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I. Introduction to the Report

This Erafuation Report of ECE. ESEA Titfe 1.
and EDY, 1974-75. is a comprehensive report of
the effects of local school programs. kindergarten
through twelfth grade, developed with funds from
the federal llemnentary and Secondary Education
Act (I:SEA) Title L. the state Educationally Dis-
advantaged Youth (EDY) Act. and the eary
childhood education (ECE) reform effort of insti-

tutional change and student achievement during

1974-75. -

IFSEA Title 1, DY and ECE each have indepen-
dent goals, organizational clements, eligibility cri-
terin, and evaluation requirements. These three
largest of California’s supplementary education
efforts for Kindergarten through grade twelve
overlap, however. in gencral intent. specific provi-
sions and actual participants. This statewide over-
lap frequently.results in allocations to schools from
* more than one ‘unding source, The consolidated
application, designed pursuant to the provisions of
Assembly Coneurrent Resolution 127 (1969), pro-
vides a wvehicle to bring together in a united
planning effort these various state and federal
supplementary funding sources, which were pre-
viously fragmented and often administered sepa-
rately. Programs are defined at the local level by
the school plan, and the 3chool indicates how the
various funds will be used to present a unified
educational package. Because of the substantial
degree of these overlaps, it has become clear that
one consolidated ¢valuation report covering these
three eflorts is appropriate. |

The reader should keep in ‘mind, however, that
although overlaps do exist, a comparison of the
achievemients in one instructional area with those
in an apparently similar area is invalid; this is true
primarily beeause varying eligibility requirements

mean that very different nixes of students  are

" involved in each etfor{. For this reason, the

-

evaluation report. though consolidated, neverthe-

. less contains separate. detailed evaluations of the

achievements of students in programs funded by
each of the three funding sources, and it also
contains some discussion of these programs’ wnigue
features. -

This report contains (1) the program description
for ECE, ESEA Title I, and EDY: (2) the pro-
cedures, instrumentation. and limitations of the
study; and (3) the findings of the evaluation. The
program description defines the,outputs, ‘both in
terms Of institutional changes and in terms of
student achievement, which the reform effort is
attempting to accomplish. as well as the legislation
and regulations under which the programs kave
operated. The procedures, instrumentation, and
limitations section is a detailed description of the
procedures followed and the instrumentation used
to measure these outputs. The findings section

.contains detailed information about the numbers

and types of participants and expenditure patterns;

- it also contains a discussion of the institutional

changes which have resulted from the ECE reform
effort. Student achievement résults are presented
for progru.ms funded by ECE, ESEA Title I, and
EDRY. Finaliy, since some ESEA Title | funding
administered directly by various state agencies is
being used to serve very distinct groups of students
in unique programs, a special section about these
specialized efforts is also included. g

Both a summary of this evaluation report and an
appendix are available upon request to thc Depart-
ment of Education. The appendix, which was
produced as a separate document. is an exhaustive
compilation of the original data.
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. This section of the cvaluation report gives the
pader a background against. which o measure the
elteets of the three fundingsonrces. It provides an
overview of the enabling legisiation for ECE, ESEA
Title I. and DY, followed by participant, funding,
and cligibillty requirements. The assumptions for
these ‘programs are presented, followed by an
outling of the policy requireinents. These require-
ments deal with institutional change and student
achievement.
Enabling Legislation

When
reform  effort was cnadted in Chapter 1402,
Statutes ol 1972, the Calilornia Legislature envi-
sioned a restrnctured primary education designed
to wssure thiat all students in Xindergarten through
third grade would receive instruction that would
meet their unique needs tatents, interests, and
abilities. The Legislature ealled Tor the cooperation
and extemsive  participation of parents and the
commnnity i the edueation of children in these
carly  glades. The  Legislature also asked  that
nwxium wse be made of existing state and ledersd
funds i a coordinated effort to help primary
wchool students inerease  their competencies in
teadimng, lnguage, and mathematics skills and thns
help ensure their achievement in later gradus.

The sate tuaded program for educationally
disadvantaged yonth (EDY) was designed to pro-

ade qualily educationzl opporfunities for students

whose educational disadvantage had resulted rom
low fanuly income. language barriers, and tran-
sieney. The I I)Y progri was authorizéd in
Chapter 14006 of the Statutes of 1972 (SB 90y,

Sintilarly, by enacting Tit1:" | of the Elementary
aud Secondary  Fdneation act (ESEA) in 1965
tP.L. 89-10, as amended), the Uniled States Con-
gress provided finaneial assistance for the angmen-
tatron of cducational” programs lor students trom
low-niwome tamtics, The Calilornia State Depart-
tuent ol b ducation allocates and monitors basie
arants of money to local educational agencies
quahitying for the ESEA Title | Mnnds.

In developmg a program. a local school may nse
o or g combination of tederal or statz monies for

.

the 'early childhood education (ECE)

Pl

Program Description

which it qhalifies as long as it can provide a proper
accounting of the funds from each source. i
addition to the three main sources cited, the
following were also sonrces of funds for the
1974-75 programs: Miligr-Unruh Basic Reading
Act; Bilingual Education Act of 1972, ESEA Title
1%, Phase 1; and the American lndlan E.lrly Child-
hood Educauoﬂ Act.

t

Partmpants Funding, and Ellglblllty

Early Childhood Education

The 1974-75 state budget provided $40 million
for the support ol ECE, which involved approxi-
mately one-lourth of (‘.lilforrnas student popula-
tion in kindergarten through grade three. On
approval by the State Board of Education of a
school’s proposed program, ECE money was
granted for @ school on the basis of $130 per
student in kmdcrgdrt}m through third grade, with
an extra 3065 caclt for up to 25 percent ol the
kindergarten througli ~ third: grade students who

were in the lowest quarter in achicvement.

An clementary school became an ECE partici-
pating school as a result of a lengthy planning
process. Districts were asked to establish prioritics
and a master phan for the phase-in process prior to
the submission of the 1973-74 school plans.

In egch year, half the ECE funds tor any one
participating district must go to those individual
schools in the district which have the greatest
educational need. “liducational rieed” is delined as
the percentage of stndents scoring in the lowest 25
percent on a standardized, nornrraferenced mathe-

" maties or reading achicvement st In the first

(1973-74) school yedr of ECE implementation, 12
pereent of the students in any district in kmdcr—
garten lurough grade three (K-3) were cllyhlc lor
funding. If a given distriet’s single lowest achieving
school contained less than 12 pereent of the
distriet’s total K-3 enrollment, the district conld
then bring in any other school o make up the
ditference (but not if the combined K-3 enrollment
of the two schools exeeeded the 12 percent
ceiling). Since this mechanism meant that many
very sinall school districts ~ould each bring in only

£
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one school, more than hallf the first year LCL
schools were low-achieving oﬁcs. *Sehdols™ shiould
not be confused with *children,” however. Thougls
cach low-achieving school nccessarily had a large

aumber of individually low-achicving children,”

IFCE served aif the school’s K-3 stndents, including
the ligher-achicving ones. Because FCE serves all
children in "a school, ECE  outcomes ean be
espected to be higher than those for ESIEA Title )

Y programs, wlich serve only specinlly
identified  participants f" cach school. In ECE
schools  these special populations contime to
reecive services fram ESEA Title | andfor EDY
moilies.. I .

Consistent with thy ECE policy of rewarding
those distrigts with (e best overall performance
ratings, the actuval tothl amounts approved for the
secondd yvear varied ffom 12 to 30 percent of the
K-3 stndents in any oﬁ school district. The highest
rated districts were gllowed to expand 18 pervent:
other districts reeeived varying aimonnts down to 4
percent, and others; received no expansion funds.
In the second (1974-75) year of ECE opetation, a
total of 22
included in the reform effort. -

The ECL Iegislfllion requires that each partici-
pating FCE school be cvalnated and given a
composite score based on a quantitative estimate
of the degree and sfeeess of program implementa-
tion, pupil progr{sa. and fisail expenditures. Table
1 shows the factors examined and their weights in
aich siceessive @uar of program implementation.

ESEA. Title | !
fitde | of the Elementary and Secondary Edy-
cition Aet of 1965 is similar in meny ways lo
DY, hut its source of funds is federal rather than
state: ESEA Title | funds, granted hy Congress to
TABLL | ) :

Faciorns Rated in ECE Schools, with Weighls
Assigned Each Factor for §974-75

Weight given 10 factor rated.
expressed as a percent,
by year of panicipalion
First | Second | Third
Factor raied yedr year year
Degree and sugeess of program
unplementation 70 ¢ 50
Quaniiiatine estunate of
pupt progicss 1 40 50
iseal evpendniere 20 10 0

-

percgnt of all K-3 students were

California according to the eligihility of ecach
colnty, iare administercd hy the State PDepartment
of Education. Funds are allocated according to
formulas pased on vensus information and Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)Y pro-
gram data. The forinula is containgd in Appendix
D-1. (The appendix was prepared as a sepatatc '
doenment and is available upon request to the
Department of Education.)

Onve ESEA Title | funds are allocated to a
schiool, students to receive the services are selected
on the basis of their educational necd, detined to
include stndents scoring at or below the second
quartile on standardized achievement tests or those
who have serious learning deficiencies bevause of .
lingbistic, social, enltural, or economic isolation.

In their use of ESEA Title | funds, districts must
provide ¢xtra services to participants over and
above what they provide to nonparticipating stu-
dents. There wust be assurance that all services
provided with ESEA Title 1 funds are sighificantly
greater in time, type, or intensity from thosc
offered in the district’s regular program, While
ESEA Title | funds may be used for students in
preschool and in Kkindergarten through grade
twelve, state regulations require that th%' mobies
'shonld first be focused on the earliest school years
in order to make the greatest impact ecarly in a
child’s education. In accordanve with the federal
law, moreover, segregation of EGEA Title | stu-
dents on the basis of tace, ethnicity, religion, sex, -
or socioevonomiv status is forbidden.

Districtwide school parent advisory councils
have been mandated by the state since 1966 and
have been a federal requircment of ESEA Title |
since 1971. Council membership must inclide
parents ol students eligible tor Title | services,
While parents who work for the school district may’
belong to the conneil, parents who are not district
employees must compose more than a simphk
majofity of its membership. Advisory, council
funetions inclnde program planning, implementa-
tion. and ¢valuation. :

.

Other special categories of students that are also |
cligible to receive services nader ESEA Title |
include handieapped students living in slate insti-
tutions, Amcrican Indian and migrant stidents,
students in state insfitutions for the neglaeted or
delinguent, and stndeats attendling desegrated non-
public schools it they live in an cligible attendance
arca and are educationally deprived.

X )
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Educationatly Disadvantaged Youth .

Educationaily disadvantaged youth (EDY) funds
are ajlocated to school districts pursuant to a
tormuta wineh includes indices ol bilingualism,
transicney, and poverty. The formula js presented
in Appendix D-2. In 1972 the California Legisla-
ture provided $82 nillion for cach of three years
of implementation. In 1974-75 approvamately $4.6
million allocated to school districts was used for
the implementation of EDY only programs, and
most ot the remaining funds were used in schools

" eceiving othtt state or federal funds. Whether the

program was funded only by EDY or by the
combination of sources. for cach EDY participant
the shool received between 3350 and 5550 total
supplementary monics.

Onee cligibility for EDY funding was estab-
lished, districts selected those school attendanee
arcas which had students with ¢hie greatest edica-
tional need. Need was determingd principally. by
cither the number or percent of]students scoring
below the twenty-lilth percentild on standardized
achievement tests in reading or mathematics. Other
faciors relating to school attendance areas, such as
incidence of bilingualism, student transicney, and
poverty levels, were also used as detdgminants by
distriets i selected EDY recipient schools.

Schools were seleeted for EDY participation on
the basis of studcents scoring below the twenty-[ifth

- pereontile because they were considered to have

the gréatest cducational need, and all of the
identified students were served: however, even
though the fovus of attention was on the students
achicving at levels below the twenty-fifth per
centile, students achicving above that level were
also served. Under provisions of the act, EDY
funds were used to serve only those students
cirolled in public education programs. Through
policy ‘established by the State Board of Educa-
tion. priority was given Lo scrving students in the
carly grades.

In compliance with legislative requirements, the
State Department of” Education developed a proce-
dure for cvalvating DY programs. An index of
program cifcetivencss was derived trom the con-
solidated evaluation reports submitted by districts
and schools. The yadex was based on the extent to
which the stated objectives were met, proposed
activitics were implemented, and stadents in such
programs demonstrated progress in academice skills.

‘Arweighted sum of, these criteria wis used in the
mdex. with the first two counting one cach and the-

third counting twice, following which the programs
were numerically rank-ordered. This ranking was

designed | o communicate to each program s
relative s‘anding among all EDY programs; how-
cver, it did not'indicate the quality ot the program
according to an absolute scale. ln addition, the
State Dupartment of Education rated the EDY
programs cn an absolute hasis of overall progran
effectivencss. The index scores, the reldtive rank-
ings, and the complete gonsolidated evaluation
reports were considered in making a professional
judgment as to which EDY programs were of “low
effectiveness™ in 1974-75.

Assumptions of ECE, ESEA Title |, and EDY

The intent of ECE, ESEA Title |, and EDY has
been to provide forincreased student achieveme nt.
particularly in» the arcas of reading, lunguage
development, and mathematics. While 'ESEA Title |
and EDY hLave addressed selected students who
have had learning disadvantages, ECE has served all
kindergarten through third grade students within a
school. The ECE reform effort has gone beyond
just changing the instructional prkngrum for selected
students: it creates changes in the institution which
provide a better learning cnvironment for all
students. Such institutional change results from a
systematic reform of the ways in which the schools

. plan their programs, provide services ic students,

involve parents, utilize commupity resources, and
cvaluate outcomes for purposes of replanning.

It is important to note the assumptions about
hiow to effect institutional change that underlie the
ECE reform movement. Such assumptions are the
basis of the requirements made of schools and
districts participating in ECE.

A major assumption of the ECE reform move-
ment is that the more clearly a school can describe
what it intends to do for students and why, the
greater the probability that such planned activities
will takg place in a timely fashion and the greater
the likelihoog that anticipated results will be .
achieved. Conversely, the greater the degree of
ambiguity of the schocls intent, the lesser the
degree of timely Amplementation ot planned activi- -
ties and of achieving anticipated .results. This type
o+ program description is embodied in a program
plan to be devcloped at each school by those
individuals teaching staff and parents actively
involved in the reform effort,

A second assumption is that program planning as

avell bs efforts to implement and evaluate the

19

planned program is cnhanged by a school based
advisory commiitee which broadens the base of
Uecision making at the schook Such a school
nilvisory commiitee is to be representative ol

\
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parents. community. teaching staft, suppo}t per-
sonnel, and administrators to cnsure Tull copsider-
aton ol the various viewpoints ol the Aschool
community--“alternative  strategies  Tor "tesolving
probleins, and full use of all available resources.

A third asswinption is that students learn best in
an individualized program in which there are
methods of identifying and providing lor their
indmvrdual needs and interests. The adult to student
ratio mnst be low to assess adequately and-to meet
such needs and interests,

A ftourth assumption is that the involveinent of
parchts is vital: (1) parents are an important source
of talent Tor implanenting the program; and (2)
parcnts’ knowledge ol their child’s tlassroom expe-
ricnee ecnables thein to reiploree at home that
which the child is icarning at §chool. o
) Ruequircments Relating to Institutional Change

The following were definedifor the developinent
of the 1LCl relorm cl‘l‘ort:\bruad outlines lor
district level planning: school lgvel planning: needs
assessment; development of  program goals and
objectives, comprehensive restricturing, including
wdividaalized diagnostic instruc&ion. stafl develop-
ment and inservice training. parent participation,
parcnt edueation, and studeat bealth needs; and
finally program .cvaluation at the local level. (See
Appendin C-9, Policy for Eardy Childhood Educa-
tion Implementation.) . {

District Levet Planning ‘

Iistricts using a broadly representative district
svisory coimmittee with responsibility to the local
aoverning poard were responsible for developing a
district mister plan for ECE; conducting a district-
wide needs assessnient on a school-by-school basis:
establishing district program goals and -objevtives:
and plimuag tor an orderly phasing in of the
district’s schools into ECL. The commnitiee was
requared to include parents of primary age students
and to inchude representation of the cthnic and
sociocconomic groups presemd in the district popu-
lation. as well as representatives of teachers,
administrators, aides, support pcrsonncl.\pom-
imnidy service agencies, and the business cornmu-
nity. A majority of the committee had to cb\nsisl
of parenis who were not district cmployees. \

Schoot Level Planning !

4
Schools, with Tull participation of the represcne
thtive sehool advisory committees, were requined
to follow the requirements for the schoel-levgl
planning process outlined by the state. The plans

developed through the planping process were to
include & needs assessment, school goals and
measurable  petlarmanee  objectives, appropriate
sohition procedures or activitics to close the gap
between what was and what was desired, a plan for
both process and product evalvation and fecdbyck,
a timcline of scheduled events, and a budget which
showed the coordination of all resotirees in the
school. The program plan was to consist of
program componenlts in reading, language develop-
ment, matheinatics, multicultural cducation, ser-
vices for limited and  non-English  speaking
students, staff developnwent, parent participatfon,
parent cducation, health and auxiliary services, and
any other area which the school biclieved was
appropriale to its own situation,

Ne. ds Assessmer.”

As a lirst step in planning, all schools were
required  to conduct a needs assessment. This
assessment was to by a systematic investigation
into what is, what should be, and the dilTerenees
between the twe, as well as an analysis ol the
discrepancids in the prograin arcas just cited. The
necds assessmient could be done in a varicty of
ways, but the school advisory comniittee -was to
participite. \

_I
Program Goals and Objectives

As plall of the nceds assessment, cach local
school determined the ideal outcoines which it
desired 'and analyzed the discrepancivs. To plan for
the climination or reduction of these discrepancivs,
the sehools were required to develop participant-
based measurable or performance objectives which
they wished to complete during the year,

The development of objectives led to solution
procedures, These procedures were stated as activi-
ties with a schedule 'of cvents. Both process and
product evaluation at the local level were furthef
requirements for the plan, An additional reqaire-
ment was a budget which illustrated the coordinas
tion of all the school’s suppleinentary lunding.

In the 1974-75 school year. each cleinentary
school recciving ECE, ESEA Title 1. ar EDY funds
was requircd to develop a plan for the use of those
inonics. These plans wese to cover all funding
sources in the school. Submission of school level
plans to the Department of Education was required
only of ECE schools. Schools funded only by
ESEA Title 1 or EDY were not required Lo submit
their plans to the Department but were to maintain
them on file within the school, where a stratilted
random sainple wdt reviewed,




Comprehensive Restrycluring -

The HCL policies definegdathe broad outlines of
sceessful program arcas in which thic nocds_of
students were 1o be assessed. llu.- ‘plans were to
address, and the programs were to lmplement the
following:

| Ty
1. Individnalized  diugnostic  instruction.  Stue
dents were to be individually observed and
workcd with, with knowledge of what each
xchild could and could not do, and provision
(was to be made for sequcential steps in his or

. "her classroom cxperiences. The program wad

A to center around instruction in language

. development,  reading.  mathematics,  and

inulticaltural cducation. The total leaming

-» cnvironinent and  the ability to organize,
diagnose, provide for continuous progress,
prescribe, and document eacl student’s prog:
ress were basic to the instructional program.
An appropriate adult-student ratio ‘of 1:10)
was recoinnicnded. ,

Y Swff development and inservice training. The
training of adult® working with studcnts-was
to center arciind development of those skills
in the adurts which were nceded to carry out
the program the school had designed. [ There
was, therefore. a need for identifying the
okills, planning to provide training in them,
ind lmplemenu% the program whu,h was
developed.

3. Perent parrici;mrioh According to the ECE
legislation, parcnts aust be involved in all
phases of the program in the planning, in the

\ day-to~lay operation of thce program, and in
“ufs cvaluation and modilication. The oppor-
ttmlty for this participation must be extended
to "all parcnts, and the plan must coftain
provisions for ways in which to maximize
parcnt participation.

4. Parent education. Parent education programs
were o be developed within cach LECE school
and were to be based on the needs ol the
parcnts and cotnmunity of the sehool. They

vy
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were to provide teaining in those arcas which

-would cnable parents to be better able to
participate in thc.school and, more impor-
tantly, in their children’s own lcarning.

. Student health needs. ECE schools were
required to provide for screcning/referral and
follow-up of student health needs. This pro-
cess was fo ‘inclugé consideration of the
community s rcsources available in these areas
and coordination of those resources whenever
possible.

Although comprehensive restructuring was not
required in ESEA Title 'and EDY, these programs -
were required to individualize instruction in read-
ing. mathematics, and language devclopment and
to provide staff development, parq‘nt participation,

. parent education, and health and guxiliary seryices.

Auxiliary s2rvices are those supportive activities
and services not provided clsewhdre-in the program
but ‘necessary to ‘the success of program partici-
pants. They include pupil rsonnel  services,
library and media services, and health services. All

. multifunded programs were required to provide

t
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auxiliary services to support the basic instructional
components. The services were to be made avail-
able (o participants in relation to their individual
diagnosed nceds.

Program Evaluation at the Local Level

All school level plans were required to include
evaluation and dissemination sections. These scc-
tions were to deal with evaluation of both program
implementation and student achievement through-
out the year.

Reguirements Relating to Student Achievement

ECENESEA Title {, and EDY all stress,’as a
major purpose, increased student achievement in
basic skills, with primary cmphasis an rcading,
language dcvelopment, and mathcmatics. 1n all
thrce programs provision was to ke made for
multicultural activities for students and spccial
services tor students who were non-English or
limited-English spcakers.
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"I order to evaluate- fully the objectives of the
progranis included in this report, it is essential to
,examine both institutional changes and student
outconies. Conclusions basgd on a review of either
the iustitutional change-or of student outcomes,
alone, could be significantly misleading. The infor-
‘niatioh fo be considered provides a picture of the
program in operation and a picture of the pre-
gram's results. The measurement of institutional
change is a very difficult process, subject to many
limitations. When a wide variety of instruments
and approaches are used, however, and when other
nicasures, ‘such as the student ocufcome data. are
combined with them, they constitute the most
useful tool presently available for deriving a collec-
" tive measurement of institutional change and pro-
viding a comprehensive picture of the program and
its total effects. By necessity, this report is based
on a series of measurements or examinations of
carcfully chosen facets of the total program. The
cvaluation of the whole program is therefore a
collection of several separate cvaluations of parts,
which tleh fit together to provide a picture of the
" wholc. .
Several data sources were used in the evaluation
of programs rceeiving ECE,.ESEA Title 1, or EDY
funds. While part of the information was used to
deterniine participant eligibility, another part was
for school, “district, and state-level ptanning and
- evaluation. Chart | shows the various data sources
wsed in the cvaluation of. programs. These data
: sources are described in terms of: (1) type of
‘programs involved at the local educational agency:
(2) name of the instrument used to gather the data;
(3) agency completing the instrument; and (4)
general description of the instrulneﬁﬁs“gqgte‘nls.
= Specific Procedures, Instrumentation. ~
and Changes

b

School Level Plans

School level plans were developed during the
spring of 1974 at cach school receiving ECE, ESEA
Title 1, or EDY funding. All ECE funded schools
qubmitt&_l thelr plans to the Department of Educa-
tion prior to Jupe 1, 1974,

13
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;I Procedures, Instrumentation, and Limitations

Every plan involving ECE was read and rated
independently by two members of the Depari-
ment’s ECE staff, Table 2 presents the distribution
of plan rating.scorcs for all ECE schools and an
indication of the areas considered. (Appendix C-7
contains a copy of the rating instrument.)

‘Production of the school level plans was, by

itself, evidence of planning and design within the
locdl school and was a local self-repoit of the
completed needs assessment process. The rating of
the plans provides a measure of the ways in which
systematic planning could be translated to paper.
The rating was not, however, necessarily an iridica-
tion of the schools’ ability to implement such

planning. R
The plan rating covered several aspects of

" program planning, beginning with the needs assess:

ment. process; which includes identification of
problems-arid goals, an'l continuing through objec-
tives, pragram description, evaluation and dissemi-
nation, and program budgeting. Sections of the
rating form were of differing lengths, with the
sections on program description and evaluation and
dissemination having the most jtems and thus
making the greatest contribution to the total scors.
These sections were also the most highly correlated
with the total score and included such questions as
this: “Has the instructional program adequately
considered all the required components at both the
readiness and the instructi’onal levels?™

The individual itemsﬂthat were most highly
correlated with the total plan rating were:

l. The objectives are relevant and applicable to
the ECE program intent (item 4.22 in plan

.| rating form).

1 2. The goals and objectives will facilitate individ-
i ualization of instruction (item 4.26).
| 3. Process and product measures will be part of
- the-evaluation (item 6.24).
4. The evaluation procedures facilitate individ-
/ ualization (item 6. — .
5. The effectiveness of th ¥ ious program
components ¢can be measured separ jilem

6.25).

i
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CHART |

T

Date Sources Used in the Consolidated Evaluation of Programs, 1974-75

-

. A Instrument used Agency completing A . :‘\Description of
Agency involved to gather data instrument h instrument's contents
¢ " District with ECE, ESEA Form A-127D _District office ° District ‘level allocation
d Title I, or EDY funding : plans, application for
- funding roe :
* \ ]" '
. Elementary and . Form A-127ES Schools School level plans: rei ™
secondary schools with , Form A-1278ec ) view of needs assessment
ECE, ESEA Title I, or .{(achool level process, objectives,
EDY funding T plan) activities, evaluation,

Elementary schools
with ECE funding

Fi

Selected ECE schools

Selected ESEA Title I ~
and EDY schools; some
ECE schools

ECE schools

T

School level'glgp
rating instrument

Program implemen-
tation, Quality

review instrument
(monitor and re-

view)

Compliance’ review
inastrument

Form E-127I (Prog-~
ress implementation
report)

State Department
of Education

State Department
of Education

(monitor and re-
view)

State Department
of Education
(Program review

. and improvement)

=

Schools

dissemination, and budget

Rating of school level

PlanQ

On site review and

rati:geof programs’
implementation

On sitce reviews of

program compliance with
statutory requirements

Three.progress reports .
of pzsg?inkgmplemen- "

tation
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Data Sources Used in the Consplidated Evaluation of Programs. 1974.75
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Agency involved

Instrument used~
te gather data

Agenéy completing
instrument

Description of
instrument's contents

Elementary and
secondary schools with
ECE, ESEA Title I, or
EDY funding

- Stratified random
sample of schools with
ECE, ESEA Title T, or
EpY funding -

¥ " pistricts with ECE,
ESEA Title T, or EDY
funding

Form E-127P
(Product evalua-
tion report)

In-depth
studies

Form CAER 10

Schools

Schools

District\office

i
L

Product evaldationgaff‘-
report: enumeration of
pupils, pyogram person-
nel, and volunteers;
pupil achievement on
standardized tests (pre
and post); and self-
reports on activities
implemented, objectiwves
accomplished, and recom-
mendations for future

Detailed product
evaluation report in
one of the Following
components: reading,
mathematics, language
development, parent
participation, parent
education, multicultural,
staff development, and
health and auxiliary
sexrvices

Financial report for
each program: ECE,
ESEA Title I, and EDY




s

A3

10

B

’ ‘ TABLE 2
Distribution of Plan Rating Scores for AH ECE Funded Schools, 197475
‘ Total Correlation
. possible Mean with entire
1tem rated score score plan
j:‘
Needs assessment 36. . 21.15 . 7585
.Problem identification 36 21.06 »8071
Program goals
and objectives 63 34.48 »9041
. P
’ Program description 118 58,94 »9277
Evaluation and . }
dissemination 144 62,65 29251
Budget " 36 26.86. .3692
Total score 432 | 27,32 1,0000.

N=2,350, With this
the .05 level of confidpnce.

The jtems for optional, multicultural, and bilin-
gual components generally were very poorly
related to the plan rating as a whole; but for
optional and bilingual areas, this result could be a
result of the scoring method used. Since these
items were ,not required, they were often left
blank. which would have been scored as zero. A
score of zero was also given if the item was
supposed to be in the plan but was of such low
quality that it could not be scored. -

When all school plans had been 'received and
rated. the results were returned to the schools for
their use in tuture program planning.

Based on a review of the school level plan forms
used in 1973-75, a revised form was developed and
inplemented for 1975-76. A new Pplan raling
instrument was devecloped to coincide with this
form. Measures of inter-rater reliability were made
_during the inservice sessions to train plan raters and
after the plans were reviewed.

Local Evaluation Processes
Program operation for 1974-75 began in the
scliools in the fall. As indicated, withén their plans

: i .
correlation of ,197 is significant at

-
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each local school had an evaluation design. fts
purpose was to provide the school with informa-
tion for its own decision making. This -particular
information was not des:gned for use at the state
level and was not 1ncluded in this report.

Monitor and Review

The ECE managemenét team performed a pro-
gram implementation reyiew at a total of 913 ECE
schools in the 19747
schools, 319 ECE schqbls entered the program in
1974-75, and the other;59%4 schools were schools in
districts which recei no €Xxpansion fundmg for
1974-75, schools whicti moved from partial to full
funding in 1974-75, or schools which had not been
visited in 1973-74. |

The monitor andf review (MAR) quality rating
form was develo by Department of Education
staff in the summer of 1974. Each item selected
for inclusion crelated to legislatively mandated
portions and/or the guidelines of ECE. Each item
on the MAR quality document was to be rated on
a zero to nine scale, with zero representing “no
evidence” and nine “exemplary.” Table 3 shows
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N FABLE 3 B

Areas Rated and Maximum Possible Scores
in Monitor and Review Ratings. 1974-75

‘ Maximum
possible
Area rated score
Instruction-reading, language
development, and mathematics 81
Prescription-reading, language
develcpment, and mathematics 27
Documentation-readingi language’
dévelopment, and mathematics 27
Balanced curriculum 9
Optional components 18
Learning environment 27
Multicultural B 9
Healeh auxiliary ) 63
Parent parcticipacion 63
Parent educafion 18
Staff development 54
Articulation 27
Maximum MAR score . 423

the various aspects of the ECE prograimn which were
rated and the possible scores “which could be
obtained. Appendix C-3 contains a copy of the
instrumient used and criteria for its usc. The
reviewers were 30 State Department of Education
consultants and 19 outside consultants. All the

v

reviewers were experienced teachers, and many had
been supervisors, principals, superintendents, or
school psychologists. The majority had been pre-
school or primary teachers, but some had taught
upper grades or adult education.

Training sessions were held in October and

November, 1974. The first phase consisted of a -

three-day jnservice meeting in the Department
during which the reviewers studied and discussed
the rating instrument and the review process. The
following week, all Department trainces spent
three days in schools conducting reviews on two
small sampfes of schools. Between the first and
second series of sudits, a day was set aside for
review of the process and discussion of problems.
After Department personnel had been through the
above process,

brought in. Each field team consisted of one

Department person as team leader and either an .

outside eonsultant or another Department person.
At the peak of the process, ficld teams mre in
schools three to four days 3 week.

Some school visits included grades four Ihrough
six as a eooperative venture with the Department’s
program review ard improvement (PRI) team
audits. (See the following section.)

The interview schedule form and lhe MAR
quality form were sent to a school at the time its
“MAR date was set. Prior to the arrival cf the team,
the school completed its own self-assessment, using
" the same forms the state team would be using. The

t

MAR process in the school consisted of meefirg

with the administrator, making classroom observa-

tions, and the inferviewing staff and parents. At

the end of the day, the team presented its ratings,
commenrdations, and recommendations in an open
meeting. Time was allowed for discussion and
possible reconsideration of the ratings.
Following the MAR visit, each schoot was given
-an opportunity to respond to the MAR process by
retiurning a questionnaire to the Departinent. These
questionnaires are summarized in Appendix C-4.
To measure the degree of association between the
MAR rating and the school’s rating of the raters, 2
Pearson Product Moment correlation was com-
puted and' found to be .34. With a sample size

-~more than 100, any correlation above .195 is

statistically-significant (p < <.05).

Table 4 displays the correlation butwccn the
MAR process and the other ratings collected rom
ECE schools. A ‘comparison of the MAR ratings
and plan ratings revealed a correlation of .13. The
correlation between the MAR and the process
implementation report scores was calculated to be

17
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TABLE 4
(‘orrelalnon of State MAR Process with Other l’ans of School Evaluations for ECE, 1974.7§
Correlation between.MAR rating and other ratings, by'source of rating
Process Socio~ School self- -
Plan implementation| economic rating State
Type of ECE school® rating _ report status (N=47) assessment
First year: N=319
ECE schools L2113 .2398 L3445 L6674 -
Second year: N=577 . .
ECE schoogls .0819 .1433 IZ??B _ L7119 -
All ECE schools: l )
N=896 L1270 L1706 .3123 L6733 .2071

-

*First year schools were tho?g with no previous ECE participation,
schools were those fully or partially funded in 1973-74.

¥

Second year
Seventeen schools were not

included in' this analysis because of missing data inbtheir program files,

»

7. A third comparison was made befween the
_sociogeonomic status of the school and its MAR
“seore. The correlation was .31,

A question raised in the review of the school’s
seli-evaluations ledsto a fourth analysis. 1t appeared
from obscrvation and discussion that schools were
ahie to use the MAR criteria to produce self-
evaluations that were consistent with the audit
team ratings. A modcrately high correlalxon of 6
affirmed this ohservation,

A comparison was made in response to the
question raised after the 1973-74 evaluation: “Do
sood MAR scorcs match up with improved pupil
perfontanee?” This question is partially answered
by the correlation between pupil performance on
state assessmient reading tests and the MAR scores
reported in Table 4. The correlation was .21,

The MAR instrument was analyzed for indi-
vidual itein contributions and for the factors that
appeared to he niost important jn the overall rating
of a schoo! (see Appendix C-6). The matrix
correlation obtained on the 913 MAR documents
indicated that the items on the instructional
section (part 1Y were highly intercorrelated and

- probably measurcd overlapping factors. The
screeningf/follow-up items and parent education
items appear to he measuring essentially the same
lactors.

18

Three items on the instrument had very little
relationship to the total score. One of these,
“Articulation with preschool programs,” had very
low correlations with any other item; the health
items related only {o other health items; and the
multicultural items related only slightly to the
setf-concept one.

A Tactor matrix analysis of the MAR instrument
indicated that three factors accounted for 86.3
percent of the variation in scores:

|. Seventy percent of the variation could be
accounted for by those items related to the
instructional component.

. Nine and six-tenths percent of the variation
could be accounted for by those itéms dcallng .
with parent participation.

. Six and seven-tenths percent of the variation
could be accounted for by those items related
to health and guidance.

The low statistical relationship shown between
the various reviews is not surprising. Each review
was designed to be independent and to focus on
different processes~planning, implementation, and
student achievement. Each review was a picture of
a given moment in a total process. The plan rating
reflected the school’s initial program. The MAR
scores reflected the quality of the program at a
given time during the implementation of the
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instructional  program. Therefore, in order to
establish the relationship between planning imple-
mentation and- student| achievenient, it would be
neeessary Lo:

1. Not only record and judge the quality of the
contenl of vagh school plan but also record
and make quality judgments about each sig-
nificant change in both content and process
on 2 regular basis throughout the year.

- Make a judgment about the degree to which
the planned prpgram is being implemented
and the quality of the instruction as it affects
the learner on a formative basis,

k2

The MAR scores may aiso be afleeted by the
presence~of the obsenger. Questions of inter-rater
reliability were also frequently raised in respect to
such on-site uality judgments. Training sessions
and field testing ol the instrument were carried out
in 1974-75. but no statistical estimates of the
reliability of the instrument’s uppiication were
made.

Based on the analysis ol the 1974- 75 MAR
document  and process, a team of consultants
redesigned  the instru’mentation‘ "Personnel from
schicol districts and l‘l‘rces of county superinten-
dents of schools rev eWecl the revised lorm in the
summer of 1975, The new form clarifies the basis
for judgments withid the instruinent and provides a
revised rating scale fO 3). Three points of view exist
within the instrument: the mlplt.mentatlon accord-
ing to the school plan, the progress made toward
restricturing or revitalizing, and the quality of the
progtam. .The suggestions provided by the local
schools™ évaluation of the MAR process were noted
and inflwenced some changes in the inservice
traitiing Tor MAR teami members. Inter-rater relia-
bility is being examined in the fall, -winter, and
spring of 1975-76. Further training will be pro-
vided to MAR reviewers if the-inter-rater reliability

" is low.

hY

. Program Compliance Revlews

Cmnplmme reviews were Londucted by program
review and improvement (PRI) teams in 43|
schools, 365 of which were ESEA Title ! and EDY
and 66 of which were EDY only.

The vompliance rating forins used by the PRI
teams were developed by Department staff in the
summer of 1974, ach item selected lor inclusion
related to legislatively mandated portions of ECE,
ESEA Title |, and EDY. The forin had a simple
yes/no choice for cach item.

* secon

.data may be biased.

19
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| A stratified random samplé*was uscd in selecting
the schools for PRI visits. In those sainpled, the
district office and all schools receiving coinpensa-
tory funds were visited. The instrument was qtute
long, so only key questions were asked. I[ a
response was given to a key question, then addi-
tional questions in that area were asked. 1 a school
or district was found out of compliance, a plan for
steps to be taken to change the situation was filed.
Nq aggregation of the results of the visits was
attempted.

A tevision has begn made of the district and
school level compliance documents for 1975-76,
with each item in the“documents directly refer-
enced (o specific legab; requirements. Training
sessions for the applicatian of the revised docu-
lhents have been held (foy -all elementary and
Yy members who will isit schools and use
the instruments.

llpmvss Implementation Reports

i Each ECE school was required to submit a
implementation reporf in November,
arch, and July in which it reported on the
number of activities it proposed to implement
within each four month period and whether the
activities had occurred on schedule (see Appendix
C-8). The intent of this report was to encourage
schools to institute a time management system that
wduld-allow them to organize their flow of events
mdre éfficiently throughout the school year.

oblems reported included management con-
cenl,ls, such as assignment of personnel.by the local
district. For example, one school was unable to
meet its scheduled dates.for vision and hearing
screening  because the district reassigned the
school’s nurse after the school’s plan was written,

© Schools were encouraged to amend their plans

whenever such events ocourred, and they were not
penalized for nonimplementation if ant amendment »
was filed prior to submission of the process report.
There were limitations on the use of the
information from the progress implementation
reports. There was no monitoring or auditing of
the reports. Since there was school fevel knowledge
of their use in the ECE expansion formula, the
1t was also found that this
form oR self-report data was difficult to interpret
and seemed to b}. an extra responsibility for the
implementing schools. Because the data were diffi-
cult to.analyze, inforination from the progress
implementation reports is not included in this

evaluation.
. L]




Due to the above nentioped problems with the

-brogress lmplementdhon report data, such reports

vwill not be required in 1975-76.
© Product Evaluation Reports

\

Lach school, whcther funded through ECE,
ESEA Title |, or EDY, was required to submit the
product ¢valuation report by July 15, 1975 (see
Appendix C-2). This report contained information
in three general arcas: enumeration data, student
achievement results, and self-report data on the
attainment of locally developed objectives. While
the cnd-of-year reports were aggregated across all

schools having common funding sourccs, the infor-

mation was not audited on a school by school
basis.

Enumeration data. Schools werc aske(\l to pro-
vide the numbers of participants funded by each
source within their programs, the numbers of
voluntecrs involved in their programs, and ‘the
personnel hired by funding sources. Self-reporting
of enumerafion data is generally quite accurate but
has limited usefulness beyond suggesting the scope
ol the program.

Self-report data. The sélf-report data provided in
the product evaluation report related to the
school’s judgment of its accomplishment of its
objettives. Since the information for ECE schools
vontributed 10 percent to the final score for a first
vear school and 40 percent for a second “year
school, there existed reasons for schools to inter-
pret their progress in the best possible light. Such
information, c¢ven with the, assumption of good
laith, was subject to local interpretation. There was
no sepatate audit of this information.

Student achievement resulfs. The data presented
in the areas of student achievement &ame from
objective, norm-referenced  achievement  tests.
These ‘tests are relatively inscnsitive to specific
instructional prograins -that is, they measure
general objectives quite well but measure specific

objectives pootly or only by inference. The instruc-

tional activities in any given program frequently
stressed specific objectives and, hence, inay not be
measured adequately with norm-treferenced tests.
In such ¢ases norm-referenced tests tend to give
underestimates of the actual instructional gain
made by the students. To conipound this problem,
a varicty of instruments were used. The Depart-
ment of Education was constrained, however, to
Jise norm-referenced tests, sinee they make com-
patisons among groups- pOSlek It would perhaps
be better to use instruments specifically designed
to measure the acquisition of specific skills. To the

gxtent that programs ar¢ uniquc and are meeting
the unique needs of & varicty of students, however,
the results would be expressed as an unmanageable
number of unrelated specific scores, It would beé
impossihle to aggregate thcm to represent perfoi-
mancc of groups of students. Within these limita-
tions, standardized norm-referenced tests are gen-
erally the best aggregatable indicators available of
student academic progress.

Schools were required to administer stan-
dardized achievement tests in reading, language,
and mathematics on 4 pretest and post-test sched-
ule. The achievement tests used, reported by
frequency of use, are shown in Appendix A-12.
Typically, pretesting was conducted in Qctober.
1974 and post-testing, in May, 1975. The fre-
quency distribution of time e¢lapsed between
pretesting and post-testing for schgols is shown in
Appendix A-13.

Student achievement in readmg, Ianguage devel-
opment, and matheinