cattons of the.audlt‘A~ o
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¢ R, Readmg/l.an uage

-
b 1,’

I PR ﬁm réadmg/] anguage c‘amuonent ‘invo‘lved the testmg of’ 134 416 students ¢
e dn hx;}dcrgarten, i rst, saezoud, and third grades (t’he number, supp’lied in Tab?e*
8., gfnnot. be made_ to Jwb&, with those in Tables 12 ‘or Tables 13, 14 15, but no

,/%’g??natwn is pmwded) “The determfnatwn of the ~effect’x veness of tms con%? .

4" r{ent’ was. based on test scores prowded by the districts for each schoa’! and
Vaggregafed by the ) partment pf Educatm to pra\nde mforfmatmu about the cver«

> - S e v

Y L

Call pmgram. e . : e S "1‘-‘; 3
’ o cb?.am tms information, students “in ECE sn?m'is were_fzrst’given L
pr&tesu. Seven months ]ater they were gwen a pos?t.’test to ascertain the é%- ’f’ L

tent of readmgﬂanguage mprovement as a result’ of bemg ‘in the prag‘ram. }he
i eva} uatwn report states that in the readmg/]anguage deve'iopment omponant, :
the éch}evement test =cores showed an average gain- of 1. 1 months f growth pet‘ :
’ mcnth of )nstructlnn in gr,ades ong thmt.gh thrée. In smra program comb'mah ims 'j s f
e g., grade two, ECE and ﬁﬁlerulJnruh t‘aese gains veve as hvgh as 17 4 months.
Other results preS‘ented int e evaluation report mclude the average readfng/
1anguage development ach;e ement by fundmg_sources that “co*rhmed thh EGE B
-~ money. for each grade, the ank order’ o’r‘ ECE program test. res as ccmpared xs
to the 1974 state asscssmen% reszﬂts, and the nurrber ,and percenﬁage Iby grade ,
ievel) of “ECE students who cored in e&h quarter of the d!stributwn of read- .. B
- . ) mg/language deve?opment ach‘e\:ernent s maasured by tha Pretest and the pest— o
testo, “In aH cases, ECE students were reported to have perfomd weﬂ PFOT‘ -
oL instangg, the report states that the fiunber'of students in each grade Jével in_
"' : -the lowest quarter o‘r the d1str1butmn decreased dumhg the ;even months between
A the pretest and the pcsttes whﬂe Q pumber in the feurth”qvarter mcreased,
“J Moo Thq resu]ts of the over ﬂ ECE pmgram, hmevw mpresswe"ly presented , -
7 ‘must be mterpreted agd accepte;& cauhous“!w of seurse caut‘fnn in t‘se fntero ,"7 7
St gretatmn ‘of results is advisable when’ reviéwzng any eva]uatmn repcrt, smce -
R 3va’t\uatmn tfarhmques are. continuously eVblvmg and fe@rules or certamt’xes e
‘ .t gu1de the readeer', presenﬂy e,nst,‘ Baﬁause of thf,,, 1t is, efctreme}y mpor-
‘ uant for the wmters of eval uatwon reports to exp’l;n? th&hmztatwns that aha
'attenda‘nt upon the conclusions so that they are not® taken out Gf context and
nnsused \fECE 5 evaluatmn mport pmw des no such war:nmgs to. bew mth
the ﬁndmgs, a]though several are c:’léariy necessary. . For exanmeq, the sfudent
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- 7, studc:nts rea‘ny know ahaut madmg and ‘iangl\ge,

sstudents are affered ?sﬂ,n,.;

‘acmevement data{by dxstm.x. or‘ schoo‘! ‘H; a?so neg”iects tb prmnde 'infomatiun

7 been. except’i na}, it weu‘.‘d have been useful*to hav& been gﬁen ad:{wtiana‘i as-a -
- surance thaf /
-extema'{ ¥

/'{vnth 'sﬁme mservaﬁwns*

‘t«";
3

t;aﬁ a detemivation could be made as 6 whether somef"
stndentc we:re responsy’ {e for nams aﬂwhether all students made eqzﬁvalgnt
gams. . Hawng acces;
2 more bahnced vze,‘ cf the effecti vené%s pf EﬁE.

The ECE evaly

¢ -
R .

ﬁtxon repart not m'iy naglects to prq_viﬁe maﬂmgﬂaugus:ge

comparing s:.tude,rts uttending ECE schools mth stud&uts in ordmary schaals wi t:h«n

in the same %‘Jsmm‘ Mthougb thé ECE mading/languaae gains may¢ tm‘fy ha\re

' zhe gams reaﬂy were due te the ECE pmgr@m rather ithan ta smm '
ﬂueuce, hke district-mde fwmmd instruction or materiafs uhatg

/ - :‘; 1:

»

