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SUMHARY

The statewide evaluation reports of all Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESPA), Title 1, programs in California for the 1973-74 school year
vere analyzed by the State Department of Lducation. A summary of each
program component follows.

Language Development/Reading

Students at all grade levels enrolled in ESEA, Title I, related programs
gained more than one month's growth in reading skills for each month of
instruction. Almost 10 percent of the project participants moved out of
the lovest quarter of the distribution of reading achievement test scores.
Successful rcading programs included the use of diagnostic/prescriptive
materials, individualized instruction within the regular classroom, and
assistance from instructional aides. -

Mathematics

Students enrclled in ESEA, Title I, related programs typically achieved
gains equal to or greater than 1.1 months of growth in mathematies for
each month of participation. 1t was found that an average of almosc 16
percent of the participating students moved out of the lowest quarter of
the distribution in mathematics achievement test scores. Successful
programs frequently reported the value of active participation by in-
structional aides and parent volunteers in both individualized and group
instruction in the regular classroom.

Health/Auxiliary Services

The health/auxiliary services component provided pupil personnel, library
and health services, and activities necessary to the success of project
participants. Pupil personnel services included individual counseling,
teacher consultation and pupil testing. Library services emphasized the
use of a variety of materials and equipment. lHealth activities provided
diagnostic, nutritional, and nursing services to students.

Parent Participation and Community Invelvement
1p Y

The parent participation and community involvement component provided
activities directcd towvard the improvement of communications between home
and school. Analysis showed that the most effective activities were those
which included parent-tcacher conferences, advisory committee meetings,
and home-school community activities.
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Intergroup Relations

The intergroup relations component implemented activities designed to
mininize isolation between different ethnic, cultural, racial, or social
groups. Analysis revealed that intergroup relations activities had re-
sulted in increased parent participation, interaction between groups,
and positive pupil attitudes.

Stafi Development

The staff development component provided inservice training to school
personnel working directly with the students. Major results included
improved skill in jndividualizing instruction in reading and mathematics,
and in planning and implementing instructional programs.

8
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THE ESEA, TITLE I, PROGRAM IN CALIFORNIA, 1973-74
INTRODUCTION

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 was designed
to insure to every child an opportunity to succeed to the fullest extent of his
potential regardless of that child's economic, social, or cultural background.
As administered by the State of California, ESEA, Title I, was designed to pro-
vide scrvices to educationally disadvantaged children in public and non-public
schools under guidelines and regulations that require the inclusion of at least
the following: an academic program consisting of language development and
mathematics; auxiliary services which include 'wcalth, pupil personnel
services and library activities; parent participation and involvement through
special parent p.oxrams and involvement on advisory committees; an intergroup
relations component to allevicte the problems of social, linguistic, and
geographic differences: and staff development activities for professionals and
paraprofessionals.

Prior to 1973-74, Title I was the primary funding source for assisting
educationally disadvantaged students. Legislation enacted by the state
during 1972 took effect during the 1973-74 school year and provided an addi-
tional $82 million for educationally disadvantaged students. In addition, the
Early Childhood Education program and the Bilingual FEducation program, both
implemented during 1973-74, served educationally disadvantaged students as part
of their populations. The concept of multifundec programs was to provide an
additional $330 per participant, beyond basic aid monies, ior each arnd every
student. This was implemented by funding educational progr.ms at the local
level from several federal and state scurces simultaneously.

ESEA, Title I, funded a variety of programs all directed toward the
economically disadvantaged student. Fund distribution inclvded: $125.0 million
to local school districts; $9.8 million for children of migrant workers; $1.4
million for resident young people in Californie Youth Authority institutions;
$2.0 million for handicapped children in special schools and state hospitals;
$0.2 million for inmates in adult correctional iastitutions; and $1.3 million
for neglected and delinquent youth in local institutions. The total of
California's ESEA, Title I, program monies was approximately $141.1 million,
including state administration of these programs.

The present evaluation report includes the results of programs for local
school districts that were funded f{rom ESEA, Title I, and ether federal or
state sources during the 1973-74 school year. Information relating to other
programs funded by LSEA, Title I, will be found under appropriate titles in
other reports.

Participants ‘o

During 1973-74, nearly 600,000 students in 1,615 schools or districts
were assisted by ESEA, Title I, and a combination of other federal and state
monies. Slightly more than 63,000 student participants were in programs funded
only by ESEA, Title I. Table 1 shows the number of students enrolled by grade

S




level in special programs in public and non-public schools that were funded
from ESEA, Title 1, and other sources. The concentration of students served
by the programs was in the primary grades where 56.5 percent of the partici-
pants were served; 30.3 perceat of the participants served vere in grades four
through six. The breakdown iu percent by grade levels and by years is shown
in Table 2. .

TABLE 1
Mumber of Students Enrolled in ESEA, Title I, Projects, and Consolidated

Programs that Included Title I Projects, in Public and Non-public
Schools in California, by Grade Level, 1973-74

- Number of Students Enrolled

Grade Public Nen~-public

Level Schools Schools Total
Preschool 4,164 127 4,291
Kindergarten 83,810 292 84,102
One 91,193 1,508 92,701
Two 79,423 2,178 81,601
Three 76,471 2,243 78,714
Four 63,125 To2,221 65,346
Five 58,090 14313 59,903
Six 54,282 1,458 55,740
Seven 18,021 621 18,642
Eigﬂt 11,200 535 11,735
Nine 19,570 106 19,676
Ten 12,193 58 12,251
Eleven 6,343 14 6,357
Twelve 3,481 4 3,485
Ungraded 2,139 238 2,377
TOTALS 583,505 13,416 596,921
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The count of particpants in Title 1 projects, aad consolidated programs
that included Title I, is made up of the pupils served, pareants, school
personncl, and others such as community resource persons and volunteers. In
each program compouent there were different combinations of participants.
Table 2 shows the number of participants who were involved in at least 75
percent of the activities in cach component. Persons who were involved in
more than one component were counted for each component in which they partici-
pated (duplicated count).

TABLE 3

Number of Participants in ESEA, Title I, Projects
by Component, 1973-74 (Duplicated Count)

Participants
Program Component School

Pupils Parents | Personnel Other
Language
Development 585,946 0 0 2,679
Mathematics 537,410 0 0 1,585
Auxiliary
Services 499,912 0 0 2,931
Intergroup
Relations 485,829 0 0 3,039
Parent Participation/
Community Involvement 0 273,882 0 2,159
Staff
Development 0 0 50,544 987
Optional
Component#* 42,814 4,874 2,845 450
%

Some local programs provided information in areas not specifically
identified as components in the evaluation report form. Activities
such as music, art, science, physical education, and social studies
were included. '
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The number of persons (full-time equivalent) enployed in Title I programs,

and consolidated programs that included Title T, is shown in Table 4.

tional teacher aides and assistants constituted the largest category of persons

hired.

TABLE 4

Full-Time Fquivalent Personnel Employed
in ESEA, Title I, Projects, 1973-74

Position

Number of Persons
(full-time equivalent)

Classroom tecacher 2,177
Reading specialists 2,073
Mathematics specialists 884
English as a second language personnel 347
Bilingual specialists 202
Instructional teacher aides

and assistants 14,722
Community aides 1,045
Directors, supervisors, coordinators

and resource personnel 1,026
Counselors 328
Library media specialists 115
Library media aides 294
Teacher librarians 87
Psychologists and psychometrists 130
Social workers and atteundance

counselors 84
Nurses 230
Clerks and custodians 762
Evaluators 72
Other paid employees 704
Total paid personnel 25,282
Unpaid voluntecers 22,406

13




E

RIC

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT

Language Development/Reading was one of the required instructional
components in all ESEA, Title I, prograwms in 1973-74. The purpose of this
component was to increase reading skills among identified program students
through the use of profecsional and material resources, and to provide an
English as a second language program for selected students.

Participants

A total of 555,774 students participated in reading instruction activities
in schools with Title I programs. Most Title I participants were enrolled in
schools which were also served by other federal and state funded programs. The
number and percent of student participants in reading programs funded in whole
or in part with Title I monies is presented in Table 3.

Objectives and Activities

Approximately 83 percent of the evaluation reports of Title I programs
contained measurable objectives relating to development of student skills in
reading. Objectives were most frequently stated in terms of the students'’
increased reading achievement--either in months of progress for each month
of instruction, or in progress toward the national average~-as determined
by standardized achievement tests. Analyses were conducted regarding the
relationship between the measurable quality of program objectives and the
results obtained. Findings indicated that the more measurable _he objective,
the greater the incidence of program success. Projects with less measurable
objectives reported fewer results that were directly related to program goal..
(See Table 6.)

The types of reading instruction activities most frequently reported by
the Title I schools which either exceeded or attained their stated objectives
were analyzed. These reading instructional activities are presented in Table
7. The activities reported by schools for improving student performance in
reading suggest great reliance upon diagnostic/prescriptive materials, individ-
ualized instruction within the regular classroom, and assistance from instruc-
tional aides.

Evaluation Methods

Successful Title I programs incorporated standardized testing in their
evaluation design for determining the effectiveness of reading instruction.
More than 25 percent of these programs reported use of standardized tests in
combination with either locally or commercially developed criterion-referenced
measures The five evaluation activities most frequently reported by schools
that were successful in attaining their reading obJectlves are reported in
Table 8.

Standardized measures provided grade equivalent scores and percentile
information on student achievement through pretest and post-test comparisons.
As an average, schools reported seven months of elapsed time between pretesting
and post-testing. Pretesting was most frequently conducted in October, 1973,
with post~testing completed in May, 1974

6 14
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Student achievement was analyzed in terms of months of gain in reading
per month of instruction in grades one through .twelve, and by the amount of
shift out of the lower quarters into the higher quarters in reading achieve-
ment for students in kindergarten and grades one through twelve. In deter-
mining gain scores, only data for those students were included for whom both
pretest and post~test scores were available. When computing percentage gains,
test data for all participating students at the time of pretesting and all
participating students at the time of post-+esting were used under the
assumptiion that--although student populations might vary between pretesting
and post-testing because of mobility factors, and so forth--student charac-
teristics would remain similar.

Where the number of students reported by any Title I related funding source
represented less than one percent of the participants, student data for those
funding sources were deleted {rom the analyses.

Test information reported by districts, which was either incomplete or
contained procedural irregularities, was not aggregated with statewide results.
IncoLplete data or irregular procedures included irnstances in which: (1) either
pretest or post-test information was omitted, (2) test results were not given in
grade equivalents, (3) test results were combined for several grade levels, (4)
the standardized measure used in the pretest differed from the one used in the
post-test, (5) non-standardized tests were used, and (6) no test results were
reported.

Results

Results indicated that, with an_ average of seven months elapsed time
between pretesting and post-testing, students in grades oune through twelve
gained 1.0 months or more in reading skills for each month of instruction.
(See Table 9.) Analysis by funding sources and grade level indicated that
achievement scores for students in Title I and Title I/ECE programs typically
gained 1.1 months per month of instruction whereas scores for Title I/EDY
combination programs averaged 1.0 months of gain per month of participation.
In grades seven through twelve, scores for programs funded by Title I or
Title I/Other averaged 1.3 months of gain and scores for students in Title I
programs funded in combination with EDY or EDY/Other averaged 1.0 months of
gain per month of instruction. (See Tables 10 through 15.) Table 16 shows
the summary of gain scores by funding source and grade level.

An anzlysis of progress of students in kindergarten, and grades one
through twelve, :ndicated an average reduction from 53.2 percent to 42.6 percent
of the studenis scering in the lewest quarter of the distribution and an average
increase from 6.9 percent to 12.1 percent of the students scoring in the highest
quarter of the distribution in reading achievement. (See Table 17.) Comparison
of student achicvement by grade level indicated that proportionately greater
shifts between quarters of the distribution were demonstrated by students in
kindergarten and grades one through six with lesser gains being made by students
in grades seven through twelve.




TABLE 5

Number and Percent of Students Participating In
ESEA, Title I, Reading Instruction Activities,
by Funding Source, 1973-74

Funding Source Number of Percent of
Participants Participants
Title I 53,053 9.6
Title I/ECE* 38,723 7.0
Title I/EDY** 99,097 17.8
Title I/ECE/EDY 54,965 9.9
Title 1/Other 41,043 7.4
Title I/ECE/Other 30,756 5.5
Title I/EDY/Other 146,367 26.3
Title I/ECE/EDY/Other 91,770 16.5
Total 555,774 100.0

* EFarly Childheod Education
*% Educationally Disadvantaged Youth




TABLE

6

Percent of Measurable, Vague but Measurable, and Non-Measurable
Objectives in Reading for Each of Six Types of Results
Reported by ESEA, Title I, Programs, 1973-74

Percent of Objectives

Type of Nuiber of Vague but Total
Result Projects Measurable | Measurable | Non-Measurable Percent
Exceceded

Objective 357 92.4 7.6 0.0 100.0
Attained

Objective 317 65.3 31.9 2.8 100.0
Partially

Attained

Objective 260 79.2 17.3 3.5 100.0
Did not

Attain

Objective 54 83.3 3.7 13.0 100.0
Results

Not Stated 290 37.6 32.4 30.0 100.0
Results

Not

Related to

Objectives 263 24,7 17.1 58.2 100.0
Average 1541 82.8 17.2 100.0




TABLE 7

Rank Order of Instructional Activities Most Frequently
Reported by Successful Language Development
Programs in ESEA, Title I, Schools, 1973-74

Percent of

Rank Activities Reporting Schools
1 Diagnostic/Prescriptive materials 66.2
2 Individualized instruction within 41.5

regular classroom

3 Use of instructicnal aides 31.6
4 Commercially developed 16.0
instructional materials
5 Reading lab centers 13.9
. 6 Use of specialist teachers as 9.3

resource personnel

7 Related staff inservice 8.9

8 Teaching toward objectives 8.3

9 Use of supplemental texts and 8.2
materials

10.5 Whole class instruction 8.0

10.5 Small group instruction within §.0

the regul.ar classroom

‘y
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TABLE 8

Rank Order of Evaluation Activities Most Frequently Reported
by Successful Reading Programs in ESEA,

. Title I, Projects, 1973-74
Percent of
Rank. Activities Reporting Schools
1 Use of two or more standardized 45.6
tests
2 Use of one standardized test ' 13.2
3 Use of two or mor: standardized 11.9

tests in combination with locally
developed criterion-referenced
measures

. 4 Use of two or more standardized 9.4
tests in combination with com-
mercially developed criterion-
referenced measures

5 Use of one standardized test in 3.7
combination with locally developed
criterion-referenced measures

11




TABLE 9

Average Reading Achievement of Students in ESEA,
Title 1, Programs by Grade Level, 1973-74

Number of

Average grade Average Months of
Grade Students Equivalent Score Gain per Month of
Level Tested Pretest Post~tcest Instruction*
One 19,663 1.0 1.8 1.1
Two 58,539 1.7 2.4 1.0
Three 57,383 2.3 3.0 1.0 E
Four 45,203 2.8 3.7 1.3 a
Five 42,371 3.6 4.3 1.0 ?
Six 41,489 4.2 5.0 1.1
Seven 13,881 4.6 5.3 1.0
Eight 7,156 5.1 6.0 1.3
Nine 12,135 5.9 6.9 1.4
Ten 4,293 6.4 7.2 1.1
Eleven 1,462 6.3 7.2 1.3
Twelve 605 6.5 7.4 1.3

*Average seven months between pretest and post-test

—



TABLE 10

Average Reading Achievement by Studcnts in ESEA, Title I,

Programs by Funding Source, 1973-74:

Grade One

Number of Average Grade Average Months of
Funding Students Equivalent Score Gain per Month of
Source Tested Pretest | Post-test Instruction¥®
Title I 1,677 1.0 1.7 1.0
Title I/ECE 3,251 1.1 1.9 1.1
Title I/EDY 2,383 1.0 1.7 1.0
Title I/ECE/
EDY 3,716 1.0 1.7 1.0
Title I/Other 1,138 .8 1.7 1.3
Title I/ECE/ .
Other 1,818 1.1 2.0 1.3
Title I/EDY/
Other 2,755 1.0 1.7 1.0
Title I/ECE/
EDY/Other 2,930 .9 1.8 1.3
Total or
Weighted
Average 19,668 1.0 1.8 1.1

*Average seven months between pretest and post-test
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TABLE 11

Average Reading Achievement by Students in ESEA, Title I
Programs by Funding Source, 1973-74: Grade Two

Number of Average Grade
Funding Students Equivalent Score Average Months of Gain
Source Tested Pretest Post~-test Per Month of Instruction¥*
Title I 4,807 1.6 2.4 1.1
Title I/ECE 4,367 1.8 2.7 1.3
Title I/EDY 8,023 1.6 2.3 1.0
Title I/ECE/EDY | 7,248 1.6. 2.4 1.1
Title I/Other 4,141 1.7 2.4 1.0
Title I/ECE/ _
Other 3,334 1.7 2.5 1.1
Title I/EDY/
Other 17,037 1.7 2.3 .9
Title I/ECE/
EDY/Other 9,582 1.6 2.3 1.0
Total or
Weighted
Average 58,539 1.7 2.4 1.0

*Average seven months between pretest and post-test

')




TABLE 12

Average Reading Achicvement by Students in ESEA, Title I
Programs by Funding Source, 1973-74: Grade Three

Number of Average Grade
Funding Students Equivalent Score Average Months of Gain
Source Tested Pretest Post-test Per Month of Instruction#®
Title I 4,627 2.2 3.1 1.1
Title I/ECE 3,559 2.5 3.3 1.1
Title 1/EDY 8,236 2.2 3.0 1.1
Title 1/ECE/EDY 6,711 2.3 3.1 1.1
Title I/Other 4,225 2.3 3.1 1.1
Title I/ECE/
Other 3,282 2.3 3.2 1.3
Title I1/EDY/
Other 17,435 2.3 2.9 0.9
Title I/ECE/
EDY/Other 9,308 2.2 3.0 1.1
Total or
Weighted
Average 57,382 2.3 3.0 1.0

*Average seven months between pretest and post-test




TABLE 13

Average Readiug Achievement by Students in ESEA,
Title I, Programs by Funding Source, 1973-74,
Grades Your, Five and Six

- Numter of Average Grade Average Months of
Crade Funding Students Equivalent Score Gain per Month of
Level Source Tested Pretest Post-test Instruction*
Your Title I 5,775 2.9 3.8 1.3

Title I/EDY 12,516 2.8 3.6 1.1

Title I/Other | 5,672 2.8 3.8 1.4

Title I/EDY/

Other 21,240 2.8 3.6 1.1

Total or

Weighted

Average 45,203 2.8 3.7 1.3
Five Title I 4,973 3.7 4.6 1.3

Title I/EDY 11,187 3.6 4.3 1.0

Title I/Other | 5,263 3.6 4.5 1.3

Title I/EDY/

Other 20,948 3.6 4.2 0.9

Total or

Weighted

Average 42,371 3.6 4.3 1.0
Six Title I 4,301 4.3 5.2 7 L. 1.3 e

Title I/EDY 11,097 4.2 5.0 i.1

Title I/Other | 4,902 4.3 5.1 1.1

Title I/EDY/

Other 21,189 4.2 4.9 1.0

Total or

Weighted

Average 41,489 4.2 5.0 1.1

*Average seven

months between pretest and post~test.
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TABLE 14
Average Reading Achievement by Students in ESEA,
Title 1, Programs by Funding Source, 1973-74,
Grades Seven, LBight, and Nine
Number of Average ‘Grade Average Months of

Grade Funding Students Equivalent Score Gain per Month of
Level ~  Source Tested Pretest Post-test Instruction®
Seven Title I 3,785 4.7 5.5 1.1

Title I/EDY 8,379 4.6 5.2 0.9

Title I/Other 502 4.1 5.1 1.4

Title I/EDY/

Other 1,215 4.4 4.9 0.7

Total or

Weighted

Average 13,881 4.6 5.3 1.0
Eight Title I 2,852 5.0 6.0 1.4

Title I/EDY 2,681 5.1 5.9 1.1

Title I/Other 452 5.1 6.2 1.6

Title I/EDY/ ]

Other 1,171 5.3 6.0 1.0

Total or

Weighted .

Average 7,156 5.1 6.0 1.3
Nine Title I . 3,863 6.0 6.9 1.3

Title I/EDY 6,496 " 6.1 7.1 1.4

Title I/Other 852 5.1 6.2 1.6

Title Y/EDY/

Other 924 5.1 . 5.9 1.1

Total or

Weighted )

Average 12,135 5.9 6.9 1.4

*Average seven months between pretest and post-test.
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TABLE 15
Average Reading Achievement by Students in ESEA,
Title I, Programs by Funding Source, 1973-74,
Grad=s Ten, Eleven, and Twelve
Number of Average Grade Average Months of
Grade Funding Students Eqrivalent Score Gain per Month of
Level Source Tested Pretest Post—-test Instruction*
Ten Title I 758 7.4 8.6 1.7
/
Title I/EDY 32,173 6.4 7.0 0.9
Title I/EDY/
Other 412 5.0 6.0 1.4

Total or

Weighted

Average 4,293 6.4 7.2 1.1
Eleven Title I 318 6.8 7.6 1.1

Title I/EDY 1,058 6.1 7.1 1.4

Title I/Other 30 5.7 9.2 5.0

Title I/EDY/

Other 56 6.3 7.0 1.0

Total or

Weighted

Average 1,462 6.3 7.2 1.3
Twelve Title I 141 7.4 8.0 0.9

Title I/EDY 416 6.2 7.2 1.4

Title I/EDY/

Other 48 6.3 7.0 1.0

Total or

Weighted .

Average 605 6.5 - T4 1.3

*Average seven months between pretest and post-test.
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MATHEMATICS COMPONENT

Mathematics was a required instructional component for all ESEA, Title I,
programs. Activities were dive_.cd toward increased mathematics skills for
academically low-achieving students.

Participants

A total of 537,410 students participated in mathematics instruction
activities in schools receiving Title 1 funds. The majority of these students
also received materials and services provided by other federal or state funded
programs. The number and percent of student participants in programs funded
with Title I and octher state/fedcral monies is presented in Table 18.

Objectives and Activities

.

More than 79 percent of all Title I related project evaluations contained
statements of mecasurable objectives. Objectives were typically stated in terms
of students' increased mathematics achievement--either in progress toward the
national norm, or in months of academic growth per month of instruction-—as
determined by standardized achievement tests. Comparisons were made between
the measurable quality of the objectives and the results attained. Typically,
the.more measurable the objectives, the greater the incindence of attainment.
Programs with less measurable objectives more frequently yielded findings that
were directly related to their stated goal. (See Table 19.)

Analyses werc made of the types of instructional activities most frequently
reported by the Title I programs that cither attained or excceded their stated
mathe aatics objectives. The mathematics instruction activities most frequently
reported by these successful programs are presented in Table 20. Successful
programs typically reported the value of active participation by instructional
aides and parent volunteers in both individualized and group instruction in the
reosular classroom.

Evaluation Methods

Schiools that received funding under Title I were required to administer
standardized mathematics achievement tests on a preinstruction and post-
instruction schedule. Schools reported a variety ci additional methods for
evaluating the impact of their mathematics programs. It was found that 65
percent of the schools which either attained or exceeded their objectives
employed two or more kinds of standardized tests to assess student achievement.
These instruments were often used in combination with commercially and/or
locally developed criterion-refercnced measures. The five evaluation activities
most frequently reported by the successful schools are presented in Table 21.
These standardized measures provided student srade equivalent scores and per-
centile information which was used for determining program effectiveness.

