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".they appeat.in Part V of-the r

I-. Summary'of F_indings"an_d Their-lrhplicatio,ns.'

-The major flndlngs of the Evaluatzon Report of
ECE, ESEA Title I, aBd_EDY, 1975-76, which are
summarized below, are’organifed in this part as

data on participants in E A Title I, and
EDY; institutional change; and student achieve-
ment.” The implicatiogs of -these findings for

Department of Educatiqp action are reviewed

briefly at the end of this gummary
Enumerauon Data on Partrcrpants »
An exammatron of the participant reports for

.early childhdod education «(ECE), Title [ of the

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).
and educationally disadvantaged youth (EDY) pro-
grams indicated the following:

® More than 939,000, students were served -

ort: enumeration -

through the combined fundrng sources in

. 1975-76. Sixty-eight percent of these students

_were enrolled ‘in kmdergarten through grade.
three (ECE, ESEA Title I, and ERY); 23
percent were enrolled in grades four through

six (ESEA Title I and EDY); and 9 percent .

were enrolled in grades seven through twelve
(ESEA Title I and EDY).
e More students received services in readmg and
mathematics than in any other component
- More than 883,500 students were served in
reading, and more than 849,500 students
"were served in mathematics. -

® More adult volunteers were involved in school-
programs than ever before. The 81,505 :ddult ‘
volunteers contributed nearly 351 ,000 'hours

- per week of program assistance, an average of
4.3 hours per week per volunteer. Of these
~ voluntgers 76 percent (61,840 persons) partic-
ipated in .ECE schools, while 24 percent

" “worked in schools with ESEA Title, I and/or

EDY*programs only
lnstltuuonal Change in Participating Schools

Evidence of mstrtutxonal change in -scheols ’
.partlclpatmg in the ECE reform effort and in

2—T6671 .

> N

ESEA Title I ‘and/or EDY was gathered from the A

quality ratings of school-level plans, from quallty

reviews conducted during the monitor and review. .

(MAR) school visitations, and- from the special
surveys of , specific dimensions gf institutional
change. lnstrtutlonal changes ir}, participating

sc.hools were evident from the following findings:-

® 'The plan-rating information indicafed that all
partrcrpatmg schools were engaged in system-

atic planmng . .
® The monitor and review (MAR) data mdr-
. cated that:
- T[.BCE schools were - rated very high on_

rmplementatron of their programs inaccor- -

v

dance with their school plans (average

mtrng 3.9 out of 5), especially in the, areas
_of reading and mathematics Pnstructlon
-2. Non-ECE - schools that received -only cate~

goricdl resources were¥ rated highgst. qn.

implementation of their programsrn accor-

dance .with their school plans (averagex

. rating 3 :6 out of 5).

3.ECE schools “were ‘rated - high' on - their
oward involving pareits in all

progress
- phases of the school program (aver‘ge
rating 3.6 out of 5).

l.nformatron gathered. through the(spec1al sur-
veys mdrcated that T

\Q Parents in the schools ‘hat were. “surveyed -

'.\&

1 . were, satisfied with the performance’ of their .
L children, with available schoo} resources and -~ -

I materials, and with their role in the: school
program. They also believed- that parent‘

involvement had a beneficial -effect on their
children’s attitudes toward school.

® Teachers in the schools- that were supveyed -

felt that implementation of individualized

instruction - was taking place with relatively -

. few constraints. Also, nearly 60 percent
) judged the recordkeeping as helpful in carry-
‘ing out an 1ndrv1duallzed program.

5.
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- reading achievement . in grades two and three

. .-
These , hrghhghts as well as other ﬁndmgs,
stronglyundleated that ECE schodls were mntnatmg
and ‘refining major changes in many of their .~ oy
programs. They-indicated that ECE schools were &°
effecting basic_institytional changes in,'systematic -
program planning, 1mplemen~tat|on and evaluation.
Three areas of institutional efféctiveness dppear
to requr@ mcreased emphasis in the coming year:

1.School- plan,ratlng data indicated the need for
improved approaches to meet the needs of
fimited- and - non-English-speaking’ students
and the need for improved program planning
in the area of language development, .
. The monitor and review data indicated the
néed. for further emphasis on effective imple-
X mentation of language development activities.
3. The monitor and review data also indicated
the need for additional attention to methods ",
of, involving parents in program ¢valuation
activities.

e

" . Student Achievement

Dlstnct repbrted data from
nationally-normed tests indicated that:

® Students in schools with ECE funds only or '
ECE funds in combination with ESEA Title
and/or EDY' funds attained reading achie
ment scores above the national gverage in all
grades served. On the average, students in ~ -
ECE-only schools eéxceeded the national aver-
age on post-tests of reading ‘achievement by
2.9 to 3.8 standard score points. )

® Students in ECE schools tended to have
higher gain scores in reading and mathematics
_achievement than did students in schools yith
"ESEA Title I and/or EDY programs only.

standardized,

-

L Students schools with ECE funds only .or
ECE fungdy' in combination .with ESEA Title I
andfor EDY funds -attained mathematics

achievement scores above the national average

in all grades served. On the average, students
in ECE-only schBols exceeded the national
average on post-tests of mathematics achieve:
“ment by 2.7 to 5.3 standard score points. -

‘® Students in schools receiving only ESEA Title .
I and/or EDY funds demonstrated .z consis- -
. tent movement toward the national notyn in

reading and mathématics achreveme,nt in
grades one through four. o

Calrforma Assessment Program (CAP) data on

showed that . - o o

\

S ln sohools~ reeewmg [:CE f.u'nds *’only. ‘md .

‘refinement of - -procedures, - mstruménta;lo
“analy echiniques. Among the refinements pntici-
pate fo the 1976-77 consolrdated evalyjation

&

* \ @d mmn &
. .

-;3 LN

sehools receiving ECE funds in combmatlon '
*with ESEA Title | and/or, EbY Tunds, stu-
dents showed greater gains m.read;ng achieve- .
ment from 1974-75 to 1975-76 than students
in a similar group of -non- [:CE schools
showed,
Studentsin’ EC[: schools s}rowed greater gams
in residual readmg ‘achieyement scores from -
grade two to grade three than did students in -
non-ECE skhools.! .
® Longitudinal declines in average residual read- .
ing achievement scores were noted: in the
group of ECE schools whose students scored
’in the lowest 20 percent on the CAP Entry .
Level Test. *This finding suggests the need for
more intensive analysis-of all available data
relaged to schools within this group, rigorous
.special surveys of student. background and
school factors that may be" contnf)utmg to
these declines, ‘and other appropriate program
improvement efforts to assist schools in
) lmpr/ng students’ reading performance.

.~ .Implicationsfor Department
of Education: Actlon

As indicated throughout this report, the Depart-
ment of Education is making every effort to
improve the quality and ulefulness of monitoring '
and evaluation information through continual
and

v/‘

report wilfbe the following:

o A hmlted number of ngorous special surveys

will focus on the studefit and school charac-
teristics that affect reading achievement.
These specral surveys will address questions
.such as those raised in Part V about the
performance of schools in the- lowest 20°
percent on the Entry Level Test .

¢

school plans have been dlscontlnued in favor -~
. of specific feedback on the strengths and -
« . weaknesses of individual plans, . r
Efforts to provide-useful’ long;t.dmal data on
"“the performarice of schools and students will
be continued. . )

YA residual scoré is defined as the drfferehce between a school’s
actual scoré (avetage score of its studepts) and its predicted score.

: -Predlctd scores are statistical ‘estimates based on background \

N

characteristics of the school and its students

¢

-

As noted in Part IV, numeérical ratmgs of <
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‘ ° l'llorts tu enhance the usefulness of Califor-
nia Assessment l’ﬂ)uam (CAP) data in assess-
ing student. performance in schools Yeceiving
reform funds and L.ntc[.om.nl funds will .be

. continued. - .. a AV

As' in 1974- 75 the. l)bpa‘rmkent cnuoqn&rcd

Pl

many problems in trying to assess tﬁ'c p?ogruss of =

limited- and, non-Inglish-speaking students.” ‘fhgse-

problems were caused by a lack of '(np'p'ropﬁ‘iro»"
" testing instruments. Development of.such instrus -

ments is x,ontmumg through a sunu of u)htrdutg
- -~

—~
‘ -
)
o
Al
. . .
4 N\

1
.

. .. /
- : /
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S/

with pl‘lV.ltt, research firms, but the mstrumcnl/s are
not scheduled for -completion until late in 1977,
Thus, the same pretest and post-test performance
assessment limitations . will cxnst for the 1976-77
report. -

In accordance with SB 1698/70,
evaluation report of ECE, ESEA Title. 1

‘the 1976-77
I, and EDY

1, the state

&, program ‘!()g limited- and nonl gish-spcuking
students, L
s . .
14
’ [}
*
(
L
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e
'
.
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_will bg, expanded-To include data on, the Miller- -
- Unruh feading program and dats®




-

S II Introdueﬂon

This Evaluation Report of ECE, ESEA Title I

* and EDY, [975-76 is "designed to provide a
descnptlon and interpretation of the effects of
local school programs. supported by early child-
hood education (ECE) funds, funds provided under

. Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education .

Act of 1965 (ESEA Title I), and educationally
disadvantaged yoquth (EDY) funds in the 1975-76

' ’vghool year. Although ECE, ESEA Title I, and

EDY represent separate funding sources, their

. # administration is designed to achieve a consrstent

process of systematic program planning, lmpl"-,

mentation, and evaluatlon at the drstmt
schoal levels.
. "This comprehensive approach to progr

. rmprovement reflects the cooperative efforts of the l

Legislature, the State Board of ‘Education, and the

‘Department of Education tq develop an eduda-

tional system. that is designed to provide a quali
educational program for all students in California.
These efforts incorporate three drmensrons (1) th
movement toward ap equitable base level of'schoo
support that lessens the disparities in wealth among
districts; (2) the recognition that various levels of

" “support and assistance are required to meet the

special needs of such students as the educationally -
disadvantaged, limited- and non-English-speaking,¥
and physrcally and mentally exceptional; and (3)\
the provision of support and encouragement to ;

ensure that funds and. program improvement \ )

_efforts to meet the unique educational needs of all.”
. students are coordinated through a planmrrg,
_implementation,® and fevaluatron process at %ach

school site.
To encourage the coordmatron of these funding

sources at the district level and at school sites, the .

Department, in‘accordance with Assembly Concur-
rent Resolution.
implemented a consolidated application approach -

in 1973-74. For kindergarten through grade. three,

127 "of 1969, developed and |

to the - Report

\

A »

N ECE provides the framework to enable schoo1

staff, parents, and represcntatlves of tie commu-
nity at each school site to join together to plan,
‘implement, and evaluate programs designed to
promote educational improvement at that school.
Thus, the consolidated apphcatlon and ECE pro-
vide a joint process for managing resources to
effect comprehensive program improvement for atb
students in kindergarten through grade three.
Consistent with the overall approach described
..»gbaove, this wgport not -only presents information
about the implemestation of ECE, ESEA Title 1,

between the comprehensive program improvement
-efforts of early childhood education and thé¢
various -state and federal efforts directed toward
the special needs of educationally disadvantaged
students. '

This evaluation report includes descnptlons of -
ECE, ESEA Title I, and EDY; the methodology,
vinstrumentation, and limitations of the various
data-collection and data- analysns procedures; and
i the findings of the evaluatron Descriptions include
ithe goals, - legislative authorization, scope, and
\eligibility criteria for each funding sourgeNThe
“methodology section contains a description ofdthe
procedures that were. followed and the instru-
mentation. that was used. The findings section
contains information about the numbers and types
of participants, expenditure patterns, indicators of
institutional change, and student achievement
results. Finally, since some ESEA Title I funding
-administered directly by various state agencies was .
_used to serve distinct groups of students 'in
sp/ecrahzed programs, a separate section is deVotedA

to tho‘{e programs.

\ -and' EDY, but it also_reflects the relationships -

/ ddition to this report a separate appendxx
_contaihing an_exhaustive compilation of all the
source data is avaxlable from the Department of

- Educatron

. B ‘.‘...‘ . '..
»




v

. & bl .

“ Part III of the evaluation report gives the reader
a background ag’ainst which to examine the effects

, of schoot programs supported by ECE, ESEA Title

1, and EDY. It also provides an overview of the
goals, leglslatlvé authorizations, scope, and eligibil-
ity criteria for//each funding source.

EM,y Childhood Education

Early cmlﬁhood education (ECE) was enacted .
- by Chapter 1147, Stftutes of 1972. This legislation
established a process to reform and, where neces-

sary, restructure prim .education in California to
ensure that all students in kindergarten through
grade three would receive an education that would
meet their unique needs, talents, interests, and
abilities. / a :

e - this goal, ECE calls for a
nsive process at each elementary school
) sess . the needs of the students, develop
. approp a(e educational strategies, evaluate the
/d make any subsequent changes that may
%ry Each of these steps is to involve the

. Individualization of instruction to meet each
,Elulds capabilities and needs, -with ongoing
attention given to the child’s progress’
_.Orgamzatxon of the learning expenenc&s to

. gr her own rate and to develop positive
es and feelings of self-worth '

“moré than 10 to 1 throughythe use of parent
volunteers, aides, and tutors - »

L . Provision of support programs, such as parent

P educaion, health/aumhary services, and staff
- development . cs

rts\f parents ‘teachers, admuustrato:s :

. Redyction. of the child-toadult ratio to not

..

lIl. Program Description

5. Development of active school-parent commu-

. nity partnerships through cooperative pro-
gram planning and implementation efforts

6. Development of a school site evaluation to be
used for refining prognim plans and imple-
mentation activities

The goal of ECE is to mcorporate the stratemes

described above as a means of |mprovmg locdl -

instructiondl programs and. establishing’ account-

“ability at each participating school "As a compre-

hensive restructuring process aimed at all students
in kindergarten through ‘grade three within a

part1c1patmg school, ECE ;s not designed to be a -

m; that is, it .is not designed to

categgrical pr
entary resources to improve the

provide supp

performance of identified groups of students with - )
special ineeds. Instead, ECE is designed to provide .

the framework and resources for designing school

pl" s:that will meet the. needs of all students in -

~ that sch 1.

Scope of ECE. ' .
Chapter 1147, Statutes of 1972, provided for an
appropriation of $25 million in 1973-74 and $40
IE 1974-75 for support of ECE. Since
.1974-75 ECE has been expanded annually throudl
funds provnded in the state budget. As is shown in
Table lll-‘l the 1975-76 state budget provided for
$63.2 mllhon for the support of ECE. These funds
extepded the ECE effort to approxnmately one-

third of California’s student ‘population in kinder-

garten through grade three. Table III-1 also- reflects
‘the expansion of ECE from school year 1974-75
through the l976-77 school year. .

ECE Funding and Eligibility Criteria | .

Upon State Board of Education approval of a
,school’s proposed program, ECE funds were allo-
. cated in 1975-76 on the basis of $ per student

_enrolled in kindergarten through grade three. An’
addmonal $70 was allocated for each student who

18 .
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scored at or below the 25th percentile of national
norms in reading or mathematics achievement.
Bach year half of the ECE tunds for any

%prtic.itmting district must be used at those schools.
that have the greatest “educational need.” Tye-

measure of educational geéd is the pereent or
number of students sconl at or bplow the 25th
pergentile on standardized,
reading or mathematics “achievement tests. The

other half of the ECE funds may be used for any

. combination of schools that .fhe: district selects,
“ since all schools are cligible for funding.

TABLE III-1

Number of K-3 Students Served iy sEt ﬁﬁ"ﬁ'unds' L
Appropriated, 1974-75 Through 1976-77 .

4» — = oS Lmrn

* \umhu of PLru.n -
, K-3 students | K-3 ‘lll&“[ll‘ FFunds
Yeat served statewide | appropriated
107:4.75 LR s 40,000 000
1975-76 1 420,747 i ) 8] o L 08200.000
197677 676000 | S5 . 97.450.000
testimated) l (estumated) |~

PY

The annual expansion .of ECE to additional
‘schools is based on the availability of. new state
funds and the quahty of programs implemented at

ECE schools i each participating district. As a-

result, in any given year e):sansnon rates vary from
~district to district, with some dlstncts recewmg no
expansion funds at all. :

ESEA Title I

JIn enaét’ing Title | of the Elementary and
Secondary ; Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 (PL
89-10, as amended), the United States’ Congress

. -

provided financial assistance for the augmentation
of educatignal programs for stt;dents from low- -

income fampilies. Pursuant to fedéral statutes the
Department of Education allocatés and monitors
grants of money to local educational. agencies
quallfymg for ESEA Tltle I funds. ‘

. Scope of ESEA Tltle I

Table I1I-2 displays the number of students'

“sgrved by ESEA Title I and the funds appropngted
from 1974-75 through 1976-77. i

i ESEA Title | Funding and Eligibility Cnt;m -
. ESEA Title I funds are granted to California on’

the basis of the eligibility of each county. Funds -

»

nationally normed

- are then allocated to school districts in accordance
with a formula based bn data tfrom the Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) pro-
gram. The formula is shown in Appendix A,
Districts then allocate funds to target schools on
the basis of relative educational need.

Once ESEA Title 1 tunds are alloutul to a
school, students are selected for participation on
the basis of their educational *need, which is
defined to include students Scoring at or below the
second ‘quartile on standardized achievement tests
or those who have serious learning deficiencics
because of linguistic, social cultural, or economic
isolation. . “o,

In their use of ESEA Tltlc I funds, districts, must
provide services to participating students over and
above the services that they provide to nonpartici-
pating students. While ESEA Title | funds may. be
used for students in preschool and in kindergarten
through grade twelve, state regulations require that
these monies be ““focused” first on students in the
early school grades to make the greatest impact
early in a child’s cduc,atlon '

TABLE 111-2

‘Number of Students Served 'by‘ESEA Title I and Funds
Appropriated, 1974-75 Through 1976-77

T T N
B Number ot T
students served Funds
Year (all grade levels)  appropriated® -
1974.75 503.416%* S132.577.01%
1975-76 520,845 ' 130039420
1976-77. 550,000 139 850,257
J (estimated)

*All figures in this co]umn represent amounts appropriated to local
educational agencies (LEAs). [hese amounts do not include funds
allocdted for migrant educatign. handicapped children, neglected
and delmquent‘chlldren or other purposes because the counts of
participants are limited to students’ n:cemng funds gxanted to
LEAs.

**ln the Evaluation Report of l:CE bSL4 Tnle 1 and EDY,
1974-75, the number of Title | participants reported (591,561)
represented a count of alkstudents in schools that received Title |
funds. Ior fiscal ycar 1975-76 the summary count reflects: the
actual number of student§ who participated in Title | programs,

- So that the figures shown are comparable, the number of students
served by Title | fiscal year 1974-15 has been restated to -
reflect the actual number of students who participated in Title |
programs. . . - s

. L . B ] e )
Other, special categodes of students who are

_eligible to receive ‘services: under ESEA Title I

~ include handicapped studenfs living i in ‘state institu-

tions, Amencan Indian and mlgrant students,




(3

"areas" that include ‘the students with the greatest -

students in state institutions tor lhc: ncglc&ccl or

delinquent,. and  students  attending  nonpublic
schools it they live in an eligible attendance area
and are educationally deprived.

: Edﬁcntionally Disadvantaged Youth

The state-tunded program tor educationally dis-
advantaged youth (EDY) is designed to provude
quality cducational opportunities tor students. as
authorized by (haplcr I4()h Statutes ot 1972 (SB
90).

The goals, target populutlon. and requirements
“of EDY are similar to those of ESEA Title 1.

Scope of EDY !

Table 11I-3 dlsplays the number of. studnnts,
served by EDY and the funds apﬂropnatcd from

1974-75 through 1976- 77 R N

Funding and Elm’billty _Critcm .

Educationally disadvantaged youth (EDY) tunds
are allocated to school districts in accordance with
a-fofmula that includes indexes of limited-English-

‘speaking ablhty, transiency, and poverty The

formula is given in’ Appendix B.
Once district eligibility for EDY fundmg is
established, districts select those school attendance

educational need. Need is determined by either the
number or percent of students scoring below-the

25th, percentile on standardized achievement tests -

.

.——/—;"”'
o

N\
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in res ading or mathematics: however, even though

the tocus ot attention iy on \;udcnls achieving at
levels  below  the  285th percentile, all students
achieving below the SOth percentile are served.
Under provisions ot the Educationally Disadvan-
taged Youth Act, EDY funds are used to serve only
those students” enrolled in public education pro-
grams. Regulations.established by the State Board
of Education require that priority be given to
serving students in the carly grades.

’ TABLF 113

Number of Students Served by EDY and Funds
Appropmtcd 1974- 75 Thmugh 1976-77

L SE PP S -l

( ) \umhcr nt e '
students served  ° Punds
Year (all grade bevels) ™ | .|ppmpn.ucd
197475 89,513 $83.754.000°
197576 . o 300,754 . 003K 376
1970-77 443 000 ‘)7,554,‘).‘(\
1. (csmn.ned) .-

*In the Evaluation Report of ECF ESEA Title I. and l:DY
1974-75, the number of EDY participants reported (436,009)
represented a count of all students in schools thit received EDY
funds. For fiscal year 1975-76 the summary count reflects the’
actual nymber of students who participated in EDY programs. So
that the figures shown are comparable. the number of nudenu )
served by EDY in fiscal year 1974-75 has been restated to refleét
the actual numbes of students who perticipated in EDY programs:

(S
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IV Procedures, Instrumentatlon and l:lmltatlons

An- exanunatron of the eff' ts of ECE ESEA

iTitle I, and EDY i‘ocused _

\Enumeratlon ‘d{ ta descnbmg the scope of

-school programs prov1ded through the t‘hree L

. funding sources

e Institutional change mdlcators that descnbe-
the impact of“school restructurmg efforts on -

the context. in thchrfhc student achieves

- @ Indicators ‘of student achJe\Lement in* readmg-

arrd mathematrcs ) :

Conclusnons based on a review 'o.f e'numeratlon
' d‘ata alone, of the institytional change -dfta alone, -

or of student - achJevemen data alon'e could be

'_ ysxgmﬁcantly mlsleadmg Thus, this report is based

on a series of measuréments or examinations of the -

" -areas described above. The evaluation is, therefore,

o .
;:m - another part was - used For sehool-, district-, and ~ three methods to examine the nature and extent of
state-level planmng, and “evaluation. Chart: IV-1 L -;,g,strtutronal change 1) quallty reviews of school
, shows the various data squrces that werfe used in | ‘program plans; (2) onsite program quality reviews
* the evaluation of programs. These data sources ar¢ for schoals entering ECE in 1975-76 and contin-
s e described in’terms of (1) the funding sources that uing ECE schools with' the lowest overall ratings '

a collectlon of sepm’ate evaluations, which togetlter
provide a picture of the effécts of] ECE ESEA Title
I, and EDY. e J

‘Several. specific data sourc were used in’ the
evaluation .of programs. that received: ECE, ESEA

Title I, or EDY funds. While part of the informa-

tion- was used to determme ‘participant eligibili

_,-""were involved at"tl_xglocal educational agency; (2). *
' the‘nim‘le of the instrument that was used to gather

the ‘data; (3) the’ agency that - completed the

instrument; and (4) a. general, descnptlon of the-

lnstrun)ent s contents. : ’ N

.Enumeration Data on Partlcrpants

Through the year-end “Product. Evaluation

~Report,” all participating schools were asked: to
provide information relative ‘to.the numbers of

" participants who received sefices provided under

" and compliance - a

. major purposes.

.é"»

personnel lured through the wvarious’ fundmg .
sources. Self-reportmg of enumeration data has *
. proved . uite accurate and useful m d‘escnbmg the - -

. scope of school programs
' Assessment of Instltutlonal Change

As noted earlier,” a major goal of". the EQE’
restructuring effort is to 1mprove the educationjal .
" delivery system and thereby increase student

~achievement in basic. skllls In most cases-such
1mprovement requires .. stltutlonal changes that

" affect the goals, roles, and environment of partncn— -
. -pating districts; schools, staffs, and communities.

Desngnmg mstruments and procedures to assess

precisely the nature ‘and. degree’ of ‘institutional : .
_ change . within. and -across thousands of .schools
statewide is a difficult task. In the first place the

development, of measuring instruments for this
. purpose involves, a relatively: new technology
" Secondly, when assessment procedures e -of
‘necessity combined with field services.and program
improvement efforts, the assessment of institu-
tional change may be somewhat conféunded by
the companion efforts to improve programs.

The Department of Education ‘has been using

funded by ESEA Title I and EDY only; and 3)

special surveys of partxcular aspects of mstltutlonal.'

change.

The quality review of school program plans and -

the on-site monitof and review process have several
They are inténded  to provide
systematic feedback. to a school ahout its program

' planning, implementation, and evaluation. This

development by encouraging ongoing planning,

quality’ reviews for schools .
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(feedb_ack is designed to aid.in future program -

- €éach funding source, the numbers of volunteers internal . monitor and review, ard process - and-_.
involved in therr programs, and  the numbers of ‘product evaluatron T S -
- | 13 - N
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oo e T CHART V-1’ : Y
. . R ot Data Somces Used in the Evaluatlon oRECE ESEA Title I, ° €. T »
NS . ‘ . S and EDY Programs, 1975-76 ‘ I R
- Lo;al eduuatlonat agenues “ Instr\ument(s) used to | Agerty completing : Des;ﬁptlon of instrument’s '
A mvestlgated g " m,. gatherdata . ., instrument =« contents - .o
y D'istricts with ECE‘, ESEA S Form A- l"7D R District office - . » | District-level éllocation
_Title I, or EDY funding . | ) : ot o I plans,application for ¢ B
. . . S ] s » fur_lding - ‘ \ \_. .
Llcmcnlary and suundary , form A-127ES ! Schools ‘- School level plans: review | . )
ey schaols with L(,l LSEA . \Form A-127Sec (school Jo . of needs assessment prm.ess : Vi
. - Title 1, or EDY Iundmb - cvel plan) o : objectives, activities, ) i L
) o _ v S : evaluation, dissemination, 1
. L e . o N D ., .| . and budget ' ~/ ' \} '
- Elementary s.cho_ols with. 7| Schooldevel plan .| State Department - | Rating of scfool-level .
~ . . ” ECEand/or ESEA - ' ', rating instrument _+ of Education - - ~plans . :
¢~ Titlel/EDY funding =~ ' RN .
" Selected ECE, ESEA Title 1, Program Quality Review Statg Degartment .| Onssite review and rating -
. and EDY schools ' Instrument (monitor and| iwllon ) of programs’ implementatiof. -
L _ : review) | N T :
Selected ECE schoéls_ o California Assessment Schools 4. *. | "State testing instrument used )
' e Program Reading Test: A .- 1 tO dssess reading achievemer"
o - second and third grades™ | - | at-the end of grades one and two
L - - . ’ . . v . R : ] » ¢ I3 ¢ . - :
Llemeritary and sewndary _‘ Phase I, evaluation report’ | Schools e Evatuation report enumeration
, Schools with EGE BSEA. o - (Form E-127P) | . : of pupils, program personnel; .
Title I. or EDY funding L o ~ and volunteers: pupil achieve-
' Sy o e U Ly ment on standardized tests 4
ot NS o .| (pretest and post-test): and <
J/ - ) ¢ A ’ self-reports on activitjes’ lmple-' oL
. _ . . . "~ | mented and objectives ‘
. L . o - v - . | accomplished S
Stratificd random sample of Phase 11, special Schools ) Survey mstrument report in one
schools with ECE, ESEA Title I,|  studies . " ' of the followmg secondary
or EDY funding ' . v o schools, adults in the class-
' roam, parent involvement, ‘
o e decision making, achievement.
, ¢ reporting, staff development,
S, ‘ individualization of instruc-
y . 4 ) ] - [ tion, schoo: advisosy commit-*
. . oL o ' N . tees, multicultural programs, *  *
R : : * \ »and state preschool *
R . . . . :
Districts with _ECE, ESEA Form CARM 10 ) Di.stri_élbfﬁvce ; Fm.mual report for each ~
Title I, or EDY funding ° SR ' P - . -program: ECE, ESEA Title 1,
: , < ‘ ) . and EDY ) Lo
N : ’ , i A . ' ) } '\: .
\%J ) - ' ’ - » ' N
' ‘ 3 "' . . .
. . )
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, |mportant for two reasons: (1) it roduces valuable
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Comphance Revrew ‘

Quahty Review of School-Level Plans - ( .
The quality review of schook evel plans is

hqol site. At -the
school commumt)g
prepares a comprehensrve pfogram plan This plan
is submitted to the Dep rtment. of - Educatxon,_

which carefully reviews it. The quahty reviews are

then sent&to the schools to- help those who
unders}and weaknesses m the ongr-,
nal program de ign. /

.During the s ‘of l975 each school applymg
« for ECE, ESEA Title I, or EDY, funds developed a
school-level plan All schools that were .applying
“for ECE . fungé submitted their plahs. to the
Department of Education prior to July'l, 19%3.

The Department s rating of plans covered S€
aspects of" program planning, .mcl;udmg the needs
assessmer}t process, which included identification
of existing conditions and des1red conditions; the
program description, which included specrﬁcatron
of objectrves evaluation and dlssemmatlon and
program budgetmg The ratfny of the plans pro-
vided a measure "of the ways m'whxch systematic

wal.

plannmg could be put orf paker. The rating was-

/not, however, a rating of the s_hools"abrlrty to
|mplement their plans. P _ -
- .

Program Quality Review an rogram

(MAR) visits
reviews and
lementation.

The purpose of monitor and revre
is to conduct school-level complran

quality assessments of p _gram i

These reviews and assessm¢nts semve two Rajor

purposes. First, they provide\partj patmg schools
with a program qualrty assessment that can be used
by the schools in their program "improvgment

' éfforts Second, they provide; state-level informa-

-

tion on cqgpliance with the legal requireménts of
each fundindsource and information on the overall
quality of the 1mplementatron of school: plans and
programs.

In program year 1975-76 the Department of
Education conducted monitor and review (MAR)
visitations to schools that were receiving ECE,

[

) Appendrx C.

- N ® - ) Ly
B o oL . T

The v1s1tmg team conasted of erther a Department
“of E /pcatton employee or.other experienced indi-
vidual, who acted as’ the lead persong and a backup
: on; who was, in most instances, either’ an
employee of the Department,.
miember, or a staff member of an office of the
county superintendent ‘of schools. In some cases
instruct8rs from® various. Califqmia, colleges#ind
universities ‘acted as backup persons or observers

The MAR teams used two forms for each school.
review: the “Program Quality Review Instrument’?
(PQRD), and. the “School Level Program Complis
ance -Review Instrument” (compliance document).
A third form was used to review  district office
compliance with the regulations governing the
various programs. This form, the “District Level
Program Compliance, Review Instryment,” . was -
used' by both.the elementary and secondary staffs
in their district audits. .

Part IV of this report includes a description of
the MAR “Program Quality Review Instrument”
(PQRI), the, statistics from- the various sections of
the PQRI, correlational analyses;, angd . inter-rater

-

.t

a - district: staff'

v -

reliability data. A copy of the PQRI 1s mcluded in -

-

.

Special Surveys S

The Department conducted special surveys to
examine the nature and extent of institutional -

- change at ‘a level beyond that indicated by the

ESEA Titlg I, and/or EDY funds. At the{{me that -

this report was complled 951 school MAR- ecords
were on file.

MAR teams of at least two persens
schools during the period from Novem

" in schools swith 14 or more part1c1pat1ng class-

_rooms. Smaller schools were reviewed in one day.

a .

i Q

T 1,1975, .
through May 31, 1976. "The teams spent two days

“ents,

aggregatey, statewrde school-le plannmg and
monitor and review data: * - *

" The _toplc areas for the special surveys, wluch are
listed: in - Table IV-1, were Jbased, in part, on
.program components req by ECE, ESEA Title,
I, and EDY. In. addmo to the component refer-
however the, 'surveys also attempted to
address institutional change questions and issues
raised by,the program and program evaluation
staffs as well as questions arising from a search of

the literature .on the nature of change m educa-+ -

tional institutions.

The Department conducted l'l special surveys
“during 1975-76. Findings from six -of the special
surveys were sufficiently complete to include in

. this report..Summaries of those findings can be

found in Part V. Technical reports on the findings*
of the remaining five surveys will be available at a
later date. : p

For each special survey a scientific procedure
was used to ensure that the sample was representa-
tive of ECE, ESEA Title I, and EDY schools. The

" two exceptions to this ‘sampling procedure were

that (1) the secondary schools survey mcluded all

5 ' . . ' 7
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' secondary schools with. ESEA Tltle I or EDY
funding; and (2)-the multicultural education survey
.was based on a sample: of schools that were
-selected, on the basis of ‘the racial-ethnic distribu-
‘tion of students.and the rural-urban charactengtrcs )
of the community. v "
- Questionnaires wer/; used for eight of the sur-
veys, and field observation techniques were used
“for threg. The mstrumentatnon or procedures that

B 4

~

- percent.

A

.

r\l

. -

were: used and the sample size for each survey are. ¢ .~
. shown in Table IV-1. '

. The percent- of retum for the survey questlon-
naires varied from a low of 56 percent to a high of
.92 percent, ‘with' a median return rate of 71
Information about “he distribution and -
return of the ,questronna-rres is summarlzed ‘in
'Appen ix D. -

¥ " TABLE V-
Summary of lnstrumentatnon and Procedures in the Specml Surveys R .
. 7. | Number of schools‘ . : .
.. Survey. 1. - in the sample. - Instrumentation or procedure
Quésti.onnaires ! - ' : '
Achievement reporting - 143 3 A\c}uevement reportmg survey
it s ‘
3 L
Adults in the classroom A .69 || Classroom teacher survey 3
T ' e ' " Paraprofessional survey
- Decision-making styles ° itia ' . 93 -Prineipal oplmon survey -7
Co T e ’ g Teacher opinjon sufvey )
Al Parent _opinion survey - r) Lo
_ Individualization of instruction 249 : Language program survey '
. » ' Reading program survey
Mathematics program survey N .
Parent involvement 4, Staff opinion surv_ey ~
A . Parent opinion survey :
‘ o . o 7 Fxt . s
- School advisory committees . 220 School advisory comfnittee chalrperson
' : survey ’ ,
g 3 School advxsory committee member ,
. . : -/ | survey X

‘ 4I .Secondary schools 135 Teacher survey . .
o ‘ , . Administrator survey . :
) Staff develop’ment co 181 -Staff development survey ‘ _ o
- . | ‘ o
: Field observations IR o .
- Day in the life of a typical student 11 Observatlons bv Office of Prbmm Evalua-’ g
- Y tion and Research staff meﬁber i
Multicultural education 23 Observations by Bureau oflmergroup N
= - " Relations professlonal siaff members”. .
Plasthing . 15 Observations by Office of Program Evalua
o : tion and Research staff member )
38 1_ ] ,
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Assessment of Student Acluovement

The principal questron in assessrng the effects of
school programs-on stu%
‘well did the students pgrform compared to how
" they would have performed had they not partici-

pﬁted in school programs supported by ECE, ESEA

‘Title. I/ and .EDY? Unfortunately, this question
‘canniot be -answered drrectly because’ districts,

’ schools, and students are ‘'selected for participation.

.in ECE, ESEA Title I, and EDY in accordance with

prescnbed criteria -for ehglblhty The effect of -

. thesé selection procedures is that pfogram paI'tICI-
- pants differ from non icipants in.terms of not

" “only-the criteria for eligibility that'they. meet but’

. also.in terms of a- mynadof other variables related

to school background and student population.. )
uently, evaluators have developed tech-

Cons
niques that provide indirect evidence from which
inférences can be made about program effects. In
this : evaluation report inferences have heen made
on the basis’ of two types of cornzmsons those
bétwee program’, participants and  publishers’
' ,natron

nt. achievement is: How .

/

norm : groups;- and those among ECE .

: ‘?ools *and between ECE schools and non-ECE -
h

oolsy on the basis of Calrforrua Assessment"‘*'

Program (CAP) data .
Standardrzed Achrevement Test Data ' T

'I'he data that are presented in - the areas of

. §tudent achievement are from objective, standard-
ized, norm-referenced ‘achievement tests, the

results of which were reported to the Department-

through the yearend “Product” Evaluation
 Report.” These tests age relatrvely insensitive - to
specific . instructional programs that is, they
measure general objectives. quite well but measure
specific objectives poorly or- only by inference, The

'“mstructronal activities in any given program “fre- .
_ quently stressed specific obJectrv and, hence,
their effectiveness' could 'not be measured

. .adequately with standardized, norm-referenced

In such cases .the use of standardized,

m
'students toward the specrﬁc ‘program objecnve

and comparing
 its own unique
only partly -by.

“the progress of schools—eac
set of ob;ectrv‘es——was alle
allownng schools to choose

~tegts.
ngci?-referenced tests tended. toresult in- underesti- o
s of the actual instructional gains ‘made by. the i

s among groups '

ticular commer- -

- Mo
CE N 1v7! ‘

=]
X

clally developed standardized ach1evement test for
use in the evaluation. -

In some respects the use of rnstruments specifi-
cally 'designed to measure the acquisition of spe-
cific skills would be a better practice. To the
extent that programs are unique. and meet the

umque needs -of a varety of students, -however, the

5.

- results would ,be expressed as an unmanageable ..

- number of unrelated specific scores. To aggregate
“ such scores to represent the perfonnance of groups

of- students would be impossible. Within these

hmrtatrons standardlzed norm-referenced tests are - »
' 'génerall.y the best avarlable aggregable rndrcators of ’

-~

students’ academrc progress.

~) Schools were _required to admuuster standard-

ized, norm-referenced achrevement tests .in reading

and mathematics on' a pretest and post-fest basis., -

The achievement tests that were used, reported by -

frequency of use, are lxsted in Appendrx E.
Typically, pretesting was conducted; in- October,

1975; 'and post-testing was conducted in May, :

1976. The frequency distribution of elapsed time
between pretestrng and post- testmg for schools lS
‘shqwn in Appendix F.

“average student in the™nation. A companson( of
participant scores with publishers’ national norms
is useful in that it indicates how. participants are
scoring relative to a national s:mple of students at

- the same grade lével. -

While test. scores have oft een expressed in

: rPublisher’s national norms for acluevement test
© ‘sscores represent the achievemént level of the -

grade equlvalents, many technical. shortcomings,

exist in the use of this particular type of dérived.

score. A technical discussion of the ‘shortcornings

' of.grade equivalent scores can be found in Horst,
Tallmadge, and. Wood.! Given these shortcomings, .

the Department has reported student achievement
using standard scores based on a national ‘mean

score’ of 50 dnd a standard deviation of 10.sThese-

standggd scores were computed from mean raw

[

scores_ yhen in-level ‘testing was conducted and -°
from mean scale scores when out-of-level testing .

‘was used. The standard scores were computed as.

follows . >
Y oT= 504 ( X2 )10 :
where T= standard score
: X'= school mean score

X = publisfier’s mean score
sb= pubh er’s standard devutlon

'D. Horst, G. K. Tallmadge, and C. Wood, Measuring Achieve-

ment Gains in Educational Projects (RMC Report UR-243). Los

Altds, Calif.: RMC Corporation, October, 1974, pp. 9 and 10.

e ogE . o
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Conversron of the

a
facilitated interpreta 1on?of the . ﬁnd’mgs in relation
to national norms.| Assume, for ¢xample, that

--students had an avgrage standard score of. 48 .on

the pretest. If the sfudents’ average post-test score
was also 48, they:/would have mmntamed their
same_ position relative to the national norm group.
In other words, the students would have made the
same gain that the norm group made. To.the
extent that the post-test score was greater than the
pretest score, the students couldtbe consrdered to
have gamed more thar the norm gtoup. [
‘In the computation of achievementegains, scores

“were used for only those: students for whom both

pretest and post-test scores ‘were available. Test
mfgr‘matlon that vas either lncomplete or based on

- _procedural lrregularmes was not used.in- developing

- “was omitted; "(2) test results were combi

-unavailabilit

“statewide- averages. Examples of ingomplete data
-and _irregular procedures ‘included instances:. i

d for
several grade - levels: (3) test scoreg- qwere not
reported in terms of either raw scores*or scale.

which n either pretest or post-test mfor&atlon

scores; (4) tests without national norms were used; :

(5) the elap ed ~time between the pretest: and:
post -test was
sults.. were reported A subs[antlal quantify of -
usable -data from grade one was lost due to the
of fall norms. _
The. Department recognized that gam scores on
standarered achlevement tests may be mﬂueneed

i

£
~

oS

s§.thah five months; and (6) no'test

ta- to standard scores by both thefrelatlve time' of prﬂ)stmg afd by t

!

" between
‘and .demographic . variab

.. L@ / l .. : ) ‘ . , }
CoN . ' Lo

e
amount of-elapsed time’ betwken pretesting an

" post-testing. The Department controlled as much -

as possible for this effect by eliminating scores
-with . inappropriate intfrvals between the pretest
and post-test. Test da “are ‘reported, by time of

- testing, in"Appendix G.

vC‘alifomia Assessment Progl'arrr Data
- Comparisons were also conducted on the basis

‘of data provided by - the. California Assessment |
‘Program (CAP). Analyses; ‘of trends in readmgf
“an examination of: the relationship | |

eading achievement and socroeconomlc/

SCOres, . an

were conducted for/
ECE school$ and for a matched group of non-ECE
sehools This longitudinal study of reading achieve-
. ment performance of ECE schools was provided by
" .data obtained by _,mkllﬁple regression analyses of all
. schools in Californ

gram data for gtades two _and three for the years
* 1972-73, through 1975-76 were used. The schoeol

served as. the unit of analysis; and the regression :
~~variables ‘included grade one Entry Level. Test

scores {rom the California Assessment Program,
socioéconomic index, percent of bilingual students,

and student mobug;y rate. As a result of the -

analyses, it was possible to observe changes in

a. «California -Assessment Pro- .

reading test scores among ECE, schools relative to +

changes in. student populatrons and length ol
program partrcrpatron -

b1t -
IR

[N



Thrs part .of the evalualon report contains -
" ﬁndlngs~regard1ng ) pArtrcrpants and expgndi-
“ tures in, ECE, ESEA ditle I, and EDY; (2)
mstrtutronal change and (3) student achrevement

) Number ul'
 students
;v - served,by

g.radc level

wom \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ o
| 24..0. V
17.240 NN .

K

2

3

4—75871

Enumeratlon Data an Partlcrpahts '

“Enumeration data are provided on student par- -
I ticipants, volunteer participants, and expenditures
L.} for ECE ESEA Trtle[ and EDY ‘

V Fmdmgs

P StudentParhclpants ) - . % -

_A total. of 939 889 students in. klndergarten
through grade twelve participated in school pro-

grams supportéd by ECE, ESEA Titles], and EDY
-in 1975-76.. The number .of student partlﬁpants'
by grade le*(el is shown in Figure V-1.

~ Of the itotal part|c1pants ‘approximately 68
percent were enrolled in kindergarten, through
grade three® 23 percent were enrolled in grades

Number ul' s(udent pzr(mpants scrvcd (m (housands)

IOr 20 10 40 S0 60 70 80 ‘TO I00 110 120 HO 140 150160 170 180 190 "00 '
l A l i l

I l 1 I‘ ] Ll l’ 1 l L.J i l 1 lg_l

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

N

Total number of students served: 939.389.

‘ . Frg V-1 Number of student pyucrpants in ECE, ESEA Title I, and EDY, by grade level, 1975-76
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ur . through six; and about 9 perceht were 508,672, or 96'percent were enrdiled in public
., en olled in grades seven through twelve. Thé ' schools."Detailed e Ilment data are presented in
+ number of students served during 1975-76, by' . appendixes J and K. onsistent wnth state policy,
- funding source and grade level, is included in the greatest concentration ‘of part cipants was in
Appendan ' . the pnmary grades, where 53.4/ percent of the
" participants “were served in. kmdergarten through

- Of the students served in %l rograms, . more
p gt grade three and 338 perceit;‘ weréﬂrved in grades

recelved services in reading and mathematics than n _
in any other instructional component. More. than four through six. Of .all stugent partxcnpants 123 -
§ through twelve.’

883,500 students -were served in readmg compo+
“nents, and more than 849,500 were served i by grade level, °f
mathematics components. The numbers of particir students in California~who, gceifed ESEA 'ﬁtléﬂ
pants involved in a majority of the activities i services from 1967-68 through /576
' other- components "are presented in Appendix- I T EDY pamczpants During the 1975-76° s‘ [0
Partwnpants who were ‘involved in more than one - year 400,754 students, from )
.. component were counted’for: each: component in ~  grade twelve, participated in pfograms fund'
' hich they PNIClPated (dupllcated count): . a .'_ - EDY or by.E Y in combination' with " Sther

percent were served in grad &y
- Table V-2 shows the distrtbtitc

, funding seurces.? Of all studentsfserved 51.7
& ch)g‘f"zl,lc’ ar:lts School-level _teports indicated / pércent were . enrolled -in kihdergarten through
- that students participated in SECE'f grade three; 34;D~percent were- enrolled in grades

programs during 1975-76:. 113,009 ih kindergar- g, through’six; and the remaining 134 percent -

ten; 110,352 in grade oné;, 102,188 in/grade two; were enrollgehd in grades seven through twelve. The w v
-+ and 101,198 in grade three. During the ‘years . o e Epy participants, by grade level,

1973-74 through 1975-76, the percent of kinder- - sm)wn in Appendlx L. .

- garten through grade three students statewide who o

participated in ECE increased steadily. The percent, - Volunteer Participants ' _

of kindergarten through gradethree students state- Nearly 351,000 hours per week “of program

wide who partncnpated in EGE, bY year, is shownin/  assistance were donated by 81,505 adult volunteers

- Table V-1. . - during 1975-76. The average number of hours of
- tance per week per volunteer was 4.3, The =~ /-
ESEA Title I participants. During the l975 76 assis
hoo‘l; syear, 521; 845‘pstudents frim px:eschoolI marjtontyt (df volggtgefrs d6cll 944, or 76 percent-
‘participated in unde programs or m pro- e
e e oricipated in ESEA Tile X ams that ware funded by ECE i combimation
— Progrs with ESEA Title 1 and/or EDY. A total of 19,561,
' ’ : ; g B or 24 percent, participated in other multlfunded
: " TABLE Vi1 o ~ programs.
_P.ércent of Students Statewide Participating in ECE Expendltures
Programs, 197374 Through 1975-76 In 1975-76 a combined total of $282,184,320 in_
s , " Percent of ECE enrollment. ECE, ESEA Title I, and EDY furds$ was allocated

by school year to local educational ° agencies. The allocations,

: — — ; _' expenditures, and carry-over funds for each of the ‘
MGrade level | 197374 | 197475 | 197576 " * three major funding sou*Zes under the consolidated
. . N - . application process were to be reportedin a special
Kindergarten : .,”‘”' 25'3/7» 4 expenditure report at the end of tltqe 1975-76
One . oo 23. 5’ 339 - program year. Although the audit of the reports ' -
Two - L4 23, °') 33.6 |- filed for each funding source was not complete at :
' Three . 99 27 ] 33.6 the time this report was written, it was possible to. L
- B j select for evaluation a random sample of r '
Total enrollment ’l3.8 J :&5 '34.0 Iy - ' \
( ’ g

- lln the consolidated’ evaluatlon sum ry,ﬁreport for ﬁscal year . 2ln the consolidated evaluation summary repog for fiscal year
'1974-75, the number of Title .I partmp ported (591,561) 1974-75, the number of EDY participants reported (436,009) '
represented a count of all students ‘in sgfOgls thW received ESEA represented a ‘count of all students in schools that received EDY
Title I funds. In this report the summ ount relfects the actual funds. In this repor( the summary count reflects the actual number |,
number of students who participated in"Title I programs. o of students who partlclpated in EDY programs. .

. : " . T
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froms ECE, ESEA Title I, and EDY schools. Each salaries for classifieq staff (e gy teacher aides) 'to

. istrict reported a summary of the total amounts lower the student-to-adult ratio in the classroom.

- expended for all of its schools that received ECE By contrast, certificated fe.g., teachers and other
* ESEA Title I, and/or EDY funds. Figures V-2. professional staff) salariesy"employee benefits, and
through V-7 show the percents of funds expended  books and ‘materials each represented a smaller

in various budget categories and for various cate- pr0port10n of ECE expenditures. - /7 R
gories of personnel in the districts that were The®relative percents of -additional school per-
. sampled.. However, since these figures were based sonnel, by category, employed with ECE funds are

on a sample of® tiie eyeports that were returned, the ' presented in Frgure V-3. _
reader’ should--use_&aution in' interpreting them.? ' ; -
All school reports -are being reviewed as- final I €xp eriditures. In 197576, as
shown in Table V-3, more than $156 million was
budget figures are subnutted and these percents -
te by the. federal government
wﬂl be computed for all partxcrpatmg schools. - state and local agencies. Of the -
.Sindg a vatléty of funding sources often “inter- l30anmrllron \523’ distributed
. " act” within a school, expenditure patterns in-such s throughout Calrforrlma g
. schools may reflect decisions, about only which- grants o’local'educar ] agencies. .

! ‘$Specifi : S .
“source’ ﬂto use-. to provide 3pecific parts.of a . . ESEA Title I expenflitures, by budget category, E

-

; ultifunded supplementary ‘school program"' Nttt
L 'Il?urtherm re, the furtds in all cases must supplé- 37 shown in Frgur \{3'.4 ‘A’comparison of ECE
’ « ment, not supplant "base program’ undmg o expendrtures -an SEA Title I expenditures
showed ,that a substantrally hrgher percent: of
8 . - ECE .expenditures. ECE provided $61,894 358‘ ESEA Title | funds was -used for teacher ,and’
: to. 1,709 ele;}entary schools during 1975-76. Of supervisory salaries and that a lowef- percent of

.. -the total, 344,512,835 was, provided to 1,336 . ESEA Title ] funds was used. for the salaties of
., continuipg ~ ECE schools, and $17,381,523 was  (Jassifidd pers{onnel

provided - for new programs at 457 expahsron © The relative pegcents of 'addltronal school per- .

schoolsites. :  sonnel, by category; #mployed with ESEA Title I

o0 ~As IS@ShOW“ in T"*B’““ V-2, of the ECE funds . funds are presented in' Figure V-5. AJdes repre-
L. expende'd. by school;s 45 percent was SF’C“t on sented" the largést single .category of - personnel
: - - L 5 . employ in ESEA Title 1 programs.

. . The sample mcluded unnudlted reports of 31 districtand 12' - EDY expendttures Dunng 1975 76 a total Of

] cooperanve summasies of ECE expenditures, 26 district summaries - N
“of ESEA Title I expenditures, and 31 disthict- and’ 7 cooperative * '$90 389 376 in EDY funds was _d'StnbUtedL tO

summaries of EDY expendltures in 1975-76. . 1,291 pubhc schools in Cahforma
' o - .. TABLE V-2 . — '\
Percent of Students Receiving ESEA Title | Services in Cahfomm by Grade Level '
o Nl Groups, 1967-68 Through 1975-76 L e
" _ . ) R ..+ Percent dJ)la_l ESEA Title | enrollqrenl, hy school year .
o Grade level 1967-68 1 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 1970-71 1971-72-| 1972-73 | 1973-74 | 1974-75 | '1975-76
‘ K'mdcrgartcn . ' S -] o S T .
through grade ' - : A _ | R .
lh_rcc\ 40.4 41.8 , 504 4 520 - 519 . 540 . | 565 © 543 534 - .-
Grades four ~ | . RE e o _ ; e o ' |
throughsix | :22.8 Ay | 330 | 339 | 37 | 3530 303 34.0 33.8
Grades seven 1 . "“ 1 ' S N AN =
through nine . | . 199 | 207 | 89 | of "| 82| "e6 | 84- 83 | 94
Grades ten o ﬁ'—'\»-/ R L | e : r
through twélve || 12.4 10.9 40, | 36° | .33 | 27 37 .. 26 . 294

) NpTl; lrgun.s for partlcrpahts in preschool and ungraded programs are not mcluded in this table; therefore "the values in the respectlve
columns do not total lm) pertent. L. . 2 1 . .




Expendltures among sampled EDY programs as
,shown in Figure V-6, indicated that—unlike for
ECE and ESEA Title ,I the miajority of program
funds were expended on certificated staff rather.
than on classified staff. o

A companson of ‘budget categones of EDY
* funds qnd percent of personnel funded by EDY,
shown in Figure V-7, indicated that, although aides
and other support staff represented 70 percent of
“the additional personnel employed . with EDY '
funds, only 17 percent of the funds aIIOCated to
schools were used for payment of their salanes !

-

Voo {-l‘.mplu_vec hen?m\- 9% "
i . Books. \uppllu .
and “quipment rtpluument 9,
Indircet costy 2 '

]

Travel. maintenance, rent.
and contracts 17

Céstiticated’

sdfaries - 284 Capitd outlay 2%

Contracts tor )
personal services 40
. .

‘ -

: Flg V‘Z Budget eategpnes ‘of ECE funds; by percent of

'
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Q, lnstntutlona[ Change

As was noted earller ECE “provides’ a process
through which schools take a comprehensnve
approach to their program planning, implementa-
tion, and evaluation. The changes in these program
aspects or processes collectively define the institu-

tional change that ‘occurs at a school. The impact -

. of ipstitutional change was generally evaluated in
terms of ratings, of school-level plans and the
ratings degived from- the monitor and review
- (MAR) pracess. In addltxon various special surveys
were ¢onducted: to review specific aspects fs ool
programs -

- Media speciatists <14
Adminintration 27
Pupil Personnel Services
LI, )

Clerkseand othert 677

Aides 777

h -

‘ Fxg V-3. Percent of pefsonnel funded by ECE pro;ects

s expendxture from a random sample of unaudited 1975 76
* ~ réports of 31 district’ and 12 cooperative sum-
" maries, 1975-76
4 _ TABLE V-3 )
- ' _ Educational Agencies Receiving ESEA Title | Projeu Grants i m (ahforma 1975- 76
Agemy _ " Grint award amount Percent uf total * -,
Local LdllL.lll()l] al ay.nuc,s ‘ $130.03v.420 83.1 N
R .
State educational agencies: - ) . o
Migrant education 18,504,670 1.8
Neglected and delinguent . 2489471 .6
llandlc;lppcd-clnldrcn . 1.013,010 0.6 " -
,(‘;l,-le,m_aSlalc Departiment of Health 2 1.346,508 ' ) CLo0m7 - -
Calitornia Youth Authority 1448082 _ o
California State Department of Corrections  » . C 183,421 0.1
. State administration 1,520,106 1.0
Total ' $150,555,74% 100.0

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[ —

e

o]




- School- l..cvel l’lanmng T ,

. Schools that receWed funds thraugh the consoli-
dated - applrcatlon were requrred to complete a
systematic planning process’ ‘for each of the follow-
mg program components;

‘e Language development

® Reading ° , ,

@ Mathematics =~ o
® Multicultural educatlon _
. Staff development

® Parent participation”

® Parent education

#® Health/auxiliary servjces

.Employee benefits- 13% -
Books, supplics, g
and equipment replacement 5%
Contracts for
personal services- A%
Travel, maintenance, rent,
and contracts- 17
Capital outlay 1%

N Indirect costs— <17%

.

