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PREFACE

This document surmarizes in nom-technical terms the preliminary policy-relevant
findings of a national evaluation of the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) Basic
and Pilot Programs during the second year of program operations, 1974-75. It is
intended to Prﬁviﬁé an overview of the resuits reported in two larger and more
detailed companion volumes prepared for the U.,S. Office of Education by System
Development Corporation.* An attempt is also made in this volume to relate the
second-year results to findings in the first evaluation year, 1973-74. It is
strongly recommended that interested Yeaders examine the cited repoxts, which
provide a much more detailed picture of the ESAA program and its-effects than
can possibly be provided in the present abbreviated document. In particular,
the materials referenced above descyibe the study's research methodsology and
pxesent data upon which all of the evaluation findings, not simply the highlights
summarized below, are based. Also recommended for review by interested readers
is a document** produced in conjunction with the ESAA evaluation, describing
SOC's restandardization of an existing standardized achievement test on the
pasis of data collected from students enrollied in a nationally representative

sample of minority-—isolated schools.

A major objective of the study, as initially defined by the U.S. Office of
Education, has been to assess the overall impact of the ESAA Basic and Pilot
programs on students' academic skills and on certaln desegregation-related
out come measurxes. Agcafiiﬁgly; rasults of impact analyses are reported in

this document. However, it has been apparent from the earliest stages of data

*coulson, J. E., Ozenne, D. G., Bradford, C., Doherty, W. J., Duck, G. A.,
Hemenway , J. &., arid Van Geldex, W. C. The Second Year of Emexgency School
Aid Act (ESAA) Implamaﬂtat;éﬂ, TM=5236/009/00, System Developnent Corporation,
July 1976.

Wellisch, J. B., Marcus, A. C., MacQueen, A. H., and Duck, G. A. An In-Depth
Study of Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) Schools: 1974-75, TM-5236,/010/00,
System Development Cgrpraatlgn, July 1976.

**0zenne, D. G., Van Gelder, N. C., and Cohen, A. J. Emergency School Aid Act
(ESAA) Natlanal Evaluation: Achievement Test Restaﬂéa:dlzat;an, TM-5236,/006/00,
System Development Carparatlan. November 1974.




collection that the results of any such overall impact study would almost
certainly be @ifficult to interpret because of the wide variations found among
local ESAA projects with respect to specific project goals, approaches taken

to reach these goals, and the magnitude and quality of project resources applied
to the goals. In Suéﬁ an evaluation, the deficiencles of some projects may
opscure the successes of other projects. Accordingly, this report places con=
siderable emphasis on the identification of elements or characteristics of the
school programs that seem to have helped disadvantaged students, regardless of

the source of funding for those programs,

1
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NATIONAL EVALUATION OF THE EMERGENCY SCHOOL AID
ACT (ES3AA): SUMMARY OF THE SECOND-YEAR STUDIES

In conjunction with and under contracts from the U.S. Office of Education,
System Dewvelopment Corporation (8DC) is conducting an evaluation . of two closely

related programs authorized under the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAL)--the Basic

and Pilot Gxants programs. The Basic Program is a desegregation assistance pro-
gram in which grants are awarded to eligible school districts to encourage the
reduction ¢f minority-group isolation, to meet the special needs incident to

the elimination of segreqation and discrimination, and to assist elementary and
secanéaiy school children in overcoming the educational disadvantages associated
with minority-group isolation. Basic Grants may be avarded to any local Education
Agency (LEA) that (a) is implementing a desegfégatign plan or has adopted and
will implenent such a plan if assistance is made available; or (b) has a plan

to enroll non-resident children in its schools to reduce minority-group isola-
tion; or ¢c) has no desegregation plan but has minority-group student enrollment
exceeding 59 percent, provided that the LEA establishes or maintains at least

one integrated school.

In contrast to Basic Grants, Pilot Pro-ject Crants are awarded to LEAs for un~

usually promising projects designed to overcone the adverse effects of minority-
group isolation by improving the academic achievement of children in minority-
isolated schools (i.e., schools with 50% or greater minority emrollment. To be
eligible For a Pilot Grant, an LEA must be implementing a desegregation plan or
a plan to reduce minority-group isolation that would make it eligible for a
Basic Granmt. 1In addition, at least 15,000 minority-group students must be en-
volled in the schools of the LEA, ox minority-group students must constitute

more than 50 percent of the total LEA enrollment.

,\)
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The combined Basic/Pilot evaluation involves the collection of data over a
pexiod of three school years: 1973-74, 1974-75, and 1975-76. A previous re-
port* described the evaluation xesults for the first vear {1973=74. The pres-
ent report describes evaluation results for the second evaluation year (L974-75)
and also discusses longitudinal findings for the combined first tvwo ymars. A
subsequent report will present results for 1975-76, as well as cumulative trends

over the three-year period.

For the Year One Reporz, the only available criterion measures of program suc-—
cess were students' ncores on standardized achievement tests in reading and
mathematics. In 1974=75, increased empﬁasis was placed on desegregation-related
activities and cutcome measures. Specifically, achievement test scores were
supplemented by indicators of desegregation-related school climnate. Also used
was 2 third type of program outcome measure based on minority—=group isolation

data collected by the Office of Civil Rights.

The overall design of the combined Basic/Pilot evaluation involves the collec—
tion of cumparable program and outcome data in both treatment (ESAA-funded) and
control {(non-ESAA) schools. To select the treatment and control schools, pairs
of similar schools were identified in sample ESAA districts; one member of each
selected pair was randomly assigned to the treatwent condition and the other to
the control condition. Sample students were then drawn randomly across classes
in each sample school in grades 3, 4, and 5 in the elementary schools (Basic and
Pilot samples), and grades 10, 11, and 12 in the secondary schools (?asi; sample
orly). This evaluation design nade it gasgibia to compare two groups of schools
(treatment and control) that were matched in all important characteristics ex—
amined except those associated with the award of ESAA funds to the treatment

schools., We could then determine whether the two sets of schools--one receiving

*Coulsen, J. E., Ozenne, D. G., Van Gelder, N. C., Inuzuka, D., Bradford, C.,
ané Doherty, W. J. The First Yeaxr of Emergency School Rld Act CESAA) Implemen—
tatlgn, TM—SESE/DDE/OG System Develapment C@rparatl@n, EEptémbér, 1975,
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ESAA funds and the other not receiving such funds~--showed corresponding differ-
ences in resource allocation, in services offered to the students, and in edu-
cational approaches. Only if such program differences were found, would we
expect differences in outcome (e.g., in student achievement gains) for the

treatment and control schools.

Achievement tESts.ané school climate instruments were administered to sample
students neaxr the bégighiﬁg and end of the school year. In addition, question-
naires were administered to superintendents, ESAA coordinators, district busi-
ness managers, principals, teachers, and students in the spring to obtain data
on district, school, and program characteristics, and on background character-
istics of students and school personnel.

The samples for 1974-75 (ESAA-funded treatment schools plus non-ESAA control
schools)  included 44 Pilot Elementary Schools, 70 Basic Elementary Schools,; and
38 Basic Secondary Schools in 78 ESAA-funded school districts. Both pretest and
posttest data were available for a total cf;17,297 students in grades 3 through 5
and 10 through 12. The longitudinal Eaﬁgleé (districts, schools, and students

in the sample for both 1973-74 and 1974-75)_ included 26 Pilaﬁ Elementary schools,
70 Basic Elementary schools, and 22 Basic Secondary schools in 61 ESAA-funded

districts; the total number of students in these samples was 6,593.

CHARACTERISTICS OF SAMPLE DISTRICTS AND SCHOOLS

About half of the ESAA Basic Elementary and Pilot Elementary sample districts
in 1974-75 were located in the Southeast and South Central portions of the coun-
try, while the Basic Secondary sample was even more heavily distributed (almost
70%) in those two areas. This geographic disgzibutian corresponds roughly to
: ., of the total set of districts

1

the distribution of the 1974 award universe, if’

receiving ESAA Basic and Pilot grants in 1974.

10



Sample ESAA districts had relatively large proportions of economically disad-
%antageﬂ students, as indicated by the percentages of students sufficiently
disadvantaged to be eligible for Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)
Title I services. These percentages ranged from about 30% for the Basic Elemen-
tary and Basic Secondary samples to around 40% for the Pilot Elementary sample.
Overall, districts with the highest percentages of such students were in the

Southeast and the South Central sections of the nation.

ESAA Basic sample districts tended to be urban, with around three=fourths of
the districts located in a city or town, and only around 10% in rural communi -
ties. Around 60% of the Basic Elementary sample districts and a third of the
Basic Secondary sample districts were in cities with populations of at least
50,000, and many were in cities of over 200,000. The Pilot sample was slightly
less urbanized, with one-fourth of the sample located in rural areas; even here,
however, about half the Pilot districts vere in cities or towns.

»
Reflecting their predominantly urban .nature, most sample Basic districts were
fairly large; the typical district in the Basic Elementary sample had an enroll-
ment of 8,000 to 50,000 students, while most districts in the Basic Secondary
sample had enrollments from 20,000 to 50,000 students. Pilot sample districts

tended to run somewhat smaller, with a median enrollment of around 8,000 students.

Most of the sample districts had achieved a substantial degree of desegregation
prior to-the initial award of ESAA grants in 1972. fhat is, the racial/ethnic
mix of students in each school tended to match fairly well the racial mix aver-
aged across the entire district.* Furthexmore, with regard to Black and White
students, at least, the dagree of racial balance in the districts receiving

ESAA grants was clearly superior to that in a survey of almost half the nation's

*It is important to note that the desegregation indices used in this study simply
reflect, at a fairly gross level, the d@istrict/school racial balance. They do
not provide a picture of the status of school integration, in terms of inter=-
pexrsonal interactions or attitudes.

11

ERlC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



v\) .

e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

districts, conducted by the Office of Ciwvil Rights in 1972. This is a highly
positive finding in one respect. It indicates that, quite appropriately, ESAA
grants were typically awarded to districts that had already desegregated to a
considerable extent, and were presumably used to help the districts meet needs
incident to tF desegregation. However, this finding also means that there

was little room for further improvement in racial balanze after the grants

were awarded (although a few districts did show reduction in minority isolation
during the evaluation period). ‘Thus, reduction in minority isolation did not

prove a useful outcome for assessing ESAA program impact.