The primary method for detcrmining student growth in mathematics was to
compute months of gain in mathematics s%ill per month of instruction for
students in grades one through twelve during the elapsed time between pretesting
and post-testing. Typically, pretesting was completed in October, 1973, and
post-testing was conducted in May, 1974. In computing gain szores, only those
students were included for whom both pretest and post-test data were available.
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Number and Percent of Students Participating in
ESEA, Title I, Mathematics Activities
by Funding Source, 1973-74

TABLL 18

Funding Source Number of Percent of
Participants Participants
Title I 51,228 9.5
Title I/ECE 38,451 7.2
1itle I/EDY 94,199 17.5
Title I/ECE/EDY 53,650 10.0
Title I/Other 38,314 7.1
Title I/ECE/Gther 29,514 5.5
Title I/EDY/Other 144,819 27.0
Title I/ECE/EDY/Other 87,255 16.2
Total 537,410 100.0
. . :3()
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TABLE 19

Percent of Measurable, Vague but Measurable, and Non-Measurable
Objectives in Mathematics for Each of Six Types of Results
Reported by ESEA, Title I, Prograws, 1973-74

Type of
Result

Number of
Projects

Percent of Objectives

Measurable

Vague but
Measurable

Non-Measurable

Totai
Percent

Exceeded
Objective

Attained
objective

Partially
Attained
Objective

Did not
Attain
Objective

Results
Not Stated

Results
Not
Related to
Objectives

150

321

Total or
Average




TABLE 20

Rank Order of Instructional Activities dost Frequently
Reported by Successful Mathematics Programs
. in ESEA, Title I, schools, 1973-74

Percent of
Rank Activities Reporting Schools
1 Use of instructional aides. 54.1
2 Whole class instruction 30.4
3 Individualized instruction within
the regular classroom 28.7
4 Use of Parent volunteers 25.1
5 Related staff inservice 18.1
6 Use of basal text books 17.6
7 Use of mathematics specialist
teachers in the regular classroom 12,5
8 Use of regular classroom teachers 10.8
9 Use of supplemencal texts and
materials 9.8
10 Use of Audio-visual mathematics
materials 9.3
11 Use of manipulative mathematics
materials : 9.2

‘32
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TABLE 21

Rank Order of livaluation Activities Most Frequently
Reported by Successful Mathematics Trograms
in ESEA, Title 1, Schools, 1973-74

Percent of

Rank Activities Reporting Schools
1 Use of two or mere standardized
tests . 52.4
2 Use of one standardized test 16.1
3 Use of tvo or more tandardized

tests in combination with locally
developed criterion-referenced
measures 8.7

4 Use of one standardized test in
combination with locally
developed criterion-referenced
measures 5.3

5 Use of two or more standardized
tests in combination with
commercially developed criterion-
referenced measures 4.9

33
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Analyses were also made for students in kindergarten, and grades one
through twelve, to determine the shift in the percent of students in each
quarter of the distribution of wathematics scores between pretesting and post-
testing. 1n computing the percent of student gains among diffecrent quartiles,
test data for all students were used wita the assumption that--although student
population woitd shift betweren pretesting and post-testing--student character-
isties would remain similar.

Where the number of students reported by Title I programs in combination
with other funding sources represented less than one percent of all program
participants, student data for those funding sources were deleted from the
analyses.,

Test information reported by districts which was either incomplete or
containcd procedural irregularities (see page 7) was not aggregated with state-
wide results.

Results

Findings indicated that students in Title I related programs typically
attained 1.1 months of growth or more in mathematics achievement for each
month of instruction. (See Table 22.) Achievement gains for students in
grades one through six were comparable among the several funding sources, with
students in grades one, two, and three averaging 1.3 onths gain and students
in grades four, five, and six achieving 1.1 months of gain or more for each
month of participation in the program. In grades se'en thiough twelve students
in programs funded by Title I or Title I/Other, as an average, gained more than
1.2 months in mathematics per month of instruction whereas students in prograus
funded by Title I in combination with LDY and EDY/Other registered month for
month gains. (See Tables 23 through 30.)

An anlysis of the progress of students in kindergarten, and grades one
through twelve, indicated that, when comparing post-test to pretest results,
there was a decrease from 57.7 percent to 41.9 percent of the students scering
in the lower quarter and an increase from 6.1 percent to 13.2 percent of the
students scoring ‘n the upper quarter of the distribution across all grade
levels. Proportionately greater shifts in the percent values occurred in the
lower primary and upper elementary grades than at the junior and senior high
levels.
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TABLE 22
Average Mathematics Achievement of Students
in ESEA, Title I, Programs
- ) by Grade Level, 1973-74
Number of Average Grade Average Months of
Grade Students Equivalent Score Gain per Month of
Level Tested Pretest Post-test Pretest and Post-test*
One 19,899 1.0 1.8 1.1
Two ' 40,377 1.6 2.5 1.3
Three 39,249 2.3 3.3 1.4
Four 43,414 3.1 4.0 1.3
Five 40,712 3.8 4.6 1.1
Six 40,357 4.6 5.4 1.1
_ Seven 13,881 4.6 . 5.3 1.0
Eight 7,156 5.1 6.0 1.3
Nine 12,135 5.9 6.9 1.4
Ten 2,398 7.0 7.6 0.9
Eleven 921 6.8 7.7 1.3
Twelve 436 7.0 7.8 1.1
* ‘Average 7 months between pretest ;nd post-test




TABLE 23

Average Mathematics Achievement by Students
in ESEA, Title I, Programs by
Funding Sourc~, 1573-74

Grade Oue

Number of Average Grade
Funding Students Equivalent Score Average Months of Gain
Source Tested Pretest Post-test Per Month of Instruction¥®
Title T 1,713 1.0 1.8. 1.1
Title I/ECE 3,186 1.1 2.0 1.3
Title T/EDY 2,692 .9 1.7 1.1
Title T/ECE/EDY | 3,716 1.0 1.7 1.0
Title I/Other 1,091 0.9 1.8 1.3
Title 1/ECE/
Other 1,673 1.1 1.9 1.1
Title I/EDY/
Other 2,845 1.0 1.7 1.0
Title I/ECE/
EDY/Other 2,983 1.0 1.7 1.0
Total or
Weighted
Average 19,899 1.0 1.8 1.1

*Average seven months between pretest and post-test




TABLE

24

in ESEA, Title I, Programs by
Funding Source, 1973-74

Grade Two

Average Mathematics Achievement by Students

Number of Average Grade
Funding Students Equivalent Score Average Months of Gain
Source Tested Pretest Post-test Per Month of Instruction¥
Title I 4,180 1.6 2.5 1.3
Title I/ECE 4,301 1.8 2.8 1.4
Title I/EDY 5,523 1.5 2.4 1.3
Title 1/ECE/EDY| 6,183 1.6 2.5 1.3
Title I/Other 2,662 1.7 2.6 1.3
Title I/ECE/
Other 2,976 1.7 2.7 1.4
Title I/EDY/
Other 6,874 1.6 2.5 1.3
Title I/ECE/
EDY/Other 7,678 1.6 2.5 1.3
Total or )
Weighted ,
Average 40,377 1.6 2.5 1.3

*Average seven months between pretest and post-test
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TABLE 25

Average Mathematics Achievement by Students
in ESEA, Title 1, Programs by
Funding Source, 1973-74
Grade Three

Number of Average Grade
Funding Students Equivalent Score Average M nths of Gain
Source Tested Pretest Post~test | Per Month of Instruction®
Title I 4,276 2.4 3.3 1.3
Title I/ECE 3,251 2.5 3.5 1.4
Title I/EDY 5,971 2.3 3.2 ) 1.3
Title I/ECE/EDY | 5,601 2.3 3.3 1.4
Title I/Other 2,728 2.3 3.3 1.4
Title I/ECE/
Other 2,857 2.4 3.4 1.4
i Title I/EDY/
Other 7,080 2.3 3.3 1.4
Title I/ECE/
EDY/Other 7,485 2.4 3.3 1.3
Total or
Weighted
Average 39,249 2.3 3.3 1.4

*Average scven months between pretest and post-test




TABLE 26

Average Mathematics Achicevement by Students in ESEA, -
Title I, Programs by Funding Source, 1973-74,
Grades Four, Five and Six