Certificated .~
salaries 38%

"Classtfied salaries -4 17%

Budget categones of ESEA Title I funds, by
percent of expendrture from a random sample of
unaudited reports of 26 district - summaries,
1975-76 .

~ Fig. V4.

i

Employee benefits--12%

Books. supplies.
and equipment replacement -4%

< Contracts for
personal services - 2%

Travel, maintenance,rent

and contracts 2%

e Capital outlay ~ 1%

.S:rf.tr'ig;‘.'?g% - Classified ] lndrrect costs~ 1%
: salaries- 17%

’
-

i~

Flg V-6. Budget mtegones of EDY funds by percent of
expenditure, from a random sample of unaudited’
reports of 31 district and seven cooperatrve
summana, 1975-76

"t

. prepayed and sugmltted comprehensive

23

A major 1n{tutlonal change finding concermng .
school program. planning was that all 3,220 seh ols
that received ECE, ESEA Title I, or EDYofuri8ing,
rogram

plans for 1975-76. For the great majont fth;se

schools, fhis annual planning process was lmple- :

mented through the state reform efforts.

Of the 3,220 sthool plans that were s bmitted
1,899 were updates of existing plans,”including
those from ECE schools from previous years; and
1,3N were -from schools new to the consolidated
" application process or from existing ECE schools-
at .were required to submit rewritten program

-/ plans The Deplartment condueted detalled quallty

e o

--] K

Media specialists - 1%
Administration -2%
Pupil Personnel
Services - 3%

s [Teachers 177%

~(lerks :;nd others- 7%

BERY

: .
ny

Aides - 70%

Fig. V-5. Percent of personnel funded by ESEA Title 1
pro;ects 1975-76

Media specialists- 1%
Administration-- 3%

Teachers-22%

/

Pupil Personnel
Services- 47

Aides--617%

( Clerks and others 9% ‘

Fig. V-7. Percent of personnel (
1975-76 ' . ’f

. ¢

g

o

mg_%’v.-'
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‘ratings of plans of only the l321 schools that
submitted new - or fully’ ‘rewritten .plans. The
remaining plans were reviewed for complrance with
applicable legal requiremeiits.

The quality of school plans naturally vaned The

review of school plans enabled the Department to

“'.r make some judgmentS related to the clarity and °
. consistengy qf the .plans, and the- extent to which -
-solution procedures - would “meet the needs

~ described by the school\‘ S
The instrument that s used to rate plans
incorporated a 0—5 scale for each of ten items that
were applrcable to the erght feqmreg components
Five * general’f items were also included, for a total

of 85 itgwis.- .

The component item averages varied from a low .

.of 24toa high of 3.5. Among the components the
“highest item - averages (3.1 to 3.2) were for ‘the
Ianguage development, reading, mathematics, staff
development, parent participation, and health/
auxiliary services components. Item "averages far
* multicultural education and the optional instruc-
- tional components were 2.8 and 2.9, respectively.

The . “Program Quality Review Instrument”
~ (PQRI) was designed to facjlitate assessmenf of the '
quaht of school program rmplem&ntatron ThlS
* instru was rEdesigned for 1975-76 and .
included 54 items related to a school’s ECE-funded
program. Of those 54 items 51 were also applied
rndependently to non-ECE kindergarten through
grade three "program§ and/or upper grade*ESEA
Title 1 and/or EDY programs. Eleven of the 54
- ECE items dealt with, the impfementation of the
program in accordance with the schoolc program
plan (Se(:tron I of the PQRI); six dealt with
progress towar structlar/?gqy revitalization (Sec-
tidn II of the PQRI); and/37 dealt with-the quality
of instruction (Section III of the PQRI) ’

At the time this report was written, program
qyaltty review ratings-for 951 schools were avail-
able for analysis. Of the 951 schools 457 entered
-ECE “in 1975476, 311 entered ECE in either
"~ 1973-74 or 1974- 75 and 183 were receiving ESEA
Title I and/or EDY funding, but not ECE funding.
Table V-4 shows item averages " from the. 951
schools. L

™% The - one relatively low-rated component was The rtem averages for ECE grades ranged from
bilingual education (2.5), the component for which 2.9 to 4.2. The item average} for mon-ECE grades
schools described how rnstructronal ervices were ranged from 2.1 to 3.9. Individual item averages
to be offered for limited- and non-Phglish-speaking are presented in Appendix M.
. students. , The highest ratings were given in Section I of the
. . PQRI, “Implementation according to plan.” No
Program Implementation \ item- average was below.3.6 in ECE grades, and
In l97'5-76 the Department used two methods - *none was below-3.3 in non-ECE grades. Implemen-
.. o examine the nature and quality of program  tation of the reading and mathematics components
implementation: the monitor and review process in accordance with the plan received the highest
- and a series of special surveys. Findings from the . ratings in Section I of the PQRI..
special surveys are presented later in this part of - Average ratings for the six items in Sectigh 11 of
the report. o the PQRI ranged from 3.4 to 4.1/ with one
- TABLE v4
Descnptlve Statrstlcs for the 1975.76 Monitor and Review Data for the 54 Items Comprising the Total K- 3
g Scores and the 51 Items for ESEA Title I and EDY Programs in Grades Four Through Eight
. Section | Section |l Scclion [} '
) ) - Progress toward compre- : ) "
lmplunurl.lllon n hensive restructuring or
accordance with plan fevitalization Quality of insfruction To'tul _
. . o 'l,v . . - )‘ 1“‘
Type.of Nuwmber[Seéetion) Hem ANumber Section | {tem | Number Section| ltem | Number Tolui ’Ilcm
~ program obitems) mean®| mean |ofitems|” mean | mean | Lul'ilcms mean | mean | of items [ mean | mean
e T o] 30 o/ {27 ) 38 | v foa| 35| sa |1901 | 30,
*ESEA Title I : ‘ c o : -
.* and EDYin 1 | | \ -
 grades four : :
" through eight 10 | 303 | 36 6 |]20) | 34 35 11092 3. 51 |165.67( 33
C *Sum ol .rvu.u.g item scores for all tems in the section v
— [ ', . t , -~
. 24
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*in non-ECE  grades.

ex‘ception The average for the item relzJ(ng-to
_ progress toward parent participation and:parent

" education in .the non:ECE grades was 2.9. The - -

average for ECE grades on this same item was 3.6,
which indicated that the  emphasis of ECE orf

. parent involvement was effective in bringing

parents into the scHool program. —~—
- Section” III of th¥ PQRI, “Quality of instrisc-
tion," contained the followirtg six subsections:

—

TN AW

.-Staf development

L ¥

The item averdges witin the’ subSectiéns varied;
and, significantly, no .single : syhpeoti
consistently higher scores tHan, the®
averages fof items -concerning .reading or. mathe-
matics wegi consistently: high (3.5 to 3.8), whereas
the averagé for items concerning language develop-
ment . was a relatively low. 3.1. The average scores
for self-concept and health items were high (3.8 to
4.1), while the lowest average scores (2.1 to 3.0)
were thiose for items relating to parent involvement
The only ECE-grade item
average below 3.0 was that for regulaf involvement
of parents in program evaluation, for Wthh the
‘average score: was 2.9.

Correlanons of monitor and review (MAR)
scores with school plan scores and California

Assessment Program (CAP) grade three -reading .

‘achievement scores. The relationships between

“monitor and review (MAR) scores and school plan -

scores and between MAR scores and California
Assessment Program (CAP) grade three reading
aphievement scores were investigated by means of a

correlation analysis. Table V-5 presents the results
of that analysis.

The low statistical relationship that was found
among the various assessment procedures was not
surpnsnng Each procedure was designed to
examine distinct processes: program planning, pro-
gram implementation, and student achievement.
Each review served to provide a description of the
* program at a given moment in the total process.

The plan rating reflected the quality of the schooks '
initial program design, and the monitor and review -

(MAR)'scores reflected the quality of the program
at a given time during the implementation of the
instructional prog;am

showed
ers. The_

.

« ~

TABLE V-5

Comhtuonq of State MAR Ratings
- with, Other Rytings for ECE, 1975-76 -

T

. Correlation between MAR
‘gating and-other ratings,
‘ by source of ratings®* %

. o CAP third
.ot Sehool plan | grade reading
Type ofiECl: school ‘score® achievement®
Continuing ECE schools: . -
_ ECE Phase | and Phase I} )
(Entered ECE in 1973.74 . y
and 1974-75) .28 12
ew ECE schools: -
.| ECE Phase llI~ ~ : . , .
:l(E,ntered ECE in l975 76¢) | - .20 08’

"l'he number of schools fficluded in each :nalysu varied because of

the unavailability of complete school plan and MAR files, but in

™.{ no case were fewer thap l44 schools included.

"
lnter-team _reIiabiIity of monitor and review‘r

" ratings. The analysis of the monitor and revieyy :

(MAR) process in 1§75-76 iincluded a study of the
reliability of monitor and review team ratings. The
reliability was assessed by coynparing ‘the ratings

that were developed independently at each of 15

schools by each of two monitor ‘and review teams. .
* The two teams visited the schools and observed
the schools’ programs at the ‘same time, but they
did not ‘discuss their findings during the rating
process. One team was_officially designated as the

™

_ team whose scores would be entered in' the'schools’

files. The second team observed and participated in

. all .of the scheduled activities up to the last part of

the visit. Each team met separately and completed
the rating form independently. After the comple-
tion of the form, the official team conducted the
exit interview and presented its " scores. The’
observer team participated in the exit- interview but
- did not present its scores. A Spearman rank order
correlation was used in the analys15 of the 15 pairs.
of completed monitor and review ‘documents.® The
correlation coefficient obtained was .92, wificiz
indicated a very high inter-team reliabllity -

[

Spearman s foot-rule method of gains is a rough method of
obtaining an estimate of the relationship befwcen the rank orders of
the observations of two variables. The formula for determimng the _
relationship is: R-1 = l%’—ql in which £G equals the sum of the
positive difference in rank for each pau- of scores and N equals the
number of pairs.




. Special Surveys. -

ln addition to rating school plans and conduct-

‘ing ' monitor and review. visits to determine: institu-
“tional change,
number of surveys to examine selected dlmenslons

the Department conducted a

~.of institutional change. The rieed for more detailed -

information on the effects of ECE, ESEA Title I,
and EDY on institutional processes at the district -

and-schoql levéls was pointed out in the Evaluation
Report of EGE. ESEA Title I, and EDY, 1974-75.

, The resulty of “the - surveys.reported on in that

report fqgused largely on specific requfred or
récommefMed components .and provided a variety

" of mformatlon on’ the naturé of these components.

1

The following areas were addressed in the special
surveys of 1975-76:

- ® Role and function ofhthe school advrsory -
committees in platming .- - . o f
® Opinions of parenty and teachers about paremt__
involvement in educational programs funded
by ECE, ESEA Title I, and EDY and about
adults er\ung in the classrooms
® Staff development- component and staff inser-
‘vice trainingneeds
® Field review of multicultural educatron pro-‘
.gram efforts .
_® Individuglization of instructional practices in"

language, reading, and mathematics . o

® Characteristics of reading programs in second-
ary schools

A summary of each survey for which the

. findings were sufficiently complete to mclude in

. analyzed.

" this report follows.

School advisory committees. An .in-depth survey
of school advisory committees was conducted .to
provide baseline information about the committées
for use in future stugy of mstrtutaonal change 'in
elementary schools.

Questionnaires were mailed to ‘a sample of
school -advisory committees’ throughout the state

for completion by their members at the last .

committee meeting of the school 'year. Questloh

naires from 197 of the sampled schools were
Answers to the questlons were considered in

light of the implications of school advrsory com-

. mittee involvement in school affairs, in the making

of school pOllClCS and in the determination of how
and what students’learn.. :
.The major.questlons addressed Were ‘ v

1. Do the school advrsory commr.ttees exrst as
: required by law?

v _ | . 2()'

2. Who participates on the comrmttees" "

3 How are the school advrsory commlttees
organized? -

4. How do’members perceive their role?

5. What do the school advisory comero”

All schools in the sample had a school advisory
committee, and 65 percent had had a committee
 for three or more years:

The composition of the commrttees was fmrly
“homogeneous across the state..Of the committees
‘that were §ampled 97 percent were comprised of a
majority of parents. More than half of the com-
.mittees had miore- thart30 - ‘percent parent member-
ship. The second largest group of participants was
school staff members. The remaining membership®
included representative m the community and,
occasionally, a.district staff person or board:of -
education member.

Sixty-six percent of the members, of the sonr, -

mittees ‘thag were sampled were - parents,
most cases théir children attended the.
which the parent served on the committ,
90 percent of the .members were femal
percent had had some college training; 3
had completed, 12 or fewer years of sch f
than 90 percent of the members -belonged to
“school organizations other than the school advisory
“committee; 70 . percent were active in another
school organization. .
The size of committees varied across the sample
from five to 38-members, with an average member-
ship of 13. School staff members volunteered or
were appointed to participate . because of their
involvement with’ state-funded* and federally
funded programs.
after being invited to participate by school staff

members or other parents. Mémbers generally - ' . .
- served as long as they were able and wrlhng, :

although some schools had a one- or two-year

limitation on the members’ length of service. Onl);/_

4 percent of the membership of the committee
was elected.

The committees had a chairperson, who was
most often elected” by the other committee mem-
bers. Chairpersons served a one-year term in that
capacity. Approxlmately 50 percent of those who
served as chgirpersons were parents. Chairpersons *
prepared “the agenda, usually together with the
principal or some other staff member, and preslded
~over the meetlngs :

The degree of procedural : formallty of the
committees ' varied, depending on the type of:

- school and. the length of time that the commistee

. -

Parents generally volunteered -

”

b
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had been operating. Some committees had written

bylaws, which Wwere drawn up and approved by the
members or, ln .some |nstances, were written by

often \coples of the district advnsqry commijttee’s
“bylaws.- Some

- as school jplan, parent education, and informatio
exchange The subcommiftees met.Separately and
reported back to the'school advisory commiittee. .

Members * perceived ‘the school adv1sor¥ corh-
mittee as a helpmg or [acﬂltatmg body within the

‘ hool advisory ~ committees\had
subcommittees that worked in spegific areas, s

-

. school, and, in generaf‘ they perceived the princi-

_.pals- as wariting help from the committee. -They -

percelved the committee’s role as oné of providing. .

help in  implementing’ programs and exchanging . -

information between the school and parents. Less
than .15 percent of the members perceived the
committeé as a pohcy-makrng body. Members
percelved the cpmmlttee s responsibilities to
include meonitoring school programs throughout "
the year, providing parent educatron and asslstmg
. in preparation of the 3chool plan. oot ..
.Most commlttees had a-‘regular meeting time.

Nnnety percent met_at l)east once each month; 40"

percent met more ‘than once each month, -espe-

cially during busy tlmes of the year, such as when -
the school plan and final evaluation® were being.

completed. ‘Subcommittees ustally met even more

.. often’ than the committees met, dependlng ‘upon
‘the specrﬁc activity (e.g., a multlcultural fair, aide -

. such- as training, grievances,.or

declsmns

pohcy review, and recruitment of parent volunteers).

.+ The majonty of committee.’ meeting time. was
spen’i .discussing those . “areas’ “addressed in the
Department of Edu'catlon guxdehnes for* 'school

adv1sory committees. The largest proportion . of N

tlme was spent dlscussang the progeam components
included in the school plan—readmg, ‘multicultural
Qducatlon and the like. The plan in general, budget,
rev1s10ns, evaluatlon sand parent actrvntles were ‘the
" next most frequentlyf discussed- items. Staff issues,

" not discussed-frequently. .

the type ‘0
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Parent involvement. District-level parent involve-

ment in’ _program planmng, implememtation,. and
evaluatxamhas existed by state mandate.for_ the
past ten years; school-level parent participation in a.
variety “of roles and activities has been strongly

encouraged in ECE schools since the implementa-

tlon of ECE. The main purposes of thJs _survey
were to derive a description of parent mvolvement

"-and to-determine the importance attributed to it .

by - pdrents and school personnel. Ninety-one
schools - werg' included in the sample;. opinioft .

survey responses were received from 74 pnncnpals,

430 teachers, and 655 parents
The major questlons addressed were:-

L To what extent are paren‘f? mvolved
_program  planning, - 1mplementatron,, and

evaluation? ‘
2. What - degree - of‘ lmportance do ;each rs
principals, and parents -attach to parent
involvement? -
3. To what-extent are parents satrsﬁed wnth therr
school lnvolvement? .

Of the parents who responded ‘to the survey, 45
percent were involved-in classroom programs, 42
* percent were involved in planmng, and 37 percent

'were- involved in evaluatien.’ Approxrmately 60 .
percent of responding parents were or had been

parent volunteers; about 17 percent had worked as .
paid teacher aides or tutors.” Those parents who
were - dlrectly, involved. with. the school program
cited tutoring of students as: the actmty in. which
they were most involved. - =~ -

" For each of the three functrons (program plan-,
- ning, nnplementatlon © anfk evaluation), parents’
reported a moderate degree of involvement. ‘The
level of a parent’s involvement did not-bear any .
relationshi

“school pop'ulation’s socioeconomic status. .
Parents, teachers, and principals perceived dif-

aade;pohcles, were :

Members perceived . their |nfluence as greatest in

.areas relating directly to planning, unplementlng
" and evaluatmg programs.. When the committee did-

[y

handle parent grievances arid issues conggrmng the

- community, members felt that their opinions and

suggestions did; have,.some influence. on school

_ policy.. Similarly, when the school advisory ¢om-
- mittee congidered: staﬁnutrarmng and aide policy,

members p rcerved their v1ewpo;nts as mﬂuenclng_ -

R . v
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ferently the.impértagice of parent involvement in .
-planning and- evaluation,. with: teachers attaching
less importance to parent mvolvenl%nt in these'two
areas than the other two groups did. All groups‘
rated parent involvement in the classroom as above
"average in importance. The reported actual level of
involvement and the level -of desired. mvolvement
, related positively to the 1mportance of mvolvemaﬁ‘t
as perceived by parents :

In -genéral, parertts indicated . satnsfactlon wnth

the available resources and instructional materials,. -
w1th the - performance of thelr chxldren and w1th -,

~
I

oo

‘o his or her child’s grade"in SChool,“ !
“program (funding source), or the,

v

C .
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. the belief that parent involvement had a
beneficial: effect on theig child’s attitude toward

" -school. They approved -of children getting help

from parents in ‘the classroom and felt very
welcome in the classroom. The general satrsfactron
. with the effects of parent involvement in the
classroom was shared by teachers and prlnclpals

" The levels of sat1sfactron withs communication

from the school, and with the school generally,

varied with the level of each responding parents- g

level of involvement.

Staff development. Each sch,ool was required to" .
provide special training for personnel serving par--
ticipating students. .The main purpose of, this:
survey was to derive a description of the. staff

development ‘componeit in a sample of 18I

elementary schools. The principal or the principal’s

designee was requested to respond to the suryey.
The major questions addressed were:

1. What types of personnel partrclpate in the
‘staff development component?
2. What'is the reported effectiveness of trarnlng
k in the staff development component?.
3. What do- schoojs recomknend for improving
the abilities. of teachers, specialists, .aides,
admmlstrators, and volunteers to determine

trends in the content. of staff development .

‘programs for 1976-77?
4.What are the reported strengths and weak-
nesses of ~the evaluation instruments and
~methods that schools use to evaluate staff
development objectives and activities"

Of the partrcrpants 41 gercent “were volunteers,

s parents in the school _pro’gram.m'l’h'ey. '

P

20 percent ~were aides, and 10 percent were
advrsory“commrttee members Twentynjne percent -

were certificated personnel. Seventy-one percent of

the participants served students in kindergarten

through grade three. Respondents reported an

estimated expenditure for staff development of

$18 to $14,250, with an average of $2;490 per

school, or 3.6 percent of the: total 'ECE,. ESEA .

T1tleI and EDY funds.

- The ma_|or objectlves reported for staf f develop—

.. ment we!e the lmprovement of" skills related to
”speclﬁc areas of .the’ cumculum such as reading

-~ and mathematics (29 percent), and improvement

~of 'skills in the use of diagnostic/prescriptive

techniques (22 7 percent). Seventy-one percent of

the respondents reported that the major objective -
- for staff development was attained or exceeded.
Workshops (54 percent) were the type of training

. : oy _
program most frequently used to attain thc major
objective. s

The two major recommendatrons for staff devel-
opment for instructional personnel in 1976-77
involved activities that would~'result in (1) addi-

tiona) instructional skills in reading, mathematlcs,-

oral language development and multlcultural edu-

cation; and (2) additional skllls related to studgnt -

motivation and attitudes. The major recommef{ga-
tions for principals and other management pér-
'sonnel involved activities' that would provide for

training in school pragram: management and staff.

communrcatrqn techniques: - - ..

The most frequent- recommendatrons
-improving the method of staff development were
for visitations to other schools within and outside
the school district, more teacher and aide involve-
ment in planning staff development activities, and
.a modified teaching day or release trme for staff
development.

Multicultural educatron The'multlcultural edu-

-cation.survey represented an attempt to.determine
(1) the content.and methods of multlcultu

education, in" ECE, ESEA. Title I, and EDY ‘pfo-_ . .
gramsﬁ‘the dleméntary level: and (2) the varibus -

eonceptions of the meaning of the term “multitul®
tural education.” A 15-page qu-stionnaire was used

to assess multicultural programs in 23 elementary

schools.
The major questrOns addressed were: ~

- 1. What are some of the approaches to multicul-
tural.
ESEA,Title I, and EDY school programs?

2. What attention is being given to multrcultural
staff development"

3. What is the nature of parent and community .

-involvement. 1n\the multrcultural educatlon
_componen,t" :

»

A schoolw1de multrcultural educatlon program- ‘_
was being conducted at 90 percent of the sampled .. -~

for

'instruction being practiced in ECE,.

schools,” In " those cases materials were readily -
~availaple to-all'staff. The organizational approaches

and patterns’ that Wwere ‘most often used-by the .
education

sampled schools for. multicultural

" included multicul{ural units; artrculatron of multi-+

R

cultural content with that in ‘other subject areas;
exchanges btftween Schools; exchange teachers

from other countries: special events and com-

menl'oratlons and. full-time multrcultural resource
" teachers who visited ‘each” classroom at feast 30

minutes per week and worked with the teacher n

preparation and follow-up

w
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More than 90 percent of the sc.hools that were-

‘sampled identified multicultural staff deve10ment.

as-a need in their school plans.' The other 10

" percent reported that their needs were met by a

county inservice training ‘prograf-or believed that
their basic staff development:peed was in the area
of reading and other basic skills.

.'Ninety ,percent of the sampled schools imple-
mented an .inservice training activity related to
multicultural education dunng the  past school
year. Slightly .more than half -of this, inservice
training activity was offered at the s¢hool site.

~More than half of the statf of each school attended

- the inservice training sessions either at a school or a

. schools, one or ‘'more s

In .more ghan 50 percent ,of the
aff membets took part in
college courses for multitultural inservice training
purposes. Other souroces of training were county
programs, bilingual conferences and workshops,

district site.

,-——*curnculum development activities, and exchange

"y

" students

living/training in other countries.’

In two-thirds of the.schools, steps had been
taken to identify the multicultural resources that+
were available in the communities. Respondents

treported that these tesources were moderately well‘.

utjlized. .
" Parents -and others representing the ethnlc
. ‘minority groups included in the: student popula--
tions and communities reported ‘that they were
involved to some exjenh in ‘the plannmg of miultj-
cultural programs. ;
. With regard to the actual implementation of
multrcultural programs, approxrmately one-third of
the ‘minority group members who-Were surveyed
said that they had been minimally in¥ ed, while
another one-third stated that they had been very

much invplved. The least participation by minor- -

ities tended to occur in those schools in which
ere predothinantly Anglo

- Individ) alization of mstructton Individualiza-
" tion.of ir
u)teres{s of each student js‘one of the’ ma]eugoals"
~of. early thildhood educatien as well as an impor-
tant means of accomplishing the goals of compen-
satory educatlon programs. This survey of

e mstructlonal practices involved the characteristics

of ¢lassrooms, instruction, and instructional deci-
sion?¢ from- which infererices could be made about
the extent to whrch individualization of mstructlon
was oocumng

"~ * Survey questlo a.rres, which addressed erther'

thematrds inst cti6n, were sent to 166, 104,

dmg instruction or language instruction or
80 schools,

pectively. The pnncrpal at eaah

struction,_ to meet the.specific needs.and -

-~

ol was asked to select randomly one
plete the survey. Completed - readlng
nnaires were returned by \112

sampled sch
tedcher to c
survey que

guage' survey -questionnaires were returned by 72
schools (hereafter called the language sample); an
mathematics survey questionnaires were returned
by 65 schools (hereafter called the math sample).
Although each ‘questionnaire was designated as~
being relevant to reading or language or math, the
surveys were basically identical. Only the questlons
regarding the use of specifit xxts and mate
and the teaching of language skills were d1ffe?e§
‘from: survey to survey. In the analysis of .data, the
classroom. was considered the sampling unit.
Although the readrng sample data, the language"
sample data, and the math sample data were
analyzed separately, the findings from the three
samples were so slquar that they are reported
- together. In instances in which the results from the
three samples did vary, the ﬁndlngs are reported as
contrasts or comparisons. .

The major questions addressed were:

1. What types of information about students are
gathered, and what assessment methods are
used- to gather information?
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2. How. is assessment inforination used jin mak— i

. ing -decisioris. : .about. mstructron and who
makes these decisibns? . '

.3. How prevalent is recordkeeplng, and how

helpful and worthwhxle do teachers pe.rcelve it
to be? .

Do any impediments to implementation of
individualized instructional programs exist?

4.

Two of the most important aspects of individ-
ualization of instruction are the extent and nature
of instructional decisions that teachers make ‘for

children and the kmd of assessment information - -

that teachers use to, ‘make these decrsrons For
reading, ‘language, and mathematrcs, teachers
reporte'd that they made more.than 90 Qercent of
...the specific lnstructlonj decisions. Such dg:lslons

- included those in the areas of selecting - specrﬁc

tasks ‘and rnstructronal levels -and groupmg for
utstructlon s

Teachers reported that they used a varrety of
‘assessment procedures. They used standardizgd,
norm-referenced tests and criterion- -referenced tests
most often to- assess and gather, information about’
achigvement;” skllls, and readiness; and they used
_teacher observation techniques to assess student

interests, attityges, and learning styles. Many
ﬁespondents also utllrzed mformatron from skilfs'
) ' ,a
. -

\

schools (hereatter called the reading sample); ‘lan- ,

|

T :

\\
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checkllsts, developmentgl inventories, and student
work.
In addition to using a varrety ol assessment

methods, teachers used a wide range of informa-

tion to make instructional decisions. For example

they used information about skills, readiness, and -

achievement to select tasks and instructional levels
.and to group. for instruction. In addition, they used
information regarding student interests and learn-

_ing sty.le.s Ao selgct instructional media and to"'~

;determme activities-and tasks for students.

- Grouping for insttuctio- can»enl‘lance the oppor’
tunities for rnchvrdunhzed lnstmc110n “Teachers
reported using’ spet:rﬁc skills: in read&ng, language
and mathematics as the-most frequent bases for:

"placing students in instructional. groups; they used
general readiness in reading or math and achieve-
ment level in reading,. language, or math less
frequently.

In the survey, patterns of ass,1gnment of students ‘
. to fixed or flexible groups in the classroom were
examined. Fiked groups were defined as those ..
whose membership did not change throughout the”

. Flexible groups were defined as those
embershrp changed from time to time,
‘got as often as weekly. -

school
whose

on’ the basis of their achievement as
assessed once"a: year seemed to be giving way to
more flexible grouping. In roughly 50,percent of

the classrooms, both flexible and fixed: groups we{e v,

utilized. Less than 17 percent of the responde
reported that they used only fixed groups, while
more than 30 percent reported that -they main-
tained only flexrble groups. Few. differences were
noted among- the reading, langpage, and math
~ sample responses; 18 percent of the math samplé
teported no- fixed or flexible group for.:math
.instruction, but the othet arrangements (fixed

only, flexible only, and fixed and ﬂexrble) were.
', comparab

across samples
tent to which students oversaw or were
learmng in various
activities was another aspect of instryctional deci-
. sion making that was - examrned Most activities
appeared to be under the. supervfsrqu of teachers
and, to a lesser extent, ¢l ssroom aldes Students
drrected “themselves o’ some. éxtent in such
o activitie® as coloring, listemng to tapes'and records,
v.and reading library books. Similarly, teachers

aJ%!:J‘l’t)ed giving studénts limited opportunities to
i select among designdted activities, except in such

Fhe dxt

. areas as coloring, playing instructional and other’

games; and using filmstrips, tapes, and records. -

e assrgnment of students to one of three fixed .
- Exoups,

Tclnutrhze student assessment data and. other
décisions,

information m . making instructional

'teachers kept recordsof.student progress. Whether o

they used a commiercially developed, school-
devélopcd or district- -developed system or used an
individual student or classroom profijle card,
teachers; viewed their: reco eping as relatrvely,
helpful and worthwhile in ‘tacilitating diagnostic/ :

. prescriptive teaching. More tlian #-percent of the '
-respon ents ‘in edacli- sample rated their record-

' '*‘helpftgl” .or
: rndmduahged program. More than 60 percent
the resporidents reported that indivilual teachers
7 selected the particular recordkeeprng system.to. be .

“worth it” “very: much worth it,”
60 percent rated their recordkeeplng as’
“very helpful” in -carrying out-an

k’;epmg a8
Land, nea

~used and that the overall teaching staff made that-

"decrsron about 35 percent of the time. Teachers

-

,reported ass(rmmg vrrtually all responsrbllrty for

keeping classroom ,necords‘ only a-small percentage

of respondents reported that’ anyone else, sucll as

ardes kept récords.

When. given the oppo_rtunrty to describe factors
that ‘mly have impeded the implementation of
individualized programs, teachers reported . rela-
tively few constraints. Qf the respondents in-the
reading and math samples; less than 20 percent
identified -or reported obstacles. The obstacles that
teachers most frequently reported included lack ar
adequate personnel ‘training (thecked: by: 37 per-
cent of all respondents) and lack@of appropriate

. materials, (cited by 40 percent' of the respondents

in the reading and ‘math samples ‘and by nearly ’7Q,

‘percent of those in the language: sample) Overall,

teachers apparently encountered more, obstagcles in.
individualization of larlatﬂg_l:eI instruction than they

.. did in either reading or mat ematlcs 30 percent of

the respondents in the language sample cited
inadequate numbers .of personnel, and 40 percent
cited their own plulosoplucal objections. /

* Secondary - schools The secondary schools sur-
vey focused on :eadrn&servrces provided in ESEA
Title I and EDY programs. The person that the
principal designated as being most responsible for-
the  reading program in 132 secondary schools
responded to a questionnaire concemmg the
school’s reading program. o
.+,The purpose of the survey was to rdentrfy

features of the funded programs relative ito pro-

- gram components, student assessment, partrcrpa-

tion, successes, and problems The major questrons
aj|dressed were: o

L3

vV..‘
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1. What are the characteristics of reading pro-
grams in secondary schools receiving compen-
- satory education funds?

"2. What functions does. the readlng speualrst
perform" .

3. To what.extent ;are partrmpants involved in
reading, programs" .

4, What has been accomplrshed"

S. What obstacles have interfered with the suc-
cess of programs" ) . o

ESEA Title I funds supported about S0 percent -
of the programs in ‘the schools that were sampled, -
and EDY and district funds supported most of the
. remaining prOgrams ding specialists conducted.
60 percent of "the progtams. About half of the -

. reéading programs were ¢ ducted as part of the ,

'_“ English program, and abouy# If were conducted as .

. a separate class. The functions that-the reading
specialists most commonly performed included
. teaching Temedial skills, working™ with other .~
< teachers, and teaching developmental reading.

The greatest emphams_ was generally given to
‘comprehension and “survival” reading skills.
Vocabulary development also received .strong .-

" attention. When asked to report the most common
instructional . practrces, respondents listed - student
dragnosls‘ first:* In, nearly every program studént
progress was assessed’ by means of a combifiation
"of standardized tests, teacher-constructcd tests,

- and teacher observatibns. ° '

On ‘the -average the -specialists, mstructronal~
aides, and teﬁ?hers spent.about 20 hours: tach per
week involved in direct reading’ instruction. In
“'some cases ents. reported. "that teachers
spent up to ho\rs in such Tnstructiof. The;
average time that studgnts sperit in reading nstruc-
tion each week was ap roximately five hoprs, > with
as much as 25 hour)\ reported in sonje casés.
.Students were involved to a-moderate de ee in the
planning of classroom mstnfctron. oy _

Respondents réported success ‘most freqQy ntly'
in individualized instruction (38 percent of
respondents) in certain skill areas, such as phonics

*'and ‘vocabulary (31 percent of the respondents);

'~ and in improved selfirnage of - the student (20
percent of the respondents). Eighty- nine-percent of

the respondents reported obstacles to success. .-

Although the obstacles varied from program to .

‘program, those listed most frequently were lack of .-

: support or mterest from -the home (14 percent),
poor student attendance (9 percent), and student
fear of failure and related emotional problems (8

v percent), .- .
Y
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Student Achievement Findings

This section of the report contains aehl@ement
data-on students who participated in ECE; ESEA
Title I, and EDY. The findings show how these"
students scored on (1) school- reported commep~ .~
cially developed standardlzed» tests; -and (2) 1 e.."
California’ A§sessment Program (CAP) tests. -

'Fhe’ major: advantages of school-reported stan-
dardrzed test scores are that (1) they are the only
_scoreés available to assess the progress of studentsin

< schools partlclpatlng in ESEA Title I or- EDY but

; not participating in ECE; and (2) they are based on
- tests that were. chosen .by districts to address” .
unique district and schoolivoncerns. The important-
disadvantages of school-reported test scores afe
“that (1) major differences exist among the available.
standardized tests in terms of their content- ancmn 4.
terms: of how 'they describe ,}he ptogress ofs
students from grade to gradee and (7)) many’ of -
-these,§ have norms that—because of the estima-

" tion. procedure_ used in the calculation of the
norms§—my. make rt?appear that students are
‘progressing at a rife" greater ‘than that ,of the
nationaf: norj Desprte these technical disadvan-
tages, school epdrted test scores do provide useful) e
+ infoymation about the progress of students.

With the 3'xpansron of early, childhood education; .

- its focus. on serving all students in kindergarten
through grade three, attention has shifted imn the
consolidated evaluation report to- utilization of
Calrfornla Assessment Program (CAP) schoolwide
achrevement scores. A major advantage of these’
scores over-the school-reported scores is that ‘they
..are based on uniform testy administered thtough-
out “the state.(the Entry Level Test for all .grade - .
one students and .the Reading Test for al,kstudents (O
in grades two and three). On the other Rand, the . **.
disadvantages of the - Cafifornia Assessment Pro- ",
'gram tests are that. they: are designed to yield only

. state-, dlstnct- nd school-level a and do not
provrde ‘dita cﬁ subgropps of students. wrthm e
schools. .

The section on student achxevement ﬁndxngs for
ECE schools contains data from school-reported
‘standardized achievement tests and data from the

\ California Assessment. Program (CAP) tests. The

section on student achievement findings for

‘schools that received only ESEA Title I and/dr

EDY funds-contains only school-reported data. -

Early Childhood Education * . L
Pretest and post-test standard s(f)res for students
participating in  ECE were used to (1) measure
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. only, ECE/ESEA_ Title I,

readmg and mathematics achlevement gains for
students in schools receiving only ECE funds and
for students in -all schools with ECE funds (ECE

'ECE/EDY, and ECE/,v-

ESEA Title I/EDY); and (2) determine the- rela- -

tween length of partncrpatlon irECE
and - diff] rences 1n' student performance in reading
and mathematlcs :

J-"‘

e
School-reported st‘and,ardzzed reading achieve- /'

ment Yest data. The graph for ECE-enly schools in
Figure V-8 shows average student reading achieve-
ment scores for students in grades one, two, and
three in. schools receiving only ECE funds. The
. ECE-only graph indicates that the average pretest

" » score for grade one students: was 50.7 (standard

.
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score) and that the. post-test average' was_33.3.
- Thus, these studgnts galmd 2@ points more than
would otherwise

dbe been’ expecte in one year of

© . greates, . ‘thafi" that, reﬂected by the pubhshers b

instruction. While students in ECE-only schrools '

typically scored’ less than one point above the
pubhshers national norms for their grade level on
the pretest, they exceeded the publishers’ norms

by 2.9 to 3.8 points on the post-test. . . ‘.

The résults " suggest that within school years,

. students. in ECE-only’»schools were ‘continutng to -
- “ptogress. in reading %Wt a rate greater than that

" reflected by the publishers’ norms. A’ ‘similar

+finding was reportqd in the Evalyatjon Report of

Edu n Funds Only

«

speclfic grqde levels '

ECE, ESEA Title 1, and EDY, 1974-75. On the

basis of .1974-75 data, attempts were made to limit -

the possibility of biased norms. being resppnsxble;' o
for such significant gains. The statistical protedures . -

= 'that were employed in 1975-76 reduced ‘the gains

K only slightly and conﬁrmed the finding of slgmﬁ-

cant gaims.

The other graph in Flgure V-8 shows reading ,’
achlevement scores for students in all BCE schools . -
(ECE ronly, ECE/ESEA Title -1, ECE/EDY Mand - - -
'ECE/ESEA Title I/EDY)." That graph shows that -

" pretest achievement scores in grades one, two, and

three were from 2.5 to ‘1.3 points below the

. national norms, but that post-test scores were from
0.3 to 1.8 points above the national norms.. These

results indicate thdt, on the average, students in

ECE schools ‘were progressing in reading at'a rafe

norms.

..In addition to looking at - the pretest andf

post-test scofes w:thm each grade level, one can =

look at scores across grade levels for another

_interpretation.® By looking across grade levels in

Although scores at different grade levels are obviously not from

thesame studgnts, the, scores are from nearly the sae grolp of .

LI

ECE schools. Also, the Scores for grades-one, two, and three in
Figure V-8 do not represent an equal number of schools because
many schools were gran!ed waivers from std'mdm;dlzed tes!lng for

| . @ Pretgst .
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‘childhood edu ion funded prog‘ams 197-5-76
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NOTE: School scores were weighted on the basis of umber of students tested
of schools- that reported usable achievement data for ade level. -
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each of the graphs in Figure V-8, the reader can see
that the pretest and post-test scores were about the.
same for each grade level. This may suggest that
across, rather than within, grade levels, students in
ECE schools were progressing at about the same rate
as that reflected by'the publishers’ norms. Thus,
two samewhat eonfhctln_g inferpretations gmerge - .
.. froni the graphs: the pretest tospost-test mterpretav

.tion (within school 'years) and the. across—gradea
Mevels interpretation ‘(across school years). If the "

e'students in ECE schools were progressing at the -

normative average rate, the graphs reflect a positive

_ finding, . since, viewed historically, schools with

-student populations similar to those of ECE

schools tend’ to be below average in reading
achievement.

The three graphs in Flgure V9 show averqge

1975-76 reading achievement scores for students in

_.#: . . all ECE schools, grouped by the year in which the

* 3.2 schools ntéred ECE: :ECE-Phase I (entered ECE in

1973-74), ECE Phase II (entered ECE in 1974-75),

' and ECE Phase III (entered ESE in 1975-76). The

graphs in Figure V-9 show results similar to those

in. Figure V-8 and can be lnterpreted m& similar

fashron

N ment data. Because ECE serves all students jn

gt
et

" réader. makes the most tonservitive inference, that

v Cdleorma Assessment Program readmg;aclueve« ’

Normally, no single set of figures can provide a
complete picture of student achievement patterns
in ECE schools. Accordingly, ‘the Department
analyzed California Assessment Program (CAP)
reading achievement scores from - several- diffgrent

' perspeetlves, starting from the’ very: snmple and

vt
"4“"

[N

kindergarten through .grade three in partlcmatmg ?

“ - .- 'examine the progress of students in ECE schools in .
. reading achievement. California Assessment Pro
L gram,ﬁeﬂP) grade'three | reading: achievement ‘seores/

, "~ schools, average sghool California Assessment Pro- ,»
gram’ (CAP) reading scores can also be us¢d to -

. " were selected as the most appropriate measure of \‘

~.the effects of ECE on reading achievement. The
grade three scores seem to be an appropriate
" outcome measure in the sense. that they reflect the
performance of students at- the end of their period
of participation in ECE, which in 1975-76 ranged
;from one to three years. It is important to note
‘that "since’ ECE" pegan in 1973-74 grade, three
: Cahfqmra Assegsment - Program (CAP) datafor
L studénts who h e spent a full foyr years (kinder-
garterl through grade ,thrée) in L%E

aﬂlahle until the consohdated report is made for

976-77 school year.’ :

" The California Assessrr\rent Program (CAP) grade
two scores and the gain scores from grade two to
gra.de three are usef I as an ifiterim assessment of
" theeffects of ECE. These two scores are interim
. mepsures-in the sense that they Show how studertts

g,

e aré’ domg whxle st;l-l in ECE

wilk not be .

f;folloyvang sanalyses are: pre\scnt i

C':‘Hrstoneal protlles of. grade‘ two and gradt.
1972730

) for ECE schools, by year of ntry into EC

moving progressively to the %mre complex. The
A L

o

* "three' ‘reading 'aehlevément from’
through 1975-76 for ECE sc,hools, by year of.
entry into ECE, as well as - far. noiy- EC[
schools °

Longitudinal reagling achievement proﬁles of
school scores from grade two to grade three

® Changes
scores of grade three stude
-by years of part;cnpatlon in

The reader should note that all tables except "

Table 'V-10 present school residual scores in terms
of “welghted "averages.” Weighting is a statisfical
technique used to take school size into account in
computing average scores for _groups of schools.
For example, if studént,scores for two schools were
being averaged: ‘and School .A ha\a 150 - studegts
tested and School B ha¢ 200 stud nts;tested, the
average scores from School B. would.Be weighted .
more heavily than those from School A to allow
for. the larger number of stidents tested. Thus,
welghted averages for large groups of schools
portr better the average performance of Students
‘within those schaols and do natyportray as well the
performance of the average schiool within thg™
group. On the other hand, the “unweighted aver-
age” scores presented in-Table V-10-tend to reflect
school performance trends befter in that the-scores

wsare not weighted to allow for the different pumber

. reading

of students tested from school to school’. The

e -

a

-%‘.

statistical .procedures used ‘ini . these analyses are .

described fully in Appendix K.

Hrst%‘al prof‘ les’of grade two and grade three
g;evement in ECE sthools, F972-73.
“through 19 The first analysis of "Galifornia_
Assessment Program (CAP) readlng achrevement

SA residual achlevement score is_ deﬁned as the difference -
between a school's actual score (average Score of its students) and its
predicted acore. A positive change in residual score indicates
unprovem‘ent relative to prediction on the basis of the background
chara nstlcs of .the |student, populatlon Negatwe changes  in\,

/
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data represents a simple approach to assessmg th : Tepresent th,L percent of questions that students . ,_ -

relationship of ECE to grade two and grade threg | answered chrrectly on the California Assessmgnt
reading achievement. PRis ‘historical approach Program ¢CAP) Reading Test. Scores from,
shows how students in ECE schoals performed . other three years, have bqen adjusted so W t
over. the last four.years, before ECE was. Mnple- _are ‘comparible to the 1975:76 scores. The's
mented and 'in each year s addtt:onal scho Js " areas indigate the scores for ECE schools.
- were phased into-ECE. Separate historical " pro, les ' - At Ipast.three lmportant inferences.ca
are presented for all schools within each of the - fr m _the duta in Table V-6. First, sty fents'in ECE
three phases of ECE, on the basis of year of entry, schools .in | the A{,&regﬂ had a h"mry ‘of low
. and for all non- -ECE schools. Grade three scores are aulukyment plior * to; . th ?‘hm_e thft; the kghools -
3

. .-showrt « in Table:’ V:64dnd" grade two, scores are enterefl ECE. In each yé‘ he achidyementscores’
shown in Table V7 {n* both tabtes 197 Forcores: ", ov»t dernes~ i&; the SL Qoolb thdt were
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Flg V9. Pmtest and pest-test standard scores “in reading achlevement by grade level and year of entry, for all schools . -
partlclpahng)\{aﬂy childhood educatlon funded pl;ograms 1975-76 :

. , AR Y " @ A
NOTE School scores were welghtcd on thc basis of the number of students tested, *‘Number of schools by grade level™ mdxcates the number
Jof schools that repor;@d usable ac‘.hlevement‘data for each grade level.
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enter l:CL were lower than those of studcnts in averaging some rathér posiNye average gaing. of a
schools not selected for ECE. Second, grade three large’ group of " ECE school\ with the¢  average
r.eadn‘,g achievement scores for students in both declines of a much smaller gdoup of other TCE
ECE and non-ECE schools were virtually unchanged scheols. The group of £CE schools whose students
over the four-year period. seem to have improved most on grade three CAP
' The reader can see by looklng across each of the reading achievement scores is characterized by
rows i Table V-6 that the largest ‘chuange over the moderate-to-high scores on the Entry Level Test,
four-year - penod was - an increase of 0.3. This which is given at the beginning of, grade one. The
increase represents an lncrease of 0.3 percent .of group with an average decline on this same test is
\ .- the quest;on nswered ¢drrecly- on the California characterized by Entry Level Test scores in the -
Assessment:’ ogram( AP) Relding Test by per-- - lowest, 10 or 20 percent statewide. This char-
t4cfp‘mng stuients. Furthet andlysis of the Cali- acterization of the (two groups . is not entirely
fomia Assessmeént Program (CAP) data, however, - ‘satisfactory, hqwevcr First, these scores reflect
s u\mdlqates tiiat this relaglvely tpble performance e &nly averages of very large groups of schools R
" grade tl}ree reatliqg achiev nt is thc result Qt ithin "each of ‘the "groups the uverage scores tor
. ,‘ )t_' . ‘ .. & X TN f \ L 3.\
- 0 ! <., ‘.,‘.
LS g . TABLE V-6 : e ek
-, : Grade Three CAP Readmg Aghlevement Scores for the Years 1972 73 Through |97S 3‘6 :
for Non-ECE Schools and by Years of Participation for ECE Schools . -
o Year 1972.73 197374 197475 199570
o Ty'pe of schoot. Test .- J(L‘m)p CAP | CAP 1l cAaApP Ul
ECE Phase 1 schools I g | \\\\\\ N\ \\\ \\
9 ; 9* 3
Faered VLI 177474, » 400 SERLAMIE .\ \\ \\\ A\
LCE Phase 1 Shools - ! K \ \\\\\\\\
¢ = gg . ) Y% ) 7* AN
Ybkntered FCE ine1974.75 N = 035), 7_, 79.7 R \\\\\\\
LCE Phase U] schools X S v \\\
975-70,N = 47 O* RO u*
" (Lnluud LCE i I—‘7Lh N 5)1 | ‘ 3 ‘ 8(') v I 7 .8 \\\\\
Nun-l;( E Schools ' [N~ .t C
y (N=2744) ‘ ¥ 4 82.2% CARL 82.2% n,x_:
BB . _'o-."‘ ) D - N _-,. ‘,‘ : . ,‘.. ,
T : ©TABEE V7. - s -
PR Grade Two CAP Re gchlevement Scores for the ‘Yeats 1972-73 Through 1975-76
L. L for Non-E Schools and by Years of Partlcnpa‘tlon for ECE Schools . ‘
T e . | wtama sl 199374 1974375 1975-70 .,
_Typeofschool  ————_ Test “Coop. .+ || CAP I /1 CAP II* | «CAP Ik A"
ECE Phase . schools o 3
(Lnlucd L (I in 197374, N% 400) ~ ©03.2*
o LCE Phase H.schools R o ,
. (l__nlcrcd EC L ih 1974-75, Ne= 035) -~ _ " 65.3% . 65.2* ‘
A '.l;'(?l:'..Phus‘e.llll schools - B / B _ . . . . M
g {Entered ECE in 1975-76, N = 475) : o 66.3* - 66.4* 65.9* .
WNon-ECE schogls . . . ' o
(N= 27A4) . 68.5* " 68.7* - 68.9* 68.8
NOTE: School scores \’:'cre weighted on the basis\pf the number of udems tested.
. *Achievement scores for 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-7§ are estimates. The original scores for these years have%een ad;usted so that they have
%y the same mean and standatd deviation as the 1973-76 CAP 11 scorgs.
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some schools imgproved, while those of others
declined. Second, numerous other meaningful indi-
cators of how these two groups of ECE schools
differ . from one another may exist. A more

complete discussion_of the performance of sub-
groups of ECE schools is included in the CAP

. residual scores analyses later in this section. Third,
a very slight overall improvement in. sgores.is noted v "

in ECE schools. In particular, grade three reading
achievement scores in schools that entered 'ECE

... three years ago (Phase I schools) declined dunng =
o E-‘;f’:fthe schools’ first yearin ECE. The scores l.mprqved

in, the'schools’ second:and third- -years in. ECE and
by the tlurd year were.slightly hrgher t

‘had. ‘been" before ‘the schools entéred {
reading achievement scores._in .Phasé 1 and Phase
Il sghools, . which entered E in 1974-75 and -
197996 respectively, impraV¥ed slightly¥ without
any initial decfne,

" Table'V-T preits grade two reading achieve-
ment. sgores. At least three important inferences
“can’be drawn from the figures in Table V-7. Rirst,
they show that before ECE schools entered ECE,
their students scored lower on grade two readrng
achievemeént tests tharr students
schools scored. Second, grade two/ scores fluc-
tuated more than the grade three scores over the
four-year period, Third, gride: two scores in ECE
schools declined shghtly In particular, the schools -
' that,entered ECE in 1973-74.(Phas¢ I) experienced
a drop in grade two reading, aohrevement The
scores in Phase II'schools, whic entéred ECE in
1974-75, declined during the schools’ first year in

ECE but improved during-the/sedond year to a°

point beyond the pre-ECE lével. The Phase; 11
schools, which entered ECE/in 1975-76, experi-
-enced a decline in grade two Scores.

Examined together, tablgs ¥-6 and V-7 inditate
that in ECE schools gradﬁ wo reading achievement
* score$ have been declining sllghtly and grade three,
" scores have beefi improying slightly. This inference
needs to be qualifi

'of ECE and the non’ECE'sch
‘another in- terms of a variety of student back-
ground characteridtics. Since differenced irl back-
ground characterisfics can have a profound impact
‘on: “studént * achieyement - score ,thee next two
-are deésigned’ to allow . Yor adjustments

A ‘»‘,‘; ) : ' f

le .

trgl” of background factors On the
the adjustments result in a; certaln .

in non- -ECE .~

f

pl, howwver, by drawing atten- .
tion to ghe fact that the\scho\ls in the three phases -
differ from one "

) “ []
simply on test scores; it is on scores as they appear

- . after adjustments have been made.

Longitudinal comparison of, ECE schools and a

similar group of non-ECE schools. For a.longitu-

dinal comparison "of.ECE schools with non-ECE

- schools, all schools were blocked on the basis of

1975-76 data indicating school size, percent of
mmonty enrollment, ‘and predicted grade’ three
reading achrevement and non*ECE means - were,

computei by means of an dccepted. statrstrcal.

procedure.”

Longjtudinal’ profiles of the three phases of I:Ch :

schoals and of the blocked group of non-ECE
schools are presented in Table V8. The profiles are
longltud'mal in the sense that they trate the change
in average school scores from grade two to grade

three -over the span of one year. The first column

in Table V-8 shows California Assessment Program
(CAP). readmg achievement scores for grade two
students in 1974-75, The §econdzcolumn shows the"
scores of grade three students in the same group of
schools on the identical reading achievement test in
1975-76. The third column shows how much
progress was mide from grade two to grade three.
Several inferences <an ‘be drawn from the figures
in Table V-8. Students in ECE schools had lower

-grade two readrng achievement scores 'in 1974-75 . .

than. students .in. a similar group of non-ECE .

schools had. When grade three students in the same |

in ECE, schools continued to* score lower. in the
absolute than did those-.in the similar group of
non-ECE . schools. However, longitudinal - gain

'schools were tested the next year (1975-76), those -

sbores of students in'tife ECE schools were larger --

an those of students in the non-ECE schools,

indicating that greater gains were made in the ECE .

-schools than were made in the non- ECE sc¢h ols

Changes in reszdual readmg achrevemen scores.

. -Another approach to’ assessrng the-effectivéness of
. ECE is-to look beyond’the aggregate perf rmance-

of students in ECE schools and examine student
achievement data for ECE schools with different

- background characteristics. The analyses that fol-

low contain descriptions of student achievement in -
varidus. subgroups of ECE schools. The readet

“should view these analyses with caption. First, they

are. much, more complex - than .. those typically ;

.

' presented in progr’hm evaluatlon reports because '

v

All schools were blocked mto 180 cells (3x3x20) on the basis -

of three levels 'of s¢hool size, three levels df percent of mifority

enrollment, and 20 levels of ,grade three predicted scqres. The qeans ...

d and averaged over the 180 cells. A
used is mcluded in the appendix. .

shown in Table V-8 e
full discussion of the proce

- 36




-

_interpretations may become.clearer.

they require extensive use of data on school
background factors as well as data on student
achievement. Second, a detailed technical review of
these data has not yet been - Lompletcd Upon
completnon a supplementary technjcal report will
‘be provndcd These cautions are not meant to

" minimize the xmport@nce of these .data; they are

merely intended,t6 alert the reader to the fact that
as these analyses continue, specific conclusions and

The Department hopes’ that these analySes can
be-a first step in examiding the range of student

- performance levels among ECE schools and that

sﬁbsequent in-depth studies will provnde data lead-
ing to appropnate program modification and
improvement strategies.

Tables V-9 through V-1l provide an.analysis,
based on California Assessment Program (CAP)
data, of residual reading achievement scores. Again,
a residual score is defined as the difference
between a school’s actual score (average score of its
students) and its predicted score. Predicted scores
are statistical estimates based on background char-
acteristics of the school and its students.® A

PN

8 These background characteristics igcluded 1973-74 Entry Level
Test score,.socioeconomic index, number of students tested, percent
of students speaKing Enghsh only, and moblhty rate.

. *

1974-75 and 1975-76, from California Assessment Program»

positive uhungc. in- residual  scores
improvement in performance rglnllve to prediction.
A npgutlve change in residual sqores: indicates a
décline in performance relative to b'rcdu.tlon j

For purposes of determining wlu.thu cha ges in

. .resldual achievement were different in schools that

" served pupils with ditferent background character-

\
\

istics, schools were divided into thrdee g opps on

\‘the basis of average student performange on the

i

vt
P

.TABLE V.8

T merft test scores, and they are objective.

' ‘( l 73-74 Entry Level Tésr. While several variables

<duld have been used as dTmsls on whu. 0 group
sq‘hools Entry Level Test scores were ¢hosen for
.two' reasons: they relate m\)st strongly fo /at.hlcve-
i
oups of
4 Entry
of scores

r the initial data analysns, ten
schobls were formed (by decile of 19 3/
Level Fest scores). Three general patte 's
were noted from an examination of t ean test
scores for these ten groups of schools:/one pattern
for those schools whose students’ Entry Level Test
scores ranged from the Ist to the 20th percentiles;
another for those ‘schools whose students scored
between the 21st and the. 60th percgntiles; and a
third for those whose students scored between the
. 61st and the 99th percentiles. Analypes were done
for each of the three groups. Data from.those
analyses are included in tables V-9 through V-11.

W

. y , -Gain SCOIPs
| R LA (number cojyrect,
' ' Grade two scores Grade three scores 1975-76, less frumber R
Type of school 1974-75 - 1975-76 correct, 1974-75)
Phase 1 schools * -7 ° g “ v o, > : ~
(Three ydrs in TCE) CX SN & 80,3
. N =40t u )
Phase 1 scho:)ls. . R o "'
(Fwo years in E€L) - 05.6 80.0 -y '
N =635 _
.. Phase’lil sdwols - . :
(Oné*Qcar n bCE’ - 67.4** - ~.80.7 ,
N 475
. . ]
Non-l:(E schools - 68.4 81.7°
Y N :,2’744 . )y,
. o . ] -
*» " NOTE: Schqols were blocked on the basis predicted grade three scores; (2) minority student ¢ ment; and (3), e
. school size.. T R A :
. . *Grade two score is prior to entry into ECE 3 7
7 . .
oA : - A

mdnﬁatas .

-
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Table V-9 shows the change in residuals, baséd

on weighted average scores, for each of the grougs: -
for one, two, and three years“of participation m
ECE...

Several nnportant mfc.renucs can be drawn from;
the data in Table V-9, First, the relationship
between ECE and improved grade three readin
‘achievemenqt appears to be much stronger than the|
relationship -that one notes from examining stage® *
wide averages ablone. In schools whose entering
students averaged between the 2Ist and the 99th
percentiles on the 1973-74 Entry Level Test, grade
three reading achievement improved markedly
¢ Seyond pr»dluted levels after three years in ECE.
Second, in schools whose c¢ntering students aver-
aged below the 20th percentile on the 1973-74
Entry Level Test, grade three reading achicvement
declined relative to predlctlon after three years in
ECE.

The improvement in residual scores indicates
that, on the average, ECE seems to be associated -
with improved residual scores in ‘reading in a
majority of schools—-a group of schools whose
studenfs averaged  from the 2lst to thé 99th

®
TABLE-V.9
Changes in Residual Scores (Weighted Averages) on
Grade Three Reading Achievement Tests After One,
Two, and Three Years of Participation in ECE, by
Three Levels of Performance on the 197374
Entry Level Test
‘ Changes in residual scqres, | Al ECE
. grouped by percentile rank| (40l
Number of years op 1973-74 EL.T (weighted
o LCE l—’O 2‘1—-60 61--99 | average)
One year - 00 A0S +.00: Lo
“Two years UAS | 405 +.06 01 .
Three years -.24 -+.l9 +.18 +.03_

NOTES: Reslduals were standardized to have a mean of-zero and a
standard deviation of one. Changes in residuals after one year of
ECE were obtained by first' calculating the average residual for ECE
schools in the year before they entered LCE. calculating their
average residual in their first year in ECE, and then subtracting the
former from the latter. Similarly, chmges in resiguals after two and
three years in ECE were obtained by subtracting the preprogram’
residuals of ECE schools from their_residuals after two and three
years, respectively, in ECE. ’ .

The numbers of students
V-12 varied because of the umbers of schools involved in
ECE in each year. In all cases mber of students for whomdata *
were analyzed was greater than 6,207

*

\

N

&

ERIC_.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

s ,A.',,il i W - P
‘ Lhangcs in rcsldual scores.
. ' grouped by percentile rank | Al ECE
Number of on 197374 ELT schools -
years e ~—1—-~-~—(unweighted
in ECE ] ‘() 2160 ]o0l, Y9 average)
e b e e e —
One year ™ <~, 04 07| ™ 02 -
Two years 1S5 +.02 +.14 02
 Three years IR AL AL +.02
NOTES. Residuals were standardized to have a mean of zero and a
standard dcvnat:on of one. Changes in residuals after one year of

former ffom the-latter. Similarly, chanhges in residuals after two and

.48
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porucntllu on lhc Entry Level Test On the other
hand, ECE seems to be associafed with declining
residuals in a much smaller group of schools whose
Students  had lower average leyels of learning

- feadjness when they entered gradg one. Table V-10
contains the same data reporged in Table V-9,
except that school scores have hot been weighted

to allow for different school fizes. When viewed .
from the perspective of average sschool perfor- -

- mance, these data lead to somewhat different inter-

pretations. For example, average declines were still+-
reflected in schools whose students™ Entry-Level
Test scores were in the lowest 20 percent, but the
declines were neither as consistent nor as sharp as
those shown in the weighted averages in Table V9. -

v

TABLE 'V-10

Changes in Residual Scores (Unweighted Averages) on
Grade Three Reading Achievement Tests After One, .
Two, and Three Years of Participation in ECE, by -
f.cvels of Performance on. the 1973.74 -
" Entry Level Test

ECE"were obtained by first calculating the average residual for ECF
schools in thq yedr before they entered ECE, calculating their
average residual in their first year in ECE, and then subtracting the

three years in ECE were obtained by subtracting the preprogram
residuals of ECE schools from their residuals after two and three
years, respectively, in ECE. -

The numbers of students and schools mcluded in tables V-9 through
V:12 vatied because of the different numbers of schools involved in
ECE in each year, In all cases the number of students for whom datd
were analyzed was greater than 6,200.

ey

A comparison of tables V-9 and V-10 may
indicate that larger schools are accounting for a
_ greater proportion of the decline in residual scores.
" However, this is a preliminary interpretation ghat
must be followed up with much more extensnve
analyses of both the California Assessment

N .




gram (CAR) data and other uppropriafe ‘student
background\and school factors.

reading scores is presented inJIable V-11. While the
differences for grade two scdres among the three

rcent group, in gqnernl,f declined
the grade two scores of the other

was not as stéep as that for grade three scores.
These data alsd seem consistent with the previous
finding, from | California Assessment Program
(CAP) actual scqres, that in'many ECE schools an
initial decline wasexperienced in grade two reading
scores, followed by a marked upturn by the end of
grade three. This jnterpretation is supported by the
following analysis| in which the difference between
grade two and gragde three residual scores from one
year to the next i considered. The residual scores
of 1973-74 ECE de two students were sub-
tracted from the residual scores of 1974-75 grade
three students from the same schools, Sirpilarly,

- TABI& V-11

Changes in Residual §cores (Weighted Averages) on
Grade Two Reading Achievement Tests After One,

Two, and Three Y of Participation in ECE, by
* Three Levels of Petformance on the 1973-74
. . Entry, Level Test
Changes in residual scores,
prouped by percéntile rank
Number of years on 1973.74 ELT All ECE
* inECE 1 20 121-60 {61 -99 |schools
One year 12 17 | -07 -.12
Two years A7 -.03 +01 1 .06
Three years S T a2 - 06071 a3
)

NOTES: Residuals were standardized to have s mean of zero and a
‘standard deviation of one; Changes in residuals after one year of

. ECE were obtained by first calculating the average tesidual for ECE
schools in' the year before they entered ECE, calculating their

average residual in theis first year in ECE, and then subtracting the,

former from the latter. Similarly, changes in residuals after two and 5
. three years in ECE were obtained by subtracting the preprogram-

residuals of ECE schools from their residuals after two and three
years, respectively, in ECE. . . .

The numbers of students and schools included in tables V-9 through -

'V-12 varied because of the different numbers of schools involved in
ECE in each Year. In all cases the number of students for whom data
were analyzed was greater than 6,200. i

-

* data are reported in Table V-12.

Scores, the grade two scores of the L

line for grade two scores, however,”

ECE in each &n. In all cases the number of nts for whpm dats
were analyzed was greater than 6,200, o :

r " o

1974-75 ECE grade two students’ residual scoros-
were also subtracted fram the residual scores of
1975-76 grade three students from the same
schools. The corresponding changes for non-ECE
schools were computed in the same manner. These

TABLE V-12

Longitudinal Changes (1973-74 Through 1975-76) in
Residual Scores (Weighted Averages) from Grade Two to
Grade Three for ECE and Non-ECE Schools, by
Three Levels of Performance on thF 1973-74

Engry Level Test
. N Changes in residual scores. grr)u})cd
by percentile rank on 1973-74 £LT
Type of school 1 20 21 60 61 99
ECE schools ' 220 +.20 +,07
. L
Non-ECE schools A0 11 Al

NOTES: Residuals were stapdardized o have a mean of zeroand a -
standard deviation of one. Changes in residuals after one year of
ECE were obtained by first calculating the sverage residuat for ECE
schools in the year before they ontered ECE, calculating their
average residual in their first year in ECE, and then subtracting the
former from the latter. Similarly, changes in residuals after two and
three years in ECE were oblained by subtracting the preprogram
residuals of ECE schools from their residuals after two and three
years, respectively, in ECE. R
A )

The numbers of students and schools included in tables V-9 through
V-12 varied because of the different numbers of schools involved in

Table V-12 indicates that ECE schools®whose
students scored from the 2lst to the 99th percen-
tiles on the_1973-74 Entry Level Test showed
much larger gains in residual scores from grade two
to grade three than.did non-ECE schools. On the
other hand, ECE schools whose students sétred in
the lower range on the 1973-74 Entry Level Test
showed smaller gains than non-ECE schools
showed from grade two to:grade three. It is glso
important to note that residual scores for both.
ECE and non-ECE schools between the Ist and
20th percentiles declined from grade two to grade
three, although the declines in non-ECE schools did
not seem to be as steep. Interestingly, residual
scores between grade two and grade three for
non-ECE schools in the upper Entry Level Test
ran_lg;e((gs't ta 99th.percentiles) also declined.

e question of whether the critgria by which
ECE schools are initially selected may be introduc-
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ing bias into thesg analyses erI require lurlhc
examination. Thie preliminary (|.ll-l shown in Table
V-13 indicate that within schools whose students’
h'nl{,r Level Test scores cwere in the lowest 20
percent. ECE schools included a disproportionate
share of students who scored in the lowest 10
percent on the test. Thus, the apparently steeper
decline in residual scores for ECE schools may be.
in part, a result of their overrepresentation in the
lower end of the | to 20 percept Entrv.Level Test
range; and the decline may be as great.-or perhaps
even greater, for similar non-ECE schools. The
similar patterns in Table V-12 for non:FCFE schools
are a good example of why these lu;lhcr analyses

are necessary, .

PABLE V13 .

Number of Students in ECE and Non-ECE Schools
Scow in Percentiles 130 on the 1973.74 ’
Entry Level Test

_}blmhcr ol ;ludcnts
Percentiles . I~.(% NonFCL
Percentiles | 10 M(» T19.000
Percentiles 11 20 10.790 17.141
In" summary, the residual change analysis,
although still incomplete, has resulted 4n the

isolation ‘of stronger , ECE relationships  with
lmprovement in rqadmg achievement than were

apparent in prior analyses. When schoo)s were
divided into three levels of average Entry Level
Pest . performance, strong positive longitudinal

changes in grade three residual scores were found
" to be associated with ECE schools in the 2Ist to
99th . percentile Edtry Level Test range. On the
other hand, longitudinal declines in average resid-

- ual scores wére noted among schools in the Ist to -

20th percentile Entry Level Test range. These /

declines were more marked for ECE than for
‘non-ECE schools. Some doubt€ about the meamng
of the decline were raised by similar patterns in -
non-ECE schools. The importance of locating more
- precisely-the achievement, trends among subgroups .
of ECE and non-ECE schools was noted. .Other
preliminary data that were mentioned made con-
clusive lnterpreta ns premature

Apart from - technical issues already
described, the fmdrngs have important implications
for further study of both. ECE and non-ECE

schools. More thorough studies are-needed of the .

relationships between changes in.residual scores

“ments had been made for the number of! \IM

ind buci:grotuul factors pther than the Entry Level
Test scores. [t s important to note that, although
subgroups O schools were identitied on the basis
of students® Lnrry Level Test performance, cach of
the subgroups -included a large nur\rhcr of-schools
with different background characteristics andl per-
formance levels. Thus, it may be possible ' 't
identify  from among those student and school

~characteristics for which data are already available

those characteristics that seem té be associated
with increasing residual scorpes and those associated
with declining residual scores: For cxamplc prelim-
inary analyses indicated that very large schools

accounted fora drsproporlmnatc share of du,lmrng :
residual scores in the lowest 20 percent Entry

Level Test range, even gfter appropriite | .rd_ruat
{s
involved. Other important variables that have ‘not
yet been examined in depth rnuludc the proportion
of disadvantaged students andl \limited- ard non-
English-speaking students jn thie schools i ques-
tion. The. results of each ot these analyses Wl be
included i . the forthcoming supplcmcntary techni-
‘el report..

rther .m.rlyws 01 the relationshp, of school |
b.u&]r Lmd factors -to performance are hkcly (g
raise important questions for field rescarcl), ‘Onee
positive and negative pcrIorm.rhee trends have been
clearly identitied and related to school characterds:,
tics, speuﬂu educational’ questions can be ex.rql-
ined. For example, ‘what are the practices fhat
seem to be assosiated with improving performance’

- in schoools with similar baekground characteristics?
Do

specific  practices” that seem to produce

LR A
L
: e
-

)

/2.

improvements in perfermance in schools w?ih one ’

set of background characteristics have little or no.

Vot

effect in schools with differentbackground factors? - .-
What are the effects of summer school programs on o

student achievement scores? . :
The most impektant general lmpheatlon ofthese

findings is that they suggest the need’to move

beneath the level of statewide or even subgroup
analysis of reading achievement ;’)erformance 1 to
examine the specific' school Characteristics and
practices that are related to. changes in’ perTbr’-

- mance. Studies of this kind will involve time and

resources. Therefore, in the coming years the
Department’s special surveys, which are distribated -
with the consolidated evaluation, will focus on

these questrons The special surveys to be used fbr -

next year’s report will provide for a careful analysis -

of several important questiorfs that are expected to

arise from further review of the- dqta d,escnbed_u
earlier. o .. .o

~
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- {analyses r
~ - indicator’ of
. mance on the
_.Assessment*
, argue -that §

g : the schogdls.

e reader should bear in mind that all of the
orted in this section focus on only one

hool performance: readmg perfor-
}ade two and-grade three Cahfomla

qgram Reading Test: Many would
Iproving reading performance is not
t important goal, of ’

i the only goal,jor even the

{.
g
;
o
e
R
£
Ly
‘

X

|

us, as research mto the factors that. g

: ! influence. reading .achievement “continues, it is ¢ .
| essential that an attempt be made to identify more }

r school processes and outcomes. thatg
- may be cons1dered important. . : 5

Mathématics. Pretest and post-test standard~
SCOr€s - Wer calculated for -ECE students whq

‘precisely othy

“.received ingtruction - in -mathematics. ' The ‘datd

presented 'Figure’ V-10 indicate that students uj
ECE-only schools scored-higher on both'the pretest
tlﬁan did students in - scho\ols

E mathematlcs at or above the nat;onal average.