,:'; P

favorab? 4 affec:ted III)S’t *students, - : : : o
! ;is 1mortam. to nota that the. ECE evaiuat*ian mporf; gmpﬁasxzes the can.é T
. o f' “gain," whereas cmy ﬁrst-grade students sz:omd at grade Tevel (} o
fe-posttest. Second_ gradarzs cc\, e'?;ﬁd,:the swen-—mon*h agademic peﬁuﬁ with
gore of 2.5, and tmrzi graders comp’teted the year.\aﬁth a/Zcore of, 3.3. 1ﬁ

dxvg at grada Ieve;} is. a,critemon of effectwé scﬁao} grograns, ami the ase
f -grade eqmva?ent scores wmpﬁes th«rc it :s, then ECE,gams mnst be revi?md

e e W
,

Ong- ‘!ast caxztmn should be ment‘mne& ,’ft is cu%tamary ’in exa‘iﬁaﬁoz} re-»
portss to fully descmbe the measures and 1 struments used. The:.e des::rip ons T
usua'fly attend to the masures' psychamat/l rMc pmpaz‘ties er reﬁahi}ityi a—-{”ﬂ ’
1 dx ty, and norm quality, and often dei:az] the c*z rcumstances unde? wﬁxd& tesgts 3
were administered, obse -wations we;a. réﬁ; etc. For mstanca, 'the spectacxﬂar o
mnth‘y} gains in reading and language can mﬂy be assessed by nnm-_cmferenced
 tests that provme both fa‘i't and sprmg gmdé»equwa]eni neIvS =- but no test
names are provi ded in the report s assurance the;t szzch ncms exisﬁ, and thaa:
the reported ﬁndmgs are not spurzo&s., By I*aﬂing ﬁa inc}ude ﬂ’ns ‘lpfomaﬁen,
the reader of the ECE report has been severe'!y hrﬁted ’;n am‘h ty ta dﬂtenrine ’
. whether the gains on the achievement tests’ are acc;;‘rate reﬂect:ians ai—‘ what

A

;7/{.‘, -

r%athematw cs

£

] The. matherr.at1 cs component “of ’:ECE is d‘!SCHSSi‘d ina manner simﬂar to
that of the readmg/ianguage rcnponent, and the pxac:l saume wamings atmut the
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. - feported cancl uswns apply. The ECE eva'fuﬂ'ﬁon report state; that achevementg\
-tast Gcores ahnwsd an a».terage gam—of 1. 2 tonths of grmvth per month of in=-
_struction in grades one throug'n i:hvee, The,ﬂgxp“ectgd grmth is ope wonth of’

grawih per wonth. of. mstruction for the average student and .7 months for dls- e

k3

*advantagad 'studentsg - oS PRATCS )
In 1merpmting ..he report‘ fmdings, it must be kept in mmd that no RN ’

: batweun or Within: schoo'i or distric?con‘pariscns are presented; many d}ﬂdmn
~.; were not ‘incsurﬁed jn the cgnputatw from pretest to posttest; that oily the.
ﬁwt graders ca:rp‘(eted mstructmn at. grade Jevel;. and tﬁat no, descmptwns S

e cf ach'tevemen% tests are provxded., Lo -

» - i

v & MR - B o
: . . . - - .o , o

Thé hea"ith/auxﬂiaw serviees were mported as effech v, provi dmg :
h&a;,a%}..exammatwns. Ae\.arcﬁng 9. t’ne ECE” repart‘ the Tevel of effevtz veness A
W determined primarily by three eva}uaﬁon methods* ‘subjective staff judg- -
mants (A74), coynting. of partl cipants or act:i vities (42%), and “abjecﬁ ve" mea- o A
sm?whf(e ratings (11%) The report also conc‘!udes that it is “ewi dent Ef- s
~that a r‘haxy service§ were effective“ in ECE pragrams. I adds that the ez ‘
Hs was determined.from. the vesu!tingjnrrovemnt noted in pu;fﬂ hea?th, L
fudgeoand mpvoved schoo‘i attendance. . Howaver,’ progedures for ob= R
t;aming ami synthesazwg *infcrmatmn about student uealth, attz‘tudes and attendance f
 gither-by ‘the’ ECE programs. br the. _Departrent of Education are not deseribed, 8
T Fﬁ;@}}y, “the ELE repux‘t‘.s recomendaﬁcns taken from. the sc.haois reports s
" are vagle. and pmbabi,y not.specific enmxgh 0, nffex‘ guidance to' future ECE R
progransf They mc‘!ude injmctiuns such as "to mpmve commmi cati on* and “"h;g- : \
creasg parenc‘%swa’ivemnt." The Tack of speciﬁcity in ’descm‘bing “the type of L :
haa)th servi ces examfﬁaj;ions,, etc.. suggests that c:mci uswrss conceming the 7 ;
gmgram in ?;his area must 213 accepted wﬁ:h cw‘e. Fnrthei‘, at ‘also suggests- | o
* that in aftenpting to mplemnt recamendatiens, 1ike the one ttr prmride ad- s
" “-ditfonal se*vis::es, *it is necessary to ﬁ’rst defme ang explain what services J\
*presenﬂy sgnsﬁ hw téxey vwrk, and under ahat ci rcumstances they mi ght cons T

- tmue ta b:oria,. :
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v G Parent Educatwn R