Number ofl Average Grade Average Months of
Grade Funding Students Equivalent Score Gain per Month of
Level Source Tested Pretest Post-test Instruction®
Four Title I 5,567 3.1 4.1 1.4
Title I/EDY 12,344 3.1 4.0 1.3
Title I/Other| 5,423 3.1 4.1 1.4
Title I/EDY/ .
Cther 20,080 3.1 4.0 1.3
Total or
Weighted .
Average 43,414 3.1 4,0 1.3
Five Title I 4,900 3.9 4.8 1.3
Title I/EDY 10,854 3.8 4.6 1.1
Title I/Other{ 5,071 3.8 4.6 1.1
Title J/EDY/
Other 19,887 3.8 4.6 1.1
Total or
Welghted
Average 40,712 3.8 4.6 1.1
Six Title I 4,302 4.5 5.3 1.1
Title I/EDY 10,781 4.5 5.3 1.1
Title I/Other| 4,878 4.6 5.4 1.1
Title I/EDY/ .
Other 20,396 4.6 5.4 1.1
Total or
Welghted
Average 40,357 4.6 5.4 1.1

*Average seven months between pretest and post-test.
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TABLE 27

Average Mathematics Achievement by Students in ESEA,
Title I, Programs Dby Funding Source, 1973-74
Grades Seven, Eight, and Nine

Number of Averagr.® Grade Average Months of
Grade Funding Students Equivalent Score Gain per Month of
Level Source Tested Pretest Post~test Instruction¥®
Seven Title I 3,785 4.7 5.5 1.1
Title I/EDY 8,379 4.6 5.2 0.9
Title I/Other 502 4.1 5.1 1.4
Title I/EDY/
Other 1,215 4.4 4.9 0.7
Total or
Weighted
Average 13,881 4.6 5.3 1.0
Eight Title I 2,852 5.0 6.0 1.4
. Title I/EDY 2,681 5.1 5.9 1.1
Title I/Other 452 5.1 6.2 1.3
Title I/EDY/ ‘
Other 1,171 5.3 6.0 1.0
Total or
Weighted
Average 7,156 5.1 6.0 1.3
Nine Title I 3,863 6.0 6.9 1.3
Title I/EDY 6,496 6.1 7.1 1.4
Title I/Other 852 5.1 6.2 1.6
Title I/EDY/
Other 924 ) 5.1 5.9 1.1
Total or
Weighted
Average 12,135 5.9 6.9 1.4

*Average scven months between pretest and post-test.
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TABLE 28

Average Mathewatics Achievement by Students in ESEA,
Title I, Programs by Funding Source, 1973-74,
Grades Ter., Eleven, and Twelve

I Number of Average Grade Average Months of

Grade Funding Students Equivalent Score Gain per Month of
Level Source Tested Pretest Post—-test Instruction¥®
Ten Title I 686 7.9 8.7 1.1

Title I/EDY 1,541 6.8 7.3 0.7

Title I/EDY/

Other 171 5.5 6.2 1.0

Total or

Weighted

Average 2,398 7.0 7.6 0.9
LEleven Title I 286 6.5 7.2 1.0

Title I/EDY 541 7.2 8.2 1.4

Title I/EDY

Other 94 5.9 6.8 1.3

Total or

Weighted

Average 921 6.8 7.7 1.3
Twelve Title I 133 7.4 8.2 1.1

Title I/EDY 284 6.8 7.7 1.3

Title I/EDY/ -

Other 19 7.4 7.4 0.0

Total or

Weighted

Average 436 7.0 7.8 1.1

*Average seven months between pretest and post-test.

5 a1
33 '




€°T 7°1 €T 1 JOVIIAV
QILHOIZN
€T €1 0°T 29Y430/x041
/303/1 °T3TL
0°0 €1 0°1 1 0°T L°0 T 1 €°T 7°1 €T 0°'T 13430
/X03/1 PTITL
4 L] 2
2°T 2 T 1T 194310 e
/303/1 ST3TL
) <1 €1 7°1 T 1 7°1 °T €1 €°T |19430/1 °T3TL
2°T €1 0°T Acd
/303/1 °T3TL
=
€1 7°1 L°0 2°1 T°T 6°0 T°1 T €T €°T €1 1 AQ3/1 °T3ITL
VARY 2 T £°1 403/1 °TITL
°1 0°T I°'T €°1 2°T 1°T 1 €T 2°1 €°T €°T T°1 I 3T3TL
9ATIAL | u9AdTE uay, auTN 3udTy ucAag XIS 9ATJ anog CERSRS oMy, auQ Chkitltely
TaA97T apeI) 8ulpung
DL-CL6T
suza8oxg ‘I OTITI ‘VAST UT SIuspnig I03
T24a®7 9peiy pue ddanog Jurpung £q uorionaIsuy jo
UJuoy Isg JUSWSAITYDIY SOTIvWAYITK UT UFeH JO SYjuoy o93vIaay
. 6C IATIVL
. oB
o=l
£
v . Eym
I 0 e A B




T°9 8 1T VAR 24 L°LS °1g €60°65¢ Pa3usTen
10 Te30],
0°¢ z°8 L70T 1°89 isod TT6°¢€ 9ATaM]I pu® ™
0°¢ 9% 6°91 6°9¢ 2ag €T€‘T ‘usnaTy ‘u9y Ly )
v°€ z°6 1°62 €29 Isog €68°1¢ SUIN pu®
©°T 6°¢G 8°LT 6°€L |°1d T99°6T IYSTI ‘usass
8°L 8°%T 0°8¢ 7°6% isod €LS8YT . XTS pue “
0% %6 T°¢€C §°€9 °1d 992°0CT ‘onTg ‘anog Rl
2761 €07 €87 ARA4 Isog 69L°C6T 921y,
6°8 £°CT 1°LT L°8% |2ag €98°9TT pue ‘oml “duQ
‘ua3aB3I3PLTN
I91aen) yiy I93xend) pag I91Iend) pug I93aend 3IST 3897, pP®3S3], S3uopn3s 19497
Io3aeny 4&Q S3uapnig JO JuIDI3g Jo xaquny apeay
9L~€L6T
:8ur3sal-3s0d pue 3urlsv3ldlg I T4 9pRIH
£q S9100§ JUSWOASTYOY SOFIBWAYIRK JO UOFINQTIISTQ @Yl 3O
1931Bn)) yoeyz uf Jura0do§ s3juspnl§ ‘I OTITL VIS FO ILIVI3g
0¢ d18V1
OF
)
. ELW
R g e o




AUXILIARY SERVICES COMPONENT

Auxiliary services are those supportive activities and services not
provided elsewhere in the program but necessary to the success of program
participants. Included are pupil persounel services, library and media
services, and hfalth services. ESEA, Title I, programs arec required to provide
auxiliary services to support the basic instructional components. These services
are made available to student participants in relation to their individual diag-
noszd nceds.

Participation

Reports showed that auxiliary services were provided in 1,297 Title I
projects to 499,912 pupils dur«ng the 1973-74 school year.

Objectives and Activities

The major auxiliary services objectives reported were related to providing
pupil personnel services and health services. Approximately 56 percent of the
schools reported measurable performance objectives; 44 percent indicated rela-
tively vague goals or aims. Of the measurable objectives listed, about 72
percent referred to input (services provided), and 28 percent were based on
output (changes in pupil behavior or achievement}.

Specific objectives reported most frequently included such end reslts as the
provision of bealth examinations, provision of referral services, and improve-
ment in the pupils' personal health, school attendance, attitude, and academic
achievement. Other major objectives.focused on providing library and media
services and health infcrmation. The least frequent objectives--cach reported
by only one school--were related to providing health education and reducing
nutritional deficiencies.

Specific activities were emphasized in each of the auxiliary services
provided. Pupil personnel services included--in order of importance--
pychological services, individual counseling, welfare and attendance services,
parent counseling, teacher consultation, speech therapy, psychological testing,
home counseling, use of community aides, group counseling, psychological diag-
nosis, guidance inservice training, and case studies. The most important health
services offered were: health examinations, nursing, vision screening, medical
services, hearing screening, health educaticn, nutrition, dental screening and
services, family healti. services, speech screening, vision referrals, use of
health aides, use of hea.th records, hearing referrals, use of health volunteers,
dental referrals, and nu:rition screening. Library and media services activities
included general services, use of personne?, materials, and facilities.

A direct relationship was noted between the frequency of activities listed
in objectives aud their importance as rated by project personnel.

Most of the important activities were related directly to specific
objectives. Most activities werc related to the objectives of providing health
and pupil personnel services. Very few activities were reported for improving
library skills.

El{fC‘ . K . 36. 44
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In terms of implementing their proposed activities, two~thirds of the
Title T projects reported no differcnce between activities provided and
activitics proposed in their 1973-74 Project Descriptions. Only 3 percent of
the schools altered their original plans, usually by changing time schedules,
substituting differcent tests, or providing individual instead of group coun-
seling. Twenty-four percent of the schools provided additional activities
not originally proposed. The most frequent additions were, in order, additional
health services, more library services, and increased pupil personnel services.

Only 6 percent of the Title I schools provided fewer activities than
proposed. Reasons varied for not providing proposed activities. The most fre-
quent of the 13 reasons listed were lack of personnel, lack of funds, and lack
of time.

Fvaluation Methods

Auxiliary services were usually evaluated by identifying the criteria of
a successful program and assessing the level of ceffectiveness of specific
services in weeting those criteria. Of the 1,397 Title I projects reporting
auxiliary services, 70 percent of the evaluations stated criteria in terms of
amount or number of services provided. Only 30 percent reported criteria
related to expected changes in pupil or staff behavior or performance. The
most frequent criterion was the number of health examinations given.

The level of effectiveness was determined primarily by three evaluation
methods: subjective judgments, enumeration or counting of participants or
activities, and objective measurements. Each project reported the main methods
used to evaluate the effectiveness of each major activity or service provided
during 1973-74,

Analysis of project reports showed that 47 percent of the auxiliary services
evaluations were determined by subjective judgments; 39 percent by enumeration
data; and 14 percent by objective measurcments.

O0f the subjective judgments reported, 30 percent were based on staff
evaluations; 24 percent on teacher opinions; and 21 percent on records and
reports. Fewer than 2 percent of the projects included Advisory Committee
responses or iuterviews in their evaluations. Subjective judgments were used
most often in evaluating library services.

Enumeration data consisted primarily of counting the number of pupils
served. Of the reports that included enumerations, 42 percent werc tabulations
of the number of participants, referrals, or contacts. - Fewer than 2 percent of
the projects counted the number of pupils placed in special classes. Enumera-
tion data were used most extensively to evaluate health services.

Objective measurements reported most frequently were rating scales (40
percent), locally-constructed questionnaires (22 percent), and teachers'
ratings (15 percent). Very few evaluations used students' ratings or attitude
scales. Objective measures were used most frequently in the evaluation of
pupil personnel services.




Results

Most of the results rcporﬂcd were related to stated objectives. Of the
projects reporting measurable objectives, 42 percent attained their objectives,
29 percent achieved part of their objectives, 4 percent did not attain their
objectives, and 25 percent reported results unrelated to their objectives.

Reports of 1,397 projects rated the level of effectiveness of specific
auxiliary services in terms of meeting their school objectives. Pupil personnel
services ratings were 74 percent "effective" or '"very cffective." The most
effective pupil persomnel services were individual counseling, teacher consulta-
tion, and psychological testing. The relatively least effective were guidar.ce
inservice, psychometric assistance, and group counseling.

Fvaluation reports rated health services as 75 percent "effective" or "'very

effoective." The most effective were nursing, diagnostic, and nutrition services.
In general, the least effective health services wvere family, medical, and dental
services. ’

Reports from schools included ratings of library services. Eighty-four percent
of the ratings werc "effective" or "very effective." The most effective services
provided were materials and media centers; the least effective were mobile libraries

and use of personnel.

A comparison was made between the importance and effectiveness of major
auxiliary services provided, as rated by school personnel. Results are shown
graphically in Figures 1, 2, and 3. The greatest discrepancies between
"importince” and "effectiveness" were in three specilic services—welfare
and attendance, medical services, and media centers. Welfare and attendance
and medical services ranked high in importance but low in effectiveness; media
centers ranked high in effectiveness but low in importance.

There was a positive relation between the rank order of 22 specific
auxiliary services on importance and effectiveness, as rated by project

evaluations.

Positive results reported in relation to stated objectives are summarized
in Table 31, based on data submitted by projec.s with measurable performance
objectives. From the resulting improvement in school attendance, attitude,
self-image, academic achievement, and personal health, it is evident that
auxiliary services were effective in Title T programs. Very few schools, how-
ever, reported improvement in health knowledge, vocational knowledge, or
library knowledge as a result of auxiliary services provided.

The results reflect a great deal of emphasis on providing services, but
very little emphasis on affecting pupil performance or pehavior.

Recommendations

Most of the recommendations reported by local project personnel suggested

continuing, improving, expanding, increasing, implementing, or developing
specific auxillary services activities.
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FLGURE 1

Relative Importance and Effcctiveness of Ten Major

Pupil Personnel Services Provided by 1,397
ESEA, Title I, Projects, 1973-74

5 Most Important

5 Least Important

Individual counseling Speech therapy
Five Teacher consultation
Most Psychological testing
Effective Parent counseling
Welfare and attendance Home counseling
Five Group counseling
Least Psychometric assistance
Effective Guidance inservice
FIGURE 2
Relative Importance and Effectiveness of Seven Major
Health Services Provided by 1,397
ESEA, Title I, Projects, 1973-74
4 Most Important 3 Least Important
Four Nursing Nutrition
Most Diagnostic
Effective Health education
Three Medical Dental
Least Fanily Services
Effective
FIGURE 3
Relative Importance and Effectiveness of Five Major
Library and Media Services Provided by 1,397
ESEA, Title I, Projects, 1973-74
3 Most Important 2 Least Important
Three Materials Media centers
Most General services .
Effective
Two
Least Personnel Mobile libraries
Effective ) ’
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TABLE 31

Positive Results of Auxiliary Services Most Frequently
Reported in Relation to Stated Objectives in
1,397 ESEA, Title I, Projects
in California, 1973-74

-

Rank - Percent of
Order Specific Results Reported Projects Reporting
1 Provision of health services 37
2 Provision of health examinations 32
3 Provision of pupil personnel services 32
4 Provision of referral services ’ - 16
5 Improvement in school attendance 14
6 Provision of auxiliary services personnel 11
7 Improvenent in pupil attitude, self-image 10
© 8 Provision of library and media services 10
9 Improvement in academic achievement 10
10 Improvement in personal health 9
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Major recommendations for auxiliary services in general were to continue
the present program, and provide additional scrvices. Recommendations for
pupil personnel service emphasized the need to provide additional services,
add personnel, and develop pupil attitude and sclf-image. Most health service-
related recommendations were for more health services, health education, dental
services, nutrition education, speech therapy, referral and follow-up services,
and health screening.

Relatively few recommendations focused on library services. When offered,
they related mostly to providing additional services and personnel.

‘yt
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PARENT PARTICIPATLON AND COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT COMPONENT

1n the Cuidelines for Title I projects a Parent Participation and Community
Involvement component is mandated. Specific plans must be included for improving
communicat jon between the school and the community for activities to make parents
more aware of the school's instructional program and their children's progress,
and for assisting parents in helping their children in the learning process.
Parents are directly involved in program functions and responsibilities through
service on the Parent Advisory Committee. Parent Education activicies are
included here.

Participation

It was reported by 1,417 Title 1 projects that 209,117 parents participated
in Parent Participation activities in 1973-74. An additional 64,765 parents
were reported to have been involved in Parent Education activities per se.

Objectives and Activities

Forty-two percent of the objectives reported for the Parent Participation
component were measurable, 58 percent were vague. 0f the measurable objectives,
66 percent were related to expected changes in parent behavior and performance;
34 percent concerned services provided by the district or project staff.

Projecis reporting objectives related to expected changes in behavior and
performance sought to increase parent visits to classrooms, parent assistance
to develop community resource personnel for school use, attendance at school
activities, and parent involvement in planning, implementation, and evaluation
of the program. Few objectives stressed a more positive parent attitude, or
the use of parents as volunteers and tutors. Project objectives most frequently
reported, that were related to services provided, were dissemination of program
information, program orientaticn, and home-school communication.