Basic Elementary schools had about 45% minority students, while the Basic
Secondary schools had 35% minority enrollment. Pilot Elementary schools,
according to ESAA eligibility requirements, were in districts that met Basic
Grant requirements and were desegregating (or at least had a plan for desegrega-
ting) . Pilot-eligible schools also had to have at least 50% minority students;

the Pilot sample schools had an average minority enrollment of 82%,

Minority representation among staffs in the sample schools was consistently
lower than that among the students. The largest deviation was in the Pilot
Elementary sample, where 66% of the students were Black, but only 40% of the

schools' staff members were Black.

In sample schools, as in the sample districts overall, the percentage of disad-
vantaged students in the Pilot Elementary schools (i.e., minority-~isolated) was
generally higher than that in the Basic Elementary schools (i.e., desegregated).
about 57% of the students in sample Pilot Elementary schools were reported
eligible for ESEA Tit.e I services, while the corresponding percentage for
sample Basic Elementary schools was approximately 44%. Both of these figures
are higher than comparable district-level percentages, suggesting that ESAA
funds were selectively targeted to the more economically disadvantaged schools

within the ESAA-funded districts.

12







In all three of the major 1974-75 samples, minority students perceived them—
salves as less favorably txeated by s<hool adninistrators than did mon-
minozity students. In the Basic secondary school saple, howeverx, minority
students had more favorable perceptions than did nonninority students of the

teachers' interactions with the students.

STUDENT CERACTERISTICS AND NEEDS

ppproxinately two-thirds of the sample student= in sample Pilot Elementary
schools (i.e., minority—isolated schools) were Black, 15% were Spanish-background,
and 14% were White. By contrast, slightly moces tham half the students in Basic
Elementary (clesegregated) scrxoolds vere Whitte, anotiner two-fifths weze Black, :
arnd Spanissh-packground studernts ac counted £or about 10% of the sample. Of the
Basic Secondary sample studermts, about 59% were Wh-ite, almost 40 % were Black, '

and less than 23 were Spanism-backg¢round.

According to the reports of the teachers, only sbout 40% of the parents of

sample studerts had completed high school, and fewer than one-fifth of the fathers
had completed college, Fartlherrore, & large percemtage of parents vere thought
by the teachers to have unskilled jobs. 'Althczucjh +the dccuracy of the teachers'
infomation may be questioned, At appears reasconably certain that the sample
students were e<onomically as well as educatiorally disadvantaged. On the
averige, lower socloecomomic levels were reported for students in minority-
jsolated schools, and Eor mirority students regardless of their schools'

desegregatiomn s tatus.

Analyses of 197 374 and 1974-75 ISM evaluatiom data clearly indicated that
students in Eagic and Filot Progran school dis+tricts had acute needs for com=-
pensatory edvcation safviéésg as evicdenced by -their scores on the standaxdi zed
achievement tests. In both wears, for exarple , average scores on the reading
and nathemtdics test administered near tfie beginning of the scheool texm ranged

 From the 13th to the 37th pexcentile. Viewing themse results in terms of the

13
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test= publishers' national rorms, thae £ypical ESAM students' per-formamce fell
elow that of almost 802 of the nation's students ire the grade levelsoxff

interest.

Of the three racial/ethnic groups with time Jarges® nunbers of students #n the
evaluation samples (Black, White, and Spaanish- ~hacKkground) , Whittes gemerally
achieved the highest averaqe test scoxes, in both 1973=74 an<d 1.974-75, and
£or both the Basic arM Pilot Prograns - Mevertheless, White stizderits on the
average had test scoxries comsistently belew the national aweragee. There was
little evidence in the Zest results of intexactiom betweern sacioecononi < Levesl
aind race, ox between sex and race. Femnates , and stuadents of hi-gher socIoe-co—

romic level, tended to have higher pretest scoies reqaxiless of race .

Avexaged acxoss racial/ethnic groups, elenentary students in desegregted
{Basic Program) schools showed LessS severe academ.ic needs (i .e., achieved
higher pretest scores) than students dn minori ty- isolated (Filot Ercigfaﬁn)
sthools. Hr:wever s this di ffererice , fﬂuné L:\ }:ﬂz\;h 1973=74 arxd E974-75, was -
Jdargely a function of d ifferences dn :rat:;aL /et;hn:. ¢ composdti.on of thee Basi ¢

and Pilot samples, and 4 more meandng ful coTparis on camn be obtained by =exan-

dnimg minority and non-minority students separately-

hexe was Little dispar ity in the pre tes® scores of mimority students im de-
segregated and minority -isolated s<hools ; in both: ervixonments , minority stu-
dents at a given grade level and for a gdven sibtest had <about the sane pesr-

<eén tile ranking., By contrast, ron-mninority students in d eseqregated schocls
mad e substantially higher average test’s<ores thasn ron-minority student s in
minority-isolated schools. As a general rale, irm fact, the test scores of

Ton -minority students in minority-isclated (pi.lots) elemen tary =chools t encled

to be closer to those of their minority Yeels in those same sckhools than €0

the scores of their mon-minoxity courrteryarts In desegregated (Basic El emesntary )
schools. Although this finding does not necesssaxsily iTply & causal rel.ationship
between school desegregration status and Jretest performance of the ron—nirority

students, it is an interesting <bservrati on in lt= own right.

14



RESOUICE ALLOCAT IONIS

In Fiscal Weax 1975 (second year of the evallatioms), total. funds ,:!bligatea |
nationally fox the ESAA Easdic and Pilot Plogitams wiere abowmt 2135 million amd
§2-4 million, ié%péitiveiﬁg The correspondirey £iguares For the two programs i
Fiscael ¥Year L974 were $156 million and $27 milliorm, What these national a lle-
caticsns meant to tkme Anddvi<ual school receivirig ESAA £ ndls can bezst be se-en
in thee table delow, which shows F£or schools in the 197475 sanples the tot-al
pex-pip£l Fundiryg, and the per-papil Funding derivwed from ESPAA gramts, from
otder '(rion—ES2AA) suipplemental prograns , and fron regular Aiskrict i,gxgenﬂiﬁ ure=s.
Theses figuxes reprezsent avelages acEoss all EsAl-funded (toreatmeents) school s
us-ed in the study's impact analyses—-i e., all ESEA;Eaftir:ipatimg schiools in

th ¢ smples £or vhich there were natched nora-ESMA (control) schools.

Per-Pupil Furiding in Sample ESAA-Participitiing Schools in 197475

Ewvaleution Samplie
Funding Source e T T B —- -
Jasic Llenentaty | Basic Secondliry? | Pilot Elementary

ESSARA 66 (5%) §22 {2%) s125 (L1%)
Mion—ESAA Supplenertal %120 (LO%) §12 (1) 122 (10%)

Regulax S1051  (84%) 981 (97%) 035 (79%)

[ s e

Totalr £1238  (LO0%) §1018  (1003%)

s1182  (1008s)

#leciuse of rounding procesduxes , component expendituress Go mot- always dd up
prexcisely to the totals shown,

All per-pupil figquxes showm in this table were cadeulated acxoss the total
school enrollnents . £o allow direct comparisons of per—pupil allocatdons £rom
differemt sources., When aweraged across onlly those students listed ly the
schools as ESAM program participants, the per-pupl ESAL expenditure figurtes
are dncreased to $191, $132, and $212 respectivel®y for the B-asi.c Elelentary,

Bemsic Secondary , amd Pilot Elememtazry Sarmples. Neave rtheless , in kerms of

fa—ry
&
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impact on the total school expenditures across the entire student bedy, it is
clear that the ESAi funds were a relatively small part of the schools' budgets.
In the Basic Elementary schools, for example, only one dollaz per pupil came

from ESAA for every nineteen dollars from other funding sources.

Aalso apparent in the table above is the difference among the three samples in
supplemental per-pupil expenditures. The largest ESAA per-pupil expenditures,
and the largest supplemental expenditures from sources other than ESAA, were

in sample Pilot Elementary schools, while the smallest expenditures from ESAA

and other supplemental sources were in Basic Secondary schools.

Total 1974-75 per-pupil expenditures in the sample ESAéﬁgaItieigating (treat-
ment) schools were significantly higher than those in the paired non-ESRA (con-—
trol) schools, for all three evaluation samples. These differences, however,
were usually only a small fraction of either of the two expenditure figures
being compared, Furthermore, in the Basic and pilot Elementary samples, there
were no significant differences between the ESAA-participating and non-ESAA
schools in the allocations of supplémEﬂtal funds for activitiés having apparent
relevance to achievement or school climate (e.g., reading and math instruction,
new curricula, guidance and counseling, and intergroup and cultural enrxich-
ment). While ESAA-participating schools in the Basic Secondary sample spent
significantly more than non-EShA control schools for reading and mathematics
instruction, the size of these differences ($8 moxe per pupil in reading and

S4 more for mathematics) makes their practical importance doubtful.

SERVICES DELIVERED

In both 1973-74 and 1974-75, ESAA-participating schools in all three evaluation
samples spent the largest share of their ESAA funds, and of other, non-ESAA
funds, for instruction in reading and nathematies. In 1974=75, for example,
Pasic Elementary and Basic Secondary schools focused roughly three-fourths of
both ESAA and non—ESAA funds on instruction in these basic skills, while Pilot

Elementaxy schools devoted approximately two-thirds of their funds for this
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 purpose. FPercentage expenditures for other services varied somewhat across

samples. In Basic Elementary sample schools, For instance, the major areas of
both ESAA and non~}SAA 2xwpenditures, other than reading and math instructien,
were new curricula, and administrative and auxiliary services. In the Basic
éaganaa:fy sample, by contrast, the major expenditure areas (other than basic
skills) for ESAA funds were intergroup and cultural enrichment, and ;guiaam\:e

and counseling, while that fox non-ESAA funds was career education.

As in 1973-74, the results Ffor 1974-73% show that resources and services were
‘targeted to needy school distyicts, schools, and students. ESAA grants, as
noted above, were awarded to districts having large percentages of stucents
with acute needs for compensatory education (i.e., low scores on standardized
achievement tests) and with low socioecomnomic levels; those districts, in turn,
directed ESAA funds to schools that had high proportions of academically needy
and financially disadvantaged students. A styong relationship between the need
for compensatory sexvices and the targeting of ESAA resources was shown by
significant correlations between achievement test scores and ESAA expenditures:
in general, schools having the greatest need (i.e., the lowest reading and

mathematics pretest scores) had the highest levels of ESAA per-pupil expenditures.