39

Tlfe three graphs in Figure V-11 indicate that,

| student performance was generally comparable on

both the pretest and the post-test, regardless of
when the school entered ECE. The reader should

note, however, that students at all grade levels NS

typically attained.a post-test s,tandard score m

I3 .o

€
i

ESEA Title I and EDY . )

* This*section contams mformatlon about student
achlevement in" Title I-only schools, EDY-only
schools, and Title I/EDY—only schools. Reporting

" the data in a single section 1\s designed to eliminate

37

duplication in -reporting; since a vast majority of
ESEA Title 1 andfor EDY schools-received both,’
‘types of funds. Also, data are presented only .for
. grades one through eight because (1) relatively few -
secondary schools “conducted programs; and )

the post-test
5 finted 'by CE in combrnatlon w‘th other pro— - out-of-level testing was frequently -done at those .
:  grams and tllat the. average post-test achievemegt ‘secondary §chools that did conduet- programs: The
for students;in all ECE schools was at or above the reader should ‘note "that no -ECE schools are
.. .‘'national average. R reported on in this sectlon S ‘
MathemaLcs achlevement gains for students afm - Reading. A’ companson between pretest and
. . grades one 'two, and three were also contrabtfed -post-test standard séores in reading for studentsin
. among ECE] schools, grouped by the year in which® - schools that recéived ‘only. ESEA. Tntle I or. EDY
“:the schools entered: ECE. R A ‘! funds showed a consnstent movemont toward the
) @ t : - . "4‘.\‘ ' . 1 . .
" ' St » ot ™ 5 ; e .
§ | ’ ° i ' . ) ' : 2 . )
T . . S 1 Pretest
S R : g Ve O Post-test
RS i : 3 S
T L [ % Standard*\ i 4 & .2 fus, ” : S;andard seore :
" Numberof | | ! 7 i Number of : C
schools, by Q l‘O‘r"'"’TOT 30 40 50 '60‘ kY lOO schools; by . -0 lO 20 30 40 50 _ 60 100
grade level | e i ﬂ- L/ A+ grade level N S B L
s H-a,,»’,, Voo N | .
| : 2 . N \._ | National § . < » National ’ -
TP € X SN SN 1o P S5 X\ \\ ST M
SO [EE 5% - aESE . 537 o :
SR TR T SN :
2, Tvio — 442 PRRNNN \\\ \\\\\ iy L Twoo 13231 \&\\\X\\\ AN 1ﬁ
< _, ; ;'L]ﬁ' ] N ) .n .5 ..
',,~. A NOREE N ’ ) : N\
e Thrce- 462 %\ S S " Three—1,297 50\:\\\\\ \i\\ i

‘&:hools Reeomng Early Chnldhood Educatlon
: Funds Only or in Combination with ESEA.
) Tlﬂo I and/or EDY Funds

-

School: Receiving Early Chlldhood
Education Funds Only

. ,i, , L T

" Fig. V-10. Pretest and post-test standard scores in mathemaﬁm achievement, by grade level for schools partlcrpatmg in early
" childhood education funded programs, l975-76 B

i
l

NOTE School scores were weighted on the. basis of the; number of students tested. “Number of schools ‘by.grade Ievel" indicates the- number
\ of schqols that reported usable achrevement data for each grade level. .
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; natlonal norm. The ﬁndmgs dlsplayed in Flgure
V-12 indicate that-students in grades one through
four made the greatest gains ‘and that students in,
grades five through eight tended to have progres-

sively lower. pretest and post-test scores: Analyses &

. &f weighted standard score gains revealed that,
.- ‘across ‘all' grades, students in ESEA Title l-only :
" schebls typlcally gained 3.1 standard score points;

“students in all combinations of ESEA Title I and -
EDY schools (ESEA Title I only, EDY only, and .
ESEA Title I/EDY only gamed an average of 2.5

standard SCOLe pOmts S . : gamed an average of 3. 7 standard score pomts
. » _ . ,'. X y L 0O Protes ’
. ' : Slah?iard scorc . . ." ) L, S . . . . D lr&.l&,.\l:
Numberof - : L 4 ) R o, L1 . Post-test .
schools.by* 0: .10 ’0 30 40 50 60 100 : e : o ’ .
grirde level . i l g\‘ | N . )
‘ i L , . ) .
T B National _ ’ - '
lone- .»-244.. 3 m\\ \ \\\\N average (50) _ \ .
.. e 53 7 Y : v
" : B N AR - ‘ ) S
Two': 342 &‘k\ AN \\\\ \ ﬁ . o w ,
A ET | R Lo e
. . ’ 49.9 . LI ' .
: ’ A B : ’ . . v )
. . ‘ ECE Phoso l o et
- "+ . (Entered ECE in 197374) : . ‘
- i » F ., ? ¢
. Standard scoré Coe ' " . ...~ _Standard score
Number of e’ . o * Number of . b )
schools. by, -0 10 20 30 40 50 60" - 100" sthools, by’ "0 J0 20 80 40 50 60 . 100
- gradelevel | __ |, - ) S < gtade Ievel 1 |
b ! . - _ IQ' . ) -\Jﬂ;tional | N ; — . "National-
; . N N \\\\ N \\ B R ce ’ . B\ SRONRRRNNERW NUINANAT - 3 .
One~* Z] 8 3\2*9 \ SR g average (59) : ‘One~ 292 BRAN RN N 3 . average (50)
. 53.8 . r_\ oo '53.5 : }
v . Two- 587 m&\ \)\\\\\\\@ ) o « Two—= 393 . NN \\Q\ﬁg : ) .
" LS o _ : “ 1520 .o AR I e
- Tl[rcb " 58' : /‘. { ' 'rhrée_ : 38] m\\\&\}; B ‘v\\ \\\Q‘\q . - .:‘ ot
w . : - . ’ : 50.6 : - o
' ECEPhasell - . ECE Phase IIl
'o\_ (Entered ECE in 1974-75) ~ . - (Entered ECE in 1975-76)

Mathemattcs Flgure V-13 shows standard score
-gains in . mathematics achievement. The - graphs\
-indicate that students in ESEA Title I and EDY
schools  increased in position relative - to * the
national average at all grade levels. As in reading,
students in the pnmary grades made the greatest )
gains, while those in grades five through eight

- tended to have decreasing pretest and post-test

“stulents in ‘EDY-only schools showed an.mcrease - scores. Compaasons by funding 'source show that

of 2.8 standard score points; and, as a group, .

students in ESEA Title I-only schools, as a group, _
- gained 4.3.standard score points; EDY students
gained an average of 4.0 standard score points; and

. students in all compensatory education schools

. Flg. V-ll Pretest and post-test standard scores uf mathemahcs acluevement by grade level-and year of entry, for schools

parﬁa'patmg in early childhood educatlon funded programs, 1975-76 .

v (

~ NOTE: Schools scores were weighted on the basis of the number of xtudents testcd "Number of schools by grade Ievel" indicates the number - .

: ol' schools that reported usable achievement data for each gnde level.’
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-Fig. V-12. Pretest and post-test standard scores in reedmg acluevemen( by gmde level, for schools pamcnpatmg in ESEA
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~VI. ESEA Title 1 Programs ‘for Handicapped Students |
.~ =t and Neglected and Delinquent Youth . L \
[} . ’ P 1‘ : . . a e o . . .
. . : f . . N 1
. During 1975-76 ESEA Title I funds, were pro- Cali;'rlnia Department of Corrections. A separate .
vided to serve 86,049 students quaIlfymg for evaluation report on migrant education will include-
spec1al compensatory education programs. These -  information regarding services to migrant students.
students included 62,000 . children of migrant The numbers of participants, by age and grade .
workers, 5,023 handicapped students in special span, excludmg mlgrant students; are- presented in
schools operated by the Department of Educatlon ' Table Vel T O :
“and in state h'ospltals operated by thé Department '
of Health, 14,826 neglected and dehnquent youth Programs for Handxcapped Students
in. local instjtutions, 3,886 dehnqnents in’ institu- tTlus section contains information about ESEA
_ tions opera_t y the Califotnia Youth Authority, - ’Tltke I services that were provided in state pec1al
" and 314 felons in lnstltutlons operated by the schools, in state and lecal héalth treatm_e}k pro-
TABLE VI-1 : o -
Number of Handncapped Students and Neglected and Delinquent Youth Participati
Prégrams Funded by ESEA Title [, 1975-76 -'
.- .
N - . ,’ ' Approx:mate grade level and age ofstuhents . '
Preschool : : . Junior
, -»" | and kinder- Elementary high* -+ High
-~ e i ' { garten school” school school * }JAdult -
Agency or facility 2-5 yrs. 611 yrs. 12— 14 yrs. | 15—18yrs. | 19-21 yrs. Total
: . T .
’ State Department of Education ’ .
. Neurologlcally handxcapped 48 . 38 13. T 100
Blind 5 47 29 g 31 9 a2
Deaf 2 251 218 433 30, |, 940
State’ Dep.mmcn( of le.nlth . ) : :', o _
Developmentally disabled 173 364 430 |.. - 825. ' 6]() ©2.408
Mentally disablcd_' R 3 39 152 T .964 . 149/ ©1,307
, 'UCLA VAR B |
+ Neurops hu(m lnsmutc 37 53 * 31 26 Jla 147
1 / S ' . : -l )
v Local cdue.moml agenciés \r )
- Neglected and dehqt}ucnt 16 \}‘ ) 1,876 4270 8,610 - 54 14 826
., California Youth /\'ut/ority / : )2< ‘ ss -+ 2,658 1,1737 3.886 .
. I < :
. State Departinent of/Corrections |~ . - 38 279 314
\ } _p J./ / \ ] o
N Toms / |2 | 26 5,223 13,595 2317 24,049
45 -




SIX -special state schools administered by the
. Department of Education rgceived ESEA:Title I ~
funds .during 1975-76 to augment instructional
.programs for’ the neurologically handicapped,
blind, and deaf. A total of 1,161 handicapped
students in special schoqls participated in -aug-
mented.. ms,tgructlonal programs funded . by ESEA

-100, or 9 percent, were
or ~}0 percent,

Title " L.Of that nu
neurologically handicap ped 121,

were blind; and 940, or 81 percent were deaf.

Programs were in peratlon between 184 angd*206
school days. Parti ipants in the schools for neuro-

' logically handicapped students ‘dttended classes

: between three’
“Fchools for the deaf and the blmd attended, classes

d nine months: Students im

- for the full schopl year.

\

' partlclpated in, cooperative traini

Programs at the state-supported schools served

. students when local educatiortal agencies were
- unable to meet their specific’ educational needs.
Services included comprehensive diagnostic evalua-,

for parents and
. The schools also

tions and counseling ‘ services
families of ‘handicapped studen

the University of California and\the California
State "University and Colleges sy, § in profes-
sional internships and tekcher training.

Funding provided by ESEA Title I enabled the
several special schools to suppi entent their instruc-

tional . programs in readmg, language, and mathe-,
matics - for- the identified target students. Staff:

programs with .

~ learning difficulties centered around reading
" listening, compsehensnon of wgrds and symboly, /

-

,funchonal limitations for many students were
ondary - handicaps affecting vision, hearing,
ambulation, and metabolism. Because of the severe
nature of their emotional disorders, the students’
d.' L3

and wntmgand speaking.
"The Department of Health’s programs were

" operated in 11 state mental health facilities located

“in the form of general superV1sxon coordination, ., -
¥ronitoring, and consulting services; while coordi- :

. permitted the use of mathematics as a component.’

training, auxrhary services, and parent participation .

activities were adjusted to .meet the students’
unique needs and circumstances. Student ‘progress
was etermmed through commercially available

S ardized tests, locally: developed criterion-

referenced measures, and observatlonal' techniques.
f
grams Administered by the Cahfomla

partment of Health D

of California, Los Angeles, received ESEA Title I

ESEA Title " 1 allocatxons to “the Cahfomla -

ment of supplementary educational gbmponents in
state and local health treatment prdgrams. A total
of 3,715 handicapped students participated” in
these activities..Of the student participants 2,408,

Department of Health provided® fo;}?restabhsh-

“ or 64.8 percent, were developmentally disabled,

those whose special needs resulted from such

functional impairments as emotional stress, psy-

chosis, or drug abuse: and \1'307 or 35.2 per-
cent, were mentally dlsabled Compoundlng these

f3d

- of special institutions.

~and 365 days, with an average period of at

~made in all compone'nz{?

throughout the state. They operated-between 200
endance
of nin® to 12 months for the developentally’
disabled and five to eight mOnths for the mentally '
disabled. .
The Department of Education provided support

nators at local facilities prdvxded program- deVelop-'
ment, implementation, and evaluation services.

The goal of the programs was to raise the
participants ta a level of independence. All ESEA Lo
Title I.programs administered by the Department .- )
of Health emphasized language development as the . '
primary componefft, ‘with . activities *in staff =
development and intergroup relations as support
components; in a few facilities  participant abilities- *

Program effectlveness was measured bsing either
rate  of chqﬁge per unit time in- attendance or
criterion standards for preestablished Ilocally
developed objectives. Significant improvement was
The California Depart-
- ment of Health publication. Learn, Compensatory- "
Education Report, 1975-76 contains greater detaxl o
of these pr(grams and thelr results: .

UCLA Neuropsychiatric lnstrtute Program .
The Neuropsychiatric Institute at the University .

monies for students with severe handicaps. During
-1975-76 a total of 147 special needs students
-received augmented' instructional services in this
multldxsclplmary hospital setting.-All students were
- admitted td the institute on the basis of medical.
referrals and accompanying problems of personal
adjustment. The program was designed to meet the
unique needs of the students in terms of both their
‘emotional needs and the:y academlc abilities.

Programs for Neglected and Delinquent Youth

ESEA Title [ programs " served identified
neglected and/or delinquent students in a variety
The programs included
those administered by local educational agencies,

18



©m ( .

the California:- Youth Authority, and-the Depart.

ment of Correenons While complylng with c?)?ndr-
tions necessarily 1mposed by the-ins tutrpns, each
agency or- institution was required to develop a
comprehensive. educational plan [for its use of
ESEA Title I funds; this plan]included both
instructional and instructional-support services for
the students'served. s L

", Local Educational Agency I’rograms

In the 1975-76 school year, 14,826 ESEA Title I
_students were served in ‘154 programs for the
. negleeted and delinquent administered at the
. school district or county levels. O’Iynpmber of

students, by grade span and type .msti-tution -is
presented in TableYI-2.
- The average length of participation for negjected .-
" "anddelinquent- students: yaried froff less than one
morith to more than 19 months, with 73 percent
enrolled in the program for less than six months.

The primary objectives of ‘most programs. for

. neglected and delinquent youth were :to . raise
academic achievement and to promote attitudinal
changes. toward themselves, their peers, and the
larger society. 'I',he most frequently -stated objec- o,
tives included lmprovmg basic study kills, provid-.
ing successful experiences, developing a more
positive attitude, and reducing the recurrence and

47

severity of disciplinary problems To achieve pro-
gram objectiyes, staffs in the majority of" institu-
tions concentrated on cownseling ‘and on a
dragnostrc/prescnptwe
rglated to individual studentdeeds.

Since the attainment of objectives was depen-
dent on informed program personnel, most facil-

ities developedvaaqtive inservice training activities

“for their professional and paraprofessional staff.
“These activities were designed to complement the .
' ihtent of the programs by emphasizing instruc-

nal diagnostic ‘and prescriptive methods, use of
new ' téchniques and materidls, problems of
neglected . and delinquent youth and ways of
providing a ‘more effectivg, transition for the
student retumning to regular school. These areas
were -addressed in workshops, orientation sessions,
visits to other programs, conferences, demonstra-

tions, and work with support service personnel..

Regularly scheduled meetings fok ‘on-site staff were
" reported.in a majority of the programs.

Improved student performance in’ instructional
areas was generally reported, although: the interval
between pretesting and post-testing was frequently
too short, and the numbers of students at particu-
lar .grade levels were too small to allow any but the

most tentative conclusions. Student results other

an academic gains were reported in many

TABLE VI-2

- . ~ Neglected and Delinquent Students in

cal Educational Agency Programs

B Served by ESEA Title 1, 1975-76

P * Number of students served by grade level and age of studeats
. P I _
Preschooland | - » Jumm Tagh . —
Type ol kindergarten” N,l-.lcmcnl-‘ury  sehool High school « Adult
program ° 2 S years 6 llyears |~ 12 ldyears |- 15. 18years | 19 21 years Total
) ) = : o T >
Delinquents in Lo o : ' 1o ) .
court schools ' o 113 1.664 4.500 ) 47 (».323\
Delinquents not* ‘ ' ' . ‘i . N
in court schools _ 6l -~ 506 1.322 - K 1.880 4
< . ' \
Programs serving . : ¢
both neglected ’ . : . . ./ : :
and delinquent 4 343 ' 382 658 ) 1.387
cs - ’ ' ¢ - g ‘
Programs scrving.| . ’ ) ey
only neglected S0 708 : 959 1.160 7 17 2000
. Tutorial * 0 591 759 970 ' 232
. B ?
Total u,\ 1876 4,270 8.610 54 14,820
" ulurml assistance lor bmh neglected and dtlmquunt w addition to their repular seliool program .
o

49
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- . qualifying students consigned to the California
Yo#tth Authority (CYA) from both juvenile and

Q

. of Corfections

¢

instances and included increased ability to commu-
nicate with staff and peers, increased overall

“motivation, and application of basic skills to areas

other than reading and math. Also mentioned were

~ reduc® referrals to the courts and less need for "
ad,mrmstratlve discipline. Fo; older students more
" interest in vocationdl options. was cited as a result
. of career programs.

Prograrrls Administered by the California thth
‘Authority and the California Department

x

ESEA Title I funds are allocated each year for

criminal courts and for those committed to the
Department .of Corrections from criminal courts.

All students within these institutions are ehglble
for service, but because of financial constraints,
only those persons identified as most in need of
remedial instruction in reading and mathematics
are selected for participation in the program.
Genérally,‘ students are between sixteen and
twenty years of age and have shown behavior that

“frequently includes a history .of poor school

experience. Many of -the CYA garticipants have
come to be regarded as high schoql dropouts.

During 1975-76, ESEA Title I programs served

3,886 stidents in 12 institutions operated by the

“ California Youth Authority and studerrts in three"

76-128 03—-0741 3-77 5M

Instructional . methods

institutions operated by the California Department

of Corrections..
The emphasis.in ESEA Title I programs in CYA

“institutions ‘was upon diagnostic/prescriptive in-

struction in reading, language, and mathematics.

included small group
instruction, use of commercially developed metia
materials, and individual tutonng Four schools
used the individualized manpower training system
approach to academic skill development. Other
institutions lmplemented locally developed systems -
desrgned to meet the needs of the students and the
requirements of their tespective facilities. Use of
teaching assistants and/or student aides Wis.

.reported as’ an mtegral part of each ESEA Title‘l

program.

Schools reported that students in CYA institu- -
tions demonstrated reduced frustration and better
attitudes toward school as a result of more
systematized diagnostic/prescriptive instruction.
Schools. that placed ~heavy emphasis on pro-

t. grammed leammg reported that students showed

an increase in autonomous leamrng, better work"
habits, and better classroom conduct. Most of the
schools developed -diverse programs to meet the

~needs of.students at different remedial levels.

In several CYA programs increased participation
on the part of the total ESEA Title I staff in
planning the total program was reported. This led
to better cooperation among staff ‘and better
services to students. . &

AT5671—300 3-77 5M LDA