The activities reported to be most important in achieving stated program
objectives for the Parent Participation component included parent~teacher con-
ferences, Advisory Committee meetings, parent education and orientation,
parent visits to the school site, parents in the classroom, and home-school
communication. The most important activities were consistent with the most
frequently stated objectives.

It was reported by 50 percent of the projects that all of their originally
proposed activities were implemented. Eleven percent provided more activities
than they had proposed, and 20 percent provided few2r activities. Nine percent
of the projects did not respond to this item. Ten percent of the reported data
ijndicated substitution of one activity for another.

Projects providing more activities than originally proposed frequently
cited moce meetings, classes and workshops, increased parent involvement in
program implementation, and visits to other programs. Reported reasons for
decreasing the number of originally proposed activities were lack of interest,
insufficicent parent participation, and poor home—school communication. Where
program content changes were made, reorganization of personnel and lack of
funds were most frequently cited. )
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Evaluation Mcthods

Analysis of 1,417 Title I projects revealed that 46 percent of the
evaluation mcthods used consisted of enumeration of participants and activ-
ities, 40 percent were subjective judgments, and 14 percent were objective
measurcments.  The most frequently used criterion was the number of parents
participating.

More then half of the subjective judgments consisted of parent comments
and staff evaluations. The objective measurcments consisted primarily of
parent qucstionnaires, rating and attitude scales, and number of meetings.

Results

Achievement of stated objectives for the Parent Participation component
was reported by 52 percent of the projects, 19 percent attained part of their
objectives, 17 percent reported negative results, and 12 percent reported
results not related to their objectives. Results compared with objectives
shoved a positive relation between the statement of measurable objectives and
results obtained. Very few projccts with vague objectives reported positive
results; most such projects reported irrelevant results.

Project reports rated the level of effectiveness of major activities
provided in terms of meeting their project objectives. Most parent involve-
ment activities were rated as "effective" or "very effective.'" The ratings
show that the wost effective activities were parent-teacher conferences,
advisory comrittee meetings, open house, school-parent meetings, parents in
class and communication with the home. The least effective, according to
project ratings, were baby-sitting services, group meetings held in parent
homes, PTA meetings, and planning sessions.

A comparison was made between the relative importance and effectiveness
of the major parent involvement activities, as rated by project personnel.
Results are summarized in Figure 4. A positive relation existed between the
most important activities and the relative effectiveness of these activities.
The least important activities were also rated as least effective.

FIGURE 4

Relative Importance and Effectiveness of Eight
Parent Participation Activities Prcvided
by 1,417 ESEA, Title 1, Projects
in California, 1973-74

4 Most Important . 4 least Important
Five Parent-tecacher conferences
Most Advisory Committce meetings

Effective | Use of parents in class
Communication with home ‘

'

/

Five Planning sessions

Least Home calls and visits
Effective | Group meetings in parent homes

/ Social activities

—
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Positive results most frequently reported in relation to stated objectives
are swtmmirized -in Table 32, Parent activities most frequently resulted in
porent involvement in school and class activities; more understanding of program
goals and ot tives; assistance in developing community resource personnel;
increased attewaance at workshops, education classes, and school activities;
attendance at parent-teacher conferences; and involvement in program planning,
implementation), and evaluation.

Recommendations

Recommendations made by projects, cited the recruitnent and training of
parcent volunteers and aides to work at the school site and the neced for more
effective communication betwcen the school and the home. Frequent mention
was made of the desirability of engaging a liaison person to assist in this
area. Reco.mendations also pertained to increasing the number and variety of
activities offcred to parents as a way to increase participation. Included in
this area were resource centers designed for parent use and school use of
comnunity persons as resource personnel.,

TABLE 32

Positive Results of Parent Participation Most Frequently
Reported in Relation to Stated Objectives in 1,417
ESEA, Title I, Projects in California

1973~74
Rank Percent of
Order Specific Results Reported Projects Reporting
1 Parents were involved in school and class
activities. 19
2 Parents showed more understanding of goals,
objectives, needs and child development. 15
3 Parents assisted in the development of
community resource personnel. 14
4 Parent attendance increased at workshops,
education classes and school activities. 14
5 Parents attended parent-teacher conferences. 12
6 Parents were involved in program planning,
implementation and evaluation. 8
44
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STAFY DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT

A staff development component: is mandated in the ESEA, Title I, Guidelines.
Speeific objectives and activities that lead to improved performance by profes-—
sional and nonprofessional staff are to be included in each school plan.

Participation

Inservice training of classroom teachers and aides to improve instruction
received the greatest erphasis during the 1973-74 school year. Staff develop-
ment activities included 51,531 participants.

Objectives and Activities

The major staff development component objectives reported by 1,370 Title I
projects were related to the improvement in teaching techniques. Approximately
72 percent of the projects reported measurable performance objectives; 28 per-
cent indicated relatively vague aims or goals. Of the well-defined objectives,
72 percent related to expected changes in behavior or performance; 28 percent
mentioned services to be provided by the district or school staff.

Of the specific objectives listed, the most frequent were: improvement
in individualized instruction and use of diagnostic/prescriptive techniques,
organization for inservice training, improvemcnt in writing instructional
objectives, techniques of gencral instructicn, improvement in planning, and
objectives related to the numbers or types of personnel to receive training.
Few objectives stressed teaching psychomotor skills, use of personnel, or
improvement in pupil behavior or attitude.

Staff development activities were designed primarily to provide continuing
inservice education to staff members. Activities were generally developed in
response to local needs. The general activities most important in attaining
corponent objectives were (in order): school-level workshops on instructional
methods and content - especially diagnostic and prescriptive teaching and
reading instruction - staff meetings, school or classroom visitations, joint
teacher and aide training, district and county workshops, college courses,
conferences, individual consultation, and school-site demonstrations.

The most irportant content arecas for inservice activities were (in order
of importance): reading, mathematics, language arts, and general curriculum.
Relatively few projects reported inservice activities related to needs assess-
ment, school-level planniug, use of volunteers or tutors, parent involvement,
parent education, multicultural education, or bilingual/bicultural education.

In terms of implementing activities as originally proposed, 67 percent
of the projects reported no difference from the activities proposed. Twelve
percent implemented fewer activities than proposed, 11 percent provided more
activities than proposcd, and another 10 percent substituted one activity for
another in their program. .
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Programs providing more activities than proposed cited curriculum content
changes and wmore scheduled inservice activities as reasons for the discrepancies.
Most of thc programs citing fewer activities than proposed did not specify the
reason for the progran discrepancy.

Evaluation Methods

Analysis of the evaluation criteria used to measure the effectiveness of
staff development activities, showed that approximately 65 percent were related
to the activities provided, with no regard to classroom implementation. About
29 percent werce based on changes in behavior of teachers, as measured by use
of new skills and materials, and of pupils, as shown by improved achievement,
attitude, and interest. Another 6 percent of the criteria reported were either
unclear or not related to stated objectives.

The effectiveness of staff development activities was evaluated primarily
on the basis of subjective -“gnents, which relied heavily on staff evaluations
and teacher opinions. Less frequently used evaluation techniques were objective
measures - rating scales and questionnaires, and enumeration of participants
and activities. Evaluation measures usually did not vary greatly according to
specific subject areas or type of inservice activity provided. However, teachers'
opinions were used most often to evaluate informal workshops; staff implemen-
tation, to evaluate the use of new materials and equipment; pupil performance,
to evaluate techniques of reading and mathematics instruction; and parent
comments, to evaluate parent education activities.

Results

Eighty-seven percent of the Title I staff development reports indicated
attainment of the major objectives; 6 percent reported partially attained
objectives. (In each case, however, over 60 percent of the respondents failed
to offer any quantifiable data to support their conclusions.) About 5 percent
of the projects reported results not related to stated objectives, and 1 per-
cent indicated that their objectives were not attained. Another 1 percent
fajiled to include any data on this item.

Evaluation reports from 1,370 Title I projects rated the effectiveness of
specific staff development activities in meeting stated objectives. Most major
activities were rated by project personnel as ‘effective' or ''very effective"
and included: techniques of reading instruction, diagnostic and prescriptive
thching techniques, techniques of mathematics instruction, and use of new
materials and equipment. The least effective stajf developmrent activiries were
motion pictures, formal lectures, college classes, and parent education.

Comparisons were made between tlie reported importance of staff development
activities and the coffectiveness of these activities as rated by program per-
sonnel. Results are reported in Figure 5. Generally, the nmost important
activities were also rated as the most effective whereas less important activ-
ities tended to be rated as less effective. The greatest discrepancies were
in two specific activities: college classes ranked high in importance but low
in effectiveness; demonstrations ranked low in importance and high in effectiveness.
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FIGURE 5

Relative Importance and Effectiveness of Ten Major Staff
Development Activities Provided-by 1,370
ESEA, Title 1, Projects in California, 1973-74

- 5 Most Jumportant 5 Least Important
Techniques of reading instruction Denonstrations
Five Diagnostic-prescriptive tecaching |
Most " "miques of math instruction . )
Effcctive rmal worksliops
_55i1ege classes Formal lectures
Five Intergroup relations inservice
Least Parent involvement inservice
Effective | _ Parent education

A summary of the positive results of staff development activities mos.
frequently reported appears iun Table 33.

These results indicated a greater use of individualized instruction in
reading and mathematics, tetter organization of inservice training, and improve-
ment in writing instructional objcctives and in general instructional skills.
Very few schools reported improverent in teaching psychomotor skills, training
in the use of personnel, or improvement in pupil behavior or attitude.

TABLE 33

Positive Results of Staff Jevelopment Activities Most Frequently
Reported in Relation to Stated Objectives in 1,370
ESEA, Title I, Schools in California, 1973-~74

Rank Percent of
Order Specific Results Reported Schools Reporting
1 Improved individualized instruction
in reading. 26
2 Improved individualized instruction
in mathematics. 16
3 Better organiration of i.corvice
training. 11
4 Jmprovement in wiiting instructional
objectives. 8
5 Improvement in general instructional
skills. 6
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Recommen.ations

Over 68 percent of the respondents suggested recommendations for improving
the stalf developumert component. The most frequent recommendations were related
to iwproving the organization of inservice training through more visitation to
other schools, improved workshops, and better use of consultants.

Other rcconmendations were related to: time changes for inservice train-
ing, including rore released time, and more time for insecrvice, especially
before school opens in the Fall; more teacher invelvement in needs assessuent
and developuent of inservice activities; additional inservice training in in-
struction in readiug and mathematice, multicultural education, language develop-
ment, and bilingual/bicultural education.

fore training in teaching techniques was recommended, particularly in
individualized instruction, diagnostic/prescriptive techniques, and methods
related to improving pupil behavior and attitude.

Other recoumendations were for improved training of aides, parents,
voluntcers, and other personnel, and fcr more training in planning 1:chniques.

Fower than 3 percent of the projects recommended inservice training in
evaluation techniques.
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INTERGROUY RELATIONS COMPONENT

The intergroup relations component comprises those activities designed
primarily to alleviate racial, socirl, or linguistic isolation. Intergroup
relations programs foster interaction among groups of children from different
cthnic, cultural, and sociocconomic backgrounds. Intergroup relations include,
but are not limited to, cultural programs, school activities, ethnic studies,
and student exchange programs.

Participants

Reports showed that the nu .wer of participants in intergroup relations
activities during 1973-74 was 488,878.

Objectives and Activities

The major intergreup relations objectives reported by 1,382 Title I pro-
jects were related to such end results as interaction of various ethnic groups,
knowledge of ethnic group contributions, more positive attitudes, and a greater
understanding and acceptance of other cultures.

About 41 percent of the projects stated objectives related to increased
intergroup acceptance, interaction, awareness, Or appreciation of group differ-
ences. Thirty-six percent specified the acquisition of knowledge - that 1is,
knowledge of the contiibutions of the different groups to society, ethnic facts,
cultural heritage, and characteristics of the various groups. Specific groups
mentioned most frequently were: Mexican-American, Black, Oriental, and American
Indian. Specific changes in behavior reflected by more positive attitudes and
an improved self-image were referred to in 55 percent of the vreports. Infre-
quently mentioned were areas that pertained to better home-gchool relations,
staff inservice trairing, and the promotion of a success-oriented learning
environment.

Activities designed to achieve the stated objectives focused on opportun—
ities to attain the component objectives. The activities noted as most im-
portant in 1,382 reports included cultural programs, use of multicultural
units of study, classroom activities and discussions, field trips, and staff
inservice training. There was a direct relation between the frequency of
activities included in objectives and their importance as rated by project
personnel; houvever, discrepancies were noted. Performance in a group and
improved self-image were frequently cited objcctives, yet ranked low in
importance when rated by project personnel. Staff inservice training ranked
high in inmportance, yet occurred infrequently in stated objectives.

No change from the activities proposed was reported by 61 percent of the
projects. Eighteen percent provided more activities than they had proposed;
21 percent provided fewer activities. Proprams providing more activities
than proposed frequently cited more community involvement than anticipated,
more enrichment activities, and wmore student participation.
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Evaluation Methods

Evaluation of intergroup activities relied primarily on subjective judg-
ments such as teacher opinions, observations and staff evaluation. Used less
frequent]y were objuctive measurerents ~ questionnaires, measures of pupil
knewledge and staff surveys - and the enumeration of participants and activit’es.

Results -

Achievement of stated ohjectives was reported by 72 percent of the projects.
Partial achievement vas rceported by 20 percent and lack of achievement by 2
percent. Six percent reported results unrelated to their stated objectives.

Fach project rated the effectiveness of the activities designed to achieve
the stated objectives. Most activities were rated "effective'" or '"very effec-
tive". tost frequently veported activities were use of multicultural materials,
cultural programs, gicup discussions, acadewic instruction, serving "ethnic
foads', and social activities. The least effective, according to ratings of
projcct personael, were student exchange programs, parent meetings, staff
inscrvice workshops, interaction events, group counseling and student tutors.

The relative importance and effectiveness of the major intergroup relations
activities, as rated by project persoimel, were compared. The results appear in
Figure 6. The most important activities tended to be rated as most effective
and activities that were less important were rated as least effective. Discrep-
ancies vere noted in ratiang some of the activities reported. Group discussions
and social activities ranked low in importance but high in effectiveness. Staff
incervice wreining, wihile rated by programs as one of the less effective activ-
ities, was also ranked as most important.

FIGURE 6

Pelative Importance and Effectiveness of Nine Major
Intergroup Relations Activities Provided by 1,382
ESEA, Title I, Projects in California, 1973-74

4 Most Important 5 Least Jmportaut
five Multicultural materials Social activities
Most Academic instruction Group discussions

Effective Cultural programs
Four Staff dnservice work- - Student exchange
Least shops Group counseling
Effective Interaction events
’
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Positive results reported in relation to stated program objectives are
summarized in Table 34, based upon the data submitted by Title I projects.

Intergroup relations activities were effective, and resulted in increased
participation, interactioa hetween groups, positive pupil attitudes, and know-
ledge of cultural heritage and history.

TABLE 34

Positive Results of Intergroup Relaticns Activities
Most Frequently Reported in Relation to Stated Objectives in 1,382
ESEA, Title I, Projects in California, 1973-74

Rank Percent of
Order Specific Results Reported Projects Reporting
1 Participated in intergroup activities. 52
2 Increased knowledge and understanding of
other cultures. 33
3 Improved pupil self-estcem. . 31
4 Increased acceptance of all groups. 26
5 Increased positive pupil behavior. 12
6 More friends chosen from other groups. 9
7 Improved pupil achievement. 9
8 Increased knowledge of intergroup
contributions. 9
9 Provided enriched cultural experiences. 8

Recommendations

0f the recommendati ..s made by the projects, the most frequently cited
were a neced to increase staff understanding, morce integration oi intergroup
activities into the curriculum, and more program direction. Few recommenda-
tions related to areas such as affirmative action, a decreased number of
activities, or the improvement of self-image.
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