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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report summarizes the national implementation and impact of the Emurgency
School Aid Act (ESAA) Basic and Pilot Programs during the 1973-74 school year
~-the first year of their operation in school districts across the nation.

The ESAA Basic and Pilot programs are both elementary and secondary school pro-
grams designed to deal with problems associated with minority-group isolation.
The Basic program is a desegregation program that provides funds to local school
districts (a) to encourage their elimination of minority-group isslation, (b) to
help them meet special needs incident to the elimination of segregation and dis-

. crimination; and (c) to help them overcome educational disadvantages associatea

with minority-group isolation. In contrast to the Basic program, the ESAA Pilut /
program is essentially a compensatory education program for students enrolled

in minority-isolated schqols (i.e., schools with 50% or greater mlnorlty enroll-
ment) ,

The national evaluation of the Basi. and Pilot programs was designed to determine

_“"“rhgggumulative impact of ESAA programs in terits of the Act's objectives over a

periydd of three school’years. The evaluation design anticipated the fact that
the first year of lmglementatlon of any national educational program is always

a formative one, requiring adaptation of schools, school staffs, and students

to new projects, Consequently, this report, which focuses on year one of ESAA,
should be gonaldezed a progress report on that process of implementation and
adaptation rather than a definitive report on the success of the Act in achieving
its objectives, Later ESAA evaluation reports should provide the measure for
assessing the Act s effectiveness.

Although prelimxnary in nature and premature for assessment of ultimate program
effectiveness, the firstryear ESAA evaluation results are encouraging. First,
the findings Andlcate that the assumption upon which the legislation was based -
is a matter of fact-—-minority-group isolation in our nation’s schools is indeed '
associated wlth educational disadvantages. Students in minority-isolated schools,
regardless Qf their racial or ethnic status, are achieving significantly below

the national} norm in reading and mathematics. Further, studepts in minority-

isolated $chools, or recently from such schools, tend to be more educationally,

soc1ally€ and economlcally disadvantaged than their peers in non-isolated schools.

A secoﬁg flndxng, related to the first, is that students in minority-isolated
schoq&s and many students in desegregated schools have needs associated with

thebr educational and economic disadvantagement that are directly related to the
obaectlves of ESAA. Even more relevant for a preliminary assessment of program
melementatlon, first-year evaluation results seem to indicate that ESAA resources

5in terms of both dollars and services have, on the whole, been properly targeted

at those documented needs. There is also some evidence that the resource alloca-
tion process began to have positive impact on the academic achievement of students
in ESAA-funded districts over the short five-and-one-half-month period evaluated.
In short, although preliminary, the findings of the first year of evaluation
suggest that the ESAA program is based upon sound assumptions and may ultimately
achieve one or more of its objectives.

-10



-

In addition to the above national impact findings, the first year=-results
suggest that relationships among student, staff, and program;characterlstlcs
and student outcomes differ somewhat for minority-isolated as compared to
desegregated schools. In minority-isolated schools, preliminary findings
indicate that there is a positive relationship between the level of supple-
mental reading program funding and student reading and mathematics achievement.
Similarly, lower pupil/teacher ratios seem to be positively related to student
mathematics achievement in minority-isolated schools. For reasons that are
not clear, no such relationships were found in desegregated schools. Never-
theless, in desegregated schools, positive desegregation-related policies,
attitudes, and activities of district and school staff’ appear related to
positive student expectations, student liking for school, angfgkudent reading
and mathematics achievement. Also in desegregated schools, at least at the
secondary level, the results suggest a positive relationship between reading
achievement and the amount of time spent in reading instruction. Findings such
as the above, if validated by second~ and third-year results, should provide
guidance for legislative and/or regulatory changes designed to increase program
effectiveness.

As the reader will find upon reviewing this report, the above findings are

not defiritive and should not be construed as final conclusions regarding

the Act's effectiveness--the data for such an assessment will be summarized

in .he evaluation feports for years two and three. Nevertheless, the prelim-
inary findings are encouraging, and will form an analytic foundation upon which
the primary impac: assessment of later reports can be properly grounded.

Michae%—J. Wargo, Ph.D.
U.S. Office of Education
ESAA Evaluation Program Cfficer
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION ~

Under contracts from the U.S. Office of Education, System Development Cor=-
poration (SDC) is conducting an evaluation of two closely related program§
authorized by the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA). The Pilot program was
created to support "unusually promising ESAA pilot programs or projects designed
to overcome the adverse effects of minority group isolation by improving the
academic achievement of children." Eligible districts must have 15,000
minority students. enrolled, or minority students must constitute more than

50% of the total enrocllment. The Basic Grants program consists of grants to
local education agencies for the purpose of implementing plans to (a) com-
pletely eliminate minority isolation in all schools within the agency, (b)
eliminate or reduce minority isolation in one or more schools within the agency,
(c) reduce the total number of minority-group children who are in isolated
schools, or (d) prevent minority isolation that is reasonably likely to

occur without assistance under the Act. Basic Grant applicants have been
encouraged to focus their programs on improving basic educationa® skills.

The combined Basic/Pilot evaluation involves collection of data over a period
of three school years, 1973-74, 1974-75, and 1975-76. This report describes
the evaluation results for the first year (1973-74). Subsequent reports will
present results for 1974-74 and 1975-76, as well as cumulative trends cver
the two- and three-year periods.

For reasons described in the repart, the only criterion measures of program
success available for the 1973-74 evaluation were students' scores on
standardized achievement tests in reading and mathematics. In the next two
evaluation years, increased emphasis will be placed on desegregation-related
activities and outcome measures. Specifically, test scores will be supple-
mented by criterion measures of reduction in minority-group isolation and by
indicators of desegregation-related school climate.

It is anticipated that the report may have several different audiences, éach
with its own particular interests and knowledge. These potential audiences
include Congress and the Office of-Education, cival rights and other

advocate groups, district-level program administrators, educational researchers,
and evaluation specialists. Because the primary goal of the evaluation is to
inform decision-makers, rather than to add to the literature on evaluation/
research methodology, the major focus throughout the repoxt is on results, not
techniques. Excessive procedural details have been avoided, and, where
possible, major findings have been highlighted. Most of the data tables have
been relegated to the appendix and are referred to in the appropriate pages

of the text.

ot 19
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The remainder of this chapter provides a brief overview of the operatlona1

ESAA programs and of the evaluatioh objectives and methodology, and dlscusses

certain limitations of the present report. Chapter IX, describes the rationale

and methodology of the evaluation sampling procedures and presents data con- «

cerning the representativeness of the resulting samples. Chapters III through '
) VI describe the school programs and funding allocations, the community/district "

context within which the sample progjrams operated, and -the sample students

enrolled in those programs. Chapter VII focuses specifically on the desegre-

gation plans and activities of thedg/ ple Basic districts and examines evidence

concerning the amount of district zggzgation possibly associated with ESAR '

program implementation. Chapters VAI d IX discuss achievement-test gains .
made by sample students during the¢ 19 3-74 school year and attempt to_relates— -
those gains to the'experimental variable (ESAA.funding) and to other student
and program dimensions. Finally, Chapter X presents-an overall summary of the
major findings and conclusions for the first evaluation year. .

.’ L]

A. OVERVIEW OF ESAA PROGRAM LEGISLATION AND FUNDING

»

The Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) was enacted into law in June of 1972 to

provide elementary and secondarv schaol districts with financial assistance

to (1) meet the special needs incident to the elimination of minority-group

segregation and discrimination; (2) encourage the voluhtary reduction,

elimination, or prevention of minority-group isolation; and (3) aid children

in overcoming the educational disadvantages of minority-group isolation

{(Pp.L. 92-318, Sec. 702 (b)}: While the Act as amended, in/1974 (P.L. 93-380, -

Sec. 641) authorizes the appropriation of $1 billion for fiscal year 1973 and
‘ a similar amount for the period ending June 30, 1976, actual appropriations

. have amounted to $270 millior, $234 million, and $215 million for fiscal years

1973, 1974, and 1975, respectively. Since funds are annually approprlated for

obligation and expenditure during the fiscal year succeeding The year of

appropriation, the major thrust of the Act began during school year 1973-74

and is expected to continue through school year 1976-7j.

Seventy%four percent of the Act's annual appxgpriation is reserved for two

subprograms, the Basic Grants program (59%) and the Pilot program (15%). The:

Basic Grants pxogram is essentially a desegregation program designed to reduce

mlnorxty-grouo isolation, to meet the needs incident to the elimination of

segregation and discrimination, and to aid school children 1n~over2§mlng the
[\ educational dis dvantages of minority-group isolation. In gpntrast, the Pil0ot

program is a compensaLory education program designed to improve the.academic

achizvement of children in mlnorlty-lsolated schools (i. e., schools with over

50% minority enrollment). -

The sums annually appropriated pursuant to the Act are apportioned to states

on the basis of the ratio of their number of minority-group"school-aged

children to the number of such children in all states. Local school districts

compete for the funds apportioned to their state through ‘grant applications to

their HEW Regional Office. In aﬁblylng for an ESAA grant, a local school

district must demonstrate that 1t has needs related to the Act's objectlves

and that it has designed a program based on authorized activities that show

promise of achieving one or more of the Act's objectives.

-

0
v v .
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B. DESCRIPTION OF ESAA EVALUATION ' )

- .

The Act authorizes .a national evaluation of its programs which may be supported
by up to an annual 1% reservation of approprlated ESAA funds. As designed by

the U.S. Office of Education (USOE) and conducted by System Development Corpo-
ration (SDC), the national evaluation focuses on the integrated evaluation of

the ESAA Basic and Pilot programs. The remainder of this section summarizes

the major evaluation objectives for both programs and describes the general ’
methpdology being applied to meet those objectives.

\

’ 1. EVALUATION OBJECTIVES
The overall evaluation has several major objectives, some of which involwe

. longitudinal analyses and comparisons of data collected over two or three
years. Certain other objectives involve data collected ln .special studies not «
conducted until the second evaluation year. A summarized list of all the key
study objectives is presented below; each objective is accompanied by a brief
note conicerning the extent to which that objective is addressed in the present
- first-year report.’ >

e Determination of the short- and long-term national impact of the program
in terms of the Congressionally authorized program objectives, namely,

., . reduction in minority-group isolation, elimination of discrimination, and
‘improvement of basic,skills in ei@mentary and secondary schools. The
- present report is based on a sxngle year's impact data, and therefore is

strictly cross-sectional in nature. Furthermore, the only type of outcome
(criterion) measure used for gauging program impact in the first year was

.. students' performance on standardized achievement tests. Longitudinal
trends: and ‘outcome data based on measures of minority-group isolation and
pBYceived schiool discrimination will be discussed in the Year Two and Year
Three Reports.

e Identification and description of the needs of students in or from minority-
isolated schools; the characteristics of local programs, lncludlng the
relatlonshlps between student needs and resource allocations in the sarple

, districts; and the 1nterrelatlonsh1ps of student needs, program characteristics,
and program impact. This objectlve is directly addre§sed in the present report.

e Documentation and dissemination of information relating to unusually
successful local Programs and program components that appear to be related
to success. In-depth dapa on successful sites were not collected until the
second evaluation year and are not included in this report.

Ny~

e Determination of the relative effectiveness of three forms of educational
intervention--desegregation, compensatory education, and a combinatien of
these-—as compared to minority-isolated schools with no special “intervention.
These comparisons have been deferred until the second-year report to allow a
longer period for the different program approaches to show differential iwpacts.

e Investigation.of the relationéhips among regular school expenditures,-
supplemental ESAA'expenditures, and program impact, in an attempt to determine

« local program cost-effectiveness and the minimum supplemental expenditures

necesséry to ensure some measure of program success. The present report
examines relationships between per-pupil funding levels (regular and

14,
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supplemental) and program impact, but the determination of minimum necessary
supplemental expenditures ("critical mass") is deferred to the second-year
report to allow the inclusion of more detailed lnf?Fmatlon on resource
allocations in successful sites.

2. GENERAL METHODOLGGY

The combined Basic/Pilot evaluation involves collection of data over a period of
+three years, beginning with the 1973-74 school year addressed in this report.
This multi-year design allows analyses of cumulative program impact and of
possible fadeout of program impact after students are transferred out of the
ESAA activities. 1In addition, it provides an opportunity to assess program
maturation effects (e.g., greater program impact on each successive wave of
new students in the second and third years of operation). :

For both Pilot and BaSlC programs, standardized achlevement tests are administered
at the beginning and end of each school year to assess galns made in reading

and math by a sample of students participating in tht ESAA projects. The same
tests are given to a sample of students in control (non-DSAA) schools, which are
drawn- at random from the same districts as th& treatment (ESAA~funded) sample
schools and selected to match as closely as possible the characteristics of

their paired treatment schools. This emphasis on matched schools within districts
makes it possible to hold imporcant district factors common in paired comparisons
of treatment and control schools and to achieve a true experimental design by
random assxgnmenp of each pair of schools to the treatment and control conditions.

Because of interest in evaluating ESAA programs at both the elementary and
secondary levels, schools at both levels are included in the Basic Grant
program sample. Too few Pilot .awards were given at the secondary level to
include high schools in the Pilot sample. Grade levels included in the evaluation
are grades 3, 4, and 5 (elementary) and 10, 11, and 12 (secondary) The .use
of three successive grades at each schocl level allows longitudinal follow1ng
of individual sample students for up to three years, depending on their grade
placement at the start of the evaluation. To be eligible for inclusion in

the study, schools must have sufficiently large numbers of ESAA participants
(or ESAA~eligible studefits, in the case of control schools) to allow for
attrition over the evaluation period; toward this end, larger samples were
initially drawn at grades 3 and 10 than at other grades to allow for following
those samples for three years.

Two cther major outcome measures planned for the multi-year evaluation consist
of data on perceived discrimination (school climate) and on reduction of
minority~group isolation. It was not possible to obtain adequate data on these
variables for use as Griterion measures in the present report, but they will be .
incltded in reports for the second and third vears. o

In addition to the outcome measures, questionhaires and other recording forms
are used once each year to obtain’ extensive data on the School programs them-
selves (in both treatment and control .schools) and on sample students. Near

the end of each school year, a battery of questionnaires is administered to
superintendents, district business managers, locar ESAA coordinators, principals,
teachers, and students in the sample. Those questionnaires provide data on




district, school, and classroom minority-group isolation, program operation,
resource allocation, and student and staff background characteristics.
Finally, student activity logs are used to record the amount of time that a
student is exposed tec different types of educational experiences (e.g., peer
tutoring in math, cultural enrichment programs, etc.). The logs ptovide a
cumulative record of each student's interactions with the educational system,
with emphasis on compensatory activities of the sort presumably stressed by
ESAA projects. ' X;\ikf

Data analyses, designed to focus on the major evaluation goals described above,
include determinations of pretest-posttest changes in outcome measures, to
assess overall gains across both treatment and contxol schools: comparisons of
pretest-posttest gains between treatment and control schools in the matched
pairs, to evaluate the impact of the experimental variable (ESAA fundlng),
comparisons of outcomes associated with different intervention approaches;
ranking of logal programs with respect to impact, to identify particularly
successful prggects; and analyses of relationships among program features,
student characteristics, and program impact. In connection with the second-year
evaluation, school expenditure data- will be analyzed in relation to impact data
to determine the minimum supplemental expenditures necessary to ensure program
success and to identify local project components that differentiate successful
from unsuccessful projects.

* e

C. REPORT LIMITATIONS |

Readers of this report should be aware of several important limitations stemming
from the short period of ESAA program operation covered by the report and from
constraints in the types of data available during the initial evaluation year.
Some of the local programs lncluded }n the first-year evaluation were not
in full operation until at-least two br three months into the school year,
with the result that districts often)could not identify ESAR-participating
students until late October or November 1973. This, in turn, led to a pretest
schedule that stretched into November or, in a few cases, into DecCember. As a
consequence, thg_averagefpretest-posttest interval was only slightly more than
five months. Such a brief period of time can hardly be consideréd a true test
of the effectiveness of the ESAA program, or of any other innovative educational
program seeking to effect broad improvements in schools with minority~isolated
and disadvantagéd étudentsrﬁ
o . i ,
A second limitation in the first-year evaluation and in this report is the fact
that only one type of autcome measure--achievement test performance--could
be used in the analyses of program impact. This constraint is c¢learly an
important one, considering that key objectives of the ESAA Basic program also
include reduction of minerity-group isolation and in~school discrimination.
An attempt was made in the first year to collect pretest and posttest data on
racial attitudes by means of a gquestionnaire designed for administration to
students at the beginning and end of the school year. The questionnaire was
given at the start of the year, but strong opposition to the instrument was o
raised by several districis:, resultlng in a federal government decision not to
release the questionnaire for end-of-year administration. Thus, it was
1mposs%ble to assess race~related attitudinal changes that might have occurred

v
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during the school year. Subseguently, a new instrument has been developed by
a special advisory panel to the ESAA evaiuation project, consisting of members
of various minority-group and other interested organizations. This instrument,
which focuses on students' perceptions of systematic schooi discrimination,

was administered at the beginning and end of the second evaluatioi vear. It
will provide the basis for including a second type of outcome measure (schocl
cliimate) for assessing program impact in later evaluation reports. .

i

With respect to the third intended category of outcomes, reduction in minority-~
group isolation, Office of Civil Rights (OCR) data pertiment to this outcome
dimension were analyzed, and descriptive summaries are provided in Chaptey VII
of this report. However, because of certain internal inconsistencies in/éome

of the data, and because the indices used by OCR as measures of desegregation
are somewhat insensitive to the types of changes that might be expected "in this
study, it was decided not to use these data in analyses of Basic program impact
for the first evaluation year. Efforts are currently under way to develop
improved measures for yse in subsequent reports. I’

One further limitation of the report is that it representé only a cross—-sectional
view of a single year of program operation. Some of the major evaluation
objectives deal with multi-year, longitudinal effects of the ESAﬁ programs.
Analyses pertaining to these important effects will be included’ in later reports
on the second and third evaluation years. ’
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CHAPTER II

EVALUATION SAMPLE SELECTION

Implicit in the ESAA evaluation objectives (see Chapter 1) were several important
requirements for the sample design, The m9st critical of these requirements

—

were as follows: -

e Evaluation data were needed at both .the elementary aAﬂ secondary
levels, as there was strong interest in ESAA program peratlons
and impact at both levels.» - .
e The longitudinal nature of éhé study required data collection at
miltiple grade levels, so that cohorts of students starting ESAA
participation at different times and grades could be followed for
more than one Year. To meét this requirement, three:consecutive
- grade levels were selected at the elementary level (grades 3 through
" 5) and three at the secondary level (gfades 10 through 12).

a

-
3

e Sufficiently large samples of studenté were needed at each grade .

.. _ _level in each sample school to allow for anticipated attrition over
a-period of-up to three years. ___ ° ‘ .

—_ i

e The sample universe was limited where p0551ble to dlStrlCtS hav1ng
two or more schools designated for ESAA participation. By this
means, matched pairs of treatment and control schools ccould be
sought with total intra-distridét. equating of district- ~lével variables.

e

A. DEVELOPME F SAMPLE UNIVERSE DEFINITION
The ihiﬁial sample universe was derived from districts receiving ESAA awards .
for school year 1973-1974 in April or June 1973. This universe was further

limited to districts having Basic and/or Pilot programs planned for gnades 3, .
4, and 5, or for grades 10, 11, and 12. ) . . L vy

b4 - - N . v
At this point, a preliminary review was conducted of district grant applications .

to determine how many dist{icts were likely to meet the sample.universe require-’
ments.as initially defined. Data available in most applications included the



e

*r

/ N\ ' -
names of ESAAﬁpart'cipating* scbools, participafing grade levels, numbers of
'participating studerits, percentages and- types of participating minority students,

and types of E$AA act1v1t1es planned

Based/;n part on data in the dlStrlCt grant applications, and in part aon design
requirements dlscussed above, a prelpmlnary sampling pldn was adopted, subject

to final- rev151on as Eﬁrther data betame available on the ESAA programsf Major
features of the plan Yere as follows: . . o

i
1

ot

\
e Three Lndependcnt universes woula be defined and sampled: a Pilot

elementary unlverse, a Basic élementary universe, ané'a Basic
secondary universe. No Pilot becondary schools .would be considered,
since the number of Pilot awards involving Secondary schools was small.

e The Pilot and Basic elementary samples would include students at
grades 35 4, and 5, while the Basic secondary sample would include
grades 10, 11, and 12.

t

e No sample would be sought from "overlap" districts réceiving both
Basic and Pilot grant awards. Although it was initially planned to
give special attention to this “overlap untiverse, the number of such
districts was found- insufficient for analytic purposes, given this
constraint, it was felt that the 1nclu51on of)some districts with one
type of program and some with both types would unnecessarlly confound
the evaluation design.

\
\

- \ N Y

e For each of the ‘three universes;-a sample of at least 25 pairs of
participating schools would be sought. Schools would be paired by
51m11ar1ty in .minority-group enrollment, in prée-ESAA achievement level,
and in socioeconomic¢ status. Within pairs, treatment and controi
conditions would be randomly assigned; this would result in ESAA funds
being withheld from one school of each selected. "participating" pay of
schools. . C e

" @ Students would be sampled across classes, rather than by intact classes,

 to increase the number of classes and teachers represented within the

sampling constraints. - N :

*

R S

*For purposes of this Sampling discussion, references to s schools' or students'
"participating” in ESAA activities simply means that they were so designated
in the districts' grant applications. In reality, none of the schools or
students were actively engaged in ESAA activities at the time of sample
selection; furthermore, some of them were ultimately assigned to the control
{non-ESAA-funded) condition, and therefore never participated in ESAA programs.

II-2
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‘| asked for information on the name of each schqol designated to participate in

b

To implement the sampling plan and to further define the desifeé universes,
additional information was obtained by telerhone from the school districts. Prlor
to telephone contact, a screening procedure was initiated to reduce the number of
calls. Pilot applications were screened to eliminate all districts not having

. planned ESAA activities in‘grade 3, 4, or 5, and Basic applications were reviewed
to exclude all districts not having planned ESAA, act1v1t1es in any of the grade
levels of interest. A further reduction of the/hasxc elementary group was
accomplished by removing a 50% random sample from the set of districts having
comparatively small numbers of participating schools, or having ESAA activities
in only one or two of the grade levels of interest. This reduced the total
number of required calls-to 259 districts. 1In these calls, each district was

Esaa, the participating grade levels within each school, the type and percentage
of each minority group in the school's enrollment, comparative-ratings within the
district of each school's academic achievement, and comparative ratings within the /
district of the school's socioeconomic status.

The rating of socioeconomic status was a comparative estlmate by the dlqtrlct

of the status of the famllles served by each school. This estimate was based

on such factors as the school's participation in Federal school lunch programs.

The index of academic achievement was based in most cases on school records of
standardized. achievement test scores. ///

\ . | -
B. EVALUATION UNIVERSES AND SAMPLES, REDEFINED TQ REFLECT PROGRAM DATA

~

After redefinition to reflect data obtained gn the planned programs in ESAA
districts, the evaluation universes and samples were as follows:

1. PILOT ELEMENTARY SAMPLE »

Because of constraints in the number of funded Pilot programs, it was'necessary
to select a primary Pilot evaluation universe and a supplemental evaluation
universe. The pripary evaluation universe consisted of all districts with:
Pilot programs awarded in April or June 1973, hav1ng two or more part1c1pat1ng
schools with Pilot activities in at least two consecutive grade levels of
interest. Additional requirements of this universe were (1) that the
participating schools should be pairable (i.e., similar in student socip-
economlc status, pre—ESAA achlevement, and percentage and type of minority
enrollment), and (2) that each part1c1pat1ng school should have at least

25 participating students 1n each of grades 3; 4, and 5.

Only 17 Pilot districts could be identified that met the requxrements of the
.primaxy evaluation universe. All of these districts were lncluded in the final
sample, as it was originally desired to have at least 25 districts with pairable
schools. Therefore, at the district level, the sample was identical to the
“primary evaluation universe. Each of these districts became a stratum, with the
primary sampling unit being the school. One school was randomly selected with
equal probability within each district. The school that was the "best possible"
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match was then 'selected by employing the above cﬁitéria One school in this pair
was randpmly assigned to the treatment condition and;the other automatically
became the control school for that district. X
Because of the small number of resulting pairs, it was felt necessary to select
additional Pilot schools that could not be paired. (These ESAA-participating
schools were to be used to round out the sample for descrlpulve purposes, but
could not be used, of course, in the experimental analysis cf treatment-control
differences in achievement test scores.) Thus a second, or supplemental

i& evaluation universe was defined to augment the Pilot sample, !This supplemental
universe initially consisted of Pilot districts having unpairable schools
with Pilot programs in at least two consecutive grades of interest. Each district
containing one or more acceptable schools was designated,as a stratum, One
school was randomly selected with equal probability within each stratum and '
.designated as a treatment school. This resulted in 18 additional treatment
schools being added to the sample. )

TPo further increase the Pilot sample, there was a second round of sampling from
districts in the supplemental universe. A district was resampled if it had
either or both of the following conditions: (1) one or more previously un-
pairable schools; (2) one or more previously unselected pairs of schools, Each
district from this group was designed as a stratum, &nd one school was randomly
selected from each stratum. This process resulted in 10 additional treatment

. schools. ) .

-~ o

In districts in which the grades of interest were not housed in the same school
(for example, where grade 3 was in a primary school and grades 4 and 5 were in
a middle school), the two schools were treated as a single school unit in the
sample. .

A total of 35 districts were represented in the final Pilot sample. This
included 17 districts with matched pairs of treatment and control schools
M (i.e., districts in the primary evaluation universe), and 28 districts with a
single treatment school, (Ten of the districts had both a treatment-control pair
and a single treatment school.) Of the total 62 schools,.therefore, 45 were in
the treatment condition. o :

2.  BASIC ELEMENTARY SAMPLE

The Basic eleméntary evaluation universe consisted of districts receiving Basic
elementafy grants in April or June 1973, having two or more pairable schools
with Pilot program activities designated for grades 3, 4, and 5. An addltlonal
requirenent was that each participating school should have designated at least
50 participating students in each of those grades.

Because it was evident that there would ke more than an adequate number of
districts meeting these crxiteria, a further reduction was made in the universe

. of eligible districts by eliminating a 50% random sample from .the set of districts
having comparatively small numbers of participating schools or having only one or
two of the grade levels of interest. The resulting universe was found to include




47 Basic elementary districts, all of which were selected for the evaluation

sample.* Thus, while the final district sample did not contain the entire

evaluation universe, it did include all of the districts most fully meeting all

of the selection criteria. ' )

Eacp district was defined as a stratum, and ¢ne school was randomly sampled from

each stratum; the "best" matching school was then selected as the othex member -

of the pair. One §choo@;of each pair was randomly assigned to the treatment

condition, and the otherschool to the control condition. No further sampling '

was performed on the Basic elementary evaluation universe, as the total of 47 v
districts and 94 schools (47 pairs) fulfilled the initial design specifications

" of at least 25 pairs of schools.

3. BASIC SECONDARY SAMPLE
The Basic secondary evaluation universe consisted of all districts receiving .
Basic secondary grants in April'or June 1973, having two or more pairable schools
with.Basic program activities designated for grades 10,” 11, and 12. A ’'further
design goal was that there should be at least 50 students in each of those grade
levels in each of the participating schools. Twenty Basic secondary districts
met these criteria, and all were selected. Thus, as in the Pilot program, the
sample was identical to the evaluation unfiverse.** i '

i

r
A pair of secondary schools was randomly selected from eachdéistrict, using
the same procedure described for the elementary samples, Even though this
resulted in fewer than the 25 pairs of schools desired for the Basic secondary
sample, it was decided that sampling more than one pair of schools in a district
would be too great a hardship on the district, One school of each pair was
randomly a551gned to the treatment condition and the other school to the control
condition®

LMPLING STUDENTS WITHIN SCHOOLS

-

Student selection was the second stage of the two-stage probability sampling .
procedure. Although the student-level sampling procedure was similar for all

three evaluation samples, the concentrations of participating students

constltutlng the evaluation universes varied widely across schools and across.

evaluation samples. In roughly 38% of the Pilot and Basic elementary schools,

* ,

There were some later adiustments to the Basic elementary sample to meet special
conditions in certain districts, Final adjustments to this sample and* to the ™
Pilot elementary and Basic seco%dary ‘'samples are described in Chapter III. 3

* .

As in the Pilot and Basic elementary samples, later sample adjustments were
required in some Basic secondary dlstrlcts to meet special conditions (see
Ch?ter I11).
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1%, to 30% of the students were participating in ESAA ﬁrograms, while in 25% of
these schools, 31% to 60% of the students were invo ved in ESAA activities. -In
the remaining 38% of the Pilot and Basic elemeutary schools, between 61% and
100% of the students were participating. \;-

~
"

The Basic secondary schools had a somewhat, élfferent pattern than the elementary
schools. A larger percentage of these schools (48%) had between 61% and 100%

of their students participating 1n»ESAA'act1v1t1es, a smaller percentage of
schools (28%) had only 1% to 30% of their students participating in ESAA.
Approx1mately 25% of the Basic secondary schools had 31% to 60% of their students
participating in ESAA. A

."
o
;
#

Rosters of students participeting in ESAA were requested, by grade, from treatmeﬁt
schools. The control schools wexre asked to provide rosters of students who '
would have received the saﬁe ESAA-funded services as the treatment school, if

they had not been desigpéted as control schools. Students with severe mental,
physical, or linguist;é handicaps were excluded from all rosters.

Students’' names wefe chosen by a random procedure within grade from the rosters.
For, the third g:aae of the Pilot sample, 90 students, if available, were
selected across all classes within a school at that grade level. The first 60
of the 90 wepe indluded in the final sample if they were present and were tested
during Fal} achlevement testing. The remaining students were included in the
sample, iH the order in which they were drawn, as needed to replace .absentees
and to reach the desired total of 60.

The same procedures'were used 'for Pilot fourth and fifth grades, except that

45 names were drawn® for each grade (the desired final total being 30 per grade) .*
For the Basic samples, 90 names were drawn to obtain 60 students at each grade
level. -

. In small schools or small ESAA programs, it was often difficult to reach the
desired total of 60 or 30 students per grade. In these. cases, testing personnei
asked school authorities, just prlor to the test day, whether any new students
meeting study criteria had arrived in school since the rosters had been sent to
SpC. If so, names of these new students were added to the énd of the previourly
prepared lists, in alphabetical ‘order, and the students were drawn into the
samples as needed. . |

D. SUBSEQUENT SAMPLE REVISIONS

As noted absve, some additional adjustments were rehuired in the samples to
meet hardship -cases and other special conditions in some of the districts. In
a few cases, for example, it was not possible to designate a control school in

.

*
More Pilot students were sought at the third grade than at the fourth or fifth
grade, to allow for a longer period of attrition, i.e., up to three years.
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a district, and two treatment schools were selected instead; such districts
were not included in the experimental (treatment~control) comparisgns, but
were used- only for descriptive purposes. These final adjustments,?and their
effects on sample composition at the district and school levels, are discussed
in Chapter III. Resulting student-level samples are described ij/Chapter IV.

l
/

E. REPRESENTATIVENESS OF SAMPLES /

Within the total universe of ESAA Pilot and Basic grant awards /constraints
were imposed to limit the districts and schools from which the'evaluation
samples would be drawn. These constraints (selection criterig), which
reflected the priority goals of the evaluation, served to define three sample
universes: Pilot elementary, Basic elementary, and Basic segondary. A
particularly important aspect of the sample universes was the emphasis on
selection of matched pairs of designated ESAA schools within districts, so
that schools could be randomly assigned to treatment and cpntrol conditions
while holdlng dlstrlct-level variables constant across eagh school pair.

o . -
Overall, the three evaluation samples can be assumed highly gencralizable to
their corresponding evaluation universes, by virtue of the procedures applied
in selecting those samples. For example, at the distrth level, the Pilot
elementary sample included all of the award districts weetlng the criteria
that defined the primary Pilot evaluation universe (1/e., districts with Pilot
programs awarded in April or June 1973, havinyg two or more pairable schools
de51gnated for Pilot activities in at least two consecutive grade levels of
intereést, and with at least 25 participating students in each of ,those grades) .
To augment this sample, several additional districks were selecteﬂ that did not
fully meet the criteria of the primary Pilot evaluation universe; ‘these districts
were used for descriptive purposes, but not for treatment-control comparisons.
Similarly, the Basic secondary sample included all of the districts meetlng
the criteria of the evaluation universe, i.e., all districts rece1v1ng Basic
secondary grants in April or June 1973, having two or more pairable schools
with Basic program activities designated for grades 10, 11, and 12, and at
least 50 participating students in each grade in each of the schools.

Selection of sample Basic elementary districts was slightly more complex, but
should still have produced a sample that was highly representative of the
evaluation universe. The definition of this universe was identical to that
for the Basic secondary uniwerse, but involved Basic programs at grades 3, 4,
and 5 rather than at the seccondary level. The selected sample included all
of the districts from those polled that fully met criteria for the evaluation
universe.

At the school level, it can probably be assumed that each sample (Pilot elementary,
Basic elementary, and Rasic secondary) was essentially representative of schools
laocated in the selected districts and meeting the evaluation universe criteria.
These school-level criteria included pairabaiity in terms of student SES, racial/
cothnic composition, and prior achievement, and sufficient numbers of students
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designated for participation at each grade level of interest. Within ‘each
sample group, the selected schools were a random sample of school pairs in the
corresponding evaluation universe.

Finally, it can be assumed that the stﬂgent samples for all three sample groups
were representative of eligible students in the evaluation universes, since they
were randomly drawn from designated ESAA participants at grade levels of interest
in the selected schools.

Although the discussion up to this point has focused on sample rxepresentativeness
with respect to the evaluation universes, another issue of concern is whethex

the samples werei‘epresentative of the total universe of ESAA awards. Relatively
little information is available on this subject, because of the lack of data on
most characteristics of the award universe. Such sample-vs.-universe comparisons
as can be made are presented in Chapters III and IV, which describe the sample
distxicts, schools, and students. On a priori grounds, however, it was anticipated
that the sample districts would represent an-oversample of large and medium-sized
districts and an undersample of small districts. Such a trend would be a natural
consequence of the intentional emphasis on mdtched pairs of schools, as such pairs
would not be available in many of the smallest.districts.
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CHAPTER I1I1

DISTRICT, COMMUNITY, AND SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS

-

This chapter 1s conccrned with the demographic and organizational context in
which ESAA programs cperated during the initial Year of program implementation.
. More specifically, descriptive information is presented on the regional and
state distributions of the ESAA award universe and the sample districts;
relovant features of the final data analysis sample for Year I; demographic
and socioeconomic characteristics of the districts and schools conducting the
sample ESAA programs; and the racial composition of the student bodies and
staffs in the selected schools.

4

A. REGIONAL AND STATE DISTRIBUTION OF AWARD UNIVERSE AND SAMPLE DISTRICTS

1. REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION , /
Table III-1 shows the regional distribution of both the ESAA award universe
districts and the 93* evaluation sample districts. Of the 511* districts ;
receiving ESAA awards, almost 70% were concentrated in two HEW Regions, while b
three regions had less than 5% of the total awards. Regions IV and VI (South-,6 ' I
east and South Central regions, respectively) received the largest numbers of
grants, while Region I (New England) received less than 1% of the awards and
Regions VII and X (Central Midwest and Pacific Northwest) received less than :
2% each. ‘ ’

-
’ s

The xegional distribution for the evaluation sample was very similar to that ’
for the award universe, as indicated by a .97 correlation between the numbex

of districts sampled from each reqgion and the number of districts receiving

awards in that region. Almost 60% of the sample districts were located in

Regions IV and VI, reflecting the heavy concentration of Basic and Pilot program
grant awards in those arcas. No sample districts were drawn from Region I

(New England) or Region VIII (Western Mountain), which together received only '
4% of the total awards.

2. STATE DISTRIBUTIONS

\
Table III-2 presents the distributions of award districts and funds in the Filct
award universe and the Pilot sample. Thirty-five percent of the districts
receiving Pilot awards were repiesented in the sample. The sample distriets

*This total fiqure counts districts that received both Pilot and Basic awerds .
as two.districts.
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TABLE III-2, STATE DISTRIBUTION OF AWARDS IN PILOT UNIVERSé AND SAMPLE

o~

s

Total Dollars Dollars Awarded |Percentage of
Number of Awarded to Number of | tp Districts Funds Awarded
. Award Districts in Sample Represented to Districts ,
State Districts State Districts in Sample Represenﬁed in .
: Sample
{.alabana - 6 " 729,864 4.- 502,079 ' 68.8
Arizona 2 287,157 2 287,157 100.0 .
aArkansas 9 502,610 2 144,430 28.7 "'
California 2 387,896 1 58,590 15.1
Florida 4 699,623 2 567,699 8l.1
Gebrgia 7 901, 580 2 254,142 28.2
Louisiana i 936,090 2 416,910 42.3
Missouri 1 443,767 1 443,767 100.0
New Jersey 4 1,174,452 3 1,113,096 94.7
New Mexico 6 495,400 2 179,770 36.3
New York 3 5,575,188 .01 510,743 9.2 i)
Ohio . . , 2 921, 781 2 921,781 100.0
Pennsylvania 2 1,578, 260 1 1,456,510 92.3
South Carolina 8 1,250,123 2 330,345 26.4
Texas 11 2,151,750 3 501,540 23.3
Virginia 7 861, 760 - 4 - 505,086 58.6
TbTAL for States . . ;
Represented in 8l 18,974, 301 34 8,192,645 43.2
Sample '
TOTAL for States oL
 |Not Represented 17 2,361,460 . 0 0 0.0
in sample
TéTAL for All 98 21,308,761 34 8,192,645 38.4
States ) '




I

received 38% of all Pilot funés and over 43% of the Pilot funds in the sample
states. In sever. of the 16 states represented in the sample, over 50% of the
Pilot award dollars were accounted for by districts selected for the sample. ,

The correlation between numbers of sample districts in each state and numbers of
districts in those states receiving ESAA awards was .54; this is a moderate
relationship, but shows weaker representativeness than that at the regional
level. A still lower correlation (.20) was found between the amount of funding
received by sample districts in each state and the total ESAA funding for all
districts in that state. It should Ye hoted, however, that the evaluation
design did not place major emphasis on either regional or state representativeness
of the sample. Rather, the sample design focused on the inclusion of matched
pairs of treatment and control.schoolé; this requirement led to an oversampling
of larger urban districts. and, at the state level, undoubtedly detracted from the
overall representativeness of the sample w1th respect to numbers of funded:dis-
tricts and. levels of funding.

Table III-3 shows data on sample and award distribution by states for the Basic
award universe and the combined Basic sample. Fourteen percent of the districts
receiving awards were represented in the sample. Sample districts received 29%
of all Basic funds and 32% of funds awarded in states represented in the sample.
In nine of the 25 states, over 50% of the Basic award dollars_were accounted for
by,sample districts. The correlation between the number of sample districts in
each state and the number of districts in the state receiving awards was .56,
indicating a moderate degree of association. The correlation between the amount
of funding received by sample distri¢ts and that received by all districts in
the sample states was .66, indicating a fair degree of relationship. ;

3. REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE SCHOOLS

The regional distribution of sample schools, shown in Table III-4, is similar
for all three evaluation samples. Regions IV and VI (Southeast and South Central).

.had the largest numbers of sample schools, reflectlng the concentration of ESAA-

funded districts and schools in those regions. The percentages of sample schools
that were located in Regions IV and VI ranged from 51% for the Pilot sample to
799 for the Basic Secondary sample. .The smallest number of sample schools was
located in Region X; which had six Basic elementary schools, but no Pilot
elementary or Basic secondary schools. *

'

4. SUMMARY OF GEOGRAPHIC REPRESENTATIVENESS OF SAMPLE

As noted in Chapter II, the Pilot elementary and Basic secondary evaluation
samples included the total universe of districts meeting the selection criteria,
and the Basic elementary sample included most districts meeting those criteria.
There seems little doubt, therefore, that all three evaluation samples were
highly representative of their corresponding evaluation universes in all relevant
dimensions including geographic. distributions. The present chapter examined the
extent to which the evaluation samples were geographically representative of the
ESAA award universes. Although such representativeness was not a wajor,design
goal of the evaluation, a very high correlation was found across the evaluation
samples between the number of districts receiving ESAA awards in each region

and the -number ot sample districts in that region. Geographic representativeness

23
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TABLE III-3% ' STATE DISTRIBUTION OF AWARDS IN BASIC UNIVERSE AND SAMPLE

o R Percentage of -
- _ | Total Dollars Dollars Awarded|Funds Awarded
Number of Awarded to Number of | to Districts |to Districts
Award Districts in Sample Represented Represented in
State Districts State Districts in Sample Sample
Alabama 29 5,582,978 4 1,650,435 29.6
Arkansas 30 2,890,890 2 377,840 13.1
California 15 7,645,595 2 739,631 9.7
District of 1 1,962,418 i 1,962,418 100.0
Columbia
Florida - 12 6,755,357 3 1,621,636 24.0
Georgia 28 5,371,583 1 1,033,053 19.2
J Illinois. 9 3,104,791 2 770, 288 24.8
Indiana { 447,883 1 - 447,883 100.0 .
Kansas 3 614,575 1 457,849 74.5
louisiana 23 4,240,180 4 947,220 . 22.3
Marylan§ 3 1,892,966 1 1,019,471 53.9
Michigan T2 '590, 000 1 459, 000 77.8
Mississippi 12 3,335,474 2 1,878,799 56.3
Missouri 3 892,667 1, 674,798 75.6
New Jersey 9 1,323,604 2 370,416 28.0
New Mexico 9 1,178,140 2 429,400 36.4
New York 9 11,716,609 5 3,016,719 25.8
North Carolina 32 8,265,258 2 616,882 7.5
ohio 3 " 695,765 1 % 262,612 37.7
Pennsylvania 9 2,868,951 3 1,429,279 49.8
South Carolina 26 4,624,806 2 733,259 15.8
‘ -

Tennessee 9 4,911,074 4 3,075,195 62.6
Texas 50 10,669,100 7 5,070,020 47.5
virginia 22 5,449,571 2 I 1,031,224 18.9
Washington 4 838,210 3 801,920 95.7
TOTAL for States| - K

.Represénted in 353 97,868,445 59 | 31,147,247 T o31.8
Sample

'TOTAL for States ’ .

Not Represented 60 8,405,239 0 0 0.0
in Sample

TOTAL for All 413 106,273,684 59 31,147,247 ‘ 29.3
States ' .
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was considerably more modest at the state level, and when looking at ESAA
dollars awardéd rather than at number of district grants awarded.

13

- . > - L

B. DATA ANALYSIS SAMPLE FOR YEAR I . T

A certaln amount of shrinkage in the sample of schools selected for the

ESAR evaluation occurred between the final sampling of districts and

the pretest administration. In many cases, adjustments were made so that
dlstrlc s could remain in the ‘sample, but in some instances, districts were
dropped from the study. In addition, some attrition in the study sample occurred
between thé Fall of 1973 and the Spring of 1974, BAll adjustments and changes to.,
the orlglnal evaluation sample are discussed’ below, and the final Year I samples
resulting from these adjustments are described. The sample modifications are not
mentioned again in subsequent chapters, but analyses reported in those chapters
are based ‘on the adjusted samples unless otherwise noted. o

1. 'ADJUSTMEN'TS

The great maJorlty of selected districts agreed to part1c1pate as stipulated

in the sampling desrgn. However, some districts stated that their partici--
pation would create severe problems at the local. ]evel. Generally, these latter
districts requested one of the follow1ng~

a) the selection of an alternative control school, either because the
selected school had the greatest need in the)dlstrlct for the funds
or because ESAA activities were required undgr,a desegregation plan. .
I
b) the exemption of the selected control school from that status, because
having a control schoo} would result ln serious educatlonal and/ox
political repercu551ons. :

-

These rcquests were hangled in a variety of ways, depending upon the specifics
of each request. Wherd hardships were claimed, resolutions were worked out
directly between USOE and the districts:. In some cases it was necessary to
select new palrs of schools; when this occurred, those pairs were randomly

drawn and the treatment-conirol conditions weré randomly assigned. In other
cases, treatment and control sections were &stablished within schools. These
sections contained students who were randomly assigned to treatment and control
classes. Finally, in some control schools, limiteq ESAA activities were allowed
in specified grades outside the grades of interest in the evaluation.

3

Because of the combaraéively small number of secondary schools in most districts,

secondary control schools tended to create the greatest burden for districts.
Some districts requested that no control schools be employed, and it occasionally
appeared that no control~type adjustment was reasonably possible; pairs of
treatment schools were selected in these cases, but were not included in any

treatment~control comparisons.
¥

2

-

In addition to these adjustments, several districts made changes in their programs
during the year that caused them to fall outside the boundaries of the survey
universe. For example, some districts withdrew from ESAA, and some districts
reassigned funds to grade levels not in the study or to schools not selected for

32
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participation. In these cases, the districts were"dropped from the study,
Also, two large urban districts in eastefn gities did not release spring
Qquestionnaire and posttest data until it was too late to include them in
the Year I analyses. One district had a large percentage ,of Black students
and the other had the-largest Spanish-descent population of the districts
orLglnally included in the evaluation sample. - ° .

2. ATTRITION IN SAMPLE,S%ZE BETWEEN PRETEST AFD POSTTEST ADMINISTRATION
Exclusive of schools in the two large urban districts where posttest data‘were
not available, the pretest sample consisted of 21,699 students in 180 schools;
19,573 of these students were posttested, for an overall attrition rate the .
first year of only 9.8%. ' . -
As would be expected, the attrition rate for secondary students was much higher
than for elementary students (17.7% for secondary students vs. 7.4% for ele-
mentary students)... Within the elementary level, the three grades had almost
identical attrition rates. For the secondary students, however, the rate of
attrition increased markedly in the twelfth grade, This may be in part explained
by students' reachlng an age where they were no longer subject to compulsory.
education requirements. Overall, elementary students in Basic programs had a
slightly higher attrition rate than those in Pilot programs (7:9% vs, 6.4%).

Among students whose - ethn1c1ty could be established, the hlghest attrition
rate in the Pilot and Basxc elementary samples occurred among White students
(approx1mately_9%) In secondary schools, Blacks #nd Whites had virtually
identical attrition rates (17%). There was no difference in attrition rate
between treatment (ESAA-funded) schools and control (non~-funded) schools for
any of the three evaluation samples,

In both elementary groups, a much higher than average attrition rate occurred
in HEW Region VII (Central Midwest); ind;he Basic elementary programs only, a
similarly high rate occurred in Region IX (Western states). BAmong Basic
secondary schools, three of the four regions represented had quite similar
attrition rates. Hocwever, in Region II (New York and New Jersey) the rate was
double that in the other regions.

P omermnnn 8
Y, >
Ry

An important aueétion was whether the shrinkage in sample size was selective
in terms of,achlevement level; that is, were the students who dropped out
substantially hlgher or lower in texms of their pretest achievement scores than -

. -thoseé~rstudents who were still in school at the time of the posttest? On all

measures, in ali but one instance (Ba51c elémentary Grade S--Readlng Vocabulary),
the pretest means of the students who were not posttested were lower than the
means for the #tudents who were posttested. This difference in scores was greater
at the secondaty level than at the elemnentary lavel, presumably because of the
greater attrition rate in high schools. For example, in the twelfth grade,

where student attrition due to dropouts was particularly heavy, the difference

in scores for pretest-only and pretest-posttest students was largest, .

The evidence seems quite clear that, overall, it was the poorer-—achieving
students who left school, either as.dropouts or as transfers, To this extent,
any findings concerning student gains in achievement test scores may not be

>
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entirély generalizable to the original (pretest) sample, which included-a
larger proportion of the slower students than the ‘final posttest sample.

No systematic differences were found between tr.atment and control schools in
attrition rates or in the pretest achlevement levels of students not present
for posttestlng. -

3. SCHOOLS IN FINAL (PRETEST-POSTTEST OVERLAP) EVALUATION SAMPLE
v
The final Year One evaluation sample consisted of schools for which complete
pretest-posttest achievement data were collected. Table III-5 shows the
distribution of treatment and control schools in the three sample groups on
which all Year One analyses were performed. Overall, the Pilot sample consisted
of 18 treatment-control pairs and 29 unpaired treatment schnols; the Basic
elementary sample consisted of 38 pairs; and the Baslc secondary sample con-
sisted of- 12 pairs and six unpaired treatment schools. However, the distribution
of paired treatment and control schools and unpaired treatment schools differed
at eachugrade level. As the table indicates, therxe were some school pairs and
. unpalred schools where only one or two grade levels were represented. The last
s two columns of the table specify the number of palred and unpaired schools with
student: partlclpatlon at all three grade levels.

-

School units were divided into separate schools (i.e., schoolsgln a feeder-fed .
relationship where grade 3 is in one school and grades 4 and 5-are in another).
Also, treatment—control sections within schools have been separated and treated
. as separate schools. o ‘
~ In the experimental analyses:it was aRproprlate to look only at the paired
treatment and control schools in each sample. The descriptive analyses in-
cluded the unpaired treatment‘schools as-well.. The composition of the sample
used for each type of-analysis is specifieg where appropriate,’ in later '
sections of this report, . \

C. RACIAL/ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF STUDENTS AND STAFFS IN SAMPLE DISTRICTS
_ AND SCHOOLS

. 1. SAMPLE DISTRICTS

District student body racial/ethnic composition, which was a major factor 3
determining district Basic and Pilot award eligibility, is presented by HEW

Region in Table III-6. These figures are based on district-level data collected

by the U.S. Office of Civil Rights; racial/ethnic groups were categorized as .
"White (Anglo)," "Black," "Spanish-surnamed," "Asian," or "American Indian," -

Blacks were by far the largest minority group, followed by Spanish-surnamed

————-gtudents. -

U.S. Department of HEW Regions showed varying degrees of-racial/ethnic

' heterogeneity. For example, Region X (Pacific Northwestern states), which
included only sample Basic award districts, had extremely light minority-
group representation among students, with very 11ttle variation. On the other
hand, regions that included both, sample Pilot and %ample Basic award districts

¢
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N 1
» showed more rac1al/qthn1c diversity among dlStrlCtS-/ Heavy concentrations
« Of minority studénts were especially evident 'in districts in Regions III and
IV (Mid-Atlanti¢ and Southeastern), with an average of more than 50% Black
student enrollment. Regions II and IX (Northeast and Pacific Southwest) had*
an average of at least 25% Spanish-surnamed students.
. 1

Staff racial/ethnic composition estimates were obtained from ESAA district
superintendents and included racial/ethnic breakdowns for teachers, admini.-
strators, and clerical staff. The general pattern showed non-minority-group
dominance among ESAA district staff. Regions III and IV (Mid-Atlantic and
‘Southeast, respectively), however, reflected considerable racial heterogeneity
in the staff, especially at the teacher level. In these-cases, where average
Black student enrcllment exceeded 50%, Black and White teachers tended to be
almost evenly distributed. The South Central and Pacific Southwest Regions.
(Regions VI and IX), which had substaytlal percenﬁages of 8panlsh-sQ;named
students, showed at least 10% Spanlsh-background representation on the average

across all staff levels.
v i i »

2. SAMPLE SCHOOLS

Table III-7 presents the student racial/ethnic composition of sample schools
in the three evaluation groups. This information is based on questionnaire
responses of the school prifcipals. In both Pilot and Basic student bodies,
Blacks were by far the major minority group represented, followed by
Spanish-background students. - .

TABLE III-7. STUDENT RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP COMPOSITION
IN SAMPLE SCHOOLS

Pilot . Basic Elementary . Basic Secondary
(Total N = 65) . (Total N = 76 (Total N = 30)
Racial/Ethnic [ . _ _ -
Group $ *  s5.D. N % S.D. N 3 S.D. N
White/Anglo "|21.8 " 14.2 37 55.7 26.3 62 56.4 32.8 26
Black 65.1 29.3. 37 38.0 26.9 62 41.0 - 31.0 28
i Spanish- : : N
. Background 11.6 ° 26.8 317 4.4 14.0 62 0.5 - 1.2 26
Other 1.4 4,5 37 4 2.1 7.7 62 1.0' 2.1 25
*ugn designates mean percentage. <
PR

Pilot program objectives were focused on assisting children in minority-impacted
schools, thatt is, schools exceeding 50% minority-group enrollment. Thus, it is

not surprising that Pilot schools had heavier minority-student enrollment and

greater minority representation among sthool staff than did Basic schools. In
contrast to Pilot programs, Basic elementary and secondary qample schools were
characterized by more racially-mixed student bodies. X . 7

Racial/ethnic student body composition varied considerably among sample schools
P within the three evaluation groups. Table III-8 shows the frequency

37 ® .

Q ITI-12




distributions of the percentage of minority students represented in the

student bodies of the sample schools. All but one of the Pilot sample schools
had 50% or more minority-group enrollment; Basic sample schools. varied more
widely in the percentage of minority students. ' Although the Basic ESAA grants
were for districts that had desegregated or were in the process of desegregation
during the 1974-75 school year, sewveral of the Basic elementary and secondary
schools in the sample had student bodies that were either virtually-all nen-
ninority or predominantly minority. Thus, the mean percentages of each racial/
ethnic group specified in Table III-7 for the aggregated Basic sample may be
somewhat misleading. As Pilot sample schools had consisteﬁfly high percentages
of minority students, the mean percentages presented in Table III-7 for this
_sample are more interpretable.

~

TABLE III-8. PERCENTAGE OF MINORITY STUDENTS REPRESENTED et
IN SAMPLE SCHOOLS IN THE THREE EVALUATION GROUPS

-

Table III-9 shows staff racial/ethnic cemposition in‘sample sthools at teacher,
administrator, and clerical levels. For all samples, but particularly for the
Pilot 3ample, the percentage of minority-group staff membérs was considerably
lower 'than the percentage of minority-group students..

The average percentages of minority students and staffs in paired treatment

and control schools are shown for each evaluation group in Table III-10Q. There
were no statistically significant treatment-control differences in the percentages
for any of the evaluation groups. At the student level, these results indicate
success in obtaining treatment and control school pairs that were matched in
minority-group representation.

38
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. Number of Number of Basic Number of Basic .
Pilot Sample Elementary Secondary
Percentage of Schools Sample Schools Sample Schools
Minority Students {Total N=65) (Total N=76) (Total N=30) .
0-10 0] 0] 0
11-20 0] 9 ) 4
21-30 0] 15 2
31+40 0 13 3
41-50 1 7 4
51-60 4 - 2 1 f
61-70 8 3~ 1
71-80 9 5 1
81-90 8 2 1
91-1060 : 7 : 5 3 v
Number of Missing . ' ]
Cases 28 15 5




i TABLE III-9.

IN SAMPLE SCHOOLS

STAFF RACIAL/ETHNIC COMPQSITION

Pilot Basic Elementary | Basic Secondary

. ) (Total N=65) (Total N=76) (Total N=30)

Racial/Ethnic —> — —

Group 3* S.n. N % . S.D. N * s.D. N
TEACHERS X Lt
white/Anglo . 51.8 20.6 51 |67.8 23.3 76 |.73.4 18.7 28
Black 3.8 23.8 50 |-28.9 21.3 76 |:25.4 18.9 28

| spanish-Background 6.8 16.0 50 4.3 16.9 76 0.4 0.7 28
Other 0.4 2.2 49 | 1.0 2.9 76| 0.8 3.8 28
ADMINISTRATORS
white/Anglo 43.0 43.6 49 |74.8 38.7 75 |64.2 33.9 28
Black 33.0 43.9 51 [18.6 35.7 76 | 33.6 33.8 28
Spanish-Badkground 11.2  29.1 48 | 2.0 12.6 75 0 0 28
Other 1.0 9.1 48 3.1 '1L.2 74 | 2.2 6.3 28

L;[ ¢
CLERICAL STAFF
white/Anglo 48.8 44.8 _ 51/68.9 37.9 75 | 71.6 34.1 28
Black 41.2 45.1 51 22.3 35.3 76 | 27.4 34.2 28
Spanish-Background 7.1 2¥.8 50! 5.1 18.7 75 { ' 0-° 0 28
Other 1.9 13.7 50{ 3.4 11.7 75} 0.9 1.0 28

L3

| J—
"%" designates medn percentage.

-
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TABLE II%?lO. PERCENTAGES OF MINORITY STUDENTS AND STAFF IN SAMPLE GROUPS

s

/// N ) Treatment Schools Control Schools
/// ___in 7-C Pairs . in T-C Pairs
.S Sample Group 3% s.p N 3% s.D. N

A. Pilot Evaluation Samplg

' STUDENTS 80.0  18.0 6 |73.2 14.6 6
pd , Numbexr of Missing Cases 12 12

VA TEACHERS - ‘ 45.9 21.0 10 {49.8 22.8 10
. Number of Missing Cases 8 8
! . ADMINI%TRNTORS 49.3 44.1 11 73.3 45.8 11
Number of Missing Cases - R 7 . 7

CLERKS 55.3  46.3 11 173.3 45,8 11/
Number of Missing'Cases( 7 7

’ »

B. Basic Elementary
Evaluation Sample

STUDENTS 43.0 23.9 26 39.4 23.5 37
Number of Missing Cases 12 ’ 1
TERCHERS ' ' 32.8 21.8 37 31.8 23.5 37 -
glumbexr of Missing Cases 1 1
ADMINISTRATORS 27.3 41.2 36 23.6 37.7 36
Number of Missing Cases 2 : ' 2
CLERKS 31.2 37.3 36 32.1 39.8 36
Number of Missing Cases . 2 2

~

C. Basic Secondary
Evaluation Sample

‘I STUDENTS « 42.0 35.5 8 44.0 36.8 8

Number of Missing Cases 4 4
TEACHERS 24,6 , 20.2 10 29.5 21.77 10
Number of Missing Cases 2 2
. | ADMINISTRATORS 34.3 38.2 10 39.8 41.5 10
~ Number of Missing Cases 2 . 2 ‘
CLERKS 34.6 36.5 10 34.1 42.5 10
Number of Missing Cases A 2 2
\
*ugn designates mean percentage: \\
y \\-
o
- i 4
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3. CORRELATION BETWEEN PERCENTAGE OF MINORITY STUDENTS AND PERCENTAGE OF
MINORITY STAFF WITHIN SAMPLE SCHOOLS

-k Given the discrepancy between pekrcentage of minority;group representation in
student enrollment and on school staffs, particularly in the Pilot sample, it
was of interest to determine how strongly the two minority-group jmeasures -

correlated across schools. Correlation. coefficients (Pearson’'s r) were com-
. puted between the percentages of minority staff members at the different sample .
AN schools and the percentages of mlnorlty students in those same schools.
4 Lo«
'In the Pi&ot evaluation sample, the percentage of minority teachers and the
" \percentage of minority students were not significantly correlated (a = .05) s
’ . in"either treatment or control schools; one possible inference is that there
R . was no pexsonnel policy in the Pilot districts for attempting to achieve racial/-
; ethnic balance of teaching staff comp051tlop with student body comp051tlon.
. However, in the treatment schools, percentage of minority students did correlate
L sxgnlflcantly with percentage of m;gorlty administrators and clerical staff.
Sample Basic programs showed much greater correspondence between staff racial/-
ethnic Tomposition and studcnt body rac1al/ethn1c composition than the Pilot
7 proqrams. The percentages of mlnorlty membership at each staff level were C\ ‘
. significantly correlated (the r's range from :45 to .94) in both treatment and !
cnntrol schools at the elementary and secondary levels. In terms of overall . ‘
regional- distributions, the Mid-Atlantic and Southeast regions, which had the
highest congentrations of minority students., also had the largest percentages
of minority staff menmbers.
ST = ‘ ’
. 4. SUMMARY ; ! ‘
' 4 ¢
At the district level, the HEW Regions showed considerable variability in
student racial/ethnic composition. The Mid-Atlantic and Southeastern regions
showed heavy concentrations of Black students (over 50%), while concentrations
of Spanlsh—surname student$ were ev1dent in the Northeast (26%) and Pacific
Southwest regions (35%). Minority-group students were least represented in ‘
the Pacific Northwest region, where Blacks (153) were the largest minority ]
group ‘represented, and where the largest’coﬁcentrations of Asians (6%) was (
found compared to other regions. : 4

~ * .

At the school,level, Palot sample schools (by definition "minority impacted.')

. showed more than 50% minority-group enrollment, while Basic sample schools

g were more racially heterogeneous. Blacks were generally the ma]or minority
group represented, followed by Spanish-surname students. The percentage of
apanlsh-surname students reported in. Basic secondary schools was extremely
small. . -
-The percventages of minority staff personnel were consistently lower, district
for district, then the corresponding percentages of minority student enroll-
.ment. Overall, there was a better correspondence (higher correlation) between
‘the student a d staff minority-percentage figures in Basic sample schools than
in Pilot schools: Distxicts ih the Mid-Atlantic and Southeast regions, which
had hlgh concentrations of mxnorlty students, also tended to have racially

. balanced teaching staffs. , -, J
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D. COMMUNITY, DISTRICT, AND SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS

l. SIZE OF 'SURROUNDING COMMUNITIES * ' . . "
One contextual dimension bf interest in characterizing sample ESAA programs is
the size of the embedding communities. For summary purposes, communities with
popu;atlons of 50,000 or greater (including suburbs) were classified as
"medium/large," while communities of under 50,000 were considered "small." By
this definition, Basic sample schools were predominantly set in medium/large .
compunities (see Table III-1ll); 66% of sample Basic elementary schools and 79%
of sample Basic secondary schools operated in such communities. By contrast,
the Pilot sample showed wider community-size distribution, with about even
proportions of small and medium/large districts.

TABLE IIX-1l. COMMUNITY-SIZE CONTEXT OF SAMPLE PROGRAMS

-

N - N\
" aPilot Sample Basic Elementary | Basic Secondary

) (N=65) Sample (N=76) Sample (N=30)

Size of Community (Pepcentage of {Percentage of (Percentage of
Total) Total) Total)
Small ¥ -~ _ 53 o 34 : 21
Medium/Large TR ¥ .41 - 86 79
TOTAL N 535 76 - 28
Number of Missing Cases 10 o . 0 . 2

.

As mentioned earlier, large metropolitan areas in the Northeast area were not
represented in this evaluation, but many of the sample schools were drawn from®
* large cities and suburbs in other areas such as the South Central, Southeast,
and Mldwest regions.

2. SIZE OF SAMPLE DISTRICTS AND SCHOOLS °

~

“

Table III-12 shows the distribution cf enrollment sizes in sample districts and
schools. District enrollment size, defined by the average daily attendance;
.varied widely w1tQ§n the sam.le. The average enrollment was approximately
25,000 pupils, but the range was from slightly under 400 pupils to over 200,000.
The substantial proportion (43%) of relatively large districts (greater than
10,000 eprollment) in the sample is especially noteworthy. Wide variability in
enrollment is also evident at the school level, with values Langlng from about
50 pupils to over 2,800 puplls. However, over half of the sch00¢s had enroll-

ments in the range of 300 to 700 pupils. o
7 . '
oo * \ .’ i} ) . o ,
3. PERCENTAGE OF DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS IN DISTRICTS AND SCHOOLS ‘.

A measure assumed to be related to student body sociceconomic status (SE3)
was the, proportion of disadvantaged students, as defined by the Federal

.
-

»
-
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TABLE III-1}2

DISTRICT AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE (ADA)
AND TOTAL SCHOOL ENROLLMENT *

Irr-18

District School
Enrollment Frequency | Percentage 'EnrollmeAt Frequency Percéﬁtage
401-1000 2 3 51-100 5 3
1001~1500 2 3 101-200 5 3
1501-2000 6 8 201-300 10 6
2001-2500 2 3 301~400 18 11
2501-3000 3 s 4 401-500 34 — 20
3001-35C9 2 3 501-600 20 12
3501~4000 1 1 601-700 17 10
4001-4501 1 1 701~800 1. 7
4501-5000 2 3 801-900 8 5
5001~6000 1 1 901-1000 7 4
6001-6500 3 4 1001-1100 8 5
6501~7000 3 4 1101-1200 ‘3: 2
7001=3000 2 3 1201-1300 3 2
8001-9000 7 10 1301-1400 0 0
9001~10,000 3 ° 4 1401-1500 : 1 0.5
.10,001-15,000 5 7 1501-1600 | 3 2
15,001-20,000 3 4 1601-1700 1 0.5
20,001-30,000 7 10 . 1701-1800 6 ~ 4
30,001-40,000 3 4 1801~1900 2 (1
40,001-50,000 3 4 1901-2000° 2 1
*} 50,001-60,000 3 47 4 2001-2100 1 0.5
60, 001~7§ 000 3 4 1 2101-2200 1 0.5
70,0015100,000 1 1 - 2201-2400/ 0 0
100,001-200, 000 3 4 2401-2800 1 0.5
200,000 + '\ 1 1 2800 + 1 0.5
TOTAL 72 100 ' TOTAL ' 168 100
Mean . 25075.31 Mean 714.33
$.D. 39735.07° S.D. 497,52
~ - < .
43
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3
reqplrementb of the Elementary and Secondary Act (ESEA), Title I, at the
dlstrlct and school, levels. Estimates of these proportions were obtained from
sample district superlntendents and school principals. It should ‘be noted
that the results obtained from these two sources may not be directly comparalle;
district-level estimates of Titles~I-eligible students are defined solely in
terms of economic need, while the school-level estlmates by the principal may
tend to reflect educational need as°well.

a. District-Level Distribition

¢

Table III-13 summarizes the xegional variation in percentages of economically
"disadvantaged" students in sample districts. Region III (Mid-Atlantic),

Region IV (Southeast), Region VI (South Central), and Region IX (Pacific
Southwest) at the elementary-school level showed relatively depressed SES levels,
with average figures of about cne-third or more dlsadvantaged students. These
reglons also had heavy minority-group representation in the student body.

There were consistentiy larger proportions of disadvantaged students at the
elementary level than at the secondary level; Regioa II (Metropolitan Northeast),
Region III (Mid-~Atlantic), and Region VI (South Central) showed at least 10%
difference in the proportions at the two school levels. These differences

may reflect a tendency of the most severely disadvantaged ~tudents to drop

out before or during high school. .

b. School-Level Distrilbution ‘ R

Table I%} -14 shows average percentages of "disadvantaged" students for Pilot
and Ba51c treatment-control school palrs and for Pilot unpaired treatment
schools. *Some caution is required in interpreting these figures, because °*
estimates of the percentages were not available for some school pairs,
particularly in the Pilot elementary and Basic secondary samples.

Consistent with the "minority~-group isolated" characterization of districts
having Pilot programs, Pilot sample schools had a substantially higher average
percentage of educationally/economically disadvantaged students than Basic
schools. Estimates in Pilot sample schools ranged from around 50% (paired
treatment schools) to around 66% (paired control schools); by comparison,
Basic elementary sample school pairs were generally closer tO about 39%, and

" Basic secondary sample school pairs showed still lower estimates of about 30%.
There were no statistically significant treatment-control differences between
paired schools in any evaluation group. . .
In general, the school—level estimates of percentage of disadvantaged Pilot and
Basic.elementary sample students ‘exceeded the district-level estimates. This
finding appears to be consistent with the contention, noted earlier, that school
prlnc1pals included educational need as well as economic need in making their
estimates of percgntages of disadvantaged students.

'. R

(3
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‘4., COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND. DISTRICT DECISION-MAKING

a. Degree of Community's Involvement

’ <

Community participation in sample schools was defined in terms of the school ‘
principals' reports of (l) the presence of active parent organizations and the
ethnic composition of their officers, (2) the presence of an active Community
Policy Committee, and (3) the percentage of paraprofe551onal/clerlcal staff
drawn from community resources. The existence of an active parent organization
and Community Policy Commlttee reflects school-community interactions and pro-
vides an indication of the community's level of interest~in the educational
process. The percentage of paraprofessional/clerical school staff that is drawn . .
from the community certainly reflects community participation in the school, but
may, in addition, be an indication of the socioeconomic level of the school
community.

-4
Vlrtually all Pilot and Basic sample schools xeported having an active PTA or
other organized parent group. PTA leadership was predominantly mixed in racial
composition in sample Pilot and Basic schools. About 20% of the sample Pllot
schools reported parent groups with all-minority officers.

L} 7

BN .

It is less straightforward to evaluate community involvement by the presence of
an a¢tive Community Policy Advisory Committee or similar group, since this is
largely determined by the nature of the community's political steucture. Never-
theless, at the elementary-schéol devel, sample Pilot schools evidenced more
community involvement than sample Basic schools, with about -60% of the Pilot
schools having an active community policy advisory group, in comparison to 43%
of Basic elementary schools; this suggests a greater minority-group interest

‘;n decisions affecting elementary education in Pilot program communities. Over
half the Basic secondary sample schools reported hav1ng an active community
advisorxy group ‘

Finally, community participation can be exam¥ned in terms of the percentage of
paid professional and clerical support drawn from parents of children who attend
school. In Pilot sample school pairs and unpaired treatment schools, about 23%
of these paraprofessionals were parents. The corresponding values for sample
Basic elementary pairs and sample Basic secondary palrs were 194 and- 15%, ’
respectlvely. ;

Thare were no significant treatment-control dlfferences in the Pilot or Basic
sample on any of the indicators of community involvement described above.

N

b. Degree of Centralization of Decision-Making o
X -
Another communlty-lnvolvement dlmen51on of interest was the decentralization or
centralization of deCLSlon-maklng in pollcyllssues. To explore this aspect of
ESAA program settings, school.decision-making was examined in the following .
three areas: classroom curriculum and media, budget allocations, and the hiring
and firing of teachers. School principals were asked to indicate the parties
included in dec151on~mak1ng 1n these areas from among the follow1ng' the district,

the principal, individual teachers, the staff as a whole, parents, and students.

i Y
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Greater decentralization was indicated by the inclusion of many parties in -
decision-making, suggesting a more lateral organizaﬁional structure. Centrali-
zation was indicated by higher-level decision-making, prlmarlly by the district
and principal.

The pattern of decision-making was fairly consistent across programs. There
was greater decentralization in decisions concerning classroom curriculum and
media; increasing centralization in administrative Hecisions concerning budget
allocatlbns, and almost total centrallzatlon in decysions concerning the hiring
and firing of teachers. For example, in decision$ concerning classroom curriculum
and media, not only were educational staff involved but parents and students
were also indicated by -about one-fifth of Pilot and Basic- elementayy sample
schools; at the high-school level, moreover, over 50% of the sample schools
indicated both parent and stydent involvement. Most Basic elementary (77%) and
Basic secondary (90%) sample schools reported district involvement in decisions
—_— ) concexning classroom curriculum and media; by comparison, just over ‘half the
Pilot sample schools reported such district involvement. The staff as a whole
was reported tS be involved in curriculum decisions by the majority of Pilot
sample schools (80%).
In decisions concerning the budget, a considerably smaller percentage of sample
schools reported the participation of individual teachers, parents, and students.
This is not surprising, since budgeting is traditionally an administrative issue.
At the elementary school level, budget decisions primarily involved the staff as
a vnole; at the secondary level, the district and the principal were the key
parties indicated.

—

[

Finally, in persomnnel decisions concerning the hiring and firing of teachers,
the district and principal were the major parties involved in deciéion-making-
At least 80% of Pilot and.Basig-sample schools indicated distxict participation.
Principals also participated, as indicated by almost two-thirds of the Pilot
sample schools and by a large majority of the Basic elementary (70%) and Basic
secondary (83%) sample schools.

. 4
There were no significant treatment-control differences in school decision-

making structure in either 'Pilot or Basic sample-districts. e

-
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CHAPTER IV

'STUDENT AND FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS

-

This chapter descxibes the family and student background characteristics,
entrance achievement test scores, racial attitudes, attitudes toward
school, " and educational expectations of sample students in the Pilot ele-
mentary, Basic elementary, and Basic secondary schools at the beginning of ’
the first evaluation year (1973-1974) . Each of the three evaluation groups
is discussed separately, and, where, appropriate, resylts are discussed by
grade levels. In‘most rases, however, results for all grade levels within
a sample were very similar and are summarized ‘under one description.

x
In this chapter and subsequent chapters that include comparisons of the
treatment and contrul groups, differences between those groups are termed
"SLgnlflcant" only when they reach the .05 lével of statistical significance
(i.e., they would be expected to occur by chance no more than five times in
a hundred). leferences that seem interpretable and of some particular
interest, but that may not reach the .05 level of significancey are
characterized by terms such as "apparent trends."

<

.

’

A. FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS

The description of the sample students' family background characteristics
focuses on three méjor components: family size and whether the-'student lived
with his mothe: and/or father; parents' education and occupation; and two
indicators of socioeconomic status (SES). These descriptions were derived
from student and teacher responses to several items included in the Spring
1974 questionnaires. - )

]
.
» n o«

._ FAMILY SIZE AND COMPOSITION

»?

At the edementary level, family size for Basic students in all grades was
typically between four and six members. : For Pilot sample students in all
grades, "six" and "more than eight" people were the most frequently designated
family sizes.. At the secondary level, "four to five" people was' the most
frequent response, followed by "six or seven." Most sample students (88%) in
all grades and programs indicated that they lived with their mothers. Fewer
sample students, K (64%-71%) lived with their fathers. .
Treatment-control differences for family size and,Egr number of parents living
at home were not significant at any grade level in the three evaluation groups.
However, there were significant differences in these dimensions at all grade
levels in the three groups between minority (Black, Asian American, American
Indian,  Spanish-background, and "Other") students and non-minority (White)




students. In general, minority -students tended to have larger families (six,
seven, eight or more) than non-minority students, who usually had families of
two, three, four, or five people. " Non-minority students were more likely
than minority students to live with their mothers and/or fathers.

2. PARENTS' EDUCATION AND OCCUPATION

At the elementary level, the homerodm teacher provided estimates of the

occupations and levels of education of the students' parents. Because there

was a high rate of nonresponse (15%-50%) for these variables, the results must

be interpreted with caution. At the secondary level, where the information was

obtained from the students, nonresponse occurred less often (18%~26%). ) '

Teachers indicated that approximately two-fifths. of the mothers of Basic ele®
mentary students finished high school,.as did a third of the fathers. A

greater percentage of fathers (15%-18%) graduated from a fourtyear college

than did mothers (10%). Responses for the Pilot students showed the same trends,
except that more mothers (13%) and fathers (16%) failed to finish grade school
than did the mothers (8%) and fathers (9%) of the Basic elementary students. *
Also, fewer parents«of the Pilot students attended and graduated from college
(4%-6%) . However when those response percentages were calculated only for
minority students in the two types ‘of pregrams, the differences in parents’
education levels for the two programs virtually disappeared.

Basic secondary students indicated that 43% of their mothers and 35% of their

fathers graduated from high school but did not attend college. Thirty-five X
percent of the fathers and 26% of the mothers attended c?llege. ' »
The most frequent occupation of mothers of Pilot, Basic elementary, and Bdsnc
secondary students was housework (46%). Service work (16%) and clerical or
office work (11%) were also common. Pilot mothers also were employed in
-operative work (7%), which includedijobs such as machine operator, assembler,
welder, and taxi, truck, or bus driver. The most frequent occupations ‘for
fathers were operative wetk (22%), labor (17%), crafts work (10%), professional
work (11%), and service work (8%).

Differences in parents' education and occupation occurred primarily between
minority and non~minority groups of sample students. Parents of minority stu-
dents were less likely to have.completed high school or college than parents of
non-minority students. In addition, minority mothers were more likely to be
employed in service or operative work, while non-minority mothers were more
likel} to be housewives or clerical workers. Non-minority fathers were fairly
often employed as managers, professionals, or salesmen, while minority fathers
were more often employed in operative work, service work, or labor.

~

3. HOUSEHOLD POSSESSIONS

Two measures of socioeconomic status {(SES) were calculated, based on different
types of possessions present in the homes of the sample students. The first
measure, "SES/reading," was related to the availability in the home of the
following education-related materials: daily newspaper, dictionary, encyclopedia
or other reference books, books of fiction and nonfiction, and magazines. The

N -
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second measure, "SES/luxury possessions," ‘indicated the number of convenience
or luxury items in the home. These included a color television, typewriter,
dishwasher, two or more cars or trucks that operated, and an automatic clothes
dryer.. Scoring on the two measures was based on a simple count of the items
.within each group that the student indicated were present in his home. WNo
sEatlstlcally significant treatment-control differences were found within
programs for either of the SES measures .

Table IV~1 presents the frequency distribution of the number of items in SES/
reading found in the homes of Basic elementary, Basic secondary, and Pilot
students. The most frequent response for all groups was "five." There were

' statlstlcally significant differences on SES/reading between minority and non-
minority students within both Basic and Pilot programs. Minority students were
more likely to indicate that they had one, two, or three of the items, while -
non=-minority students were more likely to have all five items. Differences:'
between the scores on SES/reading, for minority Basic elementary and minority
Pilot students at all grade levels were also significant; means for the minority
Basic elementary students were higher than those for the minority Pilot students.

.wv

TABLE IV-1. AVAILABILL?I:@F EDUCATI?NBL MATERIALS .
IN THE HOME (SES/READING) FOR BASIC |[ELEMENTARY,
BASIC SECONDARY, AND PILOT STUDENTS

N

v t

Percentage of Students by Evaluation Sample

SES/Reading Basic Elementary | Basic Seconidary | Pilot
t 0 3 ) 1 N 4
1 5 2 9
2 10 4. 14
3 16 9 21
4 24 21 26

5 42 62 .27 ;

Table IV-2 shows the frequency distribution of the number of items in srisﬁE .
luxury possessions found in the homes of Basic elementary, Basic secondary, and
. Pilot students. Indicating that they had four or five of the items in their
homes were 35% of the Basic elementary students, 43% of the Basic sacondary
students, and.20% of the Pilot students. Again, all differences in SES/luxury
possessions between minority and non-minorzity groups in the three study groups *
were statistically significant. Minority students were more likely to check O,
l; or 2 items, while non-minority students were more lykely to check 4 or 5 items.
Differences between the mean scores on SEs/luxury‘possessions for the minority Basic
elementary and minority Pilot students were significant at the third and fourth
grades only. At thesé grade levels, the means for the minority Basic elementary
students were hlgher than those for the minority Pilot students. )

o '

4. SUMMARY OF FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS .t )

In all areas examined, statistically significant differences occurred primarily
between minority and non-minority students in either program type, rather than

\)].
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TABLE IV-2. AVAILABILITY OF LUXURY AND CONVENIENCE ITEMS
IN THE HOME (SES/LUXURY POSSESSIONS) FOR BASIC ELEMENTARX,
BASIC SECONDARY, AND PILOT STUDENTS

SES/Luxury Percentage of Students by Evaluation Sample
Possessions Basic Elementary | Basic Secondary | Pilot

0 ' . 8 . 7 12

1 15 N2 . 22

2 20 17 26

3 22 21 20

4 20 ' 22 o1 14

5 15 2 6

Ny —
1

between treatment and control students in any evaluation sample. Within either
of the.programs, minority studénts tended to come from lafger families than
non-mlnorlty students. More Students lived with their mothers than with_ their -
fathers, and non-minority students were more likely than minority students to
live with their parents. Less than half of the parents (35%-40%) finished

high school, while only 4% to .18% finished college; more non-minority than
minority parents graduated from high school or college. Minority mothers and
fathers tended to be &mployed in operative or service work; non-minority
fathers generally were employed as managers, professionals, or salesmen, and

. hon-minority mothers were usually housewives or, clerical workers. Basic ele-
mentary minority students had higher levels on both SES measures than did Pilot
minority students. . .

B. STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

Sample student characteristics investigated in this section include sex, age;
racial/ethnic group membership, academic needs (as indicated by Fall pretest
achievement #est scores), and student attitudes, beliefs, and expectations with
‘regard to school and students of other racial/ethni:c groups. In general, there
were. virtually no statistically significant differences between the treatment and
control groups of students at the beginning of the first year of ESAA pragram
implementation on any of these dimensions. This result indicates considerable
success in matching treatment and control groups of sample students by random—
assignment procedures. -

1. SEX AND AGE

- -

* 'In each program for each grade, the sample included about 50% females. The
percentage of females ranged from 48% to 56%. Basic secondary grades 10 and 1l
were the least balanced in terxms of percentages of female and male students,
but even in those grades the females outnumbered males by only 12% or less.

There was no great disparity in age among the students withiq a grade level in
the three evaluation groups. The interquartile ranges for the median age showed
at most a .7 year spread.

.
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2. RACE/ETHNIC GROUP R
Eligibility requirements for the Pilot and Basic programs imply differences in
school racial/ethnic composition between the programs. The Pilot program is
designed to provide assistance for innovative compensatory..educatiof projects

in reading and math for children in minority-isolated schools. In those schools
it was not possible to achieve complete racial balance, and, one or more

minority groups wexe usually dominant. The Basic program assists schools in
reducing discrimination and minority-group isolation, as well as in developing
pPrograms to impxove achievement in reading and mathematics; thus, in gereral, one
might expect bettex racial/ethnic balance than in Pilot program schools,

Table IV-3 gives the racial/ethnic composition by grade level for all sémple'
students in each of the two programs, as reported by teachers. Each elementary
grade level had a significantly higher percentage of Black and Spanish-background
students in the Pilot sample than in the Basic sample, with a correspondingly
greater percentage of White students in the 'Basic sample. Averaged across grade
levels, the Pilot sample had 25% more Black students and 8% more Spanish-back-
ground students than the Basic elemen.ary sample, while the BasiCc elementary
sample had 32% more White students than the Pilot sample. Within a program at
the elementary level, the inter-grade variations in percéntage of any particular

*

racial/ethnic group were small. ’

d +

TABLE IV-3. RACIAL)ETHNIC COMPOSITION BY GRADE LEVEﬁ\OF THE
PILOT, BASIC ELEMENTARY, AND BASIC SECONDARY SAMPLES

) Pexrcentage of Students
Program ~ Asian : | American{ Spanish-
Grade Level Type - Black | White | American Indian Background | Other
3 Pilot 68.0 11.8 - 2.1 17.6 0.4
Basic -] 44.1 45.0 1.4 0.5 7.6 1.3
4 Pilot 68.6 13.0 .3 1.9 15.6 > Otﬁ'
Basic 43.8 44 .6 1.9 0.4 8.7 0.7
5 pilot | 70.2 |13.0 E.l 2.0 14.6 0.1
. Basic 44.7 44.8 -6 0.5 7.3 1.2
| : L
10 Basic 45.3 53.5 {0.3 - 0.6 0.3
11 Basic | 45.1 |53.6 - 0.1 | 0.8 0.4 |
12 Basic | 42.5 |56.4 - 1 - 0.7 0.3

At the secondary level, the sample included only Basic students. There were v
almost equal numbers of Blacks and Whites at each grade level, and together these
two groups made up.almost 99% of the total Basic secondary sample. Thus,
‘approximately 99% of the minority students in this sample were Black. The very
small percentage of Spanish-background students resulted frum sampling constraints s

(described previously in Chapter II) that restricted the Basic secondary sample
| 24 .
\)8
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to largé urban school districts, and from‘hhe fact that:the largest school
district with extensive Spanish-background enrollments was not included in
the final merged pretest-posttest sample.’:TF should be noted that as a
consequence, all secondary-level analyses in this report apply, for practical

. purposes, oﬁly to Black and White students.
There were no stqtistically significant differences in racial/ethnic composition.
between treatment and control schools in any of the threge  evaluation samples.
Thus one of the major goals in selecting matched pairs of schools, which was to
equate overall racial/ethnic composition in the treatment and control samples,
was satisfied.