¢« . _The parent educatzon component neq)nred spec1ﬁc obaectwes and act1 w- .;; 7 ’
txes that wou‘id mcrease the parents effectwenes‘s’:by encouragmg them to L\e-
cg@g an mtegral part of the formal educatzwrocess. The Department of Edu- ‘
cafmn, re'tymg upon an unspea f'l&d number of ECE reports states i:hat parent ..
educatwr"scht*;és were evaluated by qdentﬁymg' the cntema for a success- ‘
fu‘l pro\ am and\saessmg the level of specific acti vities in meetmg those -
cntema. The report prov1des a 1ist of some of the activities rated by schﬁ’l 7
personnel as most important and ef‘fectwe, Tike mstructmna] c] asqes for pa nts.
However, there are no school-by—schom descmp’twns or explanatxons of specific 5
parent educatzon programs or their e.va‘luatxons. Thus, the nature and effective—

ness of the parent educ&‘;wdn progr‘a;n remams une]eaf‘.
5 . g S . - . Lo
,D..' Parenn Pamnmpatwn and Comnunity Invo’lvement RN / L
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ot Thg/pa"ent parthpaﬁon and commumty 1nvo¥vement component of ECE

:requm,ad §*§ec1f1c p’ians for the improvement of commum cation bgtween the schools -
and -th ‘commufiity as\weﬂ as parent part‘impaﬁon in the p"lanmng, ing:'lnmentation,
mod1 cation, -and evaluation of the pnogram and m the cTas..mom educaﬁon df '
the children. Acconding to the ECE report, parent ’mvo’!vement achwtzes that
weve fost effective were parent-teacher conferences, advigory committee’ méétinfgs?,; ;
.,chool-panent meé\ings, use of parent._ vo'h@teers and home conmunication. fHOW"f:i‘ ’,
ever, the report also cmcluded that parent educatxon and mvcnvement acti vities

' wem .sometimes: commingled in practice, which may account for son'e of the pro« A
b]ems that ex1sted in interpreting the resuits of the paran’c educ:mon con‘ponant. i
The events 'leadmg to. the conclusion weha not descr;bed», nor was the éxtent ta-

L which the commnghng took p'iace d';scussed f o\not dea‘lt wrth was the degree

,\7 -

spem ﬁc successes of ECE scﬁocﬂ progra

Ea . B i .
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E Staff Deve‘lopment Inserw ce Educat’:onk - ‘;

~

The staff deve]opment and ‘mser\nce educatxon component mhed pmm:lﬂy

on: subsectwe Judgnmts (67  of the methods used) Comparisons were a'lso ma
-~ o '

—-.»




~ L
between the 1mportance and the effect1veness of staff deve1opment act1v1t1es.
~ The nature of the Judgments and the procedures for the comparlsons are not de-
scr1bed Further, as the ECE_ evaluation report states, this conponent was
rare1y evaTuated in terms of the 1mp1ementat"on of inservice t¥aining into the
c]assroom. Further, even for cases where 1mp1ementation records were _kept, no '
1nformat1on was prOV1ded in the report gbout the’relationship between 1nserv1ce '

educatfbn and improved student “performance. .
. ‘ v e

hd L 4

F. Fiscal Management o -

\
i

The report of the.f1sca1-managenent component also is summar1zed over '
all schools and d1str1cts, contrary to legislative mandate. Tﬁe sumnary 1n- P o
_directly 1nd1cates overa]l comp11ance with ‘the legislative intent for expend1—) . :
,tures; but in an all-too-common disregard for compe111ng 1og1c, he.reconnenda— _sti
tions béar Tittle connectxon to the ‘reported findings. : R
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a \ CONCLUSION A %3{ .
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The Early fhifdhood Education First Annua1 EVa1uat1on Report '1973-74? ﬁr‘*“fétﬁ
has left many .questions unan;wered Some of them, espec1a11y those concerned ,ff”{"'
w1th descr1b1ng and comparing the implemeritation and outcomes of. each EFE §f§99d~""’f
prugram must be answered if. accurate and va11d 1nterpretat1ons of the efTect{vee R
ness of the ent1re ECE program lre to be made,,,f ~*"“~*f~r””"/ : e

To soneﬂextent howeaver, “the fact‘that many quest1ons rema1n unansw:red
‘ should be regarded by the eva1uator as a. ]1keTy effect of par*wcipat1ng in the 'f,
development of any new program and shar1ng its grOW1ng pains. Nevertheless, e
there is a definite need for a "master evaluation pﬂan," ana1ogouq 1n spirlt ‘
to the required mas ter p1an for each ECE schoo1 Th:s p1an shou1d be responsive o
to the purposes of*spec1f1c prograns , but. must be pr1mar11y'or1ented toward E
the concept of early ch11dhood educat1on as an overall restructur1ng of Californ1a s
schoo11ng. To achieve th1s the master evaluation plan would contain detailed
gutdellnes for the selection, coTIect1on analysis and renort1ng of 1nformation

about the individual and comparative accomp11shments of all ECE schoo]s.