Evidence also shows that supplemental funds including ESAA expenditures were
translated into basic skills instruction and other supplemental services that
were targeted toward needy students. In all three evaluation samples, students
with greater needs for compensatory edﬁcéti@n {i.e., lower f\retest achievement
scores) tended to receive greater amounts of imstruction in reading and mathe-
matics than less needy students. This trend was further corroborated by analyses

of resource-utilization data collected in 24 of the sample schools constituting

thé in=Dégth Study* sample. On the average, classroom teachers in schools with

*This study is more fully described i Wellisch, J. B., Marcus, A. €.,
MacQueen, A. H., and buck, G. A. 2An In-Depth Study of Emergency School Aid
Act (ESAA) Schools: 1974-1375, TM-52 36/010,/00, System Development Corporation,

July, IZQTE’;
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more needy students devoted moxe time to reading and math instruction, including
lesson plan preparation, !th,arx teachers in schools with® less needy students.
similarly, the resources allocated to remedial reading and math specialists,

and to inservice training For classroom teachers, were greater in needy schools h
than in the less needy scijagls.

In sunmary, evidence from the first two years of program implementation (1973-74
and 1974-75) indicates (a) that the ESAR resource allocation process success-
fully dispensed funds to districts vith needy students, (b) that those districts
in turn allocated ESAA funds to needy schools, and (¢) that the recipient
sehaéls translated the funds into needed services and targeted those sexvices

toward students with acute needs for compensatory education programs.

PROGRAM IMPACT

- In the first evaluation year (1973-74), there was Little evidence of substantial
differences in program resources or sexvices between the ESAA=funded (treagment)
schools and the non-ESAA (wontrol) schools. Fox this reason, and because the
sample students had received only about five and a half months' exposure to
ESAA programs that were st;ll in their initial implementation phase, it came

as no surprise that there was no evidemce of ESAA program impact, i.e., that

no treatment—control differences in achievement test gains were found.

puring the second year (1974-75), there were indications of a possible trend
toward larger differences in total funding between ESAA-participating and non-
ESAA schools, thaugﬁ allocations for activities seemningly relevant to the out-
come measures were still similar for the two groups of schools. Again, there
was no clear evidence of ESAA program impact, on either test score gains oxr
gains in school climate measures. Within the Basic Elementary sample, treat-
ment (ESAA-funded) schools made larger gains than control (non-ESAR) schools

in both reading and mathematics, and in all three grade levels sampled. Despite

the comsistency in direction of these findings, however, none of the diffexences
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was statistically significant. Thus, it will be important in subsequent anal-
yses to examine results for the third evaluation year (L975-76) to detexmine
whether the apparent tremds toward greater treatnen t=control differences in

resources and in outcomes increased in the final year of the evaluation.

Additional analyses wexe performed, using national test norms rather than the
control (non-ESAMA) schools as a benchmark foxr evaluating achievement gains of
the ESAA-participating schools. The assumption underlying these anmalyses was
that ESAA might be considered successful in a school if, on the average, ESAA-
participating students in that school exceeded the test score gains required

during the school year to maintain their same ranking relative to the nation's
total population of students (as represented by the sample used to develop the
publishers' norming tables). For example, if a test score gain of 17 points

were required to maintain a school's initial ranking at the 20th percentile,

and if the sample ESAA-participating students in that school had an average gain

of 23 points, the ESAA program in that school would be classified for purposes

15 successful.

iy

of these analyses

Results using this definition of success varied with grade level and subject
area. Overall, however, about 40% of the Pilot Elementary and PBasic Elementary
schools met the success criterion in reading, and almost 75% of the schoocls in
those samples met the criteriom in math. In the Basic Secondary sample, about
30% of the schools met criterion in math; there were no appropriate norms in
secondary reading for determining the number of schools "suceessful"™ in that
content area. In general, them, these results seem to present a somewhat more
positive picture of the ESAA-participating students' performance than do the
treatment-control comparisons. It should be noted, however, that the criterion
of success used here, based on natiomal test noxms, iz somewhat arbitxary, and
subject to differing intexpretations .according to one's expectations regarding

the effects of compensatory edugation programs.
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RELAT IONSHIPS AMONG_PROGRAM VARIABLES, STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT, AND SCHOOL CLIMATE

For the exploratory analyses reported here, 1974-75 data from ESAA-Funded
(treatment) and non-ESAA (control) schools were combined, since the purpose
was to determine what program features were associated with successful out-
comes , regardless of funding sourxces for those programs. The relationshigs
discovered in these analyses, though somewhat tentative, suggest a number
jmportant interactions that have policy implications for ESAA and similaxr
educational programs.

Before proceeding further, it should be noted that the relationships summarized
below represent general trends, but were not always found at every grade level
or for every subtest. Readers interested in greater details of the findings
are referred to the source documents listed at the beginning of this sgmmary

report.

Two sets of relational analyses were performed. The first set used data from
all of the 1974-75 sample distxicts and schools, while the second set was based
on a subsample consisting of 24 elementary schools used in the In-Depth

Study. The In-Depth Study supplemented the overall ESAA evaluation, and was
designed to meet the U.S. Office of Education 's requirement for a more detailed
and comprehensive examination of program operations at schools selected to cover
a fairly wide range of effectiveness in raising students' achievement levels.*
A number of special analyses were possible for the In-Depth sites because of

the use 1in those schools of intensive classroom observations and interviews,

as well as the questiomnnaires and tests used in all other sample sites.-

*The detailed report of the In-Depth Study is referenced in the footnote on
Page 12.
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Considering first the results from the total samples of districts and schoods,
the Basic and Pilot Elementary samples showed larger yeading and mathematics

gains in sites with higher regular (districtﬁgupgézﬁed) per—student expenditures.

Similar though somewhat weaker relationships were found between total (regular
plus supplemental) per-student expenditures and achievement. Also, in the
pilot Elementary cample, larger mathematics gains were associated with greater
su@plemeﬁtal expenditures for mathematics instruction, and were also {(£hough
less strongly) related to greater emphasis on drill and practice procedures in
the math instruction. In the Basic Elementary sample, there was a tendency for
larger reading gains to be associated with more recent teacher inservice train-

ing in reading instruction.

Several significant relationships were found between achievement scores and
program characteristics in the Basic Secondary samﬁié- lLarger mathematics

test gains were associated with larger amounts of imstyuctional time in mathe-
matics, with more highly tisinéﬂ mathematics teachers, and with smallex pupil-
to-teacher ratios. Also at the éécandary level, larger reading gains vere made
by students in districts that undertook more activities designed to facilitate
and support school desegregation. This latter finding is particularly important
pecause of its similarity to relationships found in the first evaluation year

(1.973-74) at the elementary level.

Policy-relevant relationships were also found with respect to certain measures

. of the students' perceptions of school climate (i.e., perceptions of teacher-

student, principal-student, and student-student interactions, perceived school
discrimination, feelings of alienation). At the elementary level (Pilot and
Basic samples), sevexal climate indicators showed moye positive gains (improved

ciimate) where students expressed a liking for school and where they perceived

their teachers as supportive. In the Basic Secondary sample, less feeling of

alienation was reported by students im schools where the sample teachers rgpértea
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Analyses based on the In-Depth Study sample of 24 elementary schools yielded
additional findings of considerable importance for ESAA program policy formula~
tion., In these analyses, elementary schools found successful in reading or

math (as indicated by their gains in percentile rankings over the school year)
were compared with a demographically similax group of schools that showed less
success in reading or math. The major dimemsions on which comparisons were ’
based were the schools' organizatiomal climate, parental and community involve-
ment, reading and math instructional practices and related teacher attitudes, |
reading znd math instructional resources, and equality of educational opportumity.

In-Depth Stvdy results in each of these areas are summarized below.

Parent and Community Involvement

Two major issues were investigated in the analysis of parent and community inw-
volvement at school. The first issve was the degree to which parent involve=~
ment was associated with certain promotional activities designed to increase
active parent participation. WNone of the promotional activitiés’examinad in
this study (e.g., holding open house, providing evening entextainment, distri-
buting school newsletters) was found aésa:iat:eﬂ with gatent; ééii:icipatian, Haw-
ever, parents were nore involved in schools where the gx:iﬂéiga,l assumed more of
the responsibility for establishing policy in the area of school=-community

r¥elations.

The second issvue involved the relationship between. parent participation and
student achievement. Schools vere significantly ,n,iérg likely to show math
gain--that is, their students were nore likely to )imprave their standing rela=
tive to the mation's student population—-vhen parents were present in the class-
rooms as paid instructional aides, volunteers, or visitors. The relationship

to reading achievement was also positive, though not statistically significant.

It is important to note that this relatiomship between parent involvement and

student outcomes vas guite specific to parent participation in the classroom.
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Apparently the use of non-parent aides did not have a comparable association

with students' achievement gains, nor did parent participation outside the

classroom (e.g., as clerks, or on advisorxry committees) .

Instructional Resources Used in Reading and Mathematics

Reading and math resources vwere analyzed in terms of class size, instructional
time in reading and math, staffing practices, equipment and materials, inservice
training, and teachers' education. The allocation patterms of these resources
among the successful and less successful elementary schools revealed tvo

rel ationships with students' gains in mathematics. First, schools vere signifi-
cantly more likely to be successful in raising math achievement vhen more of
their resources were allocated to remedial specialists in math. The same trend
was obtained for reading achievement, though the results were not statistically
significant. Second, schools were significantly less likely to be successful in
raising math achievement when more of their resources vere allocated to math

instxuctional aides (as contrasted with remedial specialists).,

Reading and Mathematic: sfglns,trugt;ién;a; Practices

While several variables related to the teachers' classroom procedures and atti-
tudes vere found to be associated with achievement gains in the In—Depth sample
schools, the most consistent and interpretable involved the teachers ' use of

behavioral objectives, and their use of structured practice sessions.