.
- -

. ! ‘ .
3. STUDENT ACADEMIC NEEDS o -
All eleﬁentary and secondary students in the Year I Basic and Pilot samples were
pretested in the Fall of 1973 to obtain measures of their reading and mathematics
skills near the beginning of thg‘school’year. ., The achievement tests focused
primarily on reading vocabulary, reading comprehension, math computation, math
- concepts, and math problems (secondary level only). Data were obtained in most
sample schools in a six-week period from around the middler of October to the end
of Noyember. )
The evaluation design assumed that paired treatment and control .schools would be ,
closely matched in their initial ach;evement levels. To test this assumption,
statistical analyses based on an analysxs-of-varlance model were performed
with the tredtment-control pairs of 5chools in each.evaluatlon group. The Y
results showed no significant differences (a =-.05) in pretest performance between
treatment and control schools in either the Basic or Pilot samples in any of the
reading or mathematics achievement areas. .
The pretest achievement scores for the Pilot elementary, Basic elementaiy,and
Basic secondary students are described below. Although "debiased" scoring systcms
(i.e., scorlng systems that excluded items determined to be potentially biased
against minority students) had been developed for some of the tests*, it was found
that differences in results between the full-scale scores and the debiased scores.
were trivial and non~significant. Since the debiased scale scores were available
for only some test forms and some grade levels, calculatlons of 411 scores reported
here were based on the full set of items orjglnally included by the test publisher.
Summary tables specifying the grade equivalents and percentile rank for each sub~
test are included for each evaluation group. BMore detailed tables indicating the
number of items per subtest, means, standard deviations, range of scores, per-
centile ranks, and grade equivalents are included in the Appendix (Tables A-l
through A-9).
! &
a. Elementary Student Achievement in Pilot and Basic Programs .

(1) Pilot Elementary Students

The percentile ranks and grade equivalents for the mean pretest scores of the
‘Pilot and Basic elementary students (treatment and control combined) on the four
subtests are presented in Table IV-4. 2lthough the Pilot scores .contained

*For further information on the efforts to develop debiasedvscales, see Ozenne,; D.G.,
van Gelder, N.C., and Cohén, A.J. Emerggngy School Aid" Act National Evaluation:
Achievement Test Restandardization. TM-5236/006/00, System Development Corporation,

Q November®l, 1974. :

]:C g IV-A
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" -grade equivalent to a full grads

* _.,‘_ . o i -
moderate variability, all scdres in the three grades represent depressed
achievement test scores. Percentile fanks fox the various subtests ranged- in
the high teens and low ‘twenties, indicating’ziat approximately 80% of the
students throughout the country were performing,better than the average Pilot
student. A simildr pattern can be en by comparing the: pretest grade~
equlvalent scores in Table IV-4 with scores that _would nave:been expected
of students with average achievement growth (based ¢on the publisher's national
norms) . Average students in gradesy3, 4, and 5 are expected to have grade

‘equivalents of 3.1 o 3.2 (third grade), 4.1 to 4.2 (feurth grade), and 5.1

to 5.2 (fifth grade) when tested at the start of the school year. The scores
for the sample Pilot students were, consistently, well below those average
flgures. .. . . ~

“ * - N
Given the generally depressed level of teSt Scoresy Pilot 'students’ pretest
performance in all three grades was- bed&_in méth computation and reading
cpmprehens1on, ‘and poorest in reading vocabulary” and math concepts. None'of
the differences in pretest scores between the paired treatment and control
schools, on any subtests, were statistically significant.

It is clear that the ESAA Pilot aWard process resylted in selection of districts
and schools with academlcally needy students; as 3\31cated by their poor pretest
pexformance on standardized achievement tests,” and that the schools, by this same
criterion, selected participant students with marked~academ1c reeds. Thus, there
is at least a tentative indicatior®f a reasonable match between ESAA Pilot
program resources (funding) and nged\at the beginning of the Sthool yeaxr. How-—
ever, it is not possible on the basis of available evidence to demonstrate that

the selection process necessarily led to participation of the most needy dlStrlCtS,

schools, or students. ,\

P ~

QZ) Basic Elementary Students ; n e

The percentile ranky’ and grade equivalents for the mean pretest_gcores of the '
Basic elementary students are, shown in Table IV-4, beside the corresponding -
figures for the sample Pilot students. As in the Pilot sample, Basic elemqn
tary 'students had generally low achievement pretest scores, with percentlles

for most subtests ranging frome the low twenties to the low thirties. Scores

for individuals covered a fairly broad range, indi catlng sﬁbstantlal var.-
ability in entry ability despite the overall depression gf»group means. This
depression is confirmed by a comparison of grade-equivalent scores for the

Basic elementary students (see Table/IV~4) with the ,scores of average stud ts.
Based on national normative data, tHe scores for average students rxeceiving -

the tests at the beginning of the s¢hool year should correspond to grade =
equivalents of 3.1 to 3.2 (third gpade), 4.1 to 4.2 (fourth grade), and 5.1 to -
5-2 (fifth grade). The Basic stydents' pretest performance ran from half a

equivalent below those avefrage figures.
S

In the thlrd grade, Ba51d elementary students performed best in readlng compre-
hension and voc bulary, and less well in math computation and math concepts.,

For the fourth/and fifth grades, Basic students were wost proficient in math
computatlon and reading comprehension, and less proficient in reading vocabulary
and math concepts. None of the differences in pretest achievement means between
the paired treatment and control schools were significant. -

Although the achievement levels of the Basic elementary atudents overall were
higlmwr than those of the Pilot students, this appears to be an artifact of the




elementary minority students were nearly identical.
]

racial/ethnic .composition of the two groups. When only minority students in
each program were considered, the achievement levels of the Pilot and Basic'

\

<

The ESAA Basic Grant award process, like that for the Pilot program, clearly

led to+the selection of districts and schools haviny students with severely
depressed scores on standardized reading and math achievement tests; furthermore,
the‘§tudents in those schools selected for Basic program participation had

acute academic needs. Although these findings certainly suggest a good matching
of Basic program funds with school and student needs, again there is no direct
evidence as to whether the most needy of .the districts; schools, or students
were selected for ESAA support. ' ’

-

b. Secondary sStudent Achievement

Because the secondary students took the Iowa Silent Reading Test for reading
achievement and the California Achievement Test for math achievement, it is
highly questionable whether tqé standard scores and subsequent percentile
ranks for the two tests shoul7 be compared to ascertain relative performance
in the two achievement areas./ However, comparisons gan“be made between the
grade levels within an achievement area.

> ! & . N *
The percentile ranks and grade equivalents for the mean pretest achievement
scores of the Basic secondary students are presented in Table IV-5. Grade
equivalents for the reading subtests of the Towa Silent Reading Test were not
provided by The publisher.” The achievement test scores were quite low in all
areas for grades 10, 11, and:l2, with means on the math subtests yielding
‘percentile 'ranks in the low twenties, and percentile ranks for the reading
subtest ranging from 30 to 36. Approximately. four-fifths of the students in
the nation were performing better in math than these Basic secondary students,
and two-thirds of the nation's students exceeded the sample students' per-
formance in readiny. The Basic secondary students were less proficient in
math computation than on other math subtests, and scored slightly higher in
comprehension than in vocabulary. °

. o - .
Differences in pretest achievement means between the paired treatment and control
schopls were small and non-significant at the 10th and 11lth grades. At the 12th
grade, however, the pretgst math achievement means of the control schools were

significantly higher than the corresponding scores of the paired,tr?étment‘Fchools.

In genexal, the results at the secondary level agree very closely Vith those found
in the elementary samples, and show that districts, schools, and students selected
for participation in Basic secondary programs had severe academic needs at the
‘beginning of the 1973-74 school year. Although it cannot be demonstrated that
the selected students were needier than other students in the same districts and
schools, it'is clear that they were appropriate. targets for application of the
ESAR funds. <«

-~

L A}




“ >

. ’) ~ va »
TABLE IV-5. PRETEST ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS FOR .BASIC SECONDARY STUDENTS

Percentile Ranks and Grade
Test Equivalents for Mean Scores
Gra@e'lo Grade ‘11 . Grade 12
’ Percentile G.E. Percentile G.E. Percentilgﬁ» G.E.

Iowa Silent ) ‘ T -

Reading Test, . T =

Level 2 ‘ ) . '
LReéding . .

Vocabulary 32 - 33 ~= 34 - .
. Reading .

Comprehension 33 - 33 - 36 -
READING TOTAL 30 - 32 - 34 -
California - Y
*Achievement ? - .

Test, Level 5 Coe

Math Concepts 24 8.1 ¢ 23 8.4 24 8.6
‘Math Zomputation v22 7.6 21 . 8.2 2Q 8.4
Math Problems 22 7.6 “20 8.1 19 8.6
MATH TOTAL 234 7.9 21 8.3 .21 8.6

L

AN

c. Raciai/Ethnic and Sex Differences in Academic Needs

(1) Racial/Ethnic Differences

Table IV-6 shows the percentile ranks and grade equivalents for the mean pretest
achievement scores in reading and math by racial/ethnic ‘group within each of the
three evaluation samples. Within the Pilot and Basic elementary samples, data
are not showh for some racial/ethnic groups that had only a smill number of
member students. 1In the Basic secondary sample, only Black and White students
are represented. .

There were noticeable differences in pretest achievement level in total reading

and total math among the various racial/ethnic groups within each evaluation
sample. In general, Black and Spanish-background students had lower achievement ©
test scores than White, Asian American, or American Indian students within each

of the three samples. ) ﬁ?

-

: ‘ 58 oA

' Iv-10



‘sxaysTIond 3593 By woxF ISTGRTTRAER 30U 9Ism S3usTeaTnbs speab jey3 S93LOTPUT

Y *Nxx

*32I00S uPsW STETITSX B 23BINOTED 03 oTdwes uoTIENTRAD

ays uTy3I TM dnoxb oﬂcsum\ﬂmaomu ayly Eouw S3U9pPN3S JO SIUNU JUITOTIINSUT BIDM BIBYJ JPUJ SO93LOTPUY °*N°Ix
*N°I *N°I ‘N°I ‘NI *N*I *N-I *N°I ‘NI ‘N°'I °*‘N°I punoabioeg
: ’ . —ystueds
*N° I *N°I *N°I ‘NI *N°I *N°I ‘NI ‘NI ‘NI °N'I ueTpur
. . uedTIDUY
‘NI *N°I ‘NI ; ‘NI ‘NI *N°I ‘NI *N°I "N°I °N°ZI ued AUy
1 K uetTsy
2 0T S T°0T ov ! 420 “Y°N SS “Y°N S YN 1S 33 TUM
) 8 €L 0T . 0T YN T LT *Y°N oT”" ¥ "U'N £T JoeTdg
ZT ‘@peid TT SpeId \g 0T =peIid Z1 8spead TT Sp¥Id 0T spei1d
. _ATepuodas oTseq
& .
ov S°€ og op « NI NI v 4] T2 punoabioeg
o o ~ystueds
‘N°I *N°I ‘NI *N°I,- *N'I” *N°I *N'I ‘N'I ‘NI ueTpul
. ) uesTIBWY
g9 Ly (42 29 7 S°S 65 A % €9 Gs ued TIsUWY
: ' L I ) . ueTsy
18 > 9% 8Y "0.°S (34 6°¢ Ly GG~ B3 TUM
(44 °€ 1T, 114 C°E LT < T (0)4 Joetg
J AxegquswaTd OTseq R —
¥4 AR 62 - TIg €€ . 6T 9°C €€ e punoxbioeg
. | -ystueds
1€ '€ o€ 8¢ €°¢ 6T 6'C '~ €¢C GE UeTpuIl
ueS THIBWY
. NI °I *N°I *N'X ) °N°I *N°I *N°I ‘NI *x°N°I ues TIDUY
i ’ uetsy
6€ S°€ pE LE by o€ | T°€ 8¢ LE 93TUM
B L4 "€ 6T b T°¢ Zge J| gte cT LT MoeTrg
9TT3us8dI3agd q°9 mHﬂ#QGOHmm 9TT3IU8dISd q9°9 9TT3IU8da38g g9 9TT3u8dasag 9TT3uU™8/dI3ad . Q‘DOHU
g |prao p. spead £ speao m apexd P spexs £ 9apead oSoTUuYylxd
yzey 1e3ogx j buTtpeay Te30% -/Tetowy

TIATT IAVHD ANY dNO¥D OINHII/IVIOWY A€ SHHODS ISILITEd HIVYW ‘IYLOL ANY SNIQYEE IYIOL

AxejuswoTd 3O0TTI4

~
‘

"9-A1I JTIEYL

v-11

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Q

L



I A

(2) Sex Differences

~

In both the Pilot and Basic-elementary samples, females had significantly higher
\ pretest scores than males ‘(¢ = .05) in vocabulary, reading comprehension, and
réading tctal. Although females performed better than males in total math and
~math computatlon, there were statistically significant differences between males
and females in the,math concepts area for only half the grade levels in the Pilot
. and Basic elementary sample schools. There were no consistent and statistically
significant differences between males and females in the Basic secondary sample
. in any of the reading areas, but male students in that sample made generally
hlgher math, scores than female students.

f\ . ’ . N . . o

ﬁdTthgmmary of Student Academic Needs o

I3 "',

The most important 1mg}1catlons of the consistently low pretest geores in all

evaluation samples are that the ESAA award process was apparently successful in

focusing on districts and schools with academically needy, students, and that the

schools selected needy students to participate in the ESAA programs. Even though

it cannot be dlrectly determined whether the selected schools and students were

the mosb needy, this finding is still a very positive one, particularly in com-

parison son with findings from earlier studies of the Elementary and Secpndaxy

) Education Act (ESEA) Title I.* Those earlier studies showed that high-expendi-
ture districts with relatively dow percentages of needy children received a ‘
disproportionately high share of Title I funds; conversely, districts with high
concentrations of needy children tended to receive disproportionately small ’
shares of Title I funds. ‘ - N :

=3

)

4. §STUDENT ATTITUDES, BELIEFS, AND EXPECTATIONS

This section examines the racial attitudes., school preferences, attitudes toward
school, and educational expectations of the sample students. Two sources of data
were used. The Elementary and Secondary Questionnaires were administered in Fall
1973 -to measure the baseline racial attitudes and any changes in racial attitudes
that might occur during the school year.** Additional items were also selected
from the Elementary and Secondary Questionnaires administe:ed in the Spring of
1974. The racial/ethnic group identification item for the racial attitudes
questionnaires included the following categories: Black, White, Brown, and Other.
Because the intent was for students to self-select their racial/ethnic group,
they-were not given explicit definitions of the different color designators.

-/ N N -

4 a
T - *Cf. Wargo, Michael J., et al. ESEA Title I: A Reanalysis and Synthesis of
Evaluation Data From Fiscal Year 1965 Through 1970. American Institutes fort
Research, Relo_Altb, California, March 1972.° N . ‘
. - ,
**Because of school concern over some items in the questionnaires, the decision
was made not to administer the questionnaires at posttest time:; hence only
pretest data are avallable for the 1973-1974 school year.

12
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Before reviewing the data, a brief note of caution should be sounded concerning..
the difficulty in interpreting findings that cut across schools having’ different
racial/ethnic groyps. \In a school having few xepresentatives of the group in
question, these attitudss will probably be based almost entirely on general
v stereotyped beliefs about that group; in another school, where the group is
abundantly represented, the attitude may reflect some combination of stereotyping
. and personal experience. Results summarized across both types of schools can
thus be viewed only as overall trends not necessarily reflecting attitudes in
schools having a particular racial/ethnic mix.

-

a.' school Prefaxences apd Beliefs About Students of.Other Racial/Ethnic ‘Groups
Y . - — ’,|~_.‘ ) . v
Ly - -\\ . i
Most sample students favored(a mixture of different ricial/ethnic groups of
. students in their schools and classrooms. When students expressed a preference
for one group, it was usunally for schools or classrooms to have all members of
their own race or ethnic group. Such a preference wvas expressed more often

-~ by White, male, and/or secondary-level students. \

Sample students were asked if one racial/ethnic group caused the most trouble
in school, or if one racial/ethnic group was moxe intelligent than the others.
The prevailing opinion among Pilot and Basic elementary students in all grades
was that no one racial/ethnic group created .more difficulties in school than
other groups, and that no specific racial/ethnic group was more intelligent
than the others. However, a fairly large numbex of Black and Brown elementary
students did indicate a belief that White“studentéhcaU§ed trouble in. school.
. BN

. Responses of the Basic secondary students revealed differences in racial/ethnic
group stereotypes. In general, each student rated his own.racial/ethnic group
in the most positive light. White students‘were the most critical of students
of other racial/ethnic groups. Roughly 58% of the students agreed that Black
students were troublemakers; most of the students respondind in this way were
White, but a sizable number of Black students also selected this response. A
substantially smaller number of students (both Black and White) felt that white
students were troublemakers. ¢ Most secondary students (81.8% to 83.7%) responded
that color did not have anything to do with intelligence. .

- ~

" b. Attitudes Toward School and Educational Expectations

3
Attitudes toward school were generally similar for the clementary and secondary

levels. Most students felt that &chool was "Okay," but females and minority ,

\ students ‘Were more likely than males or non-minority students to feel that they

i liked school "a lot." Although most students in both the elementary and
secondary samples felt that the rules in their sehool were fair, non-minority
students were more likely than minority students to express this attitude. In.
botih the Basic and Pilot elementary groups, minority students were more likely
than non-minority students to feel that they did not "belong." High-SES students
in the Basic elementary grades were more likely to feel that they "belonged" in
their school than were students of lower socioeconomic status.

T T Most sample students in both programs expressed a strong interest in getting

good grades and in pursuing some type of post-high-school education. High SES,

non-minority, and male (secondary-level only) students were particularly

inteérested in college-level work after finishing high-school. The social

61
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deSLrablllty of college or graduate school as an educational goal nmy have had
a strong influence in the pattern of their responses.

"College preparatory" (36%) aad "general"” (25%) were the most frequent types

of programs or curricula,in which the Basic secondary students were enrolled.
"Business" (18%), "vocational" (12%), and "work-study" (9%) were less frequently
indicated. Males, non-minority students, and high SES students were likely to
be enrolled in "college preparatory" or "general" programs, whereas females,
minority students, ang{low—SEs students were likely to be enrolled in "business"
or "work-study" programs. -

"C. SUMMARY OF RESULTS: SAMPLE STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

This chapter has- described the family and student characteristics, entrance

achievement test scores, racial attitudes, and attitudes toward school of sample

students in the Pilot, Basic elementary, and Basic secondary schopls at the

beginning of the 1973-1974 school year (the first year of ESAA program implemen-

tation). Some of the highlights of this chapter include the following:

® Students in both the Pilot and Basic programs had severe academic needs at
the beginning of the schocl year, as evidenced by their consistently low pre-
test scores on the standardized reading and math achievement tes* .. The
students' performance level on these tests was generally below that of 70% to
80% of the general population of students .in the grade levels of interest.
The ESAA Grant Award process was evidently successful in targeting funds
toward districts and schools with educationally disadwvantaged students, and
the schools designated needy students to participate in the ESAA program.
Further research is needed, however, to determine whether the ESAA award and
student selection processes resulted in participation of the most needy
districts, schools, and students.

e In the Pilot programs, which by definition focused on minority-isolated schools,
approximately 70% of the sample students were Black, 15% were of Spanish
background, and 13% were White. Basic schoo%% had smaller percentages of
minority students (approximately 52% at the elementary level and 45% at the
secondary level), and correspondingly better balance in proportions of minority
and non-minority students. ‘

® At each grade level, sample students were quite homogeneous with respect to age

and were almost evenly divided between males and females.
. .

® Sample students tended to come from large families, and to have parents with
a high-school education or less, although 4% to 18% of the parents (depending
on the evaluation sample involved) -had completed college. Non-minority
parents had, on the average, more professional or technical jobs than
minority parents; they also had higher levels of socioeconomic status (SES) as
indicated by reading-related materials and luxury items in the home. At the
elementary level, families of Basic minority students had higher SES levels
than families of P%lot minority students.

Most students in both Pilot and Basic samples expressed no deep-—-seated racial
préejudices. A large percentage of the students favored schools and classrooms

=2
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with a mixture of different racial/ethnic groups. Expressed feelings
* » toward school were also generally positive, with most students indicating
an interest in getting gocd grades and in pursuing some type of post-
secondary education.

$
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. CHAPTER V

RESOURCE ALLOCA?IONS: FUNDS

-

[y

This chapter deals with the allocation of funds among and within schools.
Within-school allocations to different school activities and resources give

one possible indication of program goals and priorities, while between-school
allocations provide the basis for treatment-control funding comparisons
representing the only experimental variable in the ESAA evaluation. The
evaluation model, as noted earlier, required the random assignmeﬁt of one

school from a matched pair of schools in each sample district to the treatment
(ESAA-funded) condition. The other school was then assigned to the control
(non-ESAA) condition. The implicit assumption was that, excépt for the ESAA
funds, the treatment and control schools in the district would be more or less
equally funded.* " One major purpose of the analyses reported in this chapter

was to assess the validity of this assumption. In particular, it was important :
to determine whether there was evidence that districts assigned other funds to
the control schools to "compensate” for their not receiving ESAA money. To the
extent that this happened, the experimental variable would be weakened, and the
chances of finding a significant difference in achievement between treatment and
control schools would be correspondingly xeduced.

The chapter begins with a review of the methodology used in these analyses.
Results of the analyses are then presented, beginning with a description of

the levels of funding that sample districts and schools received from various
sources, and following with a discussion of analyses comparing supplemental and
total funding in treatment and control schools. Further analyses examine
patterns of spending within paired treatment and control schools in order to
examine possible differences in program focus.

X

A. METHODOLOGY : r - -

a

1. DATA COLLECTION

A questionnaire administered to district business managers requested informatioa
for school years 1973-74.(estimated) and 1972-73 (actual) on amount and

spending patterns of compensatory funds; these funds were to include not only
ESAA, but also Title I, Title III, Title IV, ESAP, and special state funding.

At the district level, information was requested on average daily attendance
(ADA) , available amounts of compensatory or remedial funding, and average

‘

*It should be noted that, by law, neither SDC nor USOE could direct districts

to allocate non-ESAA funds ‘in accordance with this assumptioh. Control eof

other federal program funds, such as ESEA Title I, was still at the discretion
of the district, provided that the requirements of those other programs were met.

P
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per-pupil expenditure excluding remedial or compensatory funding. Descrlptlve;data
,on grade enrollment, on amount and source of compensatory funding, and on
allocation pattern of funding by grade and by sou;ce were obtained from the .
district for each sample school. Follow-up telephone calls to the business ‘ /
managers made it possible to obtain a 90% response to the questionnaires.
. . . ,
The following definitions were used for the funding analysis: ’
f _ ® Regular expenditures--A school incurs these expenditures in the course
i of running it's regular school program, normally supported by state
| and/or local funds. In most districts; the official district position,
sometimes reflectlng state regulations, is that regular per-pupil
expenditures are constant across schools in the district. This was = °
accepted as a working assumption for purposes of the present analyses,
although there is informal evidence that some districts deviate from
this pattetn in their actual expenditures.*

e Supplemental expenditures--A school incurs these expenditures when it
supplies remedial or compensatory services to low-achlev1ng or
disadvantagedschildren. Consequently, these are costs over and above
regular expenditures and are financed primarily by state or federalf
funds, including ESAA. ;

A . I
® Total expendltures--Total expenditures are the sum of regular and

supplémental expendltures.‘ /

!

v

/

2. COMPUTATION OF PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURES // /
Because of wide varlablllty in district size, it was important to utilize per-
pupil rather than total expendltures. The calculationp method employed is,

described below.

f

!

A
’ [

a. Regular Per-Pupil Expenditures ~ |

Regular expenditures were reported directly in the questionnaire under the head-
ing of "per-pupil expenditures” and were calculated by dividing the district's
current expense for education by the average daily attendance (ADA).

*A possibly extréme example of these within-district variations is a rdcent
study of a large metropolitan school district, which indicated that the regular
per-pupil base varied from $492 to $993 across schools in the district. To
obtain completely realistic data on individual school costs, it may be
necessary to work "within the system," as was done in the study above; such

\ an approach would be excessively time-consuming and expensive for a national
sample such as that in ESAA evaluation. Nevertheless, the point should be clear
that all cost data in this report are at best an approximation of actual dollar
allocations.

SHE |
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b. Supplemental Per-Pupil Expenditures

-

At the district 1gvel,.the problem was how to -estimate per-pupil supplemental
expenditures when no information was available on which programs (other than
ESAR) were being applied to specific students. After reviewing a number of
alternative procedures, it was decided to use the best available proxy for the
number of low-achieving or disadvantaged children in the district. Information
had been obtained on the estimated percentage of children’ meeting Title I require-
ments;* this figure was' selected and applied to the ADA** to arrive at a single
estimate. The assumption here is that all remedial fiunds wexe applied to the
same children. Consequently, per-pupil expenditures will be overestimated. (or
underestimated) if Title I requirements were less (or more) restrictive than those
~ of other funds.*** However, since information obtained informally from business
managers indicated that approximately 70% of the pupii. receiving compensatory
assistance got assistance from multiple funding sources, the assumption used
here in calculating per-pupil expenditures may be an acceptable approximation.

At the school level, lnformatlon was obtained on the numbér of participants in
each compensatory program, but again not on the extent of overlap among students
served by the funds The use of the average per-pupil grant size was rejected
as a possxble solution, as it was known that overlap exists in the students
served by the different grants. This method could also produce estimates

larger than the actusl school enrollment. Therefore, it was decided to use

the total school enrdllment as the divisor to .obtain per—shpil estimates.

This approach seemed more justifiable at the school level than at the district
level, since the sample schools typically had large proportions of students.

in compensatory prograps, whereas many,districts contained schools with large
proportions of non-participating students. In particular, the division of

total supplemental funds by total school enrollment appears quite reasonable

for programs such as Title I and certain special state funds., since the sample
schools usually listed the entire student body as participants in those programs.
The procedure will tend to underestimate per-pupil supplemental expenditures in
the case of programs having smaller numbers of participants, but the degree of
underestimation should be similar for the matched pair of treatment and control
schools that were used in the most important analyses. Since those paired )
schools were matched on socioeconomic status, prior achievement, and racial
composition, it was reasonable to expect that they would have similar numbers

of disadvantaged students. 1In short, for the analyses repqrted here, the actual

*Source was the District Superintendent Questionnaire B, Question 15. The
value used was a weighted average of the percentage of the total enrollwent
meeting Title I requirements at the elementary and sacondary levels in the
district; the weights were the district enrollment at the respective jevels.

**0f the districts in the sample, 63% reported that 30% or less of the total
district enrollment met Title I requirements. (Howaver, most sample schools
within those districts reported most or all of their students to be partici-
pating in Title I.) -

***A potential source of error is in the use of the estimated proportion itself.
As a multiplicative factor, its error rate influences several other computations.
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v-3




: 16cal pricing. factors.

per-pupil dollar amounts cannot be considered precise, but the relative treat-
ment-control differences in funding should be meaningful.

Clearly, the procedure described is only one of many different estimation models
that could be used. 1In the absence of precise information about which specific

Jstudents received what.aid from which funding sources,-any method of calculating

per-pupil supplemental expenditures is potentially subject to sizable errors
of egtimation. Although the averaging procedures used for the first-year data
werg felt to be as good as any available, a contlnu1ng exploration of other
meii\as will be conducted for future reports.

c. Total Per—Pupil Expendituré/

Total per—pupll expendltures/ierg obtained by simply summing ;egular and
supplemental per-pupll exi7nd1tures.

/

3. STANDARDIZATION /.
/
In examining funding allocatlons, it was important to obtain standardized dollar
figures that were adjusted for local and regional differences in cost of living,
so as to maximize comparability of data across districts. A consumer price
index is published by the U.S. Department of Commerce* for 23 Standard Metro-
politan Statistical Areas (SMSAs), but the most recent index data available
were for 1972. Further, the index applied only to SMSAs, and did not include
all the states in the sample or the small cities in the study. Therefore, a
new index was constructed by dividing a particular district's minimum teacher
salary by the average minimum salary within the sample. This approach reflected
variations between cities in the same state, and was based on the single largest
resource expendlture of most sample schools. (Staff salaries represent approxi-
mately three-fourths of the total supplemental expenditures in reading and math.)
The price indexes thus constructed ranged from .80 to 1.29. This reflected
considerable var*ablllty in salaries, with beginning teachers in some districts
earning more than half agaln as much as teachers in lower-paylng districts.
Adjustments based on thﬁ price indexes should therefore have helped to reduce
spurious variability in the expenditure data due to cost-of-living and other

-

l
{
1
f
B. RESULTS /

The purpose of this section is to describe the general financial setting in which
the sample schools operate. Results reported at the district level include
standardized total, regular, and supplemental per-pupil expenditures.

*Bureau of Census, Statistical Abstract, 1972.
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a. 'Tgtal, Regular, and Supplementdl Per-Pupil Expenditures

Standardized total per-pupil expenditures in the sample districts ranged from
$601 to $2,927 for the regular school year, with an average expenditure of
$1,343. Table V-1 illustrates this variation, showing that a majority of
districts (51%) spent less than $1,200 a year, but it was not uncommon to
have expenditures higher than $1,800. The mean value of standardized regqular
per-pupil expenditures across all districts in the ESAA evaluation sample was
$882, and 62% of the districts spent less than $900 per student.'

.

TABLE V-1. STANDARDIZED TOTAL AND SUPPLEMENTAL PEﬁ—PUbIL EXPENDITURES
FOR SAMPLE DISTRICTS, 1973-74 i

- "7 Total Per-Pupil B T Percentage

Expenditures Frequency / Total 3
$ 600-% 900 8 11
$ 901-§1,200 29 40
$1,201-$1,500 14 19
$1,501-$§1,800 9 13
$1,800+ 12 17
TOTAL 72 100
- Statistics: Range = $601-$2,927 ?
) Hean = $1,343
Standard Deviation = $494
Supplemental Per- Percentage
Pupil Expenditures Frequency Total
Under $100 1 . "1
. $100-$300 29 40
$301-$500 22 - 31
$501-$700 10 | 14
$701-$900 1 1
Oover $900 9 13
Statistics: Range . = $75-$1,986
Hean = $460
Standard Deviation = $360

Standardized supplemental per-pupil expenditure--that is, funds from all sources
other than xegular district sources--ranged from $75 to $1,986, with a mean of

$460 (see Table V—-1). Seventy-two percent of the districts spent less than $500
per pupil in supplementary monies.




b. Regional Variation in Per-Pupil Expenditures~

.

[}
L, As shown in Table V-2, most of the districts in t@e ESAA evaluatlon sample were
in Regions IV (Southeast) and VI (South Central), the regions contaiping the
most ESAA awardees. Regions II (Metropolitan Northeast), V (North Mi west) , and -
VII (Central Midwest) appeared to have relatlvelx)hlgher total expenditures pex
pupil; this- may have been because those regions had the smallest proportions of
students meetlng Title I requirements (which sugygests that the students weére of
higher SES) and also because they had’ large proportions of schools in urban
.areas, whxc?btyp 2ally have higher expenditures than rural. areas. Table V=2
W . also shaqws 1qw the regular per~pupil expenditures were dlstrlbuted acrxgss the
HEW regions. Reglons IV and VI, which contained more than 50% of the, .sample
.+ distrdcts, again showed a concentration in the lower end of the expenditures
scale; the Metropolitan Northeast, with seven district :, had the highest per-

} capita ekpenditure. The regional variation in supplemental funding followed &
. * - they spme general pattern as that for regular expenditures. , < = :
/ 4
*oA
> . ®. SCHOOL-LEVEL FUNDING: DESCRIPTIVE ANALXSES e’ L
i »

Paralleling the district-level descriptions, a series of analyses was performed
“on the funding characteristics of the schools in each &f the three evaluation
samples The results of these analyses are contained in Tables V-3 through V-5,

A summary of the total per-pupil expenditures in standardized. dollars is presented
in Table V-3. It is immediately apparent that the Pilot elementary schools had
the highest total per-pupil expenditure, with Basic elementary and Basic
‘secondary schools expending smaller amounts. It should be noted that the inter~
quartile ranges of the three distributions are very 51m11ar, indicating a fair
degree-of overlap. ‘ . ’

When these school distributions are compared with the one reported in Table V-1
for the districts, it is apparent that the sample schools had lower per-pupil
expenditures than the districts from which they were drawn. This does not mean
that the sample schools had.lower funding levels than other schools in the
. . sample districts, but simply reflects the fact that administrative costs contained
~ in the distfict calculations were not 1ncluded in the school~level calculatlons

Table V-4 shows the per-pupil supplemental funding in standardized dollars.
Again, the means and entire distributions were lower than the district counter-—
part reported in-Table V-l1. Also, it is clear t.at the Pilot schools expended
more supplemental funds than the Basic elementary or Basic secondary schools.
Noticeable is the large difference in supplemental funding between the elementary
and seccendary levels, with the Basic secondary funding level averaging less than
a third of either of the elementary funding levels. However, it should be noted
that the secondary schools usually reported much larger numbers of student
part1c1pants with a larger denomlnator used in calculating the per-pupil
expendltures, the resulting estimates, 'almost by definition, had to be smaller

than those at the elementary level. . . - .

A series of analyses, based on only the treatment schools, was conducted to
determine the nature and magnitude of ESAA funding. Table V-5 presents a
descriptive summary of ESAA funding for all the treatment schools within each
of the three evaluation samples. The Pilot schqois,‘on the average, expended

y
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mare ESAA moneéy than did either of the other two groups. ESAA }L;er—pnpil y
expenditures were far lower at' the secondary level than in elementary schools,
again reflecting prlmarlly the larger number of participating students reported
at the secondary level. It may be noted in Table V-5 that one school reported.
zero ESAA funding despite the fact, verified 4& a telephone call to the .
district, that the school in question was designated as a treatment school.

The causeg of this inconsistency has not yet been determined.

Another questioh of considerable interest relates to the use made by treatment -
schools of the ESAA money. Was it distributed for distinctly different
applications than other supplemental funds, or treated more as part of.a single
supplemental pool? Data pertinent to this question are presented in Table V-6,
which shows the division of money into reading, mathematics, and "other"
activities. Expenditures in the "other" category consist of the sum of the
expenditures for counseling and guidahce services, new curg}culum development
intercultural relations programs, career education, community activities,
administrative costs, and health. services.

The data presented in Table V-6 indicate that, at the elementary level, a

larger percentage of ESAA money than of non-ESAA supplemental money was focused
on the "other" category, while the non-ESAA fundlng was nore neav11y concen=—
trated on reading. ILittle supplemental monéy seems to have been targeted to

the mathematics area. ,At the secondary level, by contrast, a greater percentag
of ESAA money than of non-ESAA supplemental money was spent in the reading areay
Once 5§E{ﬁ, little ESAA money was spent on mathematics! while roughly comparable
percentages of ESAA and non-ESAA funds were expended in the "other' category. v

A final series of analyses also examlned the allocation of ESAA funds to o,
treatment schools; these analyses focused on the relationdhips* between’ number
of ESAA dollars awarded and characteristics of the school. HNo significant f
associations were found between the amount of ESAA funding and the regular = °*
district-based funding or between ESAA funding and non-ESAA supplemental
funding. At the secondary level, poorer schools tended to receive larger
atounts of ESAA funding, indicating that these funds helped to ameliorate
fundlng differences ‘between treatment schools. The amounts of ESAA funds were
insignificantly but positively related to other supplemental funds received by
treatment schools. -

- t

A

Correlations between ESAA funding and initial levels of achievement indécate
that, at the secondary level, schools with the greatest’ academic need (as
indicated by the depressed levels of initial achievement in-reading and math)
received the largest amount of support (statistically significant at p <05).
Relatignships for Pilot and Basic elementary programs were non-s%gnificant.

The relationships between ESAA funding and school demographic chgracteristics
again indicate inthesting patterns at the secondary level, but non-significant
results at the elementary level. High schools with low socioeconomic levels
received significantly higher levels of ESAA funding. There was a tendency

for schools with larger percentages of minority students to receive higher

/

*Correlational analyses were used for the results reported here.r
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levels of funding, but this relatipnship was not statistically significant.
All elementary-level relationships were near zero, with the exception of a
low positive relationship between Pilot ESAA funds and the socioeconomic
levels in those schools.

Certain conclusions can be drawn from the above discussion of school-level

funding. First, local Pilot programs reportedly focused approximately two-

thirds of their funds on activities directly related to the improvement of

basic skills, and the remaining third on supportive activities such as ..
individual and group guidance and counseling of students, new curriculum

development, community activities, and administrative costs. Further explora-=

tion will be performed in subsequent evaluation years to determine the degree

of relevance of those supportive activities to skills improvement. In Basic

elementary and secondary schools there appears to have been a reasonable

allocation of funds across the three major application areas (reading,

mathematics, and-supportive activities including desegregation-related

activities), in light of the fact that Basic programs, under the Act, are

lntended to pursue desegregation-related goals as well as/ sic skills..

lmprovement. .

¥
.

The second major conclusion from the school-level funding anaﬂyses relates to
the allocation patterns for ESAA and other supplemental funds. It seems clear
that at least some of the ESAA money was distributed by treatment schools in

a substantially different pattern than were non-ESAA supplemental funds.

3. FUNDING ANALYSES OF TREATMENT-CONTROL PAIRS ]

Because of the special interest in comparing funding levels and expenditure
patterns in treatment and control schools, additional school-level analyses
were restricted to a subset of sample schools consisting of treatment and
control s¢hools in matched pairs. The subsample included 17 Pilot elementary
school pairs, 33 Basic elementary pairs, and 12 Basic secondary pairs.

-

a. Frequency Distributions of Funding

Since regular per-pupil funds were assumed to be constant across schools_in a
district, treatment-control differences in supplemental funding were equivalent

to differences in total funding. The variable employed in the school-level

analyses was the per-pupil supplemental fundifyg; i.e., the total supplemental

funds were divided by the total humber of students enrolled in the school.

The per-pupil expendlture was utilized in an effort to reduce the effect of

any difference in size between the control and treatment schools. . b

In Table V-7 the frequency and percentage distribution, mean, interquartile
range, and standard deviation of total per-pupil expenditures are shown for the
treatment and control schools in each program. The results indicate that the
treatment schools received, on the average, from $29 (Pilot .elementary) to $43
(Bagic elementary) more total'per—pupi} funding than the control scheols.

Y
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Table V-8 presents the:same type of information for per-pupil supplemental
funding. The results here mirror the pattern found in the previous tabl%,

since regular district funds were assumed to be a constant for treatment-control
pairs. It is immediately apparent that Pilot schools, whether treatment or
control, received more per-pupil supplemental funding than Basic schools. Of
further note is the low level of funding for the secorndary schools where,
because of larger reported numbers of participating students, "the per-student
figures were less than a third as large as those for. treatment pupils in the
elementary samples.

b. Treatment-Control Funding Breakddwns by Region

Analyses were performed to determine geographic breakdownsy of the total and
total supplemental funding levels for treatment and contxol schools. As
expected on the basis of using matched pairs of schools, there was little
difference between the treatment and control schools' mean funding levels
within a geographic region. Differences across regions reflected the pattern
previously discussed at the district level.

c. Comparative Funding in Treatment and Control Pairs

. - Vo ~

Matched-pair t-ratios were calculated to determine whether the funding
differences in treatment and.control schools were statistically significant.
The statistics were computed for total supplemental per-pupil funding and for
non-ESAA supplemental funding. Each of these was further broken down into the
component funding areas of reading, mathematics, and “other," with separate
analyses being conducted for staff and non-staff expenditures.

For the Pilot sample, no statistically significant treatment-control differences

were found in any area of total supplemental dollars. This finding was at

least partially explained by the analyses of non-ESAA funding. ' The control

'group had higher non-ESAA supplementary expenditures than the treatment group

in every funding category except non-staff expenditures in'reading. While

the differences were not statistically significant, they had the effect of

reducing the treatment-control differences in total supplementary per-pupil

allocations to a non-sfgnificant level:
% t i

In the Basic elementary sample, the treatment group has significantly higher

total per-pupil funding except in the "other" category. No significant

differences existed between the two groups in non-ESAA supplemental funding.

.

In the Basic secondary sample there wexe significant treatment-control
differences (favoring the treatment group) in three areas: reading ‘expenditures,
total supplemental expenditures, and "other expenditures." There were nho
significant treatment-controlgglifferences in non-ESAA supplemental allocations.,

An additional analysis was conducted ir an attempt to gain more insight into

the magnitude of the treatment-control differences in total supplemental funding.
Table V-9 presents the results of this analysis. A frequency distribution of
the percentage differences in funding between the treatment and control school
pairs is presented for each evaluation sample. The percentage estimate for

each treatment-control pair was determined by computing the difference between
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per-pupil supplemental funding for the two schools, and dividing that difference
by the total per-pupil funding of the control school. .
-As can be seen in the table. over 46% of the Pilot sample pairs, 61% of the
Basic elementary pairs, and 75% of the Basic secondary pairs were within 5% of
zero difference. Furthermore, some of the differences actually favored the
control schools. Differences of larger than 5% in favor of the treatment
school were found in only 30% of the Pilot pairs, 36%.of the Basic elementary
pairs, and 25% of the Basic secondary pairs.

In summary;—onlj in the Basic samples did treatment schools exceed controls ,
in total Supplemental funding to a degree that was statistically significant.
Should the funding differences for either the Pilot or Basic samples be con-—
sidered educationally meaningful? Unforéuhately, this question is largely
judgmental, and therefore cannot be resolved in any ‘unequivocal manner. The
largest mean difference occurred in the Basic elementary sample for total
supplemental funding; here the treatment schools spent on t@e average $46 more
per pupil than did the control schools. This amount could buy several more
textbooks for each student, but could not cover the cost of a full-time aide
for the class. Readers must decide for themsexves whether it is reasonable .
to expect such an incremental expenditure to produce significant differences

in student outcomes. *

If previous studies are any indication, the ways in which the funds are applied-
may: be at least as important as the absolute amount of the dollar differential.
The results of the comparative analyses discussed earlier are germane to the
question of program focus; they examined the treatment-control funding differences
fon, various application’areas within reading, mathematics, and "ather" activities.
Within the Basic elementary sample, there were statistically significant
differences favoring treatment schools in total per-pupil supplementary funding
for all areas of reading and mathematics; in &.e Basic secondary sample, the
differences were significant for all reading 'areas and for "other" activities.
These' analyses.ﬁive some indication of relative funding emphasis, but a clearer
picture may be obtained by examining thespercentages of total supplementary

funds spent on different areas by treatment and control schools. This topic

is discussed in the following section.

»

A
4. ALLOCATIONS OF SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING WITHIN SCHOOL PROGRAMS

Considering first the overall allocation.of supplemental funds to reading, math,
and other activities, there were relatively small differences in the focus of
treatment and control school programs at the el ﬂgﬁtary level, but somewhat
greater differences at the secondary level. /Table V-10 presents the percentage
allocations to each of these areas of focus for the total supplemental money in
the paired treatment and control schools. * Of particular interest are the
percentages focused on reading and mathematics activities, since these are
activities presumably closely related to outcome measures used during the first
year. Within the Pilot sample, control schools tended to spend a slightly
larger part of their supplemental money on reading activities than did their
treatment counterparts. Neither treatment nor control schools spent much of
the supplemental money on mathematics activities. -

For Basic elementary schools, a relativgly high percentage of supplemental funds
was expended for reading activities, and smaller amounts vere focused on

AY
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mathematics. Here the only differential allocation slightly favored the treat-
ment schools in the mathematics area. Again, the difference was small and -
would pzobably not lead one tq infer a meaningful difference jin program focus. )
|
|
i
|

* 4
Basic secondarf schools had quite a different pattern of allocation, with "other"

activities receiving appfoximately the same funding emphasis as the academic
! areas. Treatment schools placed more focus on reading than did the control
+ schools, whereas the control schools emphasized "other" activities more heavily.

5

N Y . - t

.~

5. SUMMARY & B

e Sample Pilot Schools allocated approximately two~thirds of their funds
for activities.directly related to basic skills improvement, and the
other third for supportive activities such as-counseling and guidance,.
curriculum development, assoc1ated administrative costs, and° communlty
activities. ¥

e Basic elementary and Basic secondary schools appear to have allocated thé/r
ESAA funds in accordance with legisldted program goals, sxnce for the Basic
program. the legislattion includes desegregat n-related ob;ectlves as well
as improvement in basic skills. Local progr:hs, on the average, committed
sizable portions of their ESAA funds to activities addressing each of those
major objectives. \
e There were significant treatment-control differencgs in total supplemental
! / funding for two of the three samples. In the Basic. elementary sample, treat-
ment schools had significantly larger total per-pupil expenditures than their
, paired control schools; these differences were produced by greater treatment.-
/ group expenditures in reading -and math activities. However, the dlfferences
in total funding exceeded 5% in only 36% of the pairs. In the Basie¢ ~
secondary samplé, treatment schools again had significantly larger total pér- |
pupil expenditures, because of higher allocations in reading‘and "“other" J
activities. In only 26% of the pairs was this funding difference greater than

. 5%. There were no.significant treatment-control differences in total per-pupil
funding across the Pilot sample. . 2

e For all sample districts (Basic and*Pilot combined), the .average total per-
pupil expenditure (standardized across districts) was $1,343. The average
total supplemental per-pupil expenditure was $460. ' . .

. A . . ’ - '

e The average total per-pupil expenditure for all sample Pilot schools ‘'was $1,031.
The Basic elementary sample had a mean value of $994 and the Basic secondary
sample an average of $879. The per~pupil supplemental expenditures varied

* from $238 for Pilot schools to $120 for Basic elementary schools and $32

for Basic secondary schools.

e In Pilot treatment schools, the average LSAA expenditure was $232. In Basic
elementary schools it was $174, while the Basic secondary sample had an .
average ESAA expenditure of $60 per pupil. L)




»

\

e The relative percentages of total per-pupil supplemental money allocated
to reading, mathematics, and ":)(g'n r" activities were quite similar for
treatment and control schools at E’ne elementary lewvel, At the secondary .
level, treatment schools speat a larger percentagz\%h/;n\c“ontrol schools ) +
on reading, and a smaller percentage than controls on "other" activities.

- ¥ .
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CHAPTER VI

“J RESOURCE ALLOCATIONS: SERVICES

This chapter examines. the translation of program dollars into the provision of
services to sample students in Pilot and Basic sample schools. It describes

those services with particular emphasis on activities related to ESAA objectives
and addresses questions such as the following: What kinds of facilities, staff,
and materials were used in providing services to sample students? What were

the characteristics of the reading and math instructional programs? Of inter-
cultural programs? Finally, how were identified student academic needs correlated
with the receipt of sexrvices in ESAA programs?

The data reported in this chapter are necessarily limited. in scope and depth.

They were gathered by means of questionnaires, which cannot provide detailed
information. on the quality of the instructional interactions, or on the tone

or climate of the classroom and school environment. Moreover, the school pro-

gram descriptions reported here are based on responses by school staff members

and ‘administrators, and may not fully or precisely reflect actual occurrences

in the classrooms and schools. The picture presented in this chapter, using .

data from the program questlonnalres, will at a later’date be supplemented by

a document describing the results of in—depth, on-site observations of a subset ~ et
of ' the sample sites. . .

. . , }

i
One goal of the ESAA program, particularly in Pilot projects, was to provide
campensatory education to students with identified academic*deficiencies stem-
ming from Segregation and minority isolation. But ESAA is rarely the only com-
pensatory program in the school; often, an ESAA-participating school also prcvide§
compensatory education funded under ESEA Title I and other Federal or state _
programs. These sexvices are frequently extremely similar in nature, regardless
of the funding source, and school staff members are often unable to specify exactly
what activities are supported by what programs. Thus, any meaningful picture of
the compensatory learning environment of students in the sample schools--~controls
as well as treatment schools--must include data on ;he full array of compensatory
act1v1t1es in those schools. This ‘section of the,report is intended to provide
such data. In virtually all instances, the instruments used to collect these
data were administered in control and treatment schools, and did not speclfxcally
‘dlstlnau sh ESAA—funded compensatory activities from non-ESAA actkwltles.

The first section of this chapter describes the phy51cal,<staff, and material .
resources characterizing the students' school environment in sample programs.

The next section provides a description of instructional programs, including

such characteristics as program expbsure, instructional objectives and approaches,
classroom grouping characteristics, and lesson structure. Descriptive proiiles
are provided for sample Pilot and Basic programs in regular and remedial reading,

i | -84 ; '
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regular and rqmedial math, and intercultural programs. The final portion of the
chapter concerns the issue of whetﬁer ESAA $ervices were. appropriately targeted . S .
"  towaxds the QEst of students identlfled as having .specific academic deficienciesd. .
- 1 ’
Tables in this Cchapter dlsplay dlStrlbUt;SéS for treatment and control schools *
in matched pairs as well”as distribution®™for unpaired treaLmeE; schools. 1In )
general, the correlated f-test was used to test far treatment- ntrol differehces ‘

at the school level. p - v
s * ~ g\‘ ' N . - B . L
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A.. RESOURCES AVAILABLE IN SAMPLE SCHOOLS . . ’ - . e
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1. PHYSICAL RESOURCES e \;

Phy51cal resources prov1ded for samplexstudents were e§hm1ned in terms of ther

. availability of central and specgﬁllzed facilities asn ported by school princi- .
prals. Central facilities, as defrned here, included critrallzed;llbrarles, . - .

auditoriums; cafeterias; gymnasxums; rooms hou51ng var}ous qomblnatlons of Y

cafeterias, gymnasiums, and auditoriums; kitchens; and athletlc flelds. Specialized ., ,

facilities included resource centers such. as central media cefiters, classroom . 1 -

libraries, learning laboratorles, 1nst5pctlonal materlalsﬁproductrbn centers, - T "

televisigp productlon stiidios, and teacher reference centers. > : ‘

- » . 4 A ’
There were no significant d1fference= between palred treatment and control soﬁools :
in the availability of central or 'spacialized facilities'in Pllbt and Basic sample
groups. There were also no dlfferences between Pilot and Bagic elementary.sample 3
schools, but secondary schools tended to exceed both el ent samples in central |

and Sp801allzed faczlltles, ’

~— "'d “.v ~
Central media centers and classrcom libraries were found in ‘the majorlty of! both - 1
Q Pilot and Basic sanile schools at the elementary lével. About half of the Pllot

'Y

and Basic elementary sample schools, moreover, reported hav1ng learn;ng labora- TN

tories and teacher _reference centers. More specialized facilities were offered- .
at the secondary level, presumably to meet augmented student curriculum needs. i
- For example, 76% of sample Basic secondary schools had 1nstruct1dhal materlals .
production centers, in comparison to 55%, of f£he Pilot elementary schools.and¢64b
of the Basic elementary sample schools. Central ‘media ¢enter§, classroom llbrarles, ¢
and learning’ laboratories wére also avallable in a Tagorltz,of the Basic¢ secondary .
schools. . N & ‘ o -

Yo -

*

2. STAFF RESOURCES ] , P .

? M .
‘. 7 g - : .:' - o :
a. Number of Students Per Teacher  ° . ; . o
~\ N
The number of students per teacher provided some indication of the distribution {°§{
of staff:resources among students in a school. Sample school principals were g .

asked to estimate.the average total number of students per teacher for each grade
level in their schools. Overall, there were no major differences across grade

. N N .
., - . “
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levels within sample groups. The \summary data showed that, within treatmené-

. control pairs at the elementary schipol level, the number of students per teacher
was about 30 in Pilot sample schoolps, 27 in Basic elementary sample scheols, and
25 in Basic secondary sample schoo¥s. There were no significant treatment~control
differences in overall student-teacher ratios. However, as noted in Section B
of this\chapter, there were some significant treatment-control differences in
dlag_;zZze in reading and math instructional programs. '

b. Teacher Education

A4
The educational background of sample program teachers was examined in texms of
the Highest college degree earned. Among elementary prodgram teachers, the most
common response was the bachelor's defiree. Fourteen to twenty percent of Pilot
teachers and about 26% of Basic elementary teachers reported having the master's :
Begree, Yeflecting slightly greater professional skills among sample Basic
elemgntary teachers. In Basic secondary schools, teacher education was alrost
evenly d1v1ded betwe&n the bachelor s and master's degree 1eve15s No significant
treatment-control differences were found in any of the evaluation samples.

v

c. Teacher Inservice Training. . - .
1 7. - . e .
Inservice training to improve the teaching of reading or math, or to -help
teachers work with low achievers and racially mixed groilps, was treated for

this evaluation as a professional staff-development component of compensa- N
tory programs. Such training is also an indicator of how funding resources
were allocated in the school. . oo

E Y

! ¢ "
Teachers 1in the study, sample (treatment and control).were asked to 1nd1cate the
areas in which Ehey had’ received inservice training within the previous 12
. months frof among the following: reading, math, intergroyp relations, «and, 4
" in'struction of the disadVantaéed. At the elementary-Sbho§i.lgyel, inservice ¢
training act1v1;y was most heavily focused on reading. In both Pilot and Basic
..samples, inservice training participation was highest in readlng 1nstructlon,
with about 50% of the teachers participating. About one-third of the Sample ™
teachers reported having'taken inservice training in math and-in intergroup
relations. - Instruction of” the 'disadvantaged Qﬁd the lowest rate oﬁ inservice
training participation. There were no significant treatment-control differences
. * in the Pilot sample, but a significantly higher proportion of teachers in Basic '
) elementary treatment schools (52%) than in the corresponding control schools .,

Sl *+,87%) reported inservice trairing in reading. o C b

- .

-

F“ Compared with sanple élementary schools, sample Ba51c secondary schools showed

- ‘less inservice trgining participation in general, but greater empHas;s on in-

. . 'service tralnlng related to intergroup relations. The proportion of secoridary-

) ; level.treatment school teachers (36%) who participated in this area of .inser-
vice training was significantiy.higher than that of coptrol school teachers

{ -« (27%). Instruction of the disadvantaged drew the next highest overall rate of

inservice training participation (15%). . . ‘ » . ] \
» > ’ )
. ~ \d »
. \ ' ’. I 8 _6 . . L 4
LIS ~ . [N A . R ° . '
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2 . .. . |
d. Specialized Support Personnel and Teacher Aides

r -

Table VI-1 gives information on certain aspects of staff com9051tlon within -
programs. For each sample group, the table shows the percentage of total staff
size accounted for by specialized support personnel (i.e., remedial reading
teachers, remedial math teachers, speech therapists, and audiovisual specialists).
No significant treatment-control differences were evident in the Pilot or Basic
evaluation groups. N ’

At the elementary school level, remedial reading teachers were represented most
commonly among specialized support personnel, accounting on the ,average for 1l1l%

of the total staff in both sample Pilot schools and Basic elementary schools.
Remedinal math teachers, speech therapists, and.audiovisual spgcialists each ——
represented, on the average, 5% or less of the total staff in both Pilot and )
Basic programs. At the secondary school level, the representation of specialized
support personnel was con51derably smaller; remedial reading teachers and com-~ -
pensatory math teachers each accounted, on the average:, for about 2% of the <
total staff. )

The prestice of‘having,teacher aides in the classroom has become a point of
interest in elementary education. In this study, teachers were asked to indicate
ether aides were available in their regular and remedial reading and math ’
ciasses. Overall, teacher aides for both regular and remedia)l programs were
present glore freguently in Pilot schools than in Basic schools. In Pilot regular
programs, there was a significant difference between the percentage of
treatment school teachers (61%) and control school teachers (37%) reporting one
or more aides in class. Similarly, in Basic elementary regular reading programs,
treatment school teachers reported the presence of teacher aides significantly
more often than teachers in the paired control schools (42% compared w1th 25%Y.

In regular math programs, both Pilot and Basic, treatment §chool teachers reported
the presence of aides §1gn1f}cantly more often than did the control school teachers.
Specifically, the percentages of treatment school teachers reporting the use of
aides were 52% (Pilot) and 36% (Basic elementary), while the correspondlng
percentages of control school teachers were 31% and 24%.

3. MATERIALS USED IN\CLASS' . a
Regular and remedial program teachers were asked to indicate the freguency of use
of various types of materials. Each instructional resource type was ranked

‘according to'frequehcy of usé by the teacher.

Instructional xesources used in reading programs were first grouped accordlng to
whether they were prlnted or audiovisual. Printed resources included textbooks,
other books and printed, materials’, newspapers and magazines and other perlodlcals,
and teacher-prepared materials. Audioviditl resources included motion pictures
and/or filmstrips, slides and transparencies, tape recordings and records, video
or television tapes, and games. The' types of instructional resources used «in
math programs were basic texts, drill-and- tice materials, ‘and’ audiovisual
materials, s ;

) “1 -
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TABLE V;-l.
L .

« A. Pilof Evaluation Sample

-
<
-
r//
-

3

*
SPECIALIZED SUPPORT STAFF COMPOSITION IN

SAMPLE SCHOOLS

('Y

VI-5

. , Treatment __.{ _Control Unpaired )
s Schools in Schools in Treatment
Staff Type T-C Pairs T-C Pairs Schools
(N =18) . | (N = 18) (N = 29)
i % s.p.] % .s.pn.] ¥ s.p.
Remedial Reading Teachers 10.0 9.5 | 11.2 9.8 | 12.0 8.3
Remedial Math Teachers 2.1 3.4 4.3 6.8 6.4 1.9
Speech Therapists « 2.5 3.2 3.5 3.9 1.1. 1.7 .
Audio-Visual Specialists 0 0 §» 3.3 8.2 0 0
Number of Missing Cases 6 1 3
B. Basic Elementary Evaluation Sample
. Treatment Control .
- . Schools. in Schools in
Sta?f Type >T=C Pairs T-C Pairs :
B (N = 38) (N = 38) J
- % S.D. % »"s.D.|. -
Remedial Reading Teachers 11.1 8.3'] 10.5 9.6 )
Remedial Math Teachers 3,22 7.7} 1.3 4.0
Speech Therapists . 4.6 4.4 4.0 5.2
Audio-Visual Specialists 1.0~ 2.0 1.7 4.7 . .
‘| Number of Missing Cases 0 0 .
A [ o
C. Basic-Secondary Evaluation Sample .
Treatment Control !
Schools in Schools in
- T-C Pairs T-C Pairs
Staff Type (N = 12) (N = 12) . v
% s.p0.| *% _ s.D.
Remedial Reading Teachers 2.3 1.8 2.2 2.0
Remedial Math Teachers 1.9 1.9 1.4 2.7
Speech Therapists ' 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1-
Audio-Visual Specialists 1.2 1.6 1.2 1.6 '
Number of Missing Cases 2 = 0 B




Summary reading-resource indices were generated by averaging the ranks of the

/ items comprising either printed or Xﬁdiovisual instructional resource sets.

For math programs, single-item indicators were examined for the four math
instructional resource types specified above. No significant treatment-control
differences were evident in the use of either reading or-math materials. !
In regular and remedial reading programs, the pattern across both Pilot and Basic .
programs showed more frequent utilization of printed than of audiovisual resources
at both elementary and secondary school levels. Also of interest was a slightly
greater emphasis on the use of printed materials in remedial reading than in
regular reading programs.

Teachers in regular and remedial math programs indicatealextensive use of all

.- four categories of math instructional resources. In regular programs, basic ' 4
texts and drill-and-practice materials werg used more frequently than other
materials in Pilot-and Basic samples. Use of basic texts was particularly
emphasized in sample Basic secondary programs. In remedial programs, on the

other hand, use of materials other than basic texts and drill-and-practice

materials was emphasized in Pilot and Basic progsams.

3$nl SUMMARY OF RESULTS: FACILITIES, STAFF, AND MATERIALS RESOURCES

Key feagures in the availability of school and classroom resources were as
follows:

@ _ At the elementary-school level, Pilot and Basic- schools were similar
in overall availability of central and specialized physical facilities.
In secondary schools, which typically have larger school plant sites

. and augmented curriculum demands, central and specialized facilities
were more available. .

e The number of students per teacher was sllghtly larger in Pilot
school pairs (30:1) than in Basic elementary pairs (27:1); in Basic
secondary schools, this ratio was slightly smaller (25:1).

. ' e Education level was somewhat higher among Basic elementary school

’ teachers than amopg Pilot teachers; it was highest among sample Basic
secondary school teachers, as mJght be expected w1th increastd pro- -
"fessional spec1allzatlon. .

e At the elementary-school level, inservice training was most heavily
focused on' reading, with about 50% of the teachers participating.
Traihing for instruction of the disadvantaged had the lowest rate of
teacher participation (about 20%). Basic secondary schools reported

. less total in-service training, but relatively more emphasis on 1nter-

-~ group relatlons training than elementary schools. .

® At the elementary school level, reMedial reading teachers were repre-
sented to a greater degree than other specialized support pcrsonnel
among total staff; at the secondary school level, remedial readlng and
math teachers were represented about equally.

~ -
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® The presence of aides for. readlng and math programs was reported more
" frequently in Pilot schodls than in Basic elementary schools,
)

@ In regular and remedidl reading programs at the elemeiitary and secondary
levels, printed resources were used more frequently than audiovisual’
materials. In regular math programs at the elementary and secondary
levels, the use of basic texts and drill-gnd-practice materials was
emphasized. In remedial math programs, !EZre was fairly extensive use
of macerials other than basic texts, including drill~and-practice *
materials.

- ~

- * N A

® Treatment-control differences (favoring the treatment schools) were found
: in only two areas: amount of in-séfvice training and availability of
teacher aides. , -

- ? \ 2
\ d
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This section of the chapter describes specific characteristics of the reading and
math programs in the Pilot and Basic sample schools, as: ‘detexriined from teacher
reports, To ensure comparability of data for the different samples, only. Pilot
and Basic schools having programs at all three grade levels of intérest are
included in the data summarized here.

The descriptions that follow cover all reading and math activities, whether
"xegular" or "remedial/compehsatory." One reason for the most inclusive de-
scription is that some schools may not make clearcut operational distinctions
between compensatory and non-compensatory activities, and may use the terms
inconsistently. Another reason is that it is presumably the total experience
in reading or math instruction that determines the student's opportunlty £o gain
in achievement, not simply those component experiences labelled as remedial or
compensatory. . .

1
B. READING AND MATH INSTﬁUCQIONAL PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS
|
1
|
|

]
~ ol

1. EXTENT OF STUDENT EXPCSURE
¢ :

One of cthe key indicators of how-a school program actually operates (as dis-.

. o tinguished from goals and.,guidelines, which may indicate how the program should
operate) is'the allocatién of student time during the school day. A school
administrator's statement that his program emphasizes improvement of readihg

.,Skills may mean little unless students actually spend a sizable portion of 5
their-time in reading instruction. “For this reason, an extensive effort was
made in the evaluation to obtain data™on_ the amounts of time spent in reading
and math instruction. Results of this effort are reported in the following
paragraphs.

A
.

?

a. Student Attendance and Exposure Log Data

The Student Attendance and Exposure Log (SAL) provided a record of -the number of
hours each sample studentarecelved instruction in xeadlng, math, and intercultural

R .
- .
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activities.* The SAL data were collected on each student for one week of each
month over a period of up to seven months, providing repeated estimates of the
student's exposure to program activities.**

The SAL exposure categories for each individual program activity were coded to
approximate an interval scale. The exposure categories were: no exposure = "0";
1 hour = "1"; 2-3 hours = "2.5"; 4-5 hours = "4.5"; and more than 5, hours = "6.,"
Summary indices for both reading and math exposure were computed by totalling .
the number of hours of instruction in each component activity of the reading
section and the math section, and then averaging these total figures over the
number of months of data obtained for each student.

To minimize the possible distortion introduced by respondents' under- or over-
estimation of the total amount of student exposure, intensity of exposure in
specific reading and math activities was defined as the proportion of time spent
in each component reading or math activity, relative to the total reading and
math estimates. Each proportion was "averaged over the number of -months of data
reported for each student. The proportional exposure estimates were then aggre-
gated to the school level for the Pilot, Basic elementary ,and Basic secondary
schools.

-

Elements of reading exposuré (comparable elements were defined for mathematics)
consisted of three types of activities: (a) modes of instruction such as tutoring,
group instruction, "pullout" compensatory reading instrfuction, and machine-
mediated instruction; (b) individualized activities such as diagnostic test-taking,
independent seat exercises, report writing, student presentations, and individual-,
ized reading; (c) group activities such as games and contests, '

(1) SAL Exposure Results for Regular and Remedial Reading '

Appendix tables A~10 to A-12 summarize the SAL exposure results for all reading
activities by evaluation groub, At the elementary-school ‘level, students in

paired treatment, paired control, and unpaired treatment schools in the Pilot

sample received an overall average of 11.4 hours of total weekly réading exposure,
and student in pajred treatment and control schools in the Basic elementary |\
sample rec. ed an average of 10.3 hours. Basic secondary sample students receiyed
an average ¢f 8.1 hours of total.weekly rzading exposurk. N

Within the individual reading activities, elementary students in the Pilot and

Basic samples spent “the highest average weekly percentage of time in group

instruction (about 25%), followed by independent seat exercises (about 20%) and
individual reading (about 14%). Basic secondary sample students spent the

highest average weekly percentage of time in group instruction (about 17%), . *
followed by individual reading (15%), independent seg} exercises (14%), report/

story writing (13%), and diagnostic testing (10%).

-

*Intercultural and counseling activity exposure estimates are disguséed in
VI-C~-Intercultural Program Exposure. . . T
! \~
**For elementary-school students, SAL forms were completed by te teacher, At ~ -
the secondary-school level, SAL forms were completed by the individual student

unless he was absent, in which case the form was completed by the teacher.

*
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Remedial reading was designated by the "pullout" compensatory Yeading category
on the SAL; in such activities, students were pulled out of regular classes for
remedial instruction.* Students in both Pilot and Basic elementary schools
spent an average of 6% of total reading time in "pullout" compensatory reading.
In Basic secondary schools, an average of 4% of total reading, time was spent in
"pullout” compensatory reading.

There were no significant treatment~control differences in total reading activity
exposure. In the Pilot sample, there was a significant difference between the
percentage of time Spent in tutoring by an older person in paired treatment
schools (8.0%) and in control schools (5. 3%). While the magnitude of the dif~
ference was quite small, this could be an indication of greater availability of
adult. tutors, or greater utlllzatlbn of adult resources, in treatment schools,

In Basic elementary sample pairs; students in paired control schools spent-a
significantly greater percentagetof time in lndependent seat exercises (21,3%)
than did treatment-school students (19.5%) .,

{2) SAL Exposure Results for Regular and Remedial Mdth' ' v
The SAL exposure results for mathematics are summarized in Appendix tables
A-13 to A-15. Average total weekly exposure was less intense in math than in
reading activities. At the elemcntary-school level, students in Pilot gschools
received an average of 8.1 hours ¢f math exposure weekli, and studehts in Basic
schools received 8.0 hours of math exposure. Students in Basic secohdary
schools received an average of 5.7 houxs of math exposure per week.

. .
At the elementary-school level, in both Basic and Pilot programs, math activities
were focuseéd on group instruction and individual seat exercises, with students
spending a quarter of their time in the average week 1n at least one of these
activities.

> -

-
At the hlgh-school level, math activities were also concentrated in group

instruction (25%) and independent seat exerc15es (21%). Allocation of time to -
diagnostic test~taking was higher at the secondary-school level (15%) than at ’
the elementaryvschool level (8%). . '

Remedial math was designated by the "pullout" compensatory math activity on the

SAL, and gefers to situations where stullents were pulled out of regular math !
-classes for remedial instruction, Students in Pilot schools averaged 5%, Basic ¢
elementary treatment students averaged 4.4%, and Basic elementary control

students spent an average of 1.9% of total math time in "pullout" compensatory

math, In Basic secondary schools, an average of 5% of total math time was

wpent .in "pullout" compensatory math,

»
' /
*Exposure to compensatory. activities in the course of regular instruction was

not gayged sbecause of the schools' difficulty in distinguishing "compensatory"
and "non~compensatory" activities. . !

\ . ¢
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There were no significant treatment-~control s?hool gifferences in total time of
exposure to math activities for students in tpe Pilot and Basic evaluation groups.
However, Pilot 4reatment sStudents had more exposure than control students to
tutoring by an older person (9.8% to 4.8%) and Pilot control students spent more
time-than E;eatment students in student presentations (5.9% to 3.4%). Basic
treatment students had more exposure than control students to math "pullout"
activity (4.4% to 1.9%), and Basic control sEudgnts had more exposure to
independent seat exercises (30.4% to 27.4%) .0 /

~

t

b. Exposure Data From Teacher Questionnéire%
1

The teacher questionnaire provided information at the classroom level regarding
. student exposure in activities related to the development of specific skills in
reading and math. Categories of reading activities- distinguished in the teacher
questionnaire included the following: mgxbping letters or words;* learning
letter names;* developing whole-word recognitions; phonic and/or structural
analysis; vocakulary or learning word meqn#ngs; dctivities related to psycho-
physical functioning, such as activities to improve reading-related conceptual
abilities, to increase attention span, anq’to develop visual discrimination;*
and auxiliarj\activities, including indepgfdent reading and writing.

|

Math activities distinguished in the teacher questionnaire included activities
related to basic math concepts (math vocabulary, number concepts, symbols and
rules, and verbal problem solvind), and basic skills (basic computational
operations’ and drills).

(1) Exposure Results for Regular and Rem%dial Reading

At the elementary-school level, teachers indicated that regular and remedial
reading programs provided relatively inténse exposure to word meanings, phonic :
and/or structural analysis, and whole-word recognitions. Relatively little
exposure was given to auxiliary or psycho-~physical activities or to word-

attack activities (which presumably were given emphasis at elementary levels

prior to the third grade). At the highrschool level, the activity of greatest
exposure was learning word meanings or vocabulaxy. No significant treatment-
control differences were evident in these activities at either the elementary

or secondary level. ~

o
]

(2) Exposure Results for Regular and Remedial Math

In Pilot and Basic elementary schools, students in both regular and remedial

math classes received intense exposure to basic skills and drill activities, and
lass intense exposure to activities related to basic math concepts, In regular
secondary~level mdth classes, intensity of exposure was high in both basic skills
and math concepts. In high-school remedial programs, by contrast, basic skills

*Inapplicable at the secondary school level.
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. activities were given much stronger emphasis than conceptual activities;
evidently the remedial classes attempted, to develop or strengthen basic skills
tha@ the students had failed to master in elementary school. There was a
sighificantly greater emphasis on basic skills in Basic secondary treatment

* schools than in the paired control schools. / .

\ . . . o

2. STRUCTIONAL PROGRAM OBJECTIVES { .

Teachefs'AreportS of emphasis on specific instructional program objectives
were used to define program focus. In reading programs, five major objectives
groupings (skill areas) were identified: a) comprehension skills (develppment'
of skills in using context clues, development of comprehension skills, and
improvemeng of comprehension rate); b) word techniques (fecognition of basic
sight wor?s and phonric and structural analysis of words); c) sensory-perceptual-
mahm&:ﬂc;}g_(épditory discrimination, visual discrimination, and motor skills):* .-
Q) global skills (library and study skills and verbal communication; and e)
practital skills (punctuation/paragraph skills, syllabification, and oral reading).
hd I

rd 4
v .

Math program objectives of concern related to math concepts, terminology)
operations,'attention span, and motivation to learn.

a. Program Focus Results for Regular and Remedial Reading N

At the elementary school level, all five major objectives groupings were given-*
consiglerable emphasis. In regular reading  programs, in both Pilot and Basic
elementary schools, the greatest emphasis was on comprehension skills and word
techniques. In the Pilot sample, treatment schools placed significantly greater
emphasis on word techniques than their matched controls. At the high-school
level, programs focused on objectives related to,compreﬁension and global skills;
this may indicate that the students were expected to have, acquired at least some
skills in word techniques before they reached high school.

In elementary-level remedial reading programs, sensory-perceptual-~motor skills,
comprehension skills, and word techniques were employed. Slightly less emphasis
was given to global skills and practice exercises. At the high-school level,
remedial reading focused on comprehension skills, but also put heavier emphasis
‘on word techniques thari regular reading programs.

b. Program Focus Results for Regular and Remedial Math J
. 1 .

A consistent pattern across Pilot and Basic programs, with little variability,
indicated major emphasis on objectives related to math concepts, operations,,
and student motivation. This pattern was found at both the wlementary and
secondary levels. Terminology and attention span were given somewhat less
emphasis.

*Inapplicable at the secondary school level.
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3. INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACHES - !

»

e

I

*'a. Regular and Remedial ﬁeadinq

Regular and remed1a1 reading teachers were asked to indicate “he major approach
used in teachlng reading classes from the followxng alternatives, relevant only

“*to programs at the elementary—school leval: linguistic-phonetic, language

experience, modified alphabet, and sight method. The 11ngu15t1c—phonet1c
approach was indicated by at least two-thirds of both regular and remedial
reading teachers in Pilét and Basxc programs. The next most frequent 'response
was the language experience approach. Fewer than 10% of regular and remedial
reading teachers indicated uge of either the modified alphabet or sight method.-

Y

b. Regular and Remedial Math

N

Regular and remedial math teachers at both elementary and secondary school levels
were asked. to indicate whether their major approach in te&ching math was "basic
text," "programmed text and program materials," or "laboratory approach." 1In
regular math programs, the most common response was the basic¢ text approach,
utilized by 59% of Pilot and 60% of*Basic elementary math teachers. At the
secondary level, about 80% of Basic regular math teachers responded with the

basic textbook approach; the remaining responses were about equally d1v1deq
between programmed and laboratory appfoaches. )

In remedial math programs, the most common response at the elementary school level
(Pilot and Basic samples) was the laboratory approach. At the secondary level,
basic texts and the laboratory approach were used equally oftenc L ]
In the Basic elementary program, s19n1f1cantly more treatment (65%) than control
teachess (35%) reported use of the laboratory approach, and significantly more
control (41%) than treatment teachers (13%) reported use of the basic textbook
approach. This may suggest a more innovative or experimental approach on the
paxrt of eatment schools.

.

~

4, SIZE OF CLASSROOM GROUPINGS

Classes in regular reading and math instruction at the elementary level generally
contained from 21 to 25 students, while classes in Basic secondary programs
tended to be slightly larger (26 to 30 students). Classes in remed;al instruc-
tion in reading and math were smaller (about 16 to 20 students), presumably
reflecting more individualized instruction. There were significant treatment-
control differences in Basic -elementary remedial programs: in reading programs,
the average class size in treatmgnt schools (about 11 students) was’significantly
smaller than in control schools (about 18 students); in math programs, treatment
school class size (about 13 students) was significantly smaller tham control
school class size (about 20 students).
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¥ remedial reading and math instruction there was considerable eiphasis on
individualized instruyction, while regular instructional programs at the
elementary level emphasized.adults and students in instructiopal groupings

of between two and 10, a one-to-one relation, or pupils working independently.
Secondary-level programs, by contra°t, were often characterifzéd, by larger
instructional groupings of more than 20. :

5. DEGREE OF LESSON STRUCTURE *

Degree of sttructure in the classroom is of interest to 6ducators as a class-
room context variable, particularly as it may interact with different student
characteristics to mediate student learning. Two major indicators of
structure were examined: the extent to which instruction was organized around
clearcut goals and lesson plaas and the extent of uSe of diagnostic testing.
to guide the instruction. i

- el

'a. .Organization of Instruction
— .

Reading and math teachers were asked to characterize the degree of stpusture
in their classes in terms 0f 1) use of detailed lesson plans, and 2)}”the extént
to which’instruction was baged on clearly defined learning objectives. In
regular and remedial instryttional programs, the overwhelming major\ty of
teachers across Pilot and Basic programs indicated the use of both lésson

- plans and improvisation. Most, teachers also reported <xtengive use of clearly
defined objectives. At the eleméntary-school level, Pilot and Basic programs
had "about the same overall degree of classroom structure. Secondary-level
reading teachers reported slightly less structure than elementary-level teachers.

b. Diagnostic Techniques

»

_The utilization of diagnostic technigues can be an 1nd1catlon of the degree of
structure charactexlzlng lnstructlonal programs in reading and math, since
greater use of diagnostic technlques presumably suggests a1 higher degree uf
classroom structure. Both frequency of diagnostic testing in sample gchouls
and extent of additiomal instruction grov1ded to sample students on the basis
of diagnostic testing were examined. .

* In general, both regular and remedial instructional programs in reading and
math were characterized by moderately frequent administrations of diagnostic
tests, ranging from "less than once a month" to "twice or more a week." In.

. Pilot regular reading programs, diagnostic tests were administered more often .
in treatment school classes than in control school classes. Bj contrast, in
Basic elementary remedial programs in reading and math, testing was more

frequent in control school classes than in treatment school classes. \

The. use of diagnostic testing as a guide to further instruction was mure common |,

in remedial instruction than in regular instruction, and more frequent in math

than in reading. There was little difference in this regard between Pilot

and Basic instructional programs at the elementa y level. \ High~school .
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programs égnded to rely less than elementary-level programs on diagnostic
testing to guide additional instruction. 1In Basic elementary remedial math
programs, additional instruction was based on diagnostic testing to a
significantly greater extent in treatment classes than in control classes.

6. SUMMARY OF RES[}LTS: READING AND MATH INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS
Q <

A

The instructional program characteristics of Pilot and Basic sample groups are

important in the evaluation as process variables that may influence learning

and as variables that may reflect the utilization of ESAA funding resources,
\~Some of the more consistent findings in the data on these instructional programs

are featured below.

Sample Pilot students received slightly greater average total weekly
exposure in reading instruction (11.4 hours) than sample:Basic elementary
students (10.3 ‘hours); éXposure to math instructional activities was
similar for sample Pilot (8.1 hours) and sample Basic elementary

students (8.0 hours). At the secondary level, total weekly exposure to
reading activities was 8.1%Hours and exposure to math activities was

5.7 hours. T

Particular reading activities that elementary teachers emphasized in
the classroom included vocabulary, and phonic and structural analysis;
at the secondary level, teachers emphasized vocabulary. Activities in
elementary and secondary math programs were focused on basic math
concepts and on basic skills and driil activities.

Cbjectives emphasized the most in-regular reading programs were related
to improving comprehension skills and basic word techniques; remedial
reading programs focused on development of sensory-percéptual motor
skills, comprehension skills, and word techniques. Regular and remedial
math program objectives were focused on math concepts and operations and
on motivation to learn math.

The linguistic-phonetic approach was the major teaching approach used in
regular and remedial reading programs at the elementary level. Regular
math programs were characterized by the basic text approach. Use of

the laboratory approach was more common in remedial math programs at

the elementary level, while the major teaching approaches at the secondary
level were programmed learning and laboratory.

The sizes of regular elementary-level classes in reading and math
generally ranged from 21 to 25 students; at the secondary level,
classes in reading and math were slightly larger. Remedial reading °
and math gave greater emphasis than the regular instructional programs
to individualized instruction. .

Both regular and remedial reading and math teachexs reported the use of
lesson plans and improvisation and the use of clearly dqgined learning
objectives. Diagnostic tests were administered more freguently in math
programs than in reading programs; reliance on diagnostic testing to guid
additional instruction was more characteristic of ‘remedial than regular
instructional programs. ‘e
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There were statistically significant treatment-control group differences in a
few instructional program features. For example, in Pilot sample reading and
math programs, a significantly higher proportion of time was spent in tutoring
by .n older person in treatment schools than in control schools. Also,

in Basic elementary remedial reading and math programs, instructional class

size was significantly smaller in treatment schools than in control schools.
However, the number of significant treatment-control differences was small
considering the many different combinations of dimensions on which the treatmgnt‘
and control groups were compared. A certain number of‘apparent differences

could easily have been found on the basis of chance alone, given that treatment-
control comparisons were made on a large number of program variables for three
different sample groups (Pilot, Basic elenentary, and Basic secondary), two
different subject areas, several different grades, and regular and remedial
instruction. Thus, despite occasional. differences in the data for treatment

and control schools, there is only limited evidence of any widespread or ;
systematic pattern of differences, This finding suggests that it may be unreal-
istic to expect large or systematic differences in the achievement outcomes for
the two experimental groups during the initial school year of the evaluation.

C. INTERCULTURAL FROGRAM EXPOSURE .

Intercultural éiograms in sample schools were defined as activities involving
inter-racial interaction and cultural enrichment activities. One of the impor-
tant objectives of intercultural activities as a component of ESAA Basic pro-
grams was to facilitate desegregation in Basic schools. In addition, some Pilot
schools apparently used intercultural.activities to provide -cultural enrichment
in minority-impacted schools. Because of difficulties in definiﬁ@“sufiiciently
sensitive program descriptors relevint to these objectives, discussion of inter-~
cultural activity in this Yeport is largely limited to a consideration of the
percentage of students' time spent in intercultural programs. Intercultural
program characteristics will be given increased consideration and emphasis in
.the second-year evaluation, drawing upon in-depth site studies and the school
climate questionnaire.

Average weekly exposure estimates in non-academic activities were obtained
from Student Attendance and Exposure logs in each of the following acti-
vities: intercultural activities such as interracial programs, cultural
enrichment programs, and ESL (English as a second language) or bilingual
activities; field trips; and "other" activities including individual and
group counseling/guidance. Relative emphasis on different intercultural
and “"other" activities was defined in terms of the average proportion of
time spent in intercultural/other activities over the number of months
reported for each student. These data were then aggregated to the school
level for Pilot and Basic sample schools.

Appendix Tables A-16 to A-18 present the results for the intercultural exposure
data. At the elementary-sciiool level, Pilot sample students rececived an average
of 2.4 hours of total\weekly exposure in intercultural/other activities, while
Basic sample studemfs had an average of 2.0 hours' exposure. The Basic secondary
school students received an average of 2.4 hours' exposure in intercultural/other
activities. Among the, intercultural/other activities, both Pilot and Basic sample
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1ls placed heaviest emphasis on cultural enrichment programs (33% and 41%,
respe jvely). Field trips (22% of total lntercultural/other exposure in Pilot
schools, 16% in Basic schools) and group gounseling (18% and 20%, respectively)
were next in relative emphasis. At the secondary level, the major concentration
was on field trips and counseling, and less emphasis was given to intercultural
and interracial prodrams.

D. WAS THE PROVISION OF SERVICES MATCHED TO NEEDS?

Evidence was presented in Chapter IV that students in the' sample schools had

severe academic needs, as indicated by thieir depressed pretest scores in reading
and math achievement tests. Furthermore, there were at least tentative indications
that districts' program funding was directed toward students having academic needs,
as welI as toward schools'with socioeconomic needs:v At this point, it appears

that were targeted °to meet identified academic needs.' To explore thlS questlon,
only ESAA~funded (treatment) schools were ekémined.

l. OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS

»

Academic need was defined by school achievement pretest subscale scores in reédiog
vocabulary and conip¥ehension and in math concepts and computation.*

Intercultural need was not defined at the time of pretest. Therefore, the question

of whether intercultural programs met student needs was not addressed in the flrst
year's evaluation. :

Extent of sexvices provided was defined in terxms of various instructional program
indicators gauging each student's experiences in the classroom. Estimates of
average total weekly exposure in reading and math programs were obtained from

the Student Attendance and Exposure Logs. Teachers provided data on programs

at the classroom level. Summary indicators were then generated to measure
emphasis on-comprehension, word techniques, and vocabulary skills, as well

as program emphasis on basic math concepts and basic operational skills.

For analysis purposes, both student pretust scores and instructional program
focus indices were then aggregated to the school level for each grade. Only
treatment  schools that were in treatment~control pairs and that had complete
data were considered in the analysis.

*Math problem solving was an additional subscale at the sucondaryeschool level.

-
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2. METHOD \

Pearson correlation cozfficients were computed Between each program indicator

.and each pretest subscale score among treatment schools. Appropriateness of

services provided was assumed to be indicated by the magnitude of negative

" correlation between pretest subscale scores and corresponding program intensity

indices. A highly negative correlation would indicate that the receipt of

services in a particular program activity (e.g., vocabulary skills training)

was given to students who showed the greatest achievement: deficiency in thg .

corresponding skill area (&.g., vocabulary skills).
. . .

3. RESULTS * . -

Tables VI-2 to VI-4 present the results of analyses of the matching of
services to students' needs. Caution must be observed in interpreting .
these results, because of the superficial nature of the analyses reported
here. Given this limitation, however, it appears that, in the sample
elementary schools, services were well targeted to meet identified stu- .
dent needs. In Basic elementary programs there was a fairly consistent
pattern, across grade levels, of significant negative correlations be-

tween average total weekly student reading exposure and school-level

reading pretest achievement scores; similar -negative correlations were ~
found between math exposure and math pretest subscale scores.

TABLE VI-2. CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ACADEMIC NEEDS AND SERVICES
RECEIVED IN BASIC ELEMENTARY PROGRAMS

T Pretest Subscales
Type of Reading Reading Math ’ ‘Math
Level Service |} Vocabulary { Comprehension! Concepts| Comprehension
Grade 3 . Reading -.34%* -.28 -, 40%* -.22
- Math -.40%* -.37* -.38% -.05
Total N = 32 ’ )
‘Grade 4 ReadingJ -.45% -.39% -.37* -.29
Math -.50%* -.41* -.37% -.36%
Total N = 31
Grade 5 Reading -.39* -.39* =.40* -, 37*
Math -.25 -.25 -.27 -.31*
Total N = 31

*Significant at the o = .05 or above. ) .




TABLE VI-3. CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ACADEMIC NEEDS
AND SERVICES RECEIVED IN PILOT PROGRAMS

Pretest Subscales uE
Type of Reading Reading - Math Math
Level Service | Vocabulary{ Comprehension | Concepts Comprehension

Grade 3 Reading | -.39 ~-.26 -.25 L.} .09 -
Math © -.48* -.17 -.26 -.19

Total N = 14 . -

Grade 4 Reading -.17 -.19 .14 0 s
Math -.20 - -.36 , -.27 s —.24

Total N = 17 - " )

Grade 5 . Reading -.15 .24 ~:19 -.36

‘ Math -.16 ~.14 -.12 -.41 .

Total N = 16 -

*Significant at the o = .05 level or beyond.

TABLE IV+4. CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ACADEMIC NEEDS AND SERVICES
RECEIVED IN: BASIC SECONDARY PROGRAMS

] . Pretest Subscales
i Type of Reading Reading Math Math Math Problem
Level Service |Vocabulary [Comprehension jConcepts|Comprehension Solving

Grade 10

Vocabulary Skills | ~-.63* , ~.61* ~.55% ~.58% -.04
Math .1 .02 .02 .06 -.63*

Total N = 11 . o

. N “ ¢’
Grade 11 . A
| vocabviary skills | .-.26 . =37 -.46 . -.40 -.14

Math -.25 -.33 -.44 -.33 ~.28

Total N = 10

Grade 12

Vocabulary Skills ~.58% -.70* -.40 ~.55* Co—.24 .
Math -.40 -.45 -.32 ~.28 -.03

Total N = 11

*Significant at the o = .05 level or beyond.
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Since the various pretest scores were strongly intercorrelated, the data suggest

that students with the greatest needs in g&heral received greater reading ard

math 4nstructional exposure in ESAA Basic progams. Similarly, in Pilot programs,

although the number of cases was small, the pattern across grade levels shows

average total weekly exposure in reading and math to be negatively correlated

with school level pretest achievement scores. ) .

In summary, previous chapters indicated that sample students ih ESAn~funded ‘

districts and schools had acute educational needs. The present chapter presented ‘

tentative. evidence that ESAA dollars were translated into services having at |

least a deneral correspondence to specific academic deficiéncies as measured !

by the students' achievement test scores. |
|




CHAPTER VII : \

BASIC PROGRAM DESEGREGATION | | \

One of the primary activities presumably characterizing districts receiving
ESAA Basic grant funds was desegregation of the school system {although in
many districts this process was started well before ESAA funding) . +This
chapter focuses .on desegregation activities in the sample Basic programs;
it does not consider desegregation activities in the Pilot schools, which,
by definition, were minority-isolated.

The following descriptions center on the district level of operation and -
policy formation for desegregation plans and activities. Two primary sources
of desegregation information were used: .survey data from the Office of Civil
Rights (OCR) and questionnaire responses from the district superintendents in
the 1973-1974 ESAA evaluation sample. The Office of Civil Rights is respon-
sible for administering Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. In compliance
with this law, OCR conducts an annual survey of school systems to ascertain
whether the school systems have achieved proper racial balance to the

extent possible.

A merged data set containing both types of desegregation information (ESAA
evaluation data and OCR data) was constructed for 46 Basic districts in the
ESAA evaluation sample. This is a reasonably large sample, and fair con-
fidence can probably be placed-in data summarized across all 46 cases.
However, where results are broken down by HEW region ox cross-classified
along two or more dimensions, the number of districts in any one cell often
becomes quite small, and the results should not be interpreted too literally

as representative of all other districts in that same cell.
& A0

' Two additional constraints on the generalizability and meaningfulness of the

data should be mentioned at this point. First, the types of desegregation-
related data reported here are fairly superficial. The data tell us scmething
about’ district-level policies and characterize resulting activities in overall
statistical terms, but they do not provide a detailed picture of how staff and
students reacted to and participated in the degegregation activities. Better
and. more detailed desegregation-related data should be available when the
second-year report is prepared, because of the pretest and posttest admini-
stration of the hewly developed School Climate Questionnaire. Furthermore,
the in-depth study of 30 districts performed in the second evaluation year
should help to provide greater insight, of a case-history nature, into
desegregation-related policies, activities, and attitudes in the 30 sites.

A second,constraint relates to the sample on which the desegregation data are
baséd.” Because of problems encountered in obtaining release of test and v
questdonnaire data, the first-year sample did not include results from two of

the largest school districts in the original evaluation-sample, both located .
in the eastern portion of the country. One of these districts had a very high
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percentage of Black students and the other had the largest number of Spanish-
descent students of any district in_the study. These excluéions reduce the
generalizability of the findings somewhat, although the sample still includes .
some fairly large districts from other parts of the country. It is hoped

that data from the two districts concerned can be included in the results for

the third-year evaluation.

A. DEFINITION OF TERMS ’ »

Before summarizing the desegregation data, it may be useful to define some of

the terms used by the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) to define the status of
districts and schools with respect to the nature and progress of their
desegregation activities., The following discussion cen 1siders the interpre-

tation of various OCR "compliance codes" and the derivation and meaning of -
the OCR desegregation index (D.I.).

In monitoring the desegregation activities in school districts, OCR assigns
one of four types of compliance codes to each district. These codes are
intended to indicate the present status of the desegregation efforts in each
district. )

Voluntary. The school system has not completely abolished its dual school-
system structure, but the district office has developed its own plan for
complete deségregation. Such desegregation plans have generally been drawn
up in order to avoid termination of Federal funds by HEW under Title VI

of the 1964 Civil Rights Act.

Court Order. The school system has accepted the terms of a final court order
for desegregation and has submitted an assurance to HEW that it will abide
by the requlations 'specified within the final court order.

Litigation. The school system does not have a final court order for desegre-
gation and is in the procéss of negotiating settlement. A final court order
has not been submitted to HEW.

441. The school system has achieved satisfactory desegregation and has
ellmxnated any dual school system within the district according to '
regulations spec1fled by OCR.

The government-accepted OCR district desegregation index attempts to measure
the extent of desegregation in the schools within a district; the index ranges
from 0.0 (a totally segregated environment) to 1.0 (a uniform racial distri-
bution). It compares the racial balance of each school in the district with
the overall racial composition of the district. Racial balangce, insofar as

it can be achieved with a particular district's student population, is viewed
as the best situation. The farther the racial balance of each school is from
the overall racial distribution of the district, the lower the index value.

It should be emphasized again, however, that the.D.I. is a rather gross

measure that does not reflect any of the dynamic interactions within a district,
nor does it reveal underlying motivations or attitudes concerning desegregation
and integration.
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The formula

= number of minority students in school j

= number of non-minority students in school j

-= total number of minority students in district

= total number of non-minority student® in district

= school indicator
number of schoolc in the district -

N .
:i:\ DESEGREGATION BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Fifty percent of the Basic districts had been desegregating from one to five
years. An additional 35% had beeﬁ'desegrégating from 6 to 10 years, while
13% of the districts had been desegregating from 11 to 20 years. Only two
districts in the evaluation sample began desegregation activities in 1973.
/
Of the 23 districts that had been desegregating from one to five years
and the two that began in 1973, 65% were operating under the court-
order compliance code. There were equal numbers of districts (six) operating
under voluntaxy, court-order, and 441 compliance codes in the 6~ to 10-year
desegregating category. The most frequent type of compliance code for
districts that had been desegregating from 11 to 20 years was the 441 (43%).
From these figures on the period and type of desegregation, it appears that
rather than encouraging new voluntary desegregation, ESAA money was used
primarily to meet needs associated with on-going desegregation, at least in
the first year of ESAA funding. )

Table VII-1 illustrates the relationship between the number of years a district
had been desegregating and the percéntage of minority students in the distrigt
in Fall 1973. The total number of students involved in each cell is also
specified (except for one district in which enrollment data were not yet
available). Almost all of the districts with moderately high percentages of
minority students had been desegregating from one to five years. Among
districts.with low percentages of minority students, by contrast, over half

had been desegregating for more than five years.

The most frequent types of compliance codes for the 46 Basic evaluation
distr%cts were court order (48%), 441 (30%), and voluntary (22%). Only one -
district was operating under a litigation code. The percentage of minority
students in the district was not related in any consistent manner to the type
of compliance code assigned to the district. )
AR
VII-3
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TABLE VII-1. NUMBER OF YEARS DISTRICT HAD BEEN DESEGREGATING
IN RELATION TO PERCENTAGE OF MINORITY STUDENTS
IN DISTRICTS IN FALL 1973

Years of Low Percentage Minority (10%—39%)
Desegregation Number of Total Number of
Activity Districts . Student:s Involved

o 0 o
1-5 10 ; 335,893
14 237,623
4 %72.959

h

Years of Moderate Percéntage Minority (40%-69%)
Desegregation Number of Total Number.of
Activity Districts Students Involved

0 ; 0 0

1-5° - ‘ 11 684,312
6-10 1 28,830
11-20 1 21,646

.
4

Years of High PerXcentage Mihority (70%-~100%)
Desegregation Number of Total -Number of
Activity Districts Students Involved
0 1 6,429
1-5 2 96,748
6-10 1 4,807
11~-20 1 17,320

Total Number of Districts = 46

Court-order compliance codes were most likely to occur in the mid-Atlantic
and Southeastern’states. The Metropolitan Northeast and North Midwest
regions were most likely to be operating under 441 codes, while the voluntary
compliance codes occurred with equal frequency in the Metropolltan Northeast,
Southeast, and South Central regions. Caution should be observed in attempting
to generalize from these data, however, because of the small number of sample
districts in some regions.

Table VXI-2 shows the range of the 1973-74 district desegregation index (D.X.)
values for the 46 sample Basic districts, and the total number of students
enrolled in the districts having the various D.I. levels. For purposes of
this discussion, D.I. values ranging from .85 to 1.0 are considered to




E

»

indicate a ligh degree of desegregation, .55 to .84 a moderate degree, and
.25 to .54 a low degree. As shown in the table,-over 80% of the districts
had moderate-to-high desegregation, with over half the districts (61%) in
the high category at the beginning of ESAA implementation.

TABLE VII-2. RANGE OF THE 1973-1974 DISTRICT DESEGREGATION
INDEX VALUES FOR THE SAMPLE BASIC DISTRICTS

Number of Basic ] Percentage of Total Number

1973-1974 District Districts in Basic Districts of Students

D.I. Value Category in Categoxy in Distxricts
.95-1.00 18 39.1 220,173 )
.85- .94~-1igh 10 ' 21.7 192,710
.75~ .84 ‘ 4 8.7 182,028 ’
.65- .74 Moderate 5 . 10.9 306,857
.55~ .64 2 4.3 “ 82,504
.45~ .54 2 4.3 109,771
.35- .44 Iow 4.3 283,993

e 3

.25~ .34 3 6.5 128,531
Total Number of Districts = 46 -

There was a statistically significant relationshlp (.01 level) between the
total enrollment of districts and theix 1973- 74 D.I. values. - Districts with
low enrollments had higher D.I. values than districts with moderately high
and high enrollments. No significant relationship was found between the D.I.
values and either the number of years the districts had been desegregating
or the HEW region in which the districts were located.

Table VII-3 illustrates the ;éiationshipigétween the D.I. values and the
district's percentage of minority students. Racially balanced districts
(i.e., dlStrlCtS with hlgh D.I, values) were most likely to have low per-
centages of minority students and small total enrollments. Moderately
high-minority-percentage districts with large total-enrollment figures
tended to have low or moderate D.I. values, reflecting lack of racial balance
in the schools. Although there were very few cases in the high-minority-
percentage category, the overall pattern suggests that schools with moder-
ately high or high percentages of minority students had more problems as-
sociated with desegregating their school system than did schools with low
percentages of minority students. Low, moderately high, and high minority-
percentage districts may have faced very different problems in meeting their
desegregation needs, especially as many of the high-minority-percentage dis-
tricts had only recently begun to desegregate their school systems.

s
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TABLE VII-3. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 1973-1974 DISTRICT D.I. VALUE
AND DISTRICT'S PERCENTAGQ OF MINORITY .STUDENTS IN FALL 1973 T

. . . .
. o .

- . - . ] e

Low Percentage Minority (10%-39%)

i [
- " Moderate Pexrcentage Minority (40%-69%)
1973-1974 ° Number of & . Total Numbex of .

D.I. Value. Districts Students. in District]|
.25-.54 4 355,236

.55-.84 “ 5 298,188 .
.85-1.00 , *© | 4 81,364 ’

AN -

High Percentage Minority (70%-100%)

1973-1974 Number of Total Number of
D.I. VALUE Districts Students in Distract} .
1 .25-.54 1 ‘88,125 9w ‘
f .55-.84 , 1 17,320 - | ..
.85-1.00 L 3 19,859, e
Total Number of D%%tricts = 46 — N . . .

A word of caution should be added at this point regarding sample representa-— .
tiveness. AS noted earliey, the evaluation sample districts, though highly
representative of the defined evaluation universe, inclnded a §oméwhat larger
proportion of large districts than the ESAA award uniiverse. In addition, and
perhaps more importantly for the present discussion, the sample Basic districts
averaged- significantly lower beginning-of-year D.I. values than districts in
the ESAA Basic award universe; this indicates that sample districts tended to
start the evaluation year with poorer xacial balance acyoss schools than the
award universe. Thus, results of the desegregation analysxs in sample Basic
“districts cannot be generalized with complete confidence to the Basic award
universe. ’ 2
A 2P

In summary, the results indicated several significdnt pattern Recency of
desegregaticn was related to both the enrollmént size of the, dmstrlct and the
proportion of minority students within the dlstrlgt.a Districts with large
enrollment or a high percentage of minority students were likely €o have

been desegregating for only a few years. ngple,dlstrlcts‘thhgrelatively
good racial balance across schliools (D.I. values in the range .85 to 1.0)

.
-
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-+1973-1974 Number of . Total Number of |-

® +D.I. Value Districts Students in District =z
.25-.54 | B _ 78,934
.55-.84. 5 " 255,881
.85-1.00. 21 311,660




typically had small total—enrollment\flgures and.a low proportion of minority

students.

14

C. SPECIFIC ELEMENTS OF DESEGREGATION PLANS

Data collected from district superihtendentéfiﬁ Ehe ESAA Basic evaluation
sample provided descriptions oﬁ the district desegregation plans. Results
reported here are based on 51x uestlonnalre items. ,Gngfbf7€he items presented
a list of possible admlnlstrq ve procedures, and asked the superintendent to

) .check all of the procedures pelng used in his/her district to achieve desegre-~

gation; among the alternatlves listed were bussing, .establishing schools with
limited grade levels, palrlng or closing schools, and drawing new school
boundaries. Another item listed several procedures that might be used to

assign students in elementary and secondary schools, and asked the superintendent
to specify which one procedure best described the practices in his/her district;
alteérnatives included assignment by 2trict geographic area, use of geographic
assignments but with allowances for voluntary transfers, assignment on the

basis of intelligence or achievement, free choice of assignment within district,
and bussing to achieve greater racial balance. The remaining four items asked
what percentages of white (Anglo) and minority elementary and secondary students
attended, for desegregatiofi purposes, a school not the school nearest to their

. home. . .

\ t

In interpreting the superintendgnts' responses, two-constraints must be con-
sidered. Flrst the major data on desegregation practices are basgd on only

two questlonnalre items, and second, the sample sizes were somewhat small.
Although thersng&e 46 Basic elementary dlstrlcts, tlhe number of superintendents
selecting any ticuiar response was often much smalicr. For example, only 13
superintendents of Basic districts specified bussing as the primary assignment
procedure at the elementary level. This makes it difficult to draw general '
inferences about the characteristics of districts that used bUSSlng for desegre~-
gatlon purposes. '

When asked to specify all elements of thelr dlStrlCtS' desegregati&p pla<; most
superlntepdents (78%) selected the alternative, "Drawing, new school boundaries

to provide for desegregation." Another commonly designated procedure (70%) was
"bussing |students from other areas;" as sden in Tables VIIr4 and VII-~5, responses
to other |items 1nd1cated that larger perce tages of minority students than of
white students$ attended non-nearest schools, though the difference was smgllel
at the elementary level than in high school. Approximately 59% of the
superintendents reported the closing of certain schools so as to force students
of different racial and ethnic groups to attend the remaining schools. ilmost
half the superintendents reported the establishment of schools with limited grade-
levels (e.g., grades K-2 or 3 through 6), and a third reported the pairing of _
schools; both of ‘these procedures, like the closing of schools, are designed to
cause students from wider geographic areas and broader racial/ethnic spe¢tra to
attend the same schools. .

L

On the item asking about the one most comion student assignment S?Qctice, the
most frequent response at both the elementary level (47%) and the secondary
level (62%) {as assignment by geographic area. Theé next most comnmon response




’ -- 0 0 -- 0 : o - 00T-98 -
|
|

’ 5 Il <
EET'LL-TVL'E 9T g oPS‘TIT € . T S8-1S
{ .
TYS/6TT~LL9/0T oT . 9 8SS/ST . € T 0c-T¢E ©
. . 1
T9L‘92-1L66'Y : T 12 4 THE/ 6TI-THL'E .8z -’ 0T 0€-TT Om
. . E - . C
286‘9TC-188’¢€ (44 VT SeT‘88-T88'¢ (44 : ST /OHIH T
Z€E6'8~508‘9 9T 9 286 ‘9TC-508‘9 S¢ 6 o ' A —
sjuawT ToIU S3OTX3ISTQ JO (8€=N) sjuswTToXud muo.mnum..na Jo (9€=N) L 19T135Tq .
30TI3STA T®30L abwrjuaosiag S30TA3ISTA 30TI3ISTG IR3IOL sbeguaoxag S30TI3STA T
‘Jo wbuvy * Jo xaqumpy Jo obuey N . Jo xaqumy mucmmvsn.«m 30}
§ . ~ ALTIONINW . ALTIONIN-NON sBenusores | -
. sjuspn3s 3o odLkE I =& a el
. . o . 2
. . JWOH ¥T8HI OJ LSTIYAN TOOHOS FHI ION SYM IVHI TOOHOS ¥ ' )
. 5 ‘sgS0QINd NOILYOTIDHASAA ¥OI ‘AIANIILY OHM SIOTYILSIA NOIINVATYAT DISVG
¥¥YSd FHI NI SINIANLS AYVINIWITI ALTYONIWN GNY AITYONIW-NON J0 FOVINIO¥IL °“P~IIA JTIEVL .
: ) * P - . . *
: . ( g . - of
. / <o [y o | i
. i
-t ’ Evm




TEV'SS-ThL'E 9 r4 - - 0 00T-98

. ¢ 4 -
V6T’ vE . € T TVL'E < € T S8-1S
ovs‘TTIT-028°0T,| = 8T ) 0zg /0T £ T 0g-T¢ — o
TYS‘6TT-9VT‘ 1T 8T 9 OvS‘TIT-0€882 T v 0€-T11 .uémm
z86°912-188‘€ 8€ €1 ‘. TrS'61T-188°‘¢€ g€ €1 0T-T =
2€6°8-508'9 81 9 z86°912-L66'Y 144 ST 0 -
sjuswyToxud $30TI3STd JO (vE=N) sjuawyToxux §30TX3STd JO (vE=N) R
3O0TIISTA TBIOT abejusoxag. s3joTx3sTqa-“ 30TI3ISTA TEIOL abejusoxag S30TI3STA Tar
Jo sbuey . Jo Xaqump ¥ Jo asbuey . JO Xaqumpn -
sjuapnis 3o
. ALTIONIH A ALTYONIW~-NON obeauenxag
N gauspniag Jo odAl, : n
, .
9WOH ¥MIFHI OL ISTYVEN TOQHOS FTHI ION SYM IVHI TOOHOS VY
/SaSORNd NOIIVDRIOASAA ¥OJ ‘QEANIILY OHM SIOTVISIA NOIIUNTYAE DISVd
YYSE JHI NI SINIANIS A¥YANODIS XLI¥ONIW ANV ALLMONIW-NON JO IOVINIONAd °S-IIA TIGYL
L] * - -
Pl \
] . .

. i ; . o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




* (38% and 27% at elementary and secondary levels, respectively), was the use of
bussing. Relatively few superintendents specified other techniques, and none
indicated the use of intelligence or achievement as the primary assignment
criterion.

Several interesting relationships were found between the types of desegregation
methods employed, and certain district charatteristics. For example, districts
that listed bu551ng among the elements in their desegregation plans, tended to
have low percentages of minority students and/or large district enrollments.
There was ,also a slight tendency for bu551ng to be associated w1th high Desegre-
gation Index values, but this pattexn’ was somewhat. equivocal.

\ -
Of particular interest, because of its direct relevance to the bussing dissue, _
was the item asking about the district's primary assignment procédure. Districts
designating bussing as their major assignment practice showed a relatively strong
and consistent pattern of high Desegregation Index values (i.e., good racial
balance).* In additiog, such districts. tended to have low percentages of
minority students and Small enrollment sizes. These relationships were stronger
at the elementary level than at the secondary level. < 7

-~ v

The drawing of new school boundaries so as to provide better balance in the
proportlons of students of different racial/ethnic groups assigned to a given

school was also a common practice. Districts utilizing this method generally
‘had low percentages of minority students and larger district enrollmeqts. .
Purthermore, these districts were typlcally serving medium-sized or large
communities rather than small towns. These results are not too surprlslng,
since in a small distxict or communlty with few schools, there is llkeLy to
be much less flexibility in the arrangment of school boundarles..‘ '
Although the remaining desegregation techniques were used less often, theré
were some noteworthy relationships. Districts most likely to use the closing
of schools were those with relatively good racial balance across schools (high
D.I. values). Of the districts indicating the use of assigrment of students
by geographic area, 30% had low D.I. values (.25-~.54) and approximately- 70% were
operating under court- orders. The pairing of schools and the establishment of
schools with limited grade levels as desegregation methods were not related in
any meaningful way to any district characteristics,

item, as compared with the item inquiring about all elements of the distrigts'
desegregation plans, reflects differences in the composition of districts
designating bussing on the two items. Thirty-two districts listed bussding as

one element in their desegregation plans, while only 13 listed it as the major
assignment practice. These latter 13 districts were a subset of the 32 districts,
but differed from the remaining 19 districts in di'strict size and percentage of
minority’ students. Overall, the 13 districts were smaller and had smallex per-
centages of minority students than the other 19 districts.

*Phe stronger relationship between bussing and the Desegregation Index fox this .
|
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D. AMOUNT OF DESEGREGATION IN ESAA YEAR I (1973-1974) i -

The amount of desegregation occurring in the 46 sample Basic districts during
ESAA Year I was calculated by taking the difference between the 1973-1974 and
1972-1973 D.I. values for each district. It should be noted that the D.I.
values show fhe districts' status at the start of, the school year; thus, -the
‘differences in the D.I. values for the two years represent vhe differerces
between approximately October 1972 and October 1973. A more meaningful com-
parison, reflecting chanqes made during the first year of ESAA implementation,
would be a contrast of D.I. status in October 1973 and October 1974. Such a
comparison w111 be provided in a subsequent report after the second-year data’
‘have been analeed

Analysis of the D.I. values for October 1972 and October 1973 indicated that
little' change in desegregation occurred in most distfieﬁs during that period.
There were some slight positive changes (toward greater desegregation) in

24% of the districts, relatively large positive changes in 20%, no change in
28%, and some slight negative '‘changes in 28% of the districts. These findings
are somewhat expected, and tend to reinforce the contention that ESAA funds
were used largely to meet needs incident to reduction in segregatxon and
discrimination, rather than to initiate desegregation,

Two districts in the 1973-1974 ESAA evaluation sample did begin deSegregation
activities directly before the beginning of the 1973-1974 school year. Part
of the ESAA funds in those districts may have been.used to assist in desegre-
gation activities, so that the classrooms and schools within the district
would be more racially balanced before the 1973-1974 school year. One of the
two districts had an appreciable gain in its district D.TI. value (.4); its
characteristics are described more fully below. The other district also
made a small positive gain (.03) in its D.I. value. ,

As noted above, 10 distrir:s made fairly sizable gains in desegregating their
schools. These gains in D.I. values ranged from .l to .5, with seven districts
concentrated at the .1 level and one district each at_.the .2, .4, and .5 levels.
Tables VII-6 and VII-7 describe the characteristics of these Jdistricts with )
respect to HEW region, number of years desegregating, compliance code, percen-
tage of minority students in the districts in Fall 1973, and the enrollment

and total number of minority students in each of the districts for the 1972-
1973 and 1973-1974 school years. Enrollment, flgures were not avallable for

the district with.the .4 gain in district D. I value.

The majority of these 10 districts were in either the South Central or South-
east regions of the country, and were operating under court-order compliance
codes. The three districts making the largest gains in desegregation were all
operating under court orders. Three of the 10 districts were operating under
441 compliance codes, and they tended to make smaller positive gains. The
number of years each district had been desegregating varied widely from zero
to 20 years. Low, moderate, and high minority-percentage districts were all
represented in the 10 districts making noticeable p051t1ve galns in desegre-
gating their schools.

-
~
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E. SUMMARY

Overall, little new desegregation was found to have occurred in most of the
sample ESAA Basic districts between October 1972 and October 1973, although

20% of the districts did show an appreciable gain in desegregation index (D.I.)
values over that period. The probable explanation for the lack of gain in most
distrigts is that a substantial portion of the districts started with moderately
high of high D.I. values in October 1972, and most had already been desegregating
for several years before the sStart of the ESAA program. Taken together with
other data on the districts' desegregation plans, these results suggest that
most of the sample Basic districts used their supplemental funds to meet needs '
related to desegregation activities already implemented or in process, rather
than to start new desegregation activities.

The most common means taken by districts to desegregate were redrawing school
boundaries and bussing students from othér areas.’ These methods were used
especially.by districts with large enrollments with relative'y small percentages
of minority students (e.g., 10% to 39%). There was also some evidence that
bussing was associated with districts that had greater racial balance (higher
D.I. values). Somewhat less often reported, but still fairly common, was the
closing of some schools or the restriction of certain schools to a smaller
range of grade levels--both of these being methods of drawing from larger geo-
graphic areas and forcing students .of different racial/ethnic groups to attend
the same school.




CHAPTER VIII

STUDENT GAINS IN ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES .

=
L

Previous chapters of this report have indicated the academic needs of students
in Basic and Pilot schools in terms of their performance on reading and math
tests, as well as the generally low socioeconomic level of the students'
families. Also evidenced were the needs of the sample districts and schools
in terms of their concentration of disadvantaged students, as well as special
needs related to degggregation or to minority-group isolation. The earlier
chapters further indicated an apparent emphasis of the programs on meeting
legislative objectives, and a focus of resource allocations (dollars and
services) on school and student needs. The present chapter is concerned

with the effects ~f those resource allocations on the achievement of students
in ESAA-funded districts. ‘ \

A. TREATMENT-CONTROL COMPARISONS OF ACHIEVEMENT TEST GAINS

This section describes the results of analyses of the differential effects in
student outcome associated with the manipulation of the experimental variable--
the presence or absence of ESAA funding. All of the analyses rewgiewed in this
chapter have as their, fundamental focus the possible effects of ESAA funding

on student achievement outcomes. Fox, the remalnder of this chapter, the term
"impact" refers specifically to analyses deallng with differences between ESAA-
- funded (treatment) and non-funded {(control) chools.

Before considering the actual methodology and results of the experimental
analyses, it is important to review three factors greatly atfectlng the
relevance of the findings for educational policy. First, theé pretest-posttest
interval was quite short. The average interval was less than 5-1/2 months, .with
93% of the schools being posttested in a period of five t¢ six months after
pretest. There was little time for the ESAA funding to exert its influence on
student performance, especially since, in this first year of ESAA, many dis~
tricts were late in full-scale program implementation. .Second, in many of the
sample districts there was less than 5% difference in total funding between the
treatment and control schools, and in a few cases, the control school actually -
had greater funding. Finally, there were extremely few systematic ox pervasive
program differences between treatment and control schools. 1In other words, the:
control schools tended not only to have nearly as much money as the treatment
schools, but also to spend that money for similar kinds of program activities.

These findings greatly reduce any expectation of obtaining consistent treatment-
control outcome differences in the first year of the evaluation. Fuxther, they
suggest that little weight should be given to the first—year impact analysis
findings in formulating educational pollc1es related to the ESAA program. It
seems fairly clear that for the first-year ‘results, at least, less interpretive
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emphasis should be given to analyses of the effects of ESAA dollars per se, se,

and greater emphasis should -be placed on discovering the types of program
activities (regardless of the source of funding) that were more beneficial to
ESAA-eligible students. (This latter approach is represented by the exploratory
analyses described in Chapter IX). :

-. \\/
Despite the difficulties anticipated in interpreting the impact analyses, it
was felt that those analyses could possibly reveal some findings of interest.

‘The remainder of this first section describes the impact analyses and their

outcomes.

o _ , \

1. EXPERIMENTAL PARADIGM

The analyses performed to evaluate the impact of ESAA funding were derived from
the experimental design of the evaluation study. In this design, a pair of
schools, similar in ethnic composition, prior achievement level, and soc1oeconom1c
level, was selected from each sample district. Members of each pair were then
randomly assigned to treatment (ESAA-funded) and control (non-funded) conditions.

The achievement test data are characterized within the framework of a two-
dimensional array where the treatment-control distinction accounts for one dimen-
sion and the districts themselves account for the other. The entries in each cell
are the outcome measures against which impact is to be evaluated. For purposes
of these analyses, the data are the values of the individual outcome measures,
collected on each student but aggregated to the level of the school.

Outcome measures used for these analyses were adjusted posttest achievement ©
scores. The premise behind the use of thesf adjustments was that each stu-~
dent's posttest performance was determined by two sets of factors, one set
consisting of personal and background characteristics plus pre-evaluatlon
educational experiences and the other set reflecting the student's educa-
tional experiences during the evaluation period. The purpose of the adjust-
ment procedures was to modify each student's posttest score upward or down-
ward so as to eliminate or reduce . 1e presumed differential effects of the
first set of factors, i.e., the pre-evaluation factors; in this way, theoretic-
ally, the posttest scores would more accurately reflect the impact on achieve-
ment of the student's learning experiences duriné the evaluation period. 1In
the present case, determination of the appropriate adjusfments was based on

. the best-fitting regression of student-level posttest measures on pretest

measures and student background variables. These equations were determined in
the within-school regression space for each of the three evaluation samples
(Pilot, Basic elementary, and Basic secondary), using the student as the unit
of analysis. -
Table VIII-1 indicates the final set of variables used as covariates in each of
the three evaluation® samples. For all outcome measures, the pretéest measure of
that outcome was always the best predictor. For all outcomes except vocabulary,
the pretest on vocabulary (used as a generalized aptitude measure) contributed

ignificantly to the prediction of outcome once prior achievement had been
gccounted for. Finally, for elementary students, the socioeconomic status (SES)
measure derived from the number of educationally related possessions in the home
contributed a small but meaningful amount to the prediction. The search was
stopped at this point, since the contributions of the highest priority variables
were becoming quite small. l



.

Because regression slopes departed noticeably from being homogeneous within the
Basic samples, and because in these groups there was a substantial proportion of
non-minority students, separate regressions were determined as outlined above for
minority and non-minority students. The set of predictor .variables for these
separate regressions did not change, but the slopes did. Final analyses were
performed using different coefficients for the two groups of students. Tests of
equality of slpope within sample units were.satisfied when students were separated
in this way.

-

TABLE VIII-1. FINAL SET OF COVARIATES BY EVALUATION SAMPLE

_ Covariates.
Evaluation Sample Pretest o
_ Pretest Vocabulary SES/Reading
Pilot - . X X X
Basic Elementary X X X
Basic Secondary X - X

In attemptlng to establish a final set of adjusted posttest achievement measures,
several steps were taken to deal with the fact that some students had missing
data on the adjistment variables. Since the number of students with data missing
for race and SES/reading was small (less than 0.5%), an attempt was made to fit

a value (i.e., to estimate the probable values of the missing data) rather than
to drop such cases from the analysis. It was felt that further reduction of

‘within-group sample size was potentially more damaging to the analy is than was

the imprecision introduced by fitting these values.

For secondary students, the primary data on racial iaentification were derived
from the Secondary School Questionhaire. Where these data. were missing, data

from the Teacher Questionnaire were used. Where both types of data were missing °
for a particular student, the regression equatlon for the group (minority or
non-minority) with the largest membership within that particular. school and grade
was used.

For Basic elementary students, "the Teacher Questionnaire provided the prlmary
racial identification data, because it was. felt that this information would
probably be more accurate than the children's own responses. When this was
missing, the Elementary School Questionnaire data were used. Where data were
missing from both sources, the same value-setting procedure used for secondary
students was employed. For Pilot students (who by definition were in minority-
isolated schools), a single regression formula was used, and racial 1dent1f1cat10n
was therefore not necessary.

In the case of missing SES data, the within-school and within-grade mean value
of the SES index for that student's own racial group was assigned to the
1nd1v1dual. Where information on the student race was missing, or where there
were fewer than three students of'that partlcular race in a grade in a school,
the overall mean of students in that grade and school was used.

The procedure described above allowed the prediction of an adjusted posttest
score for every student having pretest and posttest scores.
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a, Overall Impact Evaluation

The primary means selected to evaluate the overall effect of ESAA funding was

an analysis-of-variance framework. A treatment~by-blocks design was used in
which the "treatment” was the funded/non-funded distinction, and districts were
considered blocks. While the overall treatment effect could have been estdimated
by comparing the averaged outcome of funded schools and non-funded schools, the
use of the treatment-by-blocks design increased the precision of this estimation.
This increase in precision occurred by taking into account the known variability
between districts. To the extent that the schools differed a2long-dimensions
associated with the outcome measures, the use of a treatment-by-blocks design
would remove the contribution of between-districts variability from the error
variance, thereby reducing the standard error of the estimate of the effect.

»

b. Evaluation of Differential Program Impacts -

[}
-

An important question ih this evaluation was whether the impact of ESAA funding
was different for different kinds of districts. To address this question, a
series of analyses was undertaken to examine the differential impact of ESAA
funding among defined subgroups of the districts. These analyses involved an
extension of the basic design model to include a dimension along which districts
were divided into subgroups (blocks). Such dimensions could be defined for
variables that had the district as a fundamental referent, or that were appro-
priately aggregated to the level of the district.

The three types of blocking or suhorouping variables used in the evaluation of
differential program impacts are discussed along with the results of these

analyses in a later section of this chapter. Briefly, the first type of blocking
variable relates to program fundlng, the second to program intensity, and the

third to the focus of program objectlves. it is important to keep in mind that,
although the description of blocking variabies refers to attributes of the treat-
ment school, it was the district that administered the program; thuq, the variables
discussed here reflect district-level decision-making.

)

2. RESULTS .

The following sections describe the results of applying the methodological
procedures described above to the data resulting from the first year of the ESAA
evaluation.

a. Overall Impact ,
Within the framework of the original experimental design, joverall impact of ESAA
funding was assessed by conducting treatment-by~district-ahalyses of:variance

for each program type and grade level, using as the depehdent variable the
covariate—adjusted posttest score aggregated to the school level. Separate
analyses were conducted for each of the mathematics and reading subtests. As a
check on possible anomalies resulting from the adjustment of posttest scores,

all analyses were repeated using raw gain scores; in no instance was ‘there a
meaningful deviation in results for the two methods. Thus, all analyses reported
here are based on the use of the adjusted scores.

-~
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Table A-28 of the Appendix presents a summary of each of the F values computed.
In each case, a sjgn has been attached to the value to lndlcate/Whether the
achievement test score difference favored the treatment school (+ sign) or the
control school (~ sign). p

s
7/

Two analyses were conducted on the Basic elementary sample. One of these used
all students; the other included only minority studen;s/so that'it could be
compared with the minority-isolated Pilot sample. Results for both analyses
are included in Table A-19. e .

,

Overall, the impact analysis aid”not show any meaningful, interpretable patterns.
The number of significant F values was no greater than would have been expected
from sampling fluctuations alone. In summaty, there was no clear evidence .in
this’ analysis of a differential achlevement effect that might be attributed to
ESAA funding.

b. Differential Impact for Different Blocks of Districts

Two sets of impact analyses were performed using blocking on district variables.
The first set used variables related, to funding levels in the schools, while the
second focused on two general areas related to program characteristics. The
definitions of the variables used and the results of each set of analyses are
described in the following sections. Again, all analyses were repeated using
raw gain scores to verify that no differences in outcomes resulted from use of
the raw scores.

(1) Blocking by Funding Levels ..

4 =
(a) Definition of Blocking Variables. To assess the overall-and differential
effects of different amounts of regular, supplemental, and ESAA funds on the
success of instructional programs, a series of blocked analyses were performed
usxng funding data as blocking factors. The first factor was used to create
three strata based on the amount of ESAA dollars available in the treatment
school.” The second funding factor was based on the total supplemental funds in
the treatment school (including ESAA). The third factor examined the difference
between treatment and control schools in terms of ‘total supplemental funds,
yielding categories where the treatment school got considerably more supplemental
money than the paired control school, about the same amount, or less supplemental
rmoney than the control school. The fourth factor used stratification of regular
district funds. All_funding figures were basell on standardized per-pupil
expenditures. - . ’

(b) Results of Impact Analysis Blocked by Funding. Tables A-20 through a-~23

- the Appendix summarize the F-ratios for the interactijon between the effect of
fundlng as a blocking factor and the treatfent~control effect. For the three !
grade levels in each of the three evaluation samples, tests were made on both
raw gains and adjusted scores on each of thalfour (or five, at the secondary
level) subtests. Thus, a total of 312 statistical tests were made in this
analysis. Of these, only 16 (or 5.1%) were significant at the 5% level, or no
more than would have been expected by chance. Overall, therefore, there was no
clear evidence in these blocked analyses of treatment effect.
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(2) Blocking by Program Characteristics: - N

The impact analysis with blocking on program characteristics used two general
program features as the blocking factors: program intensity and program focus.
Each of these factors was separated into two content areas, reading and math.
Program focus was operationalized by averaging the ranks assigned to various
instructional objectives in reading and in math by the reading and math teachers
in each school.

(a) Definition of Blocking Variables., The variables used in the program

intensity blocking analyses were derived from data related to student exposure

to several reading and math activities. Therotudent Attendance and Exposure Log
(sAL) provided a weekly record of the numbexr of hours each ESAA student received
instruction in reading,- math, and intergroup activities. SAL data were collected
on each student over a period of seven months, providing estimates of the stu-.
‘dent's weekly exposure to program activities. Che SAL exposure categories for
each iﬁdividual program activity were codeld to approximate an intexval scale.

.Summary indices for both reading and math exposure were computed by totaling the
number of howrs of instruction-in each component activity of the reading section
and the math section, and averaging these total-figures over the number of months
of data obtained for each student. These average total weekly estimates of math
and reading exposure werxe aggredated to the school level for each grade in each
of the three evaluation samples. Treatment-control school differences in math
and reading exposure were then computed, and grouped into two or more blocks for
the blocking analyses. N o
The program focus variables defined the instructional program objectives reportedly
emphasized by teachers in th& four content areas of the achievement test, i.e.,
reading vocabulary, reading comprehenSion, ‘math computation, and math concepts. -

TWO variables were used as indicators of reading program focus:

1. Woxd techniques-—EmphaSiZing development of vocabulary skills through
recognition of basic sight words, phoni¢ analy51s of words, and struc-
tural analysis of words. -

oGS

2. Word comprehension--Emphasizing deverpment of skills for using, context
clues, development of comprehension skills, and improvement of compre-
hension rate. -

Two additional variables were used as indicators of math program focus:
1. Math computation (emphasizing operations).

2. Mathlconcepts (emphasizing math concepts and terminology) .* -

*Math program focus indicators were badly skewed, since all teachers reported
major emphasis on math concepts and operations. At the third- and fourth-grade
levels in Pilot programs, insufLficient variability infthe proposed blocking
variable precluded any attempt at conducting the blocked analyses.

©o122
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Each individual reading and math brogr:;n objective was ranked by '_t:.'hg readiny
and math teachers as follows: major goal, "3"; secondary goal, "2"; little

or no importance, "L." A high score on a particular focus index (e.g., word
techniques or math computation) indicated a strong emphasis on that objectlve
in the teacher's reading or math program. The scores from the focus indices”

at the teacher level were then !aggregated to the schogl level for each grade’
in each of .the three evaluation samples. _— .

(b) Results of.Impact Analyses Blocked by Program éﬁéra teristicé._ For each of
the six variables described akcwe, a blocked impact dnalysis was condwttaed with ...
both raw gain and adjusted scores on each of the four (or five, at the secondary
level) subtests in the three grades in each of the three samples., Tables A-24
through A-20 in the Appendix present theéﬁgratlos for the interagtion effect
between the blocking factor and the treatmeént-control effect.. ‘A total of 452
such tests were made, of which only 22 (or 4. 86%) were SLgnlflcant at the 5%
level. Few of the significant interaction effects showed any meaningful pattern,
and none showed consistency across grades ,within subtests or across subtests

within grades. . . S .
” [ b 2 ) s b
-
4. SUMMARY A . ' ’\} e

As noted at the beginning of this chapter: the short pretest-posttest ‘interval,
combined with the relatively small treatment-control differenceg in funding levels
and program characteristics, made it improbable that consistent’ or sizable
differences in achievement test gains would be found. It was not surprlslng, -
therefore, that the impact analyses showed no .evidence of 51gn1f1cant treatment—
control differences in achlevement gains, This flndlng was consistent across
grade levels, critexion measures (reading and matH), and program types (Basic

and Pilot); furthermore, no- treatment—control dlfferences were found when

districts were subgrouped (blocked) on several dlmenSLOns related to funding
lewgls, program 1ntensxty, and program-objectlves. -

|

~

B. ANALYSIS OF TEST GAINS IN LSAA-ELIGIBLE SCHOOLS {TREATMENT PLUS CONTROL)

i ~

o
An important issue in this study was whether students’in the evaluation sample
made achievement test gains during the school year, that were of statistical and,
practlcal significance. To examine this question, analysee of achievement gains
were performed across both treatment and control schools. "One argument ‘for |
inclvding the control schools was the finding, reported .in earlier chapters, that .
treatment and control schools in many districts did not differ greatly in either .
per-pupil funding or program characteristics. In addition, informal discussions
with school officials indicated that, in certain districts at least, the award
of ESAA funds to those‘dlstrlcts might havé led to greater total per-pupil
allocations in control as well as treatment schools, due te shifts of non-ESAA
supplemental funds to the control schools. For these reasons, emphasis in the
present analyses was placed on academic growth in the sample of ESAA-eligible
schools, as represented py bcth treatment and” control schocls. These ESAA- :
eligible schools typically received greatex supplemental funds of various types
(Title I, Title III, etc.) than non-eligible schools because thay have larger
proportions of disadvantaged students. Analyses of ovexall achievement gains
across the eligible schools may therefore help to agsess the posgible beneficial
effects of the total supplemental funding. .
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1. STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT GAINS AGGREGATED ACROSS DISTRICTS

Some gains in absolute performance between pretest and posttest would, bf

course, be expected irrespective of supplemental school] funding. The question

is whether these dains were greater than might have been expected in the . :
sample schools had those schools not been receiving such extensive supplemental
funding. One set of’benchmarks for assessing the sample schools' gains can be
obtained from teat publishers' normative tables. By using those tabfes to cal-
culate grade equivalents for the sample students” pretest and posttest scores,
amounts of actual gain in grade-equivalent (GE) units can be determined. Table
VIII-2 shaws the pretest and posttest grade equivalents for achievement levels

of the sample students used in all subsequent analyses.* For purposes of these
analyses, all student scores within a given grade and program type were combinéa,
irrespective of treatment-control designations. To illustrate the interpretation l
,0f the table values, Pilot third-graders, who should“by national normative
standards have had a grade equivalent of 3.10 in reading vocabulary at pretest,
actually ha2d a grade eguivalent of 2.10, which corresponds to the performance
expected of average students at the beginning of the second grade. Similarly,
the expected grade equivalents for average students at the time. the, Pilot third-.
graders took the posttest wouid be 3. '80; the actual grade equivalent in reading
vocabularx”for those sample Pilot students was 2.65.

The final column in Table VIII-2 shows the difference, in grade-equivalent units,
between the sample students' pretest and posttest achievement scores. Since the

average interval for sample students was very slightly over five-and-a-half months

(168 days), it might have been expected that average students would, overall,

have made test gains corresponding to .55 grade-equivalent units: As seen in

Table VIII—2, the actual gains in grade equivalent approximated or exceeded A
this "average" gain figure for most grade levels and most' subtests across both

the Basic and Pilot samples. This appears to be a very positive finding in view

of the fact that the sample students were in no sense "average" students. Rathe?,

they were eroncmically disadvantaged and had a prior history of making considerably
smaller-than-average achievement gains, as evidenced by their low grade-equivalent
scores on the pretest. Thus, it would not have been expected that the sample

students would have made pretest-posttest gains as large as those of average

students. -

Looking at particular programs and gqrade levels in Table VIII-2, Pilot elementary
students (treatment and control) made gains at or slightly below those expected
for average students in reading and generally above the expected** levels in
mathematics. Basic elementary student gains were generally around the expected
values for reading and well above those values in reading vocabulary at the

*These grade equivalents have been interpolated to half-month intervals to

account for cases where the observed mean fell almost exactly between the
scores associated with the full-month values.

**For simplicity, the texrm "expected gains" is used throughout this section when
referring to the gains expected of average students, It should bé recognized,
however, that for reasons discussed in the preceeding paragraph, such gains
would not have been expected of the sample students. )
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TABLE VIII-2. STUDENT PERFORMANCE LEVELS (TREATMENT AND CONTROL)

- AND GRADE EQUIVALENTS g
. by

v

Reading Vocabulary

- Pretest Posttest ' GE
Program Grade GE* . GE. Difference
Pilot 3 | 2.0 2.65 .55
: . . 4 / 2.40 2.90 . .50
5 ° 3.20 3.75 #55
Basic 3 2.60 . 3.10 .50
4 3.00 ~ 3.80 .80
5 4.00 4.75 .75
Reading Compxehension , f
Pilot 3 2.20 2.70 .50 ‘ :
4. 2.70 3.20 .50 i
5 - 3.40 3.80 .40 *
Basic 3 2.70 3.00 .40 ¢
4 3.20 3.75 - .55
5 4.10 4.60 .50
Mathematics Concepts
Pilot "3 1.80 2.50. .70
. 4 2.30 2.90 .60
5 3.10 3.70 .60
Basic 3 2.30 2.90 .60
4 2.80 3.60 .80 .
5 4,30 - 4.90 .60
10 8.10 8.40 .30
g 11 8.40 8.90 .50 -
12 8.60 9.00 .40 N
Y -
i Mathematics Computation . ) >
Pilot ( 3 2.20 3.00 .80
4 3.10 3.70 .60
5 4.00 4.40 .40 -
Basic 3 2.40 . 3.30 .90
4 3.30 4.00 .70
5 4.30 4.90 .60
10 7.60 8.10 .50
11 8.20 8.60 .40
. 12 8.40 . 8.90 .50 - .

Yo . *Grade equivalent




TABLE VIII-2. STUDENT PERFORMANCE LEVELS (TREATMENT AND CONTROL)

AND GRADE EQUIVALENTS (CONTINUED)
3
p—r
", Mathematics Problems o

Pretest . Posttest GE

Program Grade GE* GE . Difference
Basic 10 7.60 8.30 .70
o1 8.10 9.00 ,90
. 12 8.60 9.30 .70

*Grade equivalent ' ) .

4

fourth and fifth grades; ain math the gains were almost uniformly well above the
expected levels. Gains of the Basic secondary sample students ran somewhat
below -the expected values in math concepts and compdtation, but consistently, -
and by a considerable margin, exceeded expectations in math problems. ’

——

.

It is important that cohsid able cautian be exercised in interpreting these

results, because the publlsher s norms on which the comparisons are based were

interpolated for other than end-o of-year performance In constrdctlng the norms,

the publishers tested samples of students late in the schoel year at each grade

level. Assuming that no growth wpuld occur over the summer months and that

growth over the period of -schooling would be linear, they lnterpolated norms

for beginning and middle-of-year testing periods. The validity of these assump- .

tions has not been tested, nor is is readlly possible to obtain data collected

at various periods over the scnool year and summer on comparable samplea of
students.
»"

[N A second concern is the shape of the growth curve typically assog¢iated with
standardized achlevement tests during the school year. Is growth linear during
the school year, or-is it ‘more rapid at certain periods than at others? No
available data provide a clear answer to this question, yet it is ‘an important

. consideration, in attempting to make statements about "expected" growth duri:g
some segment of the school year. -

Finally, even assuming that gains of the sample students were higher than might
have been expected, there is no basis for attributing the gains to the effects
of ESAA dollars, or even necessarily to those of supplemental funds in general.

Despite these reservations, there appear to be fhportant indications in the
first-year evaluation data that disadvantaged students in the ESAA-eligible
schools made achievement test gains very similar to those expected for average
students. Such a flﬁdlng, however tentatlve, is quite encouraging and will

be further explored in the analyses of second- and thlrd-year data.

a

2. bOMPARISONS OF SCHOOL-LEVEL GAINS WITH GROWTH CRITERIA

Whereas the preceding section aggregated achievement data across districts, the
analyses reported in this section use achievement data aggregated to the school
level. For purpeses of this discussion, the publishers' test norms and the
assumptions about student growth (e.g., interpolation of norms for non-empirical
testing points, assumption of linear growth) aré accepted. It must again be

1 Qﬁx—io" '
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recognized, however that these are assumptions and are subject ‘to later Gerifi-
. cation, to the extent possible. The longitudinal nature of the evaluation
allows. later testing of the no-growth-over~summer-months assumption implied in .
the interpolation procedures used by the test publishers.. Examlnatlon of 1975
pretest data will be crucial in the final assessment of first-year gains.
Analyses discussed in this section again address the queéstion of whether ‘gains
in the sample schools (treatment and control) were larger than could have been
expected in schools having large concentrations of disadvantaged and academically
needy students. One difficulty in answering this question is that thef}'ls nQg
established consensus among -educators or psychometrxcxaﬁs on the definition of '
,"expected" gains against which observed gains should be compared. In particular,
there is no general agreement as to how-allowance should be made in these
expectations for the economic and educational deficits of the sample students.
.,To provide a range of possible interpretations and a framework within which
readers can reference their own expectations, three different growth criteria
were establlshed for the present analyses.. These are described in the following
paragraphs.

’

.

' Criterion l: Growth at the median level for the normative sam gple.\ For each
grade level, a calculation was made of the Achievement Development Scale Score
(ADSS)* associated with the median (50th percentile) of the pretest and posttest
dlstrlbutlons. On the assumption that these values represented a typical stu-
dent in the publishers' normative sample, a determination was made of how much
change between these two scores was necessary for the student beginning at the
50th percentile to maintain that same relative position at posttest. Such a
calculation ignores certain problems of metric properties of changes at a
particular score level,** but is useful for comparative purposes vis a vis
"typical" growth.

\

Criterion 2: Maintenance of pretest percentile. For edach of the evaluation
sampléaf at each grade level and for .,each subtest, the percentile rank associated
with the observed pretest mean score was obtained from the publishers' norm .
tables. he scores necessary to maintain this same relative position in the
posttest\gx tripution were obtained from the same tables. The difference between
these two scores was then used as the second criterion for the particular grade
level and subtest in question. Depending gn whether the pretest and posttest
distributions retain the same variabilities or change™in variability, this
criterion value can be quite different from that generated by the first criterion.

.

-

- . - ;

i

v
.

*A single scale of standard scores for use with .all levels and any form of the
CAT has been developed. These ADSS Scores use three~digit numbers ranging
f*om 100 to 900. They enable the user to chart a student's growth from grade
1.5 through grade 12, regardless of which level or form of the CAT is used.

N \

: **Such problems Fhclude the difficulty in raising achievement scores by one point
for low achievers (many remaining items, of a wide difficulty range) versus
effecting a score difference of one point for high achievers (few items remain-
ing, all of which are very difficult).

. v [
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Criterion 3: Depressed normal growth rate. There is some tentative evidence

- from earlier studies of compensatory education, such as local ESEA Title I reports,

that disadvantaged students such as those in the present study typically make
achievement test gains approximately two-thirds the size of those made by average
students as defined by national test noims.* Though this presumed relationship ’
" has not been given enough systematic study to be well established, it is certainly
consxstent with tHe terldency of: disadvantaged students to fall further and
further: behind.their moxe fortunate agemates as they move through successxve
grades. -
For elcnentary students, Gata from SDC's earller restandardization study were
used to estimate the growth rates of dlsadvantaged students.** The restandard-
ization data provided grade-equivalent values of actual scores for Pllot-elxgxble
students at the end 6f the third, fourth, and fifth grades. These empirical
values were compared with expected values, based on the stud nty' grade level and
time of testing, to détermine the restandardization sample'S relative growth rate.
For example, a third-grade student tested in May. should have a grade.equivalent
of 3.8; if his actual grade equivalent was 2.9, this would mean that he was pro-
gressing at about three-fourths the average rate for the third=grade population
as a whole. Actually, it was found that the growth rate values for the restan-
dardization sample, across grades and content areas, ranged in a very narrow band
around the popularly accepted two-thirds value. To establish the third criterion,
therefore; these empirically developed growth<rate ¥alues were used as scale
factors in a downward adjustment of the gains required to.meet Criterion 1. For
example, if the criterion of maiﬁtaining median position (Criterion 1) involved
a pretest-posttest gain in grade equivalent of 0.6, but the previous gain rate
‘of a particular sample group was only ‘seven-tenths of the gain for average
students, then the "expected" gain for that subsample would be adjusted to 0.6 x
0.7, or 0.42 grade—equivalent units. .
At the secondary level, Where emplrlcal baseliné data 6n growth rakes were not/
available, the two-thirds approximation was used as the scaling factor.
Since all analyses were condﬁcted using scale scores, several comparisons and
interpolations were necesSary to obtain the required scale~score differences.
The publishers' norms provide percentile ranks associated with discrete raw
scores. When no discrete score fell at the 50th percentile point {or at the \
percéntile point associated with the pretest criterion), lntnrpolatlons were
made. Once determined, these raw-score points were converted to ADSS score
poxnts, again often requiring an lnterpolatlon. All interpolations were linear
‘over the score interval, and high accuracy was maintained. . -
It is'extremely important in interpreting these criteria, and in assessing {irst-
.year achievement gains, to observe the necessary cautions implied in the con-
struction 'of the criteria. The metric propefties of these score differences,
which are based on interpolated data and anchored to particular score points in
. the distribution, .are wholly unknown. The criterion~related difference values
should be viewed simply as crude indicators of amount of expected growth. Any

> b

*For a summary of findings of some of the earlier studies see Wargo, M.J.,
Compeau, P.L., and Tallmadge, G.K. Further Examination of Exemplary Programs
for Educating Disadvantaged Children, American Institute for Research.

**Ozenne, D.G., Van Gelder, N.C., and Cohen, A.J. Emergency School Aid Act
National Evaluation: Achievement Pest Restandardization, TM-5236/006/00,
System Development Corporation, November 1, 1974.

. . VIII-12

128 .




confidence in such findings must depend on consistency of patterns over different-
- grade levels and over related subtest measures, rather than on any presumed
precision in a particular Yexpected" growth value. Thus, one may be able to
s obtain a reasonable answer -to the question, 'Did a large number of schools
exhibit average performance greater than the criterion?", but not to the
question, "Did exactly 75% of the schools exhibit precisely one year ‘s worth of
growth during a year of schooling?" - )

1. ANALYTIC TECHNIQUE s —

Once the effectiveness criteria .were established, one serious, methodological issue
remained in attempting to evaluate the success of individual ﬁrograms {or

groups of programs) in meeting the criteria. This was the issue of spurious
intergroup differences when multiple comparisons were made. In addition, it was
desirable to make some statement of the confidence one might have in the observed

gairs.
1) - \

The approach in analyéing these data derives from the Bayesian methodology.
The specific methcds used in the present analysis were provided by Novick,
Wang, and Isaacs (1975). These techniques are especially helpful in making
inferences about the success of a particular compensatory program when many
”lnd1v1dual program comparisons are being made, i.e., in solving what the research
methodology literature calls the "multiple comparisons problem." Briefly, the
multiple comparisons prcblem arises when it is desired to compare observed
- performance against performance for a large. number of programs and when the
., number of observations for any one comparison,kis relatively small. In such
situations, estimates of these individual program effects are imprecise, and
apparent differences-between programs (schools) may be found when those differences
have occurred by chance and do not. represent actual program effects. The Bayesian
technlques employed here, termed M-group analysis, substantlally increase the
" precision of the estimates because they use not only the direct information
obtained from the observations in that particular unit. (e.g., in a grade level _
within a given school within a program type), but also collateral information
{performance of grade-level cohorts in other schools in the same program). The
net effect of the Bayesian approach is a “pushback" of the individual estimates
toward the overall mean in a manner analogous to using regression estimates of
true score in place of observed scores in classical test thebry. The Bayesian
teghhiques provide estimates of average growth and associated variances as well .
as estimates of individual program effects. ’ '
The model for this analysis assumes that for each student there is a pretest ahd
posttest. The means for a school on these two test administrations can be
denoted as uB and MA, respectively. The primary concern is with the difference .
A = yA - B, the average difference between posttest and pretest scores. If this =~
value is larger with respect to some criterion 4,, then it may be concluded that
. . some gain has occurred. The true value of A cannot be known, but by using a -
Bayesian analysis,. prior information can be combined with sample information to
provide a posterior probability distribution for A. Then the a posteriori prob-
ability that 4 > A (that the gain is greater than expected) 'is computed. If
this probablllty 19 greater than .50, one might cautiously suggest that in-
struction has been effective in this school. If the probability is greater
than .90, then one can conclude with much greater confidence that instruction is

3
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moving children, on the average, past the growth 1nterva1 required ,to meet
the criterion.

s

2. RESULTS ‘ .

Using the methodology described above, gains were analyzed for each school-in
treatment~control pairs, for each evaluation sample and grade level. The tables
in this section describe the percentage of schools in each of these groups whose
mean gchievement gain met or exceeded a given criterion at the stated probability
level. The column entitled "Maintaining 50th Percentile" in Table VIII-3 in-
dicates the actual percentage of schools whose average gain-was equal to or
greater than ‘a ‘particular criterion. The second column indicates the percentage
of schools exceeding the criterion wisth probability qreater than .90. The .90
level provides strong evidence that such a result reflects a true and stable
effect rather than a chance occurrence.

-

R i

’
a. Pilot Elementary Schools ;

In reading, the percentage of Pilot elementary schools having okserved growth
(test score galns) that met or exceeded the. "dlsadvantaged student" criterion
(Criterion 3)' ranged from 43% to 81% depending on grade and subtest. For five
out of six grade-subtest combinations, over half the schools exceeded that
criterion. The percentages of total Pilot Sample schools meeting or exceeding
Criterion 3 at the ..90 level of confidence ranged from 13% to 47%; these

..correspond to roughly 30% to 60% of the schools observed to meet the criterion.

Somewhat fewer schools (37% to 75%) were observed to maintain their relative
pretest position (Criterion 2),, but .ovex the various grade-subtest comblnatlons,
more than half of the schools met that ‘criterion; this in itself may be an
encouraging sign considering the general tendency of .disadvantaged students to
lose ground in successive, school years. .

Within the reading area, Pilot sample students (treatment and ‘control) performed
slightly better in comprehension than in vocabulary, but results were, quite
varied at different grade levels. Overall, reading performance was highest at
the fourth-grade level; that is, a larger percentage of schools met or exceeded
each growth criterion at this grade than’at either the third or fifth grades.

» I'n mathematics, Pilot schools demonstrated much greater relative growth than

in reading. This is reflected in the larger numbers of schools (well over half)
meeting each criterion for almost every combination of subtest and grade level,
and in the increased number of schools meeting the criteria at a .90 level of
confidence. Performance was particularly notable in math concepts, where from
79% (grade 5) to 97% (grade 3) of the schools werxe observed to meet the "dis-
:advantaged student" criterion (Criterion 3), and. from 50% to 80% maintained
relative pretest position (Criterion 2). The pexcentages of the total Pilot
sample schools meeting or exceeding Criterion 3 at the .90 level of confidence
in math concepts ranged from 47% to 83%; these correspond to roughly 60% to

85% of the schools observed to meet the criterion. Furthexmore, the results
were almost as encouraging for Criterion 2 (maintaining position), particularly
in math comprehension. Overall, the evxdence suggests strongly that Pilot
elementary students made gains in math con51derably larger than would normally
have been expected of disadvantaged students.

1
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The percentage of schools exceeding the various ériteria in math was higher

at the lower grade levels than at the higher grades. This may indicate that

the school programs were relatively more effective for younger students--a .
possibility that will be investigated more closely in subsegquent reports u31ng .
longltudlnal data. "

- 1

b. Basic Elementary Schools : 4

In Basic elementary schoqls, reading gains were' generally similar to those for
Pilot schools, with 44% to 99% of the schocls observed to meet or exceed the
"disadvantaged student! criterion, and 26% to 94% maintaining relative pretest
position (Criterion 2). Overall, well over half the schools met the "disadvantaged
student criterion; of the schools observed to meet the criterion, a .90 confiw-
dence level can be placed on roughly 55%.¢ As in the Pilot sample, gains were
higher in the fourth grade than in the third ox the fifth.

Mathematics gains in Basic elementary sample schools exceeded each of the

criteria in large percentages of schools. For example, the percentages of

schools obsert¥ed to meet or exceed the "disadvantaged student" criterion ranged
from 50% to 100%, and the corresponding boundaries for Criterion 2 (malntaln
Pretest‘position) were 41% to 948, A very positive flndlng is that even the

most stringent criterion (gain equivalent to maintaining a median position) was

met by 41% to 90% of the Basic elementary schools; more than half of these observed
cases meet the .90 confidence level.

c. BasipVSeconda:y Schools

He

-

Only mathematics subtest results are available foy Basic secondary schools,
because no growth criteria could be derived from the publishers' norms in
reading that would be analogous to the other criteria used here. It should also
be noted in Table, VIII-3 that there wa$ an additional math subtest at the
secondary level ("problems"; that was not given at the elementary level.

Mathematics gains at the secondary level were highly encouraging, with sub-
stantial gains indicated by the numbers of schools meeting or exceéeding each
growth criterion, across subtests and grade levels. Percentages of schools
observed to meet the "disadvantaged student" criterion ranged from 50% to 82%;
corresponding ranges for Criterion 2 (maintaining relative pretest posxtlon)

and Criterion 1 (gain éﬁuxvalent to maintaining a median position) were 41% '
to 90%, and 41% to 82%, respectively.

.
1

Unlike the elementary schools, average gains in the secondary sample were
higher in‘the higher grades. One possible explanation for this finding is
selective attrition; that 1s, the poorer~achieving students may have dropped
out of school. Longitudlnal data in subsequent years of the study will be

examined in an attempt to verify or refute this explanation.
¢ . f

C. SUMMARY OF GAIN ANALYSIS RESULTS v

Treatment-control comparisons were not expected to show appreciable differences
in achievement-test gains for the two groups, because of the short pretest-
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posttest interval, the early developmental stage of the ESAA prodrams, and -
the lack of major differences in many of the treatment~control pairs with ;
respect to total per-pupil funding and program characteristics. Nevertheless,
the analyses were performed, using analysis~of-variance techniques with and -
without blocking on certain district characteristics; the results, ‘as antici-
pated, did not show any consiktent pattern of treatment-control outcome
differences.

A somevhat more positive picture was presented by analyses using achievement
tast data for combined treatment and control schools in the sample ESAA districts.
In these anaiyses; it was found that many of the ESAA-eligible schools (both
treatment and control) made average achievement test gains larger than might
have been expected of disadvantaged students; in a2 fair number of cases they
made gains as large as would have been expected of "average" students (based

on national noxms). These results appear highly encouraging in View of the

fact that disadvantaged students, such as those represented in this. evaluation,
traditionally make substantially smaller gains than those of average students.
Considerable care must be taken in interpreting the results, however, since

the analyses involve a number of unsubstantiated assumptions concerning the. shape
of growth curves in the general population during a school year. Furthermore,
the results were not entirely consistent or uniformly positive. Finally, even

if the achievement gains were larger than would normally have been expected,
there is no basis for attributing such results to ESAA funding. Although it is
suspected thaq the relatively large amounts of total supplemental funds found

in most ESAA-¢ligible schools might account for " enhanced gains in the sample
schools, no direct evidence is presently available to support such a ntention.
Analyses of Second- and third~year data will be important in attempts ito confirm
some¢ of the apparent trends and relatlonshlps observed or inferxed in the initial

. evaluation year. , “ vy
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\ CHAPTER IX ° -

EXPLORATORY ANALYSES

3

This chapter describes a set of exploratory analyses oﬁ the ddta collected in
the first year of the ESAA evaluation. These analyses were non-experimental
in nature; that is, they were,not based on comparisons of randomly assigned
treatment and control. schools within districts, but instead cut across both
categories of schools. Their purpose was to determine what types of school
programs (regardless of funding source) were most effective for what types
of students. The exploratory analyses contrasSt with the more general descrip-
tive analyses reported earlier in this document (e.g., Chaptexs III through
VII), in that the exploratory procedures usually. involved more complex
relationships among student, program, and outcome measures. They also differ
from the experimentally-based impact analyses (Chapter VIII), in that the
exploratory procedures examined @ wider range of possible relationships, but
at some cost in generalizability of the fipndings. Details of the exploratory
analyses are presented and results are discussed in latcxy scctions of this
chapter.
y .

Within the general goal of defining relationships among student, program, and
-outcome dimensions, three objectives of the exploratory analyses can be dis-
tinguished. The first objective stemmed directly from the requirement
expressed in the study's original Statement of Work, to “examine the intexr-
relationships between program input, process, and output variables to determine
which variables can be manipulated to improve program impact." The second
objective, closely related to the first, was to explicate or elaborate the
results of the school-level analyses of achievement gains.  The third objective
of the explofatory analyses was to determine what interactions and non-linearities

isted in' the relationships of the input., process, and output variables examined
in  this study, and how those interactions affected the substantive interpreta-
tions of the study's results. *

Before the exploratory anaf&ses could be conducted, several preliminary 'steps
were required to determine the most useful subset of data elements (questioh-
naire items) to be used in the analyses. These steps involved careful screening
of elements from the 3000-plus items in the original data set, so as to retain
those items that would be most useful and relevant to the study objectives.
Efforts were made to select items that would (l) be readily interpretable for
policy decisions and (2) reflect manipulable school, program, and process
variables that might be expected to have direct impact on student outcomes.
In many cases, two or more related items were combined into new composite
variables, so as to help reduce the total number of items to fewer and more
interpretable dimensions.

135 -
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A. VARIABLE DEFINITION

Two basic procedures were used in selecting items and-‘in forming composite
variables for use in the exploratory analyses. One approach, used in the
early screening stages, involved a rational examination of all items to
determine their relevance to the major evaluation issues and to ascertain-
which groups of items appeared to be tapping the same underlying dimensions
or variables. Results of .earlier studies were also used in this phase to
pinpoint variables that were most likely,to show significant relationships

td student achievement. The second general approach was empirical, and
involved preliminary correlational and factorial analyses to:- detexmine which
items appeared to be related ‘to each other and to achievement. By these
combined procedures, the original set of items was reduced to.a ‘set numbering
fewer than 150 items and composites.

The next section of this cﬁapter describ¢§ the classes of items and composites
retained for the exploratory analyses: Following this is a brief discussion
of the statistical procedures used to -perform those analyses. Finally, the
results of the exploratéry analyses are described and interpreted. .

This section describés the(indépendent and dependent variables that were
utilized in the exploratory’analyqes. Specific methodological and subistantive
issues in the definition- of the dependent variables (achievement gains in
reading and math) are dlscussgd separately.

1. INDEPENDENT VARIABLES ° Y

One of the major tasks in the exploratory analyses was to specify, from the
data available, a constellation of variables that might potentially influence
academic achievement. The categories of independent variables selected and
the general-methodology used to define the variables are described below.-

x

a, Categories of Variables
categories of independent variables* were designated as follows:

Individual student characteristics

Individual teacher- characteristics =
Instructional program (classroom) characteristics
Contextual (school and district) characteristics :
Funding allocations

(1) Individual Student Characteristics

Among variables expected to have the most direct effect on learning were several
characteristics of the student himself. These included two major sociodemo-
graphic characteristics: ethnicity and socioeconomic status. The student's

,

*

*The final set of variable mnemonics and their identification is available
in Appendix A, Table A-39.

«rr%-2
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(3) Instructional Proérom (Cla'ssroom) Characteristics

. (4) Contextual (Sghool .and District) -Characteristics ,

¢ ¥
academic orlentatlon (e.g., his liking foui¥school, his feelings about the
1mportanc¥.of good grades, and his persopnal education expectatlons) was also
examined, as were certain psychosocial characteristics such as internal/
xternal locus-of-control and the nature of the student s interactién w1th
Els peers. Finally, the teacher's educational expeotatlon of the student

was treated, for purposes of the present analyses, as a student characteristic.

[
12

rd
(2) 1Individual Teacher Characteristics

Selected characteristics of the student's teacher defined a second set of
independent variables. These included, for example, the teacher's general
training and teaching experience, his specialized xnservxce tralnlng in
reading or math, and indicators of his effort and style, such as the number
of resources generated by the teacher to supplement instruction and the
fleXLEilL;y-or rigidity of his teaching approach. ° . :

) Q ' ‘

A third category of variables included certain characteristics of the instruc-
tional programs ‘'used in reading and mathematics, many of whicK" wekre described

in Chapter VI. Potentially 1mportant variables were the actual amount of time
spent in reading and math activities (estlmated by average- total weekly

exposure in reading and math) and the allocation of time spent in -individual
reading and math activities. Another set of variables examined here related

to pregram focus, defined in terms of amount of emphas;s on particdlar activities
in readlng and mathemdtlcs. :

¢ R v
>
4 I . .
a Id -

" The broader’context of the student's lé%’;:ning environment was defined by

school~ and district-level variables. Sociodemographic chraracteristics examined
here iscluded minority percentage in the school and overall student body SES
level, as indicated by the principal's estimate of the percentagé of students
eligible for, Title I funds. Also of interest were tie teacher/pupil ratio in’
the school "and the number of sPec1a11zed reading—and math personnel relative
to total staff sxze.z. g N N
I 3 . v
Other contextual variables used in the exploratory analyses were charxacteristics
related to deskgregation programs and racial climate of the schools, such as
the extent of bussxng in the district and \the extent of disruptions having
rac1al/ethn1c oxlglns. The degree to which districts promoted desegregation
programg was Indicated by, a frequency count of district activities such as
media presentations, public meetings, and staff meetings.
Funding yvariables were a particularly impoktant aspect of the district/school
context, since they comprised a maJor set of variables in the evaluation design.
School level funding variables were defimed in terms of total supplemental
‘dollars per pupil spent in reading and math. District cost data were used to
define regular dollars—per—pupll expenditure variables.
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.b. ’General Methodology Used to Define Variables

) 1
Since the unit of analysis in measuring academic’achievement was the student,
all data on independent variables, including data collected at the school and
district level, were dis-éggregated, where necessary, to the individual stu-
dent level. The complete specifications of these variables, including their
questionnaire components, derivation, and coding, will be made available in a
separate document. Since the questionnaire data were largely categorical, and
at best ordinal in nature, single items were either coded to define dummy
variables or ranked. Multiple-item composites were expressed as proportions,
as net frequency counts of certain item responses, or as average ranks ox rank
suras of items representing a dimension or logical set.

o
’

~

2. ‘DEPENDENT VARIABLES

The residualized. total scale scores from the reading and mathematics achieve-
ment tests were the dependent variables for the overall exploratory analyses.
The derivation and the rationale for the use of these scores are presented

in the following paragraphsz‘

At the elementary level, the reading raw score was obtained for performance

‘on the entire reading section of the California Achievement Test, Level 2

(grade 3) and Level 3 fgrades 4 and 5). 'At grade 3, the mathematics test was
composed of the items from the computation and concepts subtests, Level 2,
omitting the problems section of the latter subtest. For grades 4 and 5, the
mathematics- test consisted of items from the computation subtest and the concepts
subtest, Level 3, omitting the 20 1tems deallng with fractions in the computation
subtest. .

At the secondary level, the reading sqgfes were based on performance on the
Iowa Silent Reading Test, Level 2. The reading raw score was a total of raw
scores on the Vocabulary and Reading Comprehension subtests. The entire
mathematics test of the California Achievement Test, Level 5, was: used to
obtain the mathematics score utilized in these analyses.

The total raw scores were converted’to total scale scores employing the norm
tables furnished by the test publisher., This conversion allows direct
comparison of results across test forms .and test levels. The total score
was used rather than subtest scores because it required fewer analyses

" while still providing adequate information.

.

The decision to use residual scores in the regression equations was based on
preliminary empirical investigations indicating that the pretest scores would
account for most of the variance in the posttest scores. It was clear that
the pretest would be the best single predictor .in the regression equations, -
yet its inclusion would severely limit- the interpretability and use fulness of
analytic results. In particular, it was feared that the strength of the
pretest variable@ght mask the effects of.other possible predictor variables.

 Thus, the decision was made to account for pretest effects by the use of
residual scores, and to concentrate in the regression equation itself on
manipulable characteristics.

Regression analysis was used to calculate the residual scores. Two regression
analyses were performed at each grade level, one for each dependent variable

(reading and math). The subtest scale scores from the achievement pretests
- t \
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were used as predictor variables, and the posttest total soale scores were
used as dependent variables. The predicted posttest.total scale scores
resulting from these regressions were then subtracted from the corresponding
actual posttest scores to produce the posttest residual scores. The residuals
produced by this procedure can be considered to have had the effect of the.
pretest score levels totally removed. In the regression analyses to be
reported, it should be remembered that only residual variance 1s being ) {'
accounted. for, and results should be interpreted accoxdkngly 4

) ' \

\ \
B. METHODOLOGY g

w

The primary statistical method employed in the overall exploratory analyses was
linear multiple regression. Multiple regresgion techniques were chosen as the
primary tool of the exploratory analyses because of their traditional role in
exploratory analyses, and because of the straightforward interpretability of
their results. Specifically, the results reported in this chapter were obtained
by means of a stepwise multiple regression procedure designed to build the final
regression equation through a series of steps, each of which adds one independent
variable to thefequatlon. The independent variable added at each step of the
procedure is the ‘6ne which contributes most to the predictability of the
equation. The advantage of the stepwise regression is that it yields a good
approximation of the "best" set of predictors.
Several cautions concerning the use and interpretation of stepwise multiple
regression should be mentioned. Omne assumption of the multiple regression
model is perfect measurement in the predictor variables, i.e., that no error
* of measurement eXists in the data. when this condition is not met, the
calculated coefficients tend to be underestimates of the parameter values; that
is, the apparent contribution of a predictor variable to variance in the outcome
measurement may be less than 1ts.$rue‘contr1butlon. In the present case, since
error 'of measurément definitely QXlStS, the obtained regre551on coefficients ,
are conservative eotlmates of the true values. .
13

A second factor that may have an effect on the calculated results is.the way
in which missing data were handled for these analyses. The mean value of the
total sample was substituted for the missing values for those variables when
the mean was an interpretable statistic. This procedure tends to further
reduce the magnitude of the calculated regression coefficients, and makes the
estimation procedures even more conservative.

\ e » 0
Finally, the multiple regression technigue.used here was a linear model, and
such a model can explain only linear relationships. While llnear relationships
are extremely useful in summarizing data, and the largest component of most
behavioral relatlonshlps is usually linear, this by no means excludes other
components. In fact, there is substantial evidence that curvilinear relatlon-
ships exLSt between the predictor variables and the criterion variable 'in the .
present data. The effect of this curvilinearity is to lower the precision of
the obtained regression results. More sophisticated methods of analysis exist
to deal with such situations,- and these are being explored. However, it was
felt that th® multiple regression approach, being more intuitively meaningful
and interpretéble, would provide the best tool for initial exploration of the
data. - -
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To account at least in part for the non~linearity in the relationship between
pretest and posttest measures, and the potential interactive effect that this
non-linearity might have introduced in many of the equations, the analyses
were conducted. using subsets of students. Based on pretest performance,
students were separated into three analysis groups, the hlghest—achleVLng
25%, thé middle 50%, and the lowest 25%. This procedure made it possible to
examine possible ihteraction effects between independent variables and initial
achievement. (A variable could, for example, have a positive relationship

"with the outcome for the low group, no relationship for the middle group.

and a negative relationship in the high group.) This subgroup analysis also
provided for the fact that certain types of inst¥ructional programs or materials .
might not have worked equally well or in a similar manner for different kinds

of students. To. identify program variables that may have been important for

all students, regardless of lnltlal status, .analyses were also performed on

the total sample of students.’

P

C. RESULTS OF OVéRALL REGRESSION ANALYSES

The detailed results of the analyses are presented in" the Appendix, Tables A-31
through A-36. . These tables present, for eacli evaluation sample .and outcome
measure, a breakdown of the significant independent variables by grade level
and analysis subgroup (total, high-achieving, medium-achieving, and lowt
achieving). The significance of a particular variable is indicated by the
size of the Beta weight associated with that variable (shown in the corre-
sponding cell of the matrix). Values are shown in the tables for all analyses
in which the F-ratio was greater than 3.90 in the final regression equation.
Beta coefficients are reported for these analyses, because the dependent
variable was in the form of a residual score. , *
The discussion that follows summarizes patterns of significant relationships
between independent variables and outcomes, where those patterns show some
consistency across analy515 groups and grade levels. Isolated cases of a

significant relationship are not emphasized, since such results are too often b

spurious. The results are organized by the three major sample groupings (Pilot
elementary sample, Basic elementary sample, and Basic secondary sample).

§
1. PILOT ELEMENTARY SAMPLE

T

The principal funding of the Pilot sample analyses was a pattern of associations
Jbetween supplemental funds, the number of hours of mathematics lnstructlon, and
the reading and mathematics outcomes as measured by the achievement tests. A
particularly noteworthy result was that increases in supplemental funds for
reading were, associated with higher test scores in both mathematics and reading.
Potal time devoted to mathematics instruction was negatively related to reading
outcomes, but showed no relation to mathematics outcomes. The per-pupil regular
furids were positively associated with reading performance at the fourth-grade
level, but negatively associated across grades with mathematics performance.
Higher mathematics scores wére associated with lower pupil/teacher ratios and
with higher total school enrollments.
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“One fairly clear and potentially’ important pattern was found in the analyses

a .
No strong patterns. of associations were found between the reading and
mathematics outcomes and either the program or teacher characteristics used
in these analyses. One student-level item, which indicated whether students
felt they belonged in the school, showed a positive associaftion with mathe~
matics outcomes; that is, students who said they felt they belonged had

higher derived mathematics scores. 1In addition, the Pilot sample showed
associations between racial-ethnic group and reading scores; for' the average

_and better-thép—average pretest groups in the fourth and fifth grades, non-

minority students scored higher than minority students. There was no . ‘
association between racial/ethnic group and reading outcomes for the students
in the lowest quartile on pretest performance at these two grades, and no
association for any students at the third grade. Moreover, no associations-
between race/ethnicity and the residualized mathematics scores were found at
ényvgraqg level in these~P§lot samples. e

2. BASIC ELEMENTARY SAMPLE

A

”

of reading and mathematics outcomes for Basic elementary schools; this was in
the relationship between achievement test scores and extent of the school
activities associated with the desegregation process. For both the reading
and the mathematics analyses, there was a positive relationship between the
extent of these activities and the outcome variable for the third- and fourth-
grade levels. At the fifth grade, there was no association between these
activities and reading outcomes, and there was a negative association with the
math scores. N e
A negative relationship was found between the extent to which comprehension
skills were stressed in reading instruction, and reading scores for the average-
level students. In mathematics, higher scores were associated with increased
emphasis on diagnostic testing in the mathematics programs. Contrary to the
results from the Pilot sample, the Basic elementary data showed a weak pattern
of negative associations petween school enrollment and mathematics scores; that
is, larger total enrollment appeared to be associated with lower scores.

X

3. BASIC SECONDARY S$AMPLE

" The strongest and most policy-relevant relationship found in the secondary-

level samples was a pattern of positive associations between the amount of -
time spent in reading instruction and the reading achievement scores. This
pattern was strongest for the students in the lowest quartile on the pretest
performance, and was evident at all three grade levels, tenth through twelfth.
The second clearest pattern in these secondary grades was a positive relation-
ship between reading outcomes and school enrollments, particularly for students
who were average or above in pretest scores.

There was a moderatel§ clear pattern of positive .associations between the
student's sense of control over his circumstances and his outcome scores

in reading and mathematics. Students who felt their efforts would have a
substantial impact on what happened to théﬁ“Zended to have higher residual

achievement scores. This relationship was §'%onges€ for the students with
poor pretest performance. it '

-~ -

X-7

141




¢

Only one pattern of associaﬁions was found between program characteristics
and mathematics outcomes. This showed a negative relationship between mathe-
matics scores and the proportion of mathematics instruction devoted to puzzle—
and game-type activities.
D. IN-~-DEPTH STUDY OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN STUDENT OUTCOMES AND

DESEGREGATION ACTIVITIES

Section C, above, examined actual or hypothesized relationships between a
s1ngle type of outcome measure (fest performance) and a wide variety of
program dimensions. One of the strongest findings, for the third and fourth
grades of Basic elementary schools, was that desegregation-related school
activities were positively associated with achievement test scores. This
finding appeared of sufficient interest to warrant the use of further
exploratory analyses, for the purpose of examining possiBle explanatory
mechanisms underlying the apparent effects of desegregation-related Fetivities
on achlevement. The present section of this chapter summarizes the methodo-
logy and results of such additional analyses, all of which centered around
measures related to the desegregation objectivés of the ESAA Basic program.

/
Results reported here are based on analyses of Basic ﬂhlrd-grade data, because
of the larger 'sample size at that grade level. (Only Basic programs were con-—
sidered because the desegregation objectives were not pertinent to the Pilot
schools. Secondary-level data were excluded because of their poor quality; it
was found that .many of the questions used to collect data on ektent of classroom
1ntegratlon were inappropriate for high school classes.) Although prellmlnary
analyses at 'the fourth and fifth grades indicated trends generally similar to
those for the third grade, there were some differences in specific analyses.
For this reason, the third-grade results reported here should not be considered
totally generalizable to other grade levels. .
The analyses focused on, the student-level impact of school activities concerned
with desegregation, and on related attitudes of schoal authorities. They used
three indicators of the student's attitude toward education and his school as
criterion variables.* The first indicator was the response to an item asklng
if the student felt that he or she belonged to that school. The second variable
of  the ‘criterion set was a 'six-item composite indicating the extent to which
the student expressed a liking of his school. The third indicator was a
variable reflecting ‘the student's expressed expectation of how much additional
'educatloq he would obtain. -

¢« The basxq rationale for these analyses was that p051t1ve feellngs indicated
by these crlterlon vayiables were desirable outcomes in their own right, and
shoul uc\related to other desirable student outcomes, including achievement.
The exploratory procedures used a three-step statistical analysis to’ relate
the criterion variables to four other se;ﬁpoﬁ indicators. The first step
attempted to relate school administrative practices and actions to desegrega-
_tion-related- teacher attitudes. Specifically, it investigated the linear
relatioriship betweeh (1) 'a-set of -three indicators of teachers' attitudes

%

*A brief description of the construction of each variable or indicator referred
to in this discussion is given in the Appendix, Table A-37.
(,“ "
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toward desegregation issues and (2) another set of lndlcators of the actions
and attitudes of school admlnlstrators. .

The second step was concerned with interactions between Gistrict/school
variables and student interracial variables. It examlned relationships
between (1} the teacher-attitude indicators, plus indicators of the districts'
desegregation~related activities and of principals' and superintendents'
attitudes, and (2) three measures of the extent of interracial activity among .
the students. ' 4

The third step of the analysis dealt with possible effects of district, school,
and student-level desegregation-related variables on student attitudes toward
school. It investigated the relationships between (1) the criterion measures
of student attitudes toward school and (2) the combined indicators of the

other four sets of variables (i.e., extent of student interracial activity,
teacher attitudes, principal and superintendent attitudes, and district and ’
school deségregation-related activities). The relatlonshlp of the students’ -
attitudes to their mathematics and reading test scores was not dlrectly
examined in this set of analyses, although it seems logical that improved
attitudes might have led to improved achievement; subseguent analyses based

on Tongitudinal data will specifically explore this premise.
;

k4
1.

1. METHODQLOGY
. o .-
The statistical procedure used for the analysis reported here was canonical
correlation. The canonical correlational model is a procedure for examining
the relationship between two sets of variables with each set having two or
more variables. Given two such sets of variables, e.g., Set A and Set B,
the canonical correlation yields the linear combination of variables in Set A
that produces the highest correlation with any possible linear combination of
variables in Set B. The linear combinations of the variables in each set are
expressed in a form like that of the standardized regression model,~ The
correlations of these linear combinations with statistics reflecting the
probabilities of such correlations, are given as outputs of the procedure.
For example, in the first step of the analysis described below, one of the
sets of variables included the desegregation-related actions of the school
and district, the index of the superintendent's attitude toward desegregation,
and the index -of the 'principal's attitude toward desegregation. * The other
set of variables included the three indices of the teacher's attitude. The
canonical correlational analysis yielded the coefficients of the linear
combination of school actions, superintendent attitude, and principal attitude
measures that had the highest correlation,with any linear combination of the
" teacher attitude measures.
Several factors recommended the use of.canonical‘correlations for these
analyses. A first consideration involved the nature of the items and indices
used. The analyses are primarily concerned with relationships among concepts
that are operationally defined by the five sets of measures used. No single
variable seemed to be adequate as a specification of the concepts involved,
hence a model relating sets of variables was appropriate. The canonical
correlation mode s developed for this kind of analysis. Models involving
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3tructural ‘equations did not appear warranted, given the absence of any strong
a priori conceptual models for these data. , . \

+Since most of the items used in these analyses are defined at district, school,

or teacher level, the analyses used the school as the unit of analysis.

2. RESULTS

-
.

The first step in the canonical analysis focused on relationships between

(1} attitudes of the teaching staffs toward ESAA programs (i.e., desegrega-
tion~related programs), and (2) the position of the school offlclals as .
indicated by district actions and by the self-reported attitudes of adminis-

trative personnel. While no direct causal relatedness was ‘necessarily assumed,

some consistency of the teachers' attitudes with the actions and attitudes of
administrators was Qggected. Such consistency might be the product of many
factors, including, possibly, & causal impact of *higher-level actions and -
attitudes on teachers. Conversely, the absence of such consistency might’
indicate a serious conflict in beliefs within the school.

Table IX-1 shows the result of the canonical correlational analvsis for, three
sets of variables using the aggregated schogl-level data from the third-grade
Basic sample. This is interpreted as showing those linear composites of the
two groups of variables that yielded theagyghest correlation. Thus, a
compositeé school action/attitude index wag obtained for each school by summing
the products of the values of each ‘variable and their apprdpriate factors
(e.g., the value of 'the index of desegregation multiplied by .1ll, plus the
percentage of minority teachers multiplied by .42, etc.). In a similar way ,

a composite teacher-attitude index was calculated for each school. The
resulting composites were correlated with a r = 0.48.

- . ‘

TABLE IX-1. CANONICAL CORRELATIONS: SCHOOL
ACTIONS WITH TEACHER ATTITUDES

Canonical ‘ - . Degrees of
Correlation Chi-Square ) Freedom
- .48 35.26° 12

t

School Actions

District Desegrégation-Related Activities a1
! District Percentage Minority Teachers . .42
Superintendent Attitudes . .90
¢ Principal Attitudes .24 )

Teacher Attitudes

‘feacher Attitudes: Compensatory Education .54
Teacher Attitudes: Cultural Enrichment .00
Teacher Attitudes: Integration , .61
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These results show the general consistency anticipated bztween school actions
and teacher attitudes. The relative magnitude of the coefficient within a
given composxte is an approximate indication of the importance of the variable
in the composxte. Thus the composxte made up of the 'school actions and the
prlhc1pal and superintendent. attltudes was domlnated by the superintendent-
attitude measures. The percentage of mlnorlty teachers in the district

and the principal-attitude /measures were of somewhat lesser importance.

The variable indicating the extent of the district activities to smooth

" the desegregatioh process contributed fairly little to the composite.

High scores on the coméosite of teacher attitudes primarily reflected scores
on the integration-deéegregation index and a belief in the efficacy of

the compensatory education programs. The teacher's belief in the
effectiveness of cultural enrichment programs showed no .contribution.
Overall, these results indicate that the major element in the consistency
between the two sets of variables was the similarity of the attitude toward
desegregation on the part of the teachers and thé school superintendents.
Similar analyses for the other elementary grade levels in the Basic schools
tended to confiyxm this result.

-
\

The second step in the analyses was centered on ‘the relationship betwéen
(1) the combined school staff's attitudes and actions, and (2) measures of
the extent of integration of the pupils within the school settings. As in
the previpus step, aTconsxstency was antxcxpated More extensive and more
successful integration of’ pupils would be expected in those schools where
the staff had positive attitudes toward these outcomes. X

The results of the\canonical correlational analysis of these relationships
are shown in Table IX-2. One set of variables was the combination of a%l
seven measures examined in the previous analysis (i.e., the two measures

of school actions, the three teacher-attitude measures, and the indices of
the superintendent's and the principal's attitude toward desegregation). The
other set included three indicators of the extent of inter~ethnic relation-
ships among the students themselves. Two of these inter-ethnic measures
reflected the teacher's assessment of the extent of the intergroup activity,
of the sample 'students. One measurg indicated the extent of the inter-
action of the student with students of other ethnic groups in class
discussions and projects.’ This measure was an indicator of the amount of
such 1nteractlons in recreational activities at the school. The third «
measure ih this set was an index of the' extent of friendly interactions
between Black and White students in the school as a whole. (The measure

of the extent of'interactions between Spanish-~descent and Anglo students
could not be used because 1t was inapplicable to more than’ half the sample
schools.)

Both canonical variates in Table IX~2‘showed some degree of bipolarity. For
the composite of the measures of within~school student integration, a high
score seemed to reflect increased inter-ethnic interaction in the classroom
setting, and a lower score indicated more interactions in plby activities.
The moderate~to-high positive coefficient for thé measure of Black-White

91.413;
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interactions would seem to indicate that these interactions most often .
occurred in the formal classroom settings.¥ .

TABLE IX-2, CANONICAL CORRELATIONS OF SCHOOL ACTION
AND STAFF ATTITUDES WITH CLASSROOM INTEGRATION,

Canonical ) Degrees of y
~ | Correlation .« Chi-Square Freedom ’
0.77 - ' 103.23 21

School Actions and Staff Attitudes

«

District Desegregation-Related Activities -0.01
District Percentage Minority Teachers .o -0,07
Superintendent Attitudes, 0.74 -
Principal Attitudes ) =0.24
Teacher Autitudes: Compensatory Education 0.36
«Teacher Attitudes: Cultural Enrichment 0.02

Teacher Attdtudes: Integration 0.08

ClassroomgIntegration.

W

Student Interracial Interactions: Recreation 0.17
Student Interracial Interactions: Classroom 0.72
Black and White Student Interactions 0.56

£ .

The meaning of the composite of school actions and staff attitudes is best
described by the high scores of this variate. High scores reflected pro-
integration/desegregation attitudes on the part of the superintendent and
a belief in the effectiveness of the compensatory programs by the teachers.
The low end of this éﬁ%posite measure was less clearly defined, but it
appeared to be associated with principal attltudes that were favorable to
desegregation. !

Considered together, the two canonical composites suggest that schools with
relatively more intergrouplactivity within the formal instructional sessions

*The presence of this bipolar scale should not be interpreted to imply that
more classroom intergroup activity means less recreational intergroup behavidr
and vice versa. The high positive correlation between these two' measures

(r = 0.85) shows this is not the case. Rather, this should be interpreted

to mean that the part of these measures of intergroup act1v1tles that is
accounted for by the composite is related in a bipolar manner to the composite
of the other variables. “
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tended to ha?e a superintendent and teachers with more favorable'attitudes |
toward integration/desegregation. In schools where the principal had |
relatively favorable attitudes toward desegregation, there tended to be |
more informal interaction among students of differing ethnic groups. It N
must be emphasized, however, that these canonical analyses do not necessarily

show direct causal relationships. They simply demonstrate one possible set

of linear associations, and do not specify the structure or direction of any
“interactions.

The third step of the canonical analysis focused on the degree of association N
between (1) a set of variables combining all the measures used in the prior

two analyses, and (2) a set of three measures of the student's satisfaction

with, and his expectations of, his school experlences. The first set was

composed of two measures of desegregation-related school actions, measures

of staff attitudes related’ to ESAA~type programs, and three indices of the

extent of integration of students of- different groups in the school

activities. The composites of these variables reflected some of the major

features of the school environment which forfted the educatlonal context for

the student. - . .

The second set of variables consisted of an index of the extent of additional
schooling the student expected, a measure of his feeling of belonging in, the
school, and an index of student's liking of his school experiences. Pos*txve
values for these variables presumably reflected desirable student outcomes,
and these outcomes, in turn, might logically Le expected to influence and
interact with other desired student outcomes, including achievement. .
Table IX~3 shows that the two composite measures were highly correlated
(r = 0.90) and that the relationship was strongly positive; that is, the major }
coefficients were positive. The composite of the context measures was pri- f
marily a function of the index of the teacher's belief in the value of
compensatory programs, the teacher's score on the integration- desegregatlon }
index, and the extent of the integration of the students in formal class-, /
room activities. The composite of the student variables was almost entlrely /
a function of the measured of the student's educational expectations,with the
student's liking for school contributing a very small positive component.

N \ !

The results suggest that a student's educational expectations may beiﬁtrongﬂy
influenced by the nature of the environment as determined by deaegregatlon-
related educational experiences. They further indicate that the teacher s
attitudes may be a particularly important component of this influence. Thls
interpretation was reinforced by similar findings for the other elementary |,
grade levels in the Basic samples. s “

3. SUMMARY
ks ‘ - v
* I
The canonical correlation analyses discussed here did not directly seek to
relate specific program characteristics to enhanced student achievement test
performance; had achievement been included in these analyses, they would have
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TABLE IX-3. CANONICAL CORRELATIONS OF SCHOOL. ACTION, STAFF ATTITUDES,
AND CLASSROOM INTEGRATION WITH STUDENT ATTITUDE TOWARD SCHOOL

A\ p
Canonical 5 Degrees of ) P
Correlation - Chi-square Freedom //f/
i - ” T X e
© 0.90 144.92 30 ~
r : -
School Actions, Staff Attitudes, and Classroom Intégration
District Desegregation-Rel teﬂ(;ctivities - 0.08
District Percentagefgiparf%; Teachers 0.07
Superintendent Attitddes . 0.18-°
_ Principal Attitudes ‘ 0..03
; ' Teacher Aé%;kﬁaes. Compensatéry Education = 0.60
/ / Teache{/& itudes: Cultural Enrichment ‘ -0.07
/ / Teacher” Attitudes: Integration 0.41
/ S;uaent Interracial Interactions: Recreation -0.21
/ > / -~~~ Student Interracial Interactions: Classroom 0.32
///j,f Black and White Student Interactions ' -0.11
Pl Student Attitudes Toward School
/‘ !
Students' Feeling of Belonging 0.00
. Student's Liking for School 0.11
Student's Educational Expeq ations 0.92

] / »
been largely redundant to the/ overall exploratory analyses (i.e., Yegression
analyses) reported in Sectiop C of this chapter. Rather, the canonical
analyses investigated relationships among various levels of district,
school, tégcher, and studenz activities And attitudes presumed to be related
@Q to desegregation and integyation. The goal of these analyses was to seek
AN meaningful patterns of intér-variable relationships that might suggest
1, . possible causal linkages within a sequence ultlmately connecting program
) activities with student achievement.
: H
In summarizing the results of the canonical correlation analyses, it should
be noted that there were statistically significant and relatively consiitent

patterns of associations among sets of variables in each step of the analysis
reported above.

Although there was no direct evidence of causality, because of the non-
experimental nature of thz ahalytic design, the results are at least suggestive
S that (a) positive superintendent attitudes toward desegr egatlon were associated
" with positive teacher at 1tudes toward integration and compensatory education;
(b) positive superintend nt and teacher attitudes toward 1ntegratlon and

*
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compensatory education were associated with more frequent student interracial
interactions, particularly in classroom situationg; and (c) “positive
superintendent and teacher attitudes and frequent student interracial inter-
actions were associated with high educational expectations on .the part of
students and with students' liking for school.

Should these relationships be confirmed in subsequent analyses of the second-
year and third-year data, and especially should the positive student attitudes
be found related to highex test achievement, these findings will have clear
impiications for the design-and implementation of future ESAA-like programs.
Specifically, they will strongly suggest that positive ‘attitudes and activities
of district/school administrators and teachers, with respect to desegregation-
related issues, are important factors ip promoting positive student attitudes
toward school, and that these attitudes in turn favorably affect the students’
cognitive achievement. Even if the final linkage between student attitudes
and achievement should fail to be directly substantiated, it seems clear that
more positive interactions among students of different racial/ethnic groupsf
and more positive feelings toward school, are important outcomes in their

own right. In either event, there would appear to be suggestive evidence

that ESAA~like programs should place fairly strong emphasis on actiyities
designed to develop more positive attitudes toward desegregation within
administrators and teachers.




! CHAPTER X

" SUMMARY OF RESULTS

+
3

\ Before reviewing the major findings of the report, two important facts should
! be noted. First, this report deals only with the first year of ESAA imple-~
.  mentation (school year 1973-1974). Subsequent, reports will describe program
impact two and three years after initial implementation and cumulative impact -
over three school years. Second, because of difficulties in obtaining outcome
i data that might more directly reflect desegregation activities in the first
| year of the study, the present report is based on a single set of criterion
1 measures: achievement test scores in reading and mathematics. Criterion
| data collected for the second and third years' evaluations will include
megsures ‘of racial climate and of reduction in minority-group isolation, in
addition to the achievement scores.

! The remainder of this chapter first summarizes some of the more relevant
characteristics of the sample districts and schools, including the racial/
ethnic compositions of their t£.affs and student bodies, and the desegregation
activities of districts having Basic programs. Descriptive data on the back-

- grounds and needs of sample studénts are then presented, followed by infor-
mation on funding allocations and other program characteristics in the sample
districts and schoels. Finally, results of analyses of the sample students'

: gains in achievement test ,scores are summarized and interpreted.

A. CHARACTERISTICS OF SAMPLE DISTRICTS AND SCHOOLS

The first-year evaluation samples included 76 Basic elementary schools
(treatment plus control), 30 Basic secondary-schools, and 62 Pilot elemen-—
tary schools in 80 ESAA-funded school districts. For the combined samples,
over half the districts were in the Southeast and South Central regions of
the country; there were no sample sites in New England or in the Western
Mountain region (Colorado, Montana, etc.).
Each sample was drawn from an evaluation universe that was defined to maxi-
mize the study's ability to meet major evaluation objectives. (See Chapter I
for a summary of study objectives, and Chapter II for details of the site- .
selection procedures.) Sampling procedures were designed to ensuxe that all
samples were fully representative of their respective evaluation universes.
Relatively little information is available concerning the extent to which the

' samples were representative of the total universes of Pilot and Basic ESAA
awards. With respect to regional distribution, the sample districts were
highly representative of the ESAA award universe. That is, the number of sample

-
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Sltes in different reglons was strongly correlated with the number of grant
awards to those regions. However, because of the emphasis on obtalnlng matched
pairs of schools and adequate samples of students within each district, small
districts tended to be eliminated; as a result, the sample districts wer n
the average, larger than the universe of ESAA districts. 1In addition, GE*;Ee
Basic districts tended to have poorer matchlng of racial/ethnic proportlons at

"the district, school, and class levels than the universe of districts ‘receiving

Basic grant awards. . . //_‘

The racial/ethnic composition of sample Pilot schools (by deflnltlon minority-
lsolated) showed predominant,minority-student enrollm¢nt, while sample Basic
schools in general were about evenly divided in overall majority/minority-group
rcpresentation among students. In both Basic and Pilct schools, the percentages

" of mlnorlty—group teachers and administrators were consistently lower than the

percentages of minority-group students. There was a better correspondence
between staff racial/ethnic composition and student body. racial/ethnic’ compo-
sition in sample Pllot proqrams than in the Basic programs.

PR /S
There was a considerably higherxr average,pefEentage of economically disadvantaged
students (defined in terxrms of eligibility for participation in Title I programs)
in sample Pilot schools (59%) than in sample Basic elementary (39%) and secondary
(30%) schools. Community involvement, as indicated by the percentage of paid
paraprofessional and clerical staff drawn from community resources, was greater
in Pilot and Basic elementary scbdbls than in Basic secondary schools.

Decision-making within the sample dlstrlcts was relatlvely decentralized for
decisions concerning classroom curricula and medla, parents and students, as
well as teachers and administrators, reportedly participated in such decisions
in a fifth of the elementary schools and half the secondary schools. Decisions
concerning budget expenditures were typically shared by a considerably more
exclusive group, with very little parent or student involvement. Finally,
personnel decisions were usually limited to participation by district and
school administrators. A

Elements of district desegregation plans most frequently reported by superin-
tendents in the Basic sample districts wexe bussing of students from other areas
and draw1ng of new school bounddries to provide for desegregation. Assignment
of pupils by geographic attendance area was more likely to occur in districts
characterized by moderate or high percentages of minority students. Bussing

of students to achieve greater racial balance was more likely to occur in

districts that had small percentages of minority students or small total-

enrollment sizes. There was also some evidence that bussing was associated
with districts that had grecter racial balance (higher Desegregation Index
values). In those districts that used bussing, it appears that larger per-
centages of minority students than non-minority students were bussed.

Overall, the amount of desegregation that took place during ESAA Year I was
small; this was not unexpected, "since most of the Basic award districts had
been desegregating thelr schoo), systems for twe or more years prior to the
creation of the ESAA program However, 20% of the sample districts did achieve

) relatively large reductions in minorityigroup isolation during the evaluation

year.
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Treatment-control comparisons wiﬁhin the Pilot and Basic sample groups showed
virtually no differences in any sociodemographic dimension, indicating con-
siderable success of the-eValuation in randomizing treatment and control
school assignments to geet the experimental condition of the sampling design.

1

B. STUDENT BACKGROUNDS AND NEEDS -

v

Samble students were almost evenly divided between males and females. Within
the Pilot sample, approximately 68% of the students were categorized as Black
by their teachers, 15% were of Spanish background, and about 13% were White.
In the Basic elementary sample, roughly 44% of the students were Black, 8%
of Spanlsh background, and 45% White. Of the Basic secondary students, 45%
were Black, 54% were jihite, and only .6% were of Spanish backaround. The
small percentage of %;anlsh-background students at the secondary level may,
in part, refleg& a higher dropout rate among that group in high school;. in
addition, the §3mple did not include ‘any large districts in areas of the
country with sizable proportlons of Spanlsh-background students.

The academic needs of the sample students were clearly evidenced by their
pretest performance on the achievement tests in reading and mathematics.
Though performance varied somewhat across-grade levels and across evaluation
samples, all of the mean ccores were well below the 50th percentile, with
the bulk lying between the 1l6th and 37tk percentiles®™swReading vocabulary
and mathematlcs concepts were particularly weak areas for the sample students
in both Basic and Pilot programs. These results appear to—%nd‘cate that the
ESAA grant award process led to selection of needy districts and schools, and
that the schools selected needy students to partigipate in the local ESAA
programs. It was impossible to detexrmine, however, whether the selected
schools and students'were the most needy in the participating districts.

Most sample students were also‘socioeconomicalli disadvantaged. Fewer than
half of the students' parents were reported to have completed high school,
and a large percentage of parents had unskllled jobs. On the average, o'
families of minority students were more disadvantaged than those of non-
minority students. v
t Y -
ecause of ﬁhe random selection procedures uséd to select students, the’
anples of s%gdents can be assumed representative of ESAA—ellglble students
the selected grade levels in the sample ‘schools. Tyreatment ‘and control
gkxoups were guite effectively matched, as ev1d§3?€ﬂ'§§xthe almost total
ahsence of 51gn1fmcant dj ferenges between those groups on demographic
variables or on pretest(scores.

.

Y ~

Qc. ROGRAM CHAP.ACTERIS](ICS‘ .

N \ ,
Particular emﬁﬁasis was placed on funding- allocations of the school programs
because of the importance of expendlture data in the design of the evaluation.
Informatlo“ was collected on all expenditures in both treatment and control

schools, since ‘enalyses of ESAA expenditures alone would be meaningless without

knowledge of the total buggetary context.
Sam districts had average total per-pupil expenditures of $1,343, and
average‘supplemental per-pupll allocations of $460. At the school level,

- A
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the average per-pupil total expenditures were $1,031 for the Pilot sample, ) L
$994 for Basic elementary schools, and $879 for Basic secondary schcols.

The total supplemental funding levels were $238 per pupil for the Pilot

sample, $120 for the Basic elementary sample, and $32 .for the Ba51c secondary

sample. .
ESAA funding, a key variable in this study, ranged from a high:of $231 per
pupil for the Pilot treatment schools to a low of $60 .per pupil in the Basic
secondary treatment schools. The pattern of allocation of ESAA funds within
schools was somewhat different than that of non-ESAA supplemental funds. At
the elementary level, a larger portion of ESAA money than of other supple-
mental money was used for a cluster of activities that included counseling
and guidancey community activities, intercultural relations programs, etc.
In contrast, non-ESAA supplementary funds were focused more heavily than ;)
ESAA funds on reading activities. At the secondary level, ESAA funds were

concentrated more hgavily (relative to non-ESAA funds) on reading, and non-

ESAA funds emphasized mathematics more strongly.

Local Pilot programs were supposed to focus entirely on improvement of basic
skills, and approximately two-thirds of the Pilot funds overall were repor-
tedly spent on activities directly addressing that objectxvg.' The remaining
third of the funds were committed to a varié&y of supportive activities such
as individual and group counseling and guidance of students, new curriculum kY
development, cgmmunity activities, and administrative costs.. More detailed Y
study is needed to determine the degree of relevance of those supportive .
activities to improvement of basic skills. In Basic elementary and secondary
schools the allocation of funds acrogs the three major application areas (read-
ing, mathematics, and "other" activities including desegregation-related activi-
ties) appears reasonable in light of the Basic program's Congressional mandate to
pursue desegregation-related goals as well as basic skills lmprovemen%ﬁp

~———
A fundamental premise of the evaluation's experlmental de51gn was that a~
treatment school's ESAA funding would cons;1tute an increment over and above
the funding level of a matched control school. The validity of this premise .
was examined by the use of paired t-tests on~fhe total per-pupil supplemental
funding levels. (It was assumed that regular funding was constant across
schools within a district, and thus the only variability in total funding
would be in the supplemenhtal funding.)

A statistically significant funding difference in favor of the treatment -
schools was found for the Basic elementary and Basic secondary samples, but
not for the Pilot sample. Only about a third of the Basic treatment schools . ’
had a per-pupil funding level exceeding the level in the matched control P
schools by more than 5%. Though the educational interpretation of this level N
of funding increment is highly judgmental, it is certainly not clear that a "
5% dlffefenthl should be expected’ to bring dramatic changes ih student
achievement. . *

y .

s

Patterns of supplgmental fund allocation were compared for the treatment and
control groups. At the elementary-school level, the percentages of funds allo-
cated to the reading, mathematlcs, and\"other" categories (e.g., counsellng,

intercultural activities) were similar for the, treqtment and control groups.

k)
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For both groups, funds were focused most heavily in the reading area. At
the secondary level, the trea%ment schools placed heavier concentration of
funds 1u reading, whlle the control schools. placed more funds in the "other"
area.

N ~y T -
Presumably ghe effectiveness of ESAA funds or of any other school funds
‘depends on those funds are applled to resources, and on the goals and

- operating characteristics of the school programs. Data on these program
characteristics were colleqteﬂ’for both treatment and control schools, and
for both .regular and remedial instruction.

- %

w;ihin the sample elementary schools, inservice training was most heavily
focused on reading, with about 50% of the sample teachers participating.
Training in the instruction of the disadvantaged had the lowest rate of
teacher participation (about 20%). Basic secondary schools reported less
inservice training overall than elementary schools, but placed proportionately
greater -emphasis on training associated with intergroup relations.

o L d

At the elementary school level, most teachers had the bachelor's degree, and ,
from 14% to 26% (depending on the subsample) had master's degrees. In sample
secondary schools, almost half of the teachers had advanced degrees. The

percentages of minority staff members were con51stently lower than the corre-
sponding-percentages of minority students.

In sample elementary schools, remedial reading teachers were more fiequently
available than any other type of specialized support staff, while at the
secondary level, the relatlvely ‘small number of remedial teachers was evenly
divided between the reading and math areas. Aides were more frequently avail-
ablenin Pilot programs than in Basic programs,

By far, the majority of treatment-control comparisons showed no significant
differences in avallablllty of resources. The more important exceptions to -
this rule were that (a) in the Basic elementary sample, treatment schools had
greater availability of inservice training and of teacher aides for reading

and math instruction, and (b) in'the Basic secondary sample, more txeatment

group teachers‘thap control group teachers participated in intercultural

training sessions. . .

More detalled data were collected on specific characterlstlcs of the reading
and math programs, with particular emphasis on the amount of student exposure
to different types of instruction. Sample Pllot students received sllgptly
greater average total weekly exposure in reading instruction (11l.4 hours)

than sample Basic elementary students (10.3 hours). [Exposure to math instruc-
tion was similar for.the Pllgt (8.1 hours) and Basic elementary samples (8.0
hours) At the secondary ‘'level, total weekly exposure to reading instruction
was 8.1 hours, and exposure to math activities was 5.7 hours.

Regular reading programs emphasized objectives related to improving compre- .
hen51oh skllls and basic word techniques; remedial reading programs stressed

those same skilds but &T5c”focused heavily on development of sensory-perceptual
motor skills. Both regular and remedial math programs emphasized objectives in

math concepts and operations, and gave considerable priority to efforts to ¥
increase student motivation to learn math.

-
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The size of most regular elementary-level 1nstruct10nal classes in reading
and math ranged from 21 to 25 students, at thé secondary level, the classes
were slightly larger. Remedial classes were somewhat smaller (16 to 20
students), and there was greater emphasis on individualized instruction.

Treatmeht-control comparisons were made on a large number of variables related
to thé“reading and math instruction, and in most instances no significant
differences were found. -One exception, however, was that in sample Pilot
programs, treatment students spent a larger percentage of their time than
control students being tutored by an older person. Also, /in sample Basic
elementary programs, instructional class 'size was significantly smaller in
treatment schools than in control schools.

Many of the sample schools reported some fcrm of intercultural and counseling
activities. In both Pilot and Basic elementary sample schools, the heaviest
concentration was on cultural enrichment programs, followed by field trips and
group counseling activities. At the secondary level, there was heavy emphasis_
on field trips and individual and group counsellng, Jollowed by cultural en-
richment and interracial programs, /
Within sample elementary schools receiving ESAR funds, a consistent relation-
ship was found between students’ pretest scores on the achievement subtests
.and amount of exposure given to the students in different areas of academic
content. This relationship indicated that, at least at a gross level, the
ESAA programs were appropriately focusing their instructional efforts in the
areas of greatest student needs. .

]

D. STUDENT GAINS IN ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES

Two sets of analyses were performed to assess the overall gains of students
in the evaluation samples. Fixst, test scores of the paired treatment (ESAA-
funded) and control (non-ESAA) schools were compared, in an attempt to identify
possibie aifferential effects of the ESAA funding. Second, the test scores of
the total evaluation samples {(combined treatment and control schools) were
ekamined to determine whether the overall pretestoposttuat gains were greater
than might have been predlcted on the basis of prior normative data.

| Wwith respect to the treatment-control comparisons, no evidence was found of
overall differences in achievement test scores. Such an outcome was mot——
surprising, in view of the brief span of pregram. operation; the average pre-
test-posttest interval was only slightly more than five moriths, and many of the
programs had just barely become operational at pretest time. Furthermore--
.and perhaps in part reflecting the early formative stage of the ESAA programs--
there were few differences in the treatment and control programs themselyes
that might have led to an expectation of significant outcome differences.
Treatment-controL differences in total per-pupil funding were not significant
in the Pilot.sample; while statistically significant in the Basic samples,

the actual amount:of the funding dlfference exceeded 5% of the control-school
allocations 1n only about a third of'the sample districts. Finally, although
significant treatment control differences were found in a few dimensions of
the schools' operational programs, these were few in number consxderlng'the
many different combinations of variables on which comparisons were made. In
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short,” there was little evidence, overall, that the treatment schoolé weYye
‘markedly- différent than their paired control schools.

N
.

In the analyses of achievement test gains'in‘the combined treatment and

-1 control schools, the results were encourxaging, but difficult to interpret.
"Expected" gains, were defined according to three different criteria.

One criterion represented the gain necessary for a student who scored

at the median (50th percentile) on the pretest to maintain that.same

relative position on the posttest; determination of this criterion gain was
based on the test publisher's national norms for a sample of the general
population of students at the grade levels of interest. The second criterion,
also based on thé publisher's national normative datd, represented the gain
_necessary for eéach student in the ESAA evaluation sample to maintain his same
melat}ve position (whatever that was) from pretest to posttest. The third
criterion attempted to take into account the tendency of disadvantaged

students to gain in achievement at slower rates than the general population

as a whole. To define this third criterion, empiiical data from the earlier
restandardization testing were used to establish overall growth rates for
disadVantaged students (as defined by the-xestandakdlzatlon sample of ESAA~ -
erlglble students); those rate values were then used. as scale factors in a v
downward adjustment of the gains required to meet criterion (1 e., to -
maintain a-median position).

~
L -

These three criteria represent somewhat different levels of difficulty, with
- the first criterion (maintaining the 50th percentile) being generally the
most stringent because it is based on the overall population of students
rather than on a subsample of disadvantaged students. The use of the three
criteria is extremely speculative, as it involves unsubstantiated assumptions
concerning.the shape of the growth curves within and across school years.
Thus, any results from analyses using the criteria must be interpreted with .
extreme caution, and should be regarded only as suaggestive of general trends.
Given these constraints, the 2nalyses (which used Bayeslan techniques to allow e
1nd1v1dua1 program comparisons) appear to indicate that the sample students
' (treatment plus control) overall made gains at least as large as might have
been "expected"-on the basis of.the two "disadvantiged" criteria (second and
third criteria), and, for some conditions approached the more demanding
SOth~percentile criterion. The numbers of schools reaching or exceeding
criterion varied with the achievement subtest involved as well as with the
specific gain’ criterion used. At the elementary level overall, much larger
gainswere-made .(i.e., larger numbers of schools met the criteria) in math -
than in readlng. Basic schools tended to make larger gains than Pllot schools,
but the differences were not dramatic. In the reading area, greater gains
were made 1n‘comprehen510n than in vocabulary.

Additional analyses were performed examining gains aggregated across all

- schools Tather than by matched pairs of schools; these analyses did not
use Bayesian techniques but simply compared the ‘observed and "expected"
gains. Results were quite consistent with those of the Bayesian analyses,
and again indicated that gains were generally larger than anticipated for
disadvantaged students.




How'should the results of the analyses .of overall gains (in treatment plus

control schools) be interpreted? One possible inference is that the ESAA

funds, added to the general pool of dollars available to the sample districts,
allowed the districts to increase the total sypplemental budgets, of control

schools as well as treatment schools (e.g., by giving- more of the Title I .
funds to the control schools), and thereby helped to enhance achievement .
in both treatment and dontrol schools.  However, another tenable inference

is that the results of the Bayesian, analyses are artifacts of sampling

or measurement errors, or simply reflect the use of unwarranted assumptions

about the shapes of "expected" learning curves. .The first-year data simply

do not provide a suitable basis for moving beyond the conjectural stage \
with respect to the overall gains of the evaluation sample. It is hoped

that later analyses of the second and third years' data will help at least

to elimipate some of the alternative explanatlons, assuming that the same

general pattern of results is Found.

-
s »~

E. RELATIONSHIPS AMONG ACHIEVEMENT SCORES, STUDENT VARIABLES,
AND PROGRAM VARIABLES

Linear regression analyses were performed to explore relationships among
student characteristics, staff and program chanacteristics,'and achievement
test scores. Before summarizing the more interesting results of these
analyses, it is important to stress certain limitations in the analytic
design that affect the interpretation of the findings. First, the regression
analyses were not based on a true experimental design. Neither sc@ools nor
students were randomly assigned to the different treatment conditions being
compared. As a consequence, it is quite possible that observed relationships
may be artltacts of the samples involved in these analyses. For example, if
‘program trait "¥" were found associated with higher reading scores, this
might simply reflect'the fact that, coincidentally, schools with trait "X"
also had students who received more home support for their reading studies.

The second constraint on interpretation of the regression analyses results )*
is that nothing in these analyses can be interpreted as evidence of causal

relationships between program variables and achievement test measures. The ' .
analyses yield estimates of the degree of association among variables, but .
they do not provide any information about whether changes in one set of
variables (e.g., instructional procedures) cause changes in another set
(achievement test scores).

Finally, in no case was a relationship found statistically 51gn1f1cant at

all grade levels and for all test measures; however, the results summarized
below involve relationships that were found across enough different grade
levels and test criterion measures to be interpretable as showing some
moderately consistent trend. For summarization purposes the general trends

are described below, but readers must refer to the more detailed discussions

in the earlier chapters to ascertain the breadth and consistency of those
trends. .

Turning now to the results of the regression analyses, one finding of interest
in the Pilot elementary sample was a positive relationship between level' of
supplemental funding for reading instruction and achievement scores in both
reading and mathematics. One possible interpretation of this finding is that
a greater focus of supplemental funds on reading instruction had beneficial
effects that generalized over both reading and mathematics achievement gains.

~
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Such a .generalization to mathematics would not be surprising, since mathematics
instruction is heavily dependent on the students' mastery of language skills.

Should this causal interpretation be valid, there would seem to be clear policy
implications for future ESAA and ESAA-like programs conducted in the context of
minority-isolated elementary schools: where the improvement of academic test
performance is an important program goal, supplemental funding should be heavily
focused on the improvement of reading instruction. BAs implied by the .
general caution given above, however, there is no empirical data for
inferring a causal relationship between funding level for reading instruc-
tion and test peérformance. ’
A second finding, again in the Pilot elementary sample, was that lower
.pupil/teacher, ratios and higher total school enrollments were associated

with higher mathematics test scores. If one were to assume an Gnderlying
causal relationship, the fact that pupil/teacher ratio and size of school
enrollment "affedted"-qnlxﬁs;bhemgtics test scores could be explained on

the theory that mathematics”scores were potentially more sensitive to
differences in program approaches than reading scores. Reading scores are
known to be heavily influenced by students' experiences outside the class-
room, whereas mathematics scores have typically been found more responsive to
variations in the formal classroom instruction. Again, however, there was

no direct evidence of causality, .and the relationship found here could -
easily be "explained" by -a large number of alternative interpretations.

s

[y

In Basic elementary schools where, unlike the Pilot ‘schools, a major program
goal was the improvement of interracial relations, certain program character-
istics related to desegregation were Found associated with achievement scores.’
At the third and fourth grades, schools that had a higher frequency of

school activities related to the desegregation process (elg.; frequency of
public meetings, media presentations, and staff meetings concerned with inter-
racial_interactions)_also .tended to have higher achievement scores in both
reading and mathematics. This finding is of special interest bécause of Its -
parallel to certain findings in a previous study of the Emergency School
Assistance Program (ESAP).* In that study, which dealt with a program quite
similar to ESAA, certain indicators of positive racial atmosphere in the
schools were positively associated witly achievement gains at both the fifth

and tenth ¢.ades. A relationship was a%so found in the ESAP evaluation between
school integration (as measured by racial composition within schools) and
achievement scores. Thus, both studies seem to suggest that some form of
relationship exists between variables associated with integration and racial
attitudes, and student achievement test scores-~but in neither study was there
any direct basis for interpretipg the causal nature of that association.

another finding in the Basic elementary sample was a positive relationship
in some of the subsamples between the frequency of diagnostic testing by the
teacher and the students' achievement test gains in mathematics. This
relationship, though neither as strong nor as consistent as those described
above, is of interest because. it was one of the few associations of even
moderate strength involving specific instructional techniques. One may

*The National Opinion Research Center. Southern Schools: An Evaluation of
the Effects of the Emergency School Assistance Program and of School Desegre-
gation. University of Chicago. R ’
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speculate that the more frequent use of diagnostic tests enabled teachers

to pinpoint learning deficiencies:of students and -thereby to remedy'these

deficiencies more effectively. Should this finding be substantiated in some

future study under more experimentally-controlled conditions, it -would argque

strongly that ESAA-like programs should establish guidelines and train

teachers to.make frequent and systematic use of diagnostic tests, ‘ .
‘

The strongest relationship found in Basic secondary schools was a pattern of
positive associations between the amount of time spent in reading instruction’
and the reading achievement scores. This pattern was strongest for .students
in thée lowest quartile on pretest performance,—and -was- ev1dent .in all three
grade levels, tenth through twelfth. Given the usual caveats concerning
attributions of causality in purely associative analyses, ‘this finding seems ) \
to suggest that greater student exposure to reading activities may have led to /
enhanced reading performance. Should a causal relationship be demonstrated in
future studies, this unsurprising finding would clearly support a recommendation
that programs provide as much student exposure as possible to reading instruc-
tion. :

v F. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN STAFFS' DESEGREGATION-RELATED ATTITUDES AND
STUDENT ATTITUDES .

.0

As a result of the observed relationship between desegregation-related school
activities and achievement scores in the Basic elementary sample, additional
exploratory analyses were performed to examine the relationship between
desegregation-related activities and attitudes at the classroom, school,

and district levels, and student attitudes toward education and school. ol
Canonical correlation methods were used to examine the degree of association
S amongusetsQof_Mariablesju;;h:ee_ggnceptual.s;ageslin the tracing of the . _ _
influence of desegregation-related attitudes and activities. At the first
stage, favorable actions and attitudes of district administrators toward desegre-

gation were found associated with positive (pro-integration) teacher attitudes

on desegregation-related issues. In the second Stage of analysis, a greater .
degree -of positive interracial activity among students was found in districts and
schools that had favorable teacher and superintendent attitudes toward integration
and greater frequency of desegregation-related district activities. Finally, in
the third stage, more positive attitudes toward school and toward théir own
educational futures were found in students in schools with greater amounts of
student interracial activity, more positive teacher and superintendent

attitudes on desegregation issues, and more fregquent desegregation-related
district and school activities. The overall pattern of these analyseés

suggests strong contextual effects Of attitudes and activities related to
desegregation in the classroom and school on the attitudes and expectations

of students. Students' .educational expectations, in particular, may be )
strongly influenced by the nature of the educational environment, and teachers'
attitudes may be a particularly important component of this environment. Al=-
though a linkage between positive student attitudes and enhanced academic

S .achievement might reasonably be hypothesized,. such.a linkage was_not directly
tested in this series of analyses.

" - 198

X-10 .




’

The discovery of strong relationships at each stage of these analyses does not

provide evidence of causality; however, it does suggest important rgiationships
between attitudes of administrators and teachers, between actions at the school

and district level and student racial interactions, and between all of these
variables and student attitudes., Should these relationships be confirmed in
subsequent analyses of second- and third-year data, they will have important
implications for policy-makers attempting to effect changes in student atti-
tudes. While positive student attitudes constitute an, important outcome in

themselves, subsequent analyses will explore the ififluence of these attitudes
on student achievement scores.

) A}
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TABLE A-10,

AVERAGE WEEKLY PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL READING EXPOSURE

SPENT IN INDIVIDUAL READING ACTIVITIES IN PILOT SAMPLE

i . SCHOOLS -
Activit > Unpaired
Y Treatment Control Treatment
(Total N = 14) j(Total N = 14)](Total N = 14)
Total Weekly Reading X S:D. X . s.D. X S.D.
Exposure (in hours) 11.56 3.51 11.51 3.13 | 11.11 1.99
Component Activities > % S.D. Ky s.D. % S.D.
k4 . -
Group Instruction 22,9 ¢ 7.1 [ 249 9.3 | 24.9m 5.2
| Tutoring by Older Person 8.0 3.8 5.3 3.2 . 7.6 3.1
Peer Tutoring 3.4 2.4 3.5 1.9 2.8 1.7
Machine=Mediated e
Instruction - 5.4 4.1 5.8 2.4 5.6 3.2
Gameg/Contests 5.8 3.4 6.4 2.4 6.4 2.2
Diagnostic (Pest Taking) 5.1 1.7 5.1 2.2 5.8 1.6
Independent Seat Exercises 18.6 6.4 19.0 4.6 18.8 4.4
Réport/Story Writing 6.5 2.8 6.4 1.9 5.2 2.8
Individualized Reading 15.7 9.1 14.2 4.9 13.2 3.2
Student Presentation 3.5 3.3 4.3 2.2 | 3.1 1.4
"pullout” Compensatory
Reading 5.3 4.2 6.2 5.9 5.7 4.6

*Preatment group mean is significantly higher (o =

.05).
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TABLE A-1l. AVERAGE WEEKLY PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL READING EXPOSURE
SPENT IN INDIVIDUAL READING ACTIVITIES IN BASIC
= ELEMENTARY SAMPLE SCHOOLS
Treatment Control
Activity N (Total, N = 33) (Total N = 33)
Total Weekly Reading X S.D. X S.D.
Exposure (in hours) 1l0.67 2.53 9.8¢ 2.25
Coémponent Activities ) S.D. % S.D.
Group Instruction 22,5 7.4 26.1 6.0
Tutoring by Older Person 6.0 4.1 5.0 2 ]8
Peer Tutoring . 2.7 1.7 3.1 2.2
Machine-Mediated Instruction 6.3 3.7 5.0 2.3
Games/Contests . © 5.9 2.6 5.3 2.2
Diagnostic (Test Taking)‘ 6.0 3.0 5.8 2.1
Independent Seat Exercises 19.5 4.4 21.3* 5.1
Report/Story Writing 5.8 2.4 6.1 2.5
-Individualized Reading | 15.4 5.1 13.8 4.8 |
Student Presentation 3.2 2.0 - 3.7 1.9
"Pullout" Compensatory Reading 6.9 6.7 5.8 5.0
*Control group mean is sign:ificantly higher (a = .05)
; \ oL |
! |
o . |
< \
¢



TABLE A-12. AVERAGE WEEKLY PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL READING EXPOS.URE."

O

SPENT IN INDIVIDUAL READING ACTIVITIES IN BASIC , &
SECONDARY SAMPLE SCHOOLS AP
Treatment Control .
Activity {(Total N =11) (Total N =11)
Total Weekly Reading X " s.D. X s.D.
Exposure (in hours)_ 8.24 1.12 7.81- 7.81
Component Activities % S.D. £y S.D.
Group Instruction 17.7 3.4 16.4 4.4
Tutoring by Oldq; Person 4.9 2.3 5.0 2.2
Peer Tutoring é 2.2 1.2 2.4 0.9
Machine-Mediated Instruction - 3.1 . 1.4 5.2 1.3
Games/Contestg;' 5.3 2.4 5.7 2.3
Diagnostic (Test Taking) 10.4 2.5 9.8 1.7
Independent Seat Exercises 14.2 1.7 13.6 2.3
Report/Story Writing 12.2 3.5 13.3 2.3
Individualized Reading 19.3 4.1 12.3 6.5
Student Presentation 5.9 2.2 6 1.5¢
"Pullout"” Compensatory Reading 5.0 6.1 3.2 0.8




TABLE- A-13. AVERAGE WEEKLY PERCENT OF TOTAL MATH EXPOSURE SPENT
IN INDIVIDUAL MATH ACTIVITIES IN PILOT SAMPLE SCHOOLS

**Control group mean is significantly higher (o = .05).

° Treatment Control Unpaired Treatment
Activity (Total N = 14) (Total N = 14) (Total N = 14)
Total Weekly Math X s.D. N X s.D. N X s.D. N
Exposure (in hours) 7.76 3.75 14 8.30 4.21 14 8.14 2.96 U4
Component Activities £y S.D % s.D. K s.D.
Group Instruction 29.9 1.11 28.0 1.11 25.4 10.8
Tutoring by Older Person " 8.8* 5.9 4.8 3.7 9.1 4.6
Peer Tutoring 4.8 3.5 3.6 3.2 3.7 2.3
Machine-Mediated . .
Instruction 3.9 3.8 4.7 4.2 5.3 3.3
‘ |
Games/Contests 8.7 3.2 8.3 3.9 9.3 4.4 l
Diagnostic (Test Taking) 8.0 iii 7.6 4.3 8.0 4.1 ‘
Independent Seat Exercises] 26.7 1.2 22.1 9.4 21.2 7.8
Report Writing 2.6 2.5\\\ 3.0 - 3.7 1.0 1.0
A \
Student Presentation 3.4 . 3.3° \\§.9** 4.5 4.0 3.1 }
"Pullout" Compensatory A .
Math ' 2.7 3.7 5.7 1.0 6.0 6.2 |
, 4 |
|
. . . i
- *Preatment group mean is significantly higher (a = .05).
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TABLE A-14. AVERAGE WEEKLY PERCENT OF TOTAL MATH El;’(POSURE SPENT
IN INDIVIDUAL MATH ACTIVITIES IN BASIC ELEMENTARY SAMPLE

_ SCHOOLS /
* Treatment ,“ Control
Activity (Total N = 33) (Total N = 33)
Total Weekly Math X S.D. X s.D.
Exposure (in hours) » 8.27 2.79 N "7.77 2.75
Component Activities ' L% Ss.D. f - % . S.D. )
- . Group Instruction 28.3 8.7 a 30.0 7.9
Tutoring by Older Person 8.0 4.6 / 6.1 4.0
Péer Tutoring 4.3 2.8 ‘r’ 4.6 3.1 .
Machine-Mediated Instruction 5.1 3.9 " 4.5 3.1 o
N Games/Contests 9.0 3.3/ 8.5 2.6t
. Diagnostic¢ (Test Taking) 8.3 3.4 8.8 3.0
Independent Seat Exercises- 27.4 7.2 30.4%* 7.7
Report Writing 1.4 1. 1.2 1.1 )
Student Presentation 3.8 3.?. 3.3 i 2.4
"Pullout" Compensatory Math 4.4% 4.6 1.9 2.8
. i i ;
/ :
o *Treatment group mean is significantly higher (ur;= .05). ‘
- **Cont¥ol group mean is significantly higher (a =(‘1.05) . /

i
/
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TABLE A-15. AVERAGE WEEKLY PERCENT OF TOTAL MATH EXPOSURE SPENT IN
INDIVIDUAL MATH ACTIVITIES IN BASIC SECONDARY SAMPLE SCHOOLS

Treatment . Control
Activity (Total N =11) ~ " (Total N =11)
Total Weekly Math 7 X S.D. X s.D.
Exposure (in hours) . 5.84 1.16 5.51 9.7
Component Activities ) S.D. ) " s.p.
Group Instruction 24.6 6.3 25.8 7.8 .
Tutoring by Older Person 8.4 3.3 9.0 2.2
Peer Tutoring 3.5 @ 1l.4 3.9 1.0 ‘
Machine-Mediated Instruction ' 3.7 1.6 4.4 2.1
Games/Contests 6.3 2.9 6.4 2.2
Diagnostic (Test Taking) 4.5 4.2 14.6 3.4
Independent Seat Exercises 21.1 4.3 21.5 4.2
’ Report Writing 4.7 2.4 - 5.8 3.5
AS
Student Presentation 6.2 2,6 5.4 2.4
*pullout” Compensatory Math 7.0 1.2 3.4 1.1
& \
{ . .
N -
' 1=
& 9 - ~
¥ ’}'\ .
h
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TABLE A~16. AVERAGE WEEKLY PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL INTERCULTURAL AND
COUNSELING EXPOSURE SPENT IN INDIVIDUAL ACTIVITIES .
IN PILOT SAMPLE SCHOOLS

Treatment Control Unpaired Treatment
Activity (Total N.= 14) | (Total N = 34) (Total N = 14)
Average Total Weekly Inter- X" S.D. X $.D. X S.D.
~ | group Exposure (in hours) 2.48 2,35 | 2.32 1.35 1.78 1.21
Component Activities % S.D. FY s.D. % s.D.
A
Field Trips 28.8 2.61 | 19.7 2.10 17.4 16.1 |
Interracial Programs or .
Projects with Other Schoo\‘q‘\ .3 s.2 | 2.3 2.5 3.8 5.2
by
Cultural Enrichment
Programs 35.8 20.2 28.5 16.0 34.6 20.9
ESL or Bilingual
Activities 8.2 15.2 9.2 11.3 8.7 17.2
Group Counseling/
) Guidance ’ 13.5 13.8 20.6 18.5 19.4 18.5
Individual Counseling/
Guidance 9.4 11.5 - 13.4* 10.4 8.8 10.6

*Control group mean is significantly higher (o« = .05).




TABLE A-17. AVERAGE WEEKLY PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL INTERCULTURAL AND
COUNSELING EXPOSURE SPENT IN INDIVIDUAL ACTIVITIES

IN BASIC ELEMENTARY SAMPLE SCHOOLS

‘; N Treatment Control
Activity (Total N = 33) (Tot\?l N = 33)
Total Weekly Intergroup X s.D. N X S.D. N
Exposure (in hours) 2.3)3 1.0 33 1.85 1.53 33
Component Activities * % s.D. % S.D.
Field Trips N 16.6 1.69 16.3 1.38
. .
In cial Programs or T -
Pro??%is with Other Schools 4.1 4.6 4.9 , 5.0
Cultural Enrichment Programs 39.0 ¢ 2.3° 41.8 2.1
ESL or Bilingual Activities 5.1 8.6 -- 5.1 1.19
Group Counseling/Guidance : 20.3 1.49 20.1~  1.59
Individual Counseling/Guidance 15.1 o 1.41 11.8 1.10
0
' -
N
(

<
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TABLE A-18. AVERAGE WEEKLY PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL INTERCULTURAL AMD
s . COUNSELING EXPOSURE SPENT IN INDIVIDUAL ACTIVITIES N
'IN "BASIC SECONDARY SAMPLE SCHOOLS

]

/Tﬁﬁ Treatment Control
Activity (Total N = 33) (Total N = 33)
Totai Weekly Intergroup ' X S.D. N X- S.D. N
Exposure (in hours) . | 2.33 5.8 10 ?.45 5.7 10
Component Aétivities % ° S.D. EY S.D.
Field Trips ‘ 23.9 8.5 24.9 6.1
Interracial Prograins or
. Projects with Ot Schools 14.1 5.6 I3b7 2.6
- Cultural Enrichment Programs 15.1 8.9 13.3 5.2
' ESL or Bilingual Activities ‘ 6.7 2.3' 7.9 3.2
' Group Counseling/Guidance 21.3 8.0 }8:0 4.3
Inﬁividual Counseliné/Guidance - 19.0 5.6 22,2% 4.5
*Control group hean is significartly hi;her (o = .5).’
/
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TABLE A-20. FUNDING~TREATMENT INTERACTION:
LEVEL OF EACH FUNDING IN THE TREATMENT SCHOOL

-

Program_ Raw Gain . Adjusted Score
& M M M M M M
Grade VoE: Comp Conc Comp Prob ] Voc Comp Conc Comp Prob
Pilot: ) .
3 0.27 0.07 1.04 1.48 =-- }0.90 0.82 0.29 0.53 ==
A R 0.13 0.54 0.42 0.18 -- |0.39 0.07 0.10 0.62 --
5 1.26 0.14 .1%34 0.22 -- Jo0.91 .0.27 0.12 0.32 --
Basic T /\)
-3 "] o0.46 0.89 0.82 1.15 -- }0.35 0.65 0.26 0.65 —-
. 4 0.57 -0.58 0.74 0.51 -- }1.11 0.45 0.61 0.67 ~- .
5 1.10 0.51 0.94 0:63 =-- }0.79 0.44 1.69 0.53~—c- -
10 0.16 40.35 0.18 1.74 4.07 [1.41 o0.i2 0.19 f.10 312
.
11 0.21 0.15 0.58 0.15 1.96]0.03 0.51 0.35 0.03 \1.87 -
12 0.09 3.22 0.01 2.48 2.040.03 2.05 3.55 1.17 4.78*
* p < .,05 -




”
.TABLE A-21. FUNDING-TREATMENT INTERACTION:
" TQTAL SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING LEVEL IN TREATMENT SCHOOL
Program Raw_Gain Adjusted Scbre
& M M M M M M
Grade vVoc Comp-- Conc - -Comp Prob }J-Voc- Comp Conc Comp Prob
Pilot: ‘
3 0.78 1.91 0.57 0.55 ==~ 0.13 1.57 0.16 0.22 —
4 0.91 0.70 0.07 0.19 ~-- 0}81 1.42 0.09 0.05 ~--
5 0.28 0.04 4.56* 0.95 ~- | 0.11 0.16 0.69 0.79 ~—- .
Basic: .
3 0.54 0.05 4.68* 1.54 -~ 1.24 0.51 5.33* 1.81 -~
4 0.81 0.57 0.59 0.17 -- 10.34 0.80 0:48 0.25 -~ ’5\
5 2.46 0.77 1l.44 1.30- == }0.97 0.97 1.99 1.12 —
iO 2.92 0.33 0.14 0.54 1.1812.93 0.05 0.26 0.62 2.75
11 0.01 0.51 1.34 5.05* 1.96] 0.04 0.08 1.02 10.23* 2.42
12 ‘0.47 1.98 0.55 0.14 0.37§0.42 1.53 0.34 5.96* 0.41
*p < .05
I/ N
] ';kg\}
'
L .
l‘ ! -
3,
* )
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TABLE A-22. FUNDING-TREATMENT INTERACTION:
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TREATMENT-CONTROL TOTAL SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING
- L~
Program Raw Gain N Adiusted e
& M oM M M M M
] _Grade voc Conp conc Comp Prob voc Comp Conc Comp - Prob
Pilot: ) * ,
208 2.86  0.76 o.Ip -- 0.77 2.13 0.44 0.28° -- /
~ /I/
3 2.871.58 0.90 0.12 - -3.75%* 2.48" 0.92 O.l} - /
5 |1.77 3<63 0:52 1l.64 - 1.6872.78 0.69  1.93 -- g
L Basic: . l ~
o= . 1
3 0.67 1.41  0.57 5.35% - 0.67 1.46 0.24 4.04% = i
i )
4 0.52 0.47 &1.04 2.41 -- _11.01 1.08 1.90 3.29% ~— .
v N . _ . g
5 1.09 0.15 O.‘Zﬁ} 1.35 -- - |1:98 0.3Z 0.84 2.12 -
10 0.05 0.33 0.0 1.60 2.75 0,7 O.lOd 0.05 0.87. 1.58
11 0.44 0.00 \ 0.7 047 1.45 0.224% 0.62 0.18 1.10 0.72
12 - 0.02 1.74 0.37 ~6.37  2.03 0.17 '2.70 0.20 9.68 ,0.19
*p < .05 \ ' - N
4 x
~" ¢ ¥
A\ ‘
L\f & ’ v ’ - ’
f
{
, .
183::; -
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TABI:E A:23. FUNDING TREATMENT INTERACTION: DISTRICT REGULAR FUNDING

Program{__. ______Raw Gain Adiygted gcore
& ' M. M M M M M
LGrade JVoc  Comp Conc Comp Prob | Voc Comp Conc Comp Prob
~ Pilot: - ' ) /
« o 3 Jo.26 0.14. 0,14 7.39% —- 01, 0724 0.59 7.06% -~
T~
4  lo.74 1.96 .0.85 1.28 -- 0,22 0.21 0.50 1.28 -
5 lo.42 1.63 0.30 0.43 -- 0.47 1.51 1.22 0.38 --
Basic:
7 .
. 3 l0.33 0.67 0.07 1.26 -- 0.61 1.53 0.27 2.12 --
"4 Jo.;r 119 2.8+ 0.54 - fo0:95 1.33 2.30 0.3 --
. i\ ) .
5 Jl.18 1.20  0.64..0.70 00 % |1.44 0.44 0.73 .0.47 ~-
10 " J0.49 0.16 1.84 0.68 0.01 |3.46 0.16 <2XT—0.73 0.04
o ]
- 11 Jo.s6 0.08 0.15° 0.24 0.14 J0.36 0.15 0.61 0.29 , 0.23-
. f2 J1.23 3,00 185 s5.03* 1.33 |2.03 0.25 0.20 3.58 0.53
*p <.05 N
4 >
v,
~— gy
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TABLE A-24. EXPOSURE-TREATMENT INTERACTION: T-C READING EXPOSURE DIFFERENCE

LY

3

10

11

12

0.13 .66

0.99 .18
0.13 .82
.40
.67

.02

0.40 0.04
8.11* 2.31

0.8 0.17

.19

.23

.82

.82

.37

.66

12.95%

0.72

1.22

0.26
0.37

0.62

0.06
0.27
0.32
0.39
0.46

2.40

0.04
10.18*

0.89

"1.79

Program Raw_Gain Adjusted Score

& M %&M M M M M
Grade Voc Conmp conc AN Prob voc Comp .Conc Comp Prob
Pilot: \ '

1.33% 0,23

2.35 . 0.09 , 0.95

0.44 1.4i(<:%.33 -
9 .

3.51* 0.84 1.53 ~-
0.93 J(s4 0.62. -
2.51 1.31 1.45 —-
0.33  5.86* 0.71 0.09
7.34* 0.83 0.76 0.34
0.51

0.0% 0.50




.

TABLE A-25. EXPOSURE-TREATMENT INﬁbRACTION: T-C MATH EXPOSURE DIFFERENCE

D ;

Program Raw Gain _Ndjusted Score
& M M , , M M M
Grade voc Comp Conc Comp _ Prob | Voc Comp conc Comp Prob
Pilot:
3, }0.29 1.67
\«/ 4 0.71 1.03
5 0.13 0.82
Basi.c:
3 0.61 0.93
4 0.38 0.17
5 1.82 1.24
“
10 2.74 0.05
11 0.56 0.29
12 . 0.05 0.06
* ¢




TABLE A-26. PROGRAM FOCUS—TREATMENT INTERACTION: WORD TECHENIQUES (VOCABULARY)

g‘ﬂ
Program Raw Gain Adjusted Score
& : M M M M M M-
Grade fvoc Comp  Cont Comp Prob ] Voc Comp Conc Comp Prob
~. Pilot:
3 1.30 2.13 ‘0.19 0.00 -- 0.25 2.10 0.08 0.14 --
. ) .,
4 0.27 0.35 2.23 2,41 -- 1.28 1.34 .2.68 4.94* -—-
5 0.66 1.92 0.57 0.16 -- 0.79 1.98 0.30 0.13 --
Basic:-
3 , }o.22 1.03 5.92* 1.26 -- 0.31 0.66 6.39% 1.38 ~ --
R 4 . ~ .
4 .56 0.71 1.10 1.49 --- 0.42 0.38 1.15. 1.33, --
5 2.37 1.27 2.16 3.19% -- 2.27 3.04% 4.10% 3.60% -- ™~-
. 10 0.04 0.30 1.52 1.16 0.96 | 0.11 0.62 1.28 1.17 0.30
. 11 0.16 0.69 1.14 0.24 1.33 |0.08 1.28 0.69 0.21 _ 0.88
r's f”\
. 12* §0.90 1.94 0.02 0:05 0.77 | 1.65 1.01 0.85 7.49* 0.02
———— hd ({ ac
* P < .05 )

1
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READING COMPREHENSION

TABLE A-27. PROGRAM FOCUS-TREATMENT INTERACTION:
Program Raw_Gain ndiysted Score
& M M M M M M
L_Grade JVoc _Comp cConc _Comp Prob | Voc Comp _Conc__ Comp  Prob
Pilot: f
3 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.07 == 0.00 0.11 0.03 0.00 ~--
4 0.65 1.46 0.63 0.49 == 1.29 2.70 0.56 . 1.06 =-—
S 1.11 0.53 3.46 0.77 -~ 1.56 0.02 1.38 0.73 --
Basic:
3 "0.60 0.25 0.33 0L83 -—- 0.58 0.25 0.90 0.69 ~--—
i .
4 0.12 0.64 0.83 0{4l -~ 0.35 0.05 0.43 0.68 -——
. . :
5 1.16 1.40 0.48 0.64 -~ 1.36 1.17 0.66 0.63 --
10 0.76 0.01 1.69 0.03 1.37 | 0.00 0.75 1.76 0.08 1.69
11 0.29 0.99 1.70 0.37 0.73 | 0.08 0.33 0.6l 1.00 1.17
12 3.30 1.15 0.18 0.01 1.84 | 2.03 *1.15 1.73 1.29 4.45
4
-
£
N, “
")
/// %\;‘c'r
b /

188

A-28




TABLE A~28. PROGRAM FOCUS-TREATMENT}INTERACTION: MATH CONCEPTS

|
i
i
t

A-29

Program Raw _Gain Adjusted Score .

& M M. M M M M
Grade vVoc « Comg Conc Comp _ Probi } Voc _Comp___Conc Conp Prob
Pilot: \

{ “

3 0.05 0.49 0.01 0.45 - j 0.01 1.12 0.02 1.04 -

4 0.060 0.01 0.05 0.05 - ! 0.59 0.47 0.01 0.52 -

5 2.64 1.14 0.21 0.15 ——f 7.40*% 0.03 0.35 0.41 -

; i
Basic: ; //

3 0.17 2.49 0.81 0.18 ~dd 0.59 2.63 0.68 1.06° --

|

4 0.58 1.02 0.72 1.44 ~% 0.35 1700 |1.21 2.11 -~

5 0.68 0.43 0.47 0.86 -+- 0.62 0.40 0.11 0.55 -=-

10 0.58 2.86 1.71 2.20 6.73 1.37 0.65 3.59 4.06 0.03

11 ] :.23 3.68 1.27 0.01 ;b.lo 0.75 3.47 415 0.00 0.08

12 0.70 0.26 " 0.81 1.32 10.89 0.79 0.48 0.00 0.02 0.62

+p <.05 . - '
!
. ' N
i .
189
)




TABLE A-~29. PROGRAM FOCUS—TREATMENT INTERACTION: MATH OPERATIONS -,
Program Raw_Gain ‘Adjusted-

& ¥ M M B H MM
Grade Joc Comp conc Comp Prob voc Comp conc Comp ‘Prob
Pilot:

3 0.43 2.83 1.33 1.05 — 0.15 0.05 2.77 2.62 -

/
4. - - - - J— — - —— - -l
5 —-— — _— -— - -— _— . -— Y
I
Basic: \
3 2.32 1.34 2.37 2.01 - 1.62 0.97 3.86* 1.20 -
5 4 2.01 0.79 0.06 2.57 - 4.16*% 2.41 1.56 3.42% -~
5 0.43 9.04 0.54 0.31 —-— _0.71 0.31 0.06 0.20 -
4
10 0.02 0.03 4.85 8.28%* 0.38 0.07 0.41 4,10 10.54* 0.02
11 0.79 5.67* 2.09 0.01 0.14 1.26 5.68* C’:.lz 0.00 -0.12
12 ) o0.46 0.37 0.10 4.8 1.20} 1.46 0.01 1.53 0.15 2.56
* p < .05 @
LY \
-2
!
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APPENDIX B° v

ESAA NATIONAL EVALUATION ADVISORY PANEL'S
STATEMENT OF INVOLVEMENT

Since its inception in February,,1973, the ESAA evaluation has had the beneflt
of advice froq&f number of individuals in four fields, namely:

(1) Research Design: Dr. William Coffman--University of Iowa
Dr. Seymour Feshbach--University of California
at Los Angeles
Dr. Chester Harris~-University of California
at Santa Barbara
Dr. Melvin Novick--University of Iowa
Dr. David Wiley--University of Chicago

{2) Test Select:iion: Dr. Nancy Cole--University of Pittsburgh
Dr. Robert Hess~~Stanford University
Dr. Charles Thomas-~-Indiana University
Dr. Ralph Tyler-—~Center for Advanced Study In
Behavioral Sc1ences

(3) Equal Educational

H ’
Opportunity: Dr. Thomas Pettigrew--Harvard University
Professor Meyer Weinberg--City College of -
' Chicago g
(4) Meta Evaluation: Dr. Gene Glass--~University of Colorado '

Dr . Michael Scriven--University of California
at Berkeley '

Dr. Danlel stufflebeam—~-Western Mluhlgan
Unlver51ty

Dufihg the first operating year (1973-74), criticism by organizations and indi-~
viduals of the "Race Relations" questionnaire then in use resulted in withdrawal
of the instrument. A "Blue Ribbon Panel" was then ‘established to advise USOE
and SDC on this aspect of the evaluation. %?




USOE asked several organizations to name panel representatives. The following
were chosen by their respective organizations to be members of the panel:

Mr. Luis Alvarez Mr. Sam Husk

ASPIRA of Amexica, Inc. . . Council of ‘Great City Sc¢hools
Dx. Boyd Bosma Mr. Lemuel Ignacio .
National Education Association Pacific Asian Coalition
Dr. Buell Gallagher Dr. Jofin-Stiglmeier
National Association for the (replaced by Dr. Jess Elliott)
Advancement of Colored People Chief School Officers
Cormittee on Evaluation and Information
Dr. Joseph Gaxcia and Systems
Mr. Tony Vasquez
National Education Task Force Dr. Charles Townsel
de la Raza Naticnal Alliance of Black School
Educators

Dr. Robert Hil% ) . .
National Urban League )

Dr. Tﬁomas Hilliard

(replaced by Dr.George Jackson ) .
and Dr. Ruth King

National.Association of Black

Psychologists . i
< ) - . A
In addition, the following individuals were chosen by USOE:
Dr. Edgar Epps Dr. Ronald Miiivasky
University of Chicago National Broadcasting Corporation
Dr. Charles Glock . Mrs. Takako Okubo
University of California Elementaxy Teachex ’

, . at Berkeley
Mr. Paul Sheatsley

Dr. Patricia Gurin National Opinion Research Center

University of Michigan <

3 - R

This Second advisory group had four three-day meetings between March and Auvgust,
1974, and submitted critical comments and suggestions regarding various measures
of intergroup relations. A new instrument on "School Climate" was constructed.
to replace the "Race Relations" questionnaire. The second year of the evaluation
(1974-75) also reflects some adjustments in procedure, method, and, purpose as

a result of "Blue Ribbon Panel" participation.
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At)the November 1974 meeting of the evaluation advisors, the original panel
mgmbers and the "Blue Ribbon Panel" (with a few changes in personnel) were
ought together to form a single ESAA National Evaluation Advisory Panel,

//Zhose members continue to offer critical advice as the evaluatlon goes forward:

. This newly-constltuted combined panel advises on all aspects of the evaluation

project, 1nclud1ng this and other reports.

The responsibility for this present report on the year 1973-74, as well as for

the continuing evaluation process and its results, rests with the Office of

Education and Yts contractor, System Development Corporation, not with the e

advisors. Nevertheless, after reviewing an early draft of this report, the ]

panel as a whole has developed a statement which appears in Appendix C. |
l
\
|
|
\
|
\
|

A
One advisor holds views about the evaluation project and this report vhich he
believes to be of sufficient importance to warrant publication at this stage
of the continuing evaluation. The views of Dr.George Jackson appear it
Appendix D of this Yeport.




APPENDIX C

STATEMENT OF ESAA NATIONAL EVALUATION ADVISORY PANEL*

i

In November 1974, the ESAA National Advisory Panel adopted the following
statement:

It is the unanimous recommendation of the National Evaluation Advisory Panel
that the first-year report by System Development Corporation of the ESAA Basic
and ESAA Pilot evaluation focus on the descriptive aspects of the findings.
Specifically, the report should describe characteristics of the programs that
have been funded and implemented, characteristics of:- the student population
that has participated in ESAA funded and matched control schools, and chaxrac-
teristics of the respective school’ staffs and administrators.

It is also the unanimous view of the National Evaluation Advisory Panel that
an "impact" and "relational" analysis of the effects of the ESAA program on
changes in reading achievement and mathematics achievement atter less than six
months of ESAA program implementation is premature. It is highly improbable
that educational programs that have been in operation for so short a period of
time could produce significant differential increments in academic skills.

The National Evaluation Advisory Panel is deeply concerned that the highly
pxobable outcome of a first-year evaluation finding of "no significant
differences" as a function of ESAA funding will be misinterpreted and misread
as a commentary on the effictiveness of the ESAA program. The analyses of the ™
first-year pretest and posttest achievement scores should be primarily address-
ed to the establishment of reliabie base rates of performance. -
Changes in academic achievement, in desegregation practices, in student and
teacher attitudes, and in related outcome areas can be meaningfully evaluated
only after a sufficient time has elapsed for ESAA funding to exert an impact.
In this regard the analysis of educational changes after a two—year period of
ESA funding has scientific meaning and relevance. However, even more critical
is the developmental analysis of educational changes that is planned for the .
third year of program evaluation.

* 1]
The National Evaluation Advisory Panel wishes to underline the importance of a
third year of funding in order to accomplish a meaningful evaluation of program -
impact and educational changes. The history of evalyation of federally-funded

o+

*
It should be noted that this statement was drafted after review .of an early
draft of this report and has not been revised to reflect changes made since then.
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‘programs has too often been characterized by premature conclusions based upon
the limited educational effects of programs that have been in operation for

N

less than two yeé&s, or even as little as one year. '
/

ESAA programs were never' viewed as magic elixirs that would produce dramatic

transformations in achievement levels. To be fairly evaluated, the programs

require a fair opportunity for implementation and for producing measurable

educatiorial consequences. . :

After reviewing a draft of the first-year report in June, 1975, the Advisory

Panel expresses the following concerns: .

1.. Because of the relatively short period of time for ESAA program 'implementa-—
tion within the first year, we-reaffirm our earlier position that it is premature
to expect significant gains in standardized test scores among the study sample
due to ESAA funding.

2. Because of the relatively small differences in suppiémental funds to ESAA-
funded and comparison schools, it is also not reasonable to expect significant
gains in standardized test scores as a result of ESAA funds.

3. Because of the ewphasis in the tirst-year report on. test scores as the
primary criteria for program success and impact, we are disturbed that in-
adequate attention has been given to the importance of intervening or process
variables, such as the attitudes and other characteristics of students and
teachers, desegregation-related measures, other school climate measures, and
length of exposure to different ESAA programs, as significant program correlates

or measures of program success and ‘impact. N P

Although we are aware that the lack of sufficient pre- and post-measures of
program outcomes other than test scores is a serious constraint on satisfying
these concerns, we still strongly urge that the highest priority be given to
the incorporating of intervening process variables as significant dependent
variables 'in this as well as in subsequent reports.

4, We are concerned that there has been insufficient in-depth analysis of
program impact and correlates separately for studenlLs from different ethnic
-groups, specifically, Blacks, Spanash-speaking and Whites relating to measures
other than test scores.

5. While we are aware that descriptive progrém information is being gathered
at selected local sites, we feel that thexre is an urgent need to incorporate
more-of the descriptive local program data into the first-year report.

6. We think-that special caution must be exercised with regard to the
generalizability of particular findings in this preliminary first-year report
because of severe constraints in the study design and methodology, specifically
the reliance on standardized test scores and the use of national norms, even

as baseline data, for students in the ESAA study sample.

Cc-2
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CONCLUSIONS

The Panel wishes to acknowledge the assistance and cooperation ‘of .SDC in
" assisting the panel's efforts and in providing an opportunity for -input
from the panel. The recommendations and concerns expressed by that panel
are primarjly addressed to problems inherent in evaluations of this,scope
and magnitude rather than to the efforts .of the research contractor.

+

»
o
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APPENDIX D

POSITION STATEMENT ON YEAR ONE REPORT--ESAA EVALUATION PROJECT,
PREPARED BY DR. GEORGE D. JACKSON, PH.D., CHAIRMAN,
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF BLACK PSYCHOLOGISTS -

June 19, 1975

* (/
While the Advisoxy Panel continues to be critical of the ESAA

Evaluation Project, the Natiorial Association of Black Psychologists
takes a stronger posture. The Association deems it essential to
state for the record its unequivocal opposition to this project. It
does not endorse the Year One Report.

Among the reasons for non—endorsement are the following:

1) The use of an exrerimental design drawn from the animal
paradigm is immoral and inapplicable to the study of human achievement
in the educational enterprise. BStrong exception is taken to the use
of money as an independent variable. The deliberate withholding of
those which allegedly money could buy, apparently without consent of
the affected persons, is inhumane and unconscionable. No justifica-
tion, not even that of "limited funding" can alter the moral issue.

Recognltlon of the inapplicability, minimally at least
at\the pragmatic level, of this design is evidenced at the district
levéi by the action of some superintendents who distributed money from
other\sources to the “control" schools. In this way they sought to
provide' equity for their students, but, ip effect, "washed out" the
design.. The project reaction to this was to perform statistical mani-
pulations aimed at determining the relationship between achievement
and level of funding (if any). These manipulations, we contend, gave
rise to spurious data.

3

'2) We cannot endorse a study which eﬁploys as its dependent
measure a standardized instrument which has been shown to be invalid -
for Blacks and other minprifies. We also contend that restandardiza-
tion assumes that the learning of pluralistic groups is referable to
the normal curve. This assumption is of doubtful validity even when
dealing with a homogeneous population. With a pluralistic society
this assumption is untenable.

3)" The lack of Latino and other non-Black minorities in this
study makes it impossible to discuss minority isolation and other
related issues in a social~scientifically valid manner. It suggests

that an invidious form of racism pervades the ESAA Evaluation Project.
"y N

- D-~1
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4) Data redarding activity of large cities is unavailable and,
thus, this study has dubious merit in light of the weighty 1ssues in
contemporary urban education.

=5) The assumptions revealed in the discussions on program
suggest that the evaluators are not conversant with contemporary
pedagogy. For example, the laboratory approach to mathematics is
described as new; small groups are seemingly equated with individ-
uallzatlon, categorlzatlon of remedial reading techniques contalns
inadequate dlfferentlatlon.
6)  The report contains a number of procedural statistical )

errors and questionable assumptions. 1In general it lacks the scholar-

ship which we would expect to be present in a document which potends

to have an effect on thousands of our young people.

For example, expected achievement for minorities is based on
an anonymous memorandum and/or arbitrary readjustment of national
norms. A more accurate picture could have been obtained by measur-
ing students agalnst their own basellnes and along more than the

. two variable, reading and mathematlcs.

The ublqultous use of percentiles and percents tends to obscure
numbers and individuals., For example, if in a group of 100 people,

99 get a score of 90 or better and only one scores 89, the latter is

‘classed in the 1lst percentile. Also, contemporary remediation, which
. is a purported purpose of ESAA funding, tends to stress individualiza-

tion and success of individuals. The prevalent use of percentages in
-this report tends to obscure this dimension.

Among other things, the small amount of funding received by some
Basic/Pilot districts relative to the amount actually allocated to the
area (e.g. New York) calls into question the generalizability of the
results, even if they had been valldly attained.

The Association of Black Psychologists recognizes that the above
judgments were based on. the first draft of the Year One Report. How-
ever, whlle changes may be made ¥h the final draft, they will not alter
the substantive objections which we have made above.

It id not our intention to impugn educational projects which may

" have been initiated with ESAA money. Moreover, it is recognized that
some alterations in evaluative procedures may need to occur during the
life of a project and should be made with scientific carxe. In this
instance, however, the project design itself vitiates its stated purpose
and, we contend, requires ma551ve alteration.

4



’
At this point, our ‘position must be made clear in the hope that

this project and/or other attempts to evaluate educational activity

with respect to minorities will avoid the many errors so vividly h

present here.