An index of the use of behavioral objectives was significantly associated with

both reading and math gains; that is, schools were more likely to show achieve-
ment gains vhen teachers organized their instruction around lesson objectives
defined in terms of specific skills and knowledge to be mastered by the students.
The behavioral objectives index was defined in such a manner that it would have
a high value when teachers (a) maintained student records that showed attainment
of specific instructional objectives, (b) placed a relatively high value on the

agse of behavioral objectives, and (c¢) placed strong emphasis on revising lesson
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plans (rather than abandoning objectives) when instructional objectives vere
not attained.
Schools were also more likely to show reading gains when practice sessions were

observed to include many of the steps necessary for mastery of the lesson ob-
jectives, and when the sessions were relevant to the lesson objective (obsexver

judgments). No relationship was found with math achievement gains.

A third relationship--or actually, a clustéf of relationships--is of great
potential interest, but is also more difficult to interpret than the two find-
ings cited above. Schools whose teachers frequently praised the students were
significantly less likely to make gains in reading: there was a similar but
non-significant relationship in mathematics. Although this finéiﬁg seems Sur-
prising at first, it can perhaps be explained by the relationships found between
frequency of praise, and several other teacher behaviors and attitudes. First
of all, there is some evidence that the praise was given somewhat non-selectively.
That is, students tended to receive praise regardless of whether they were ex-
hibiting desired behavior (e.g., giving correct responses to questions). It

has long been recognized that feedback such as praise must be used SéléétiVélyA
to be effective. Secondly, teachers giving moxe praise tended to stress psycho-
emotional goals as more important than academic goals, and also tended to give
the students less practice time. Thus the evidence, while somewhat tentative
and circumstantial, suggests that extensive use of praise may have impeded
academic growth by de-emphasizing a task-oriented approach to instruction (e.g.,
providing practice time or, informing students of their weaknesses as well as

their strengths).

Organizational Climate

Two dimensions of organizational climate were found significantly related to

achievement gains. The first was an index of admigist:g;ivg;;eaagrshiP,in the

school: schools characterized by strong administrative leadexship were
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significantly more likely to raise math achievement and somewhat more likely
to raise reading achievement. For purposes of ;hiéuégélysis; a school was
rated high on administrative leadership (a) when its administrators assumed
responsibility for selecting basic instructional materials, (b) when the
principal attributed considerable importance to decisions regarding the selec~-
tion of basic instructional materials, and (c) when teachers in that school
more accurately perceived the principal's attitudes regarding various instruc-
tional practices. Thus, the administrative leadership measure applied here

was specifically and directly concerned with the instructional process.

Another finding in the analyses of organizational climate was that schools were

significantly more likely to show math gains where greater district-level sup-

port for new teachers was offered. Orientation courses, inservice training,

and documentation of procadures were the most common forms of teacher support

at the district level.

Equality of Educational Opportunity (EFO)

Equal treatment for students of all racial/ethnic groups is the law of the land,
and requires no justification on the basis of possible effects on student achieve=
ment. Nevertheless, it seems worth noting that, among the desegregated (Basic
Elementary) schools in the In-Depth sample for which adequate EEO data were
available, reading achievement gains were significantly less likely to be found

in schools whose teachers were observed directing a disproportionate amount of
negative feedback toward minority students (e.g., pointedly igngfing the' students,

criticizing them, or sending them out of the class).

themselves. For example, schools with segregated seating patterns were less
likely to have student intergroup mixing during recess and lunch than schools
without such patterns. In addition, schools that used fewer multi-ethnic in-

sﬁructianal materials alse tended to have segregated seating patterns, and the

29



teachers in those schools tended to exhibit disproportionately more negative

behavior (criticism, etc.) toward minority students. Finally, students' per-

Gegtiéﬁ% éfmgﬁéﬂquality gf teacher-student interactions tended to be less
favorable in schools where teachers were cbserved to direct disgrbgartianately
large amountz of negative behéviaz toward minority students. In short, the
individual elementary schools in the In-Depth study appeared to reflect a
consistent school-level pattern, favorable or unfavorable, that cut across

geveral dimensions of EEO.

In reviewing the results of the relational analyses--those using data from the
éntire sample as well as analyses based on the smaller In-Depth subsample--it
should be recognized that the findings are still tentative. Sample sizes for
certain analyses, especial’y those associated with the In-Depth Study, were
small. Furthermore, neither schools nor students were randomly assigned tﬁ
the various program approaches being compared. Rather, these analyses, unlike
the impact analyses, depend upon naturally occurring inter-site vafiati@ns in
program approach. Thus, outcome differences attributed to certain program
variables may in fact have resulted from uncontrolled variations in other

characteristics of the districts or schools whose programs are being examined.

Nevertheless, while any particular relationship described above might be spurious,

ment. At the risk of serious over-simplification and over-generalization, the
more pervasive trends in the relationships discussed above may be summarized
as follows:

® Results of several analyses suggest that program funding and resources

can make ardifferggggﬁ particularly if they asgﬁ;pg}iaéf;g,g;ﬁivities

directly related to the outcome measures of concern. In the pPilot
Elementary Sample, larger math gains occurred in schools with larger

supplemental expenditures for mathematics instruction, while in the
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Basic Secondary Sample, larger math gains were associated with smaller
student-to-teacher ratios (i.e., with a larger staff relative to student
enrollment). Both the Basic¢ and Pilct Elementary samples showed larger
reading and mathematics gains in sites with larger regular (district-
supported) per-student expenditures. 1In the In-Depth Study sample,
schools were more likely to be successful in raising math achievement
when more of their resources were allocated to remedial math specialists.

3

A,grgatg:ugegzgg,afV;ﬁs;rqgtigna;fgragzam:facus and structure appears

to aid the gchievemgngApfilgwfaghieving. disadvantaged students such

as_those in the ESAA-participating schools. 1In the Pilot Elementary

sample, larger mathematics gains were associated with greater emphasis

on drill and practice procedures in math instruction. In the In-Depth
Study sample, there was a greater probability of reading and math gains
in schools that made use of behavioral objectives to guide their instruc-
tion, and in schools that provided practice sessions to ensure mastery

of those objectives. Conversely, schools where teachers gave frequent
and apparently non-selective praise were less likely to show gains in
reading achievement; this relationship can be interpreted as indicating
the need for careful structuring by teachers of all aspects of the

teaching-learning process, including the use of praise and other rein-
forcers. Finally, yains in both reading and math achievement were more
likely to occur in schools whose principals provided focus and struc-
ture, in the form of strong administrative leadership. In particular
achievement gains tended to be associated with principals who were

perscnally committed to the selection of apprcpriaﬁe instructional

léCthﬂ prccess. and who communicated clearly and unambiguously to the

teachers thélr own attitudes about hcw instruction shculd be conducted.

Eareng,iﬁvplvemgn; can apgaf%ntly_beﬁbeﬂéfi§jal to student achievement,

when those parents are present in the classrooms as paid instructional

aides, volunteers, or visitors. This effect seems not to generalize to

the use of non-parent aides, or to parent participaticn outside the
classroom.
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® Efforts to improve interracial climate and attitudes, while desirable

in their own rights, evidently have beneficial effects on achievement

as well. Tn the Basic Secondary sample, larger reading gains were made
by students in districts that undertook more activities designed to
facilitate and support school desegregation; a similar relationship
was found in Year One at the elementary level. 1In the In-Depth Study
sample, reading achievement gains were significantly less likely to

. pceur in schools whose teachers directed a disproportionate amount of

negative behavior, such as criticism, toward minority students.

CONCLUSIONS N

The combined data from the first two years of the ESAA evaluation show clearly
that dollars have been targeted toward needy school districts, schools, and
students; further, those dollars have been translated into services directed
toward students with needs for such services. This finding is important for
two reasons. First, it implies that the ESAA resource allocation process is
functioning as intended--a statement that could not truthfully be made about
many other compensatory education programs in the past. But at the same time,

it raises questions about why a program so appropriately targeted should have

across sites) on student achievement or school climate. Of course, in any
evaluation, the outcome measures used as criteria of program success may be
insufficiently sensitive to changes that might have been fostered by that pro-
gram. However, the achievement tests used in the present study, while not with-
out their deficiencies, were carefully selected for their appropriateness to

the study's purposes.

A more convincing explanation for the apparent lack of ESAA impact lies in the
fact that, possibly because of the sample districts' freedom to adjust their
allocation of other federal and state program funds among the various schools,
the ESAA participating (treatment) schools often did not differ greatly from

the paired non-ESAA (control) schools with respect to the total per-student
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funds allocated for ESAA-relevant activities. Though the differences appeared
greater in the second year of ESAA implementation than in the first, most were
still of modest size. Nor was a pattern of large or consistent differences
found between ESAA-participating and non-ESAA-particip .ing schools in the
services offered to their students. Thus, the anticipated clear-cut treatment
differences between ESAA-participating and non-ESAA schools--differences on
which the expectations of outcome differences were based--largely failed to
materialize. Nevertheless, there are definite indications that some local ESAA
projects were quite effective, but that the successes of those projects were
obscured in the overall impaét analyses by the failures of other projects. When
data from both ESAA-participating and non-ESAA schools were combined, and
differences in funding source were ignored, certain program characteristics were
found to be associated with more favorable ocutcomes. While the strength and the
generalizability of the evidence favoring particular program approaches varied

considerably, it appears that the more successful programs were ones in which

® greater expenditures and personnel resources were focused on activities
related to the evaluation's outcome measures (i.e., basic skills and

school climate),

o there was stronger and more assertive administrative leadership, par-

ticularly with respect to instructional materials and policies,

e lessons were more highly structured, with teachers using praise very
selectively, and making greater use of behavioral objectives and of
practice sessions targeted toward those objectives,

@ parents were more heavily inveolved in the classroom, and

® efforts were made by-teachers and administrators to promote positive

interracial climate and attitudes.

It should be emphasized that all of the findings reported here are somewhat
provisional, as the data for the third evaluation year (1975-76) have yet to be
analyzed. When the 1974-75 data were compared with the 1973-74 data, there

appeared to be a trend in the second year toward slightly greater expenditure
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differences between ESAA-participating and non-ESAA schools, and, in certain
cases, toward greater achievement differences as well. Thus the third-year

data and longitudinal data will be closely examined in the next report for

more positive signs of ESAA impact. Another major focus of the Year Three
Report will be to seek verifiéa;i@n of relationships found in 1973-74 and
1974-75 between program characteristics and outcomes. Such cross-year verifica=-
tion would increase the confidence that can be placed in those relationships,
and would permit stronger recommendations to be made for future program improve-

ments.
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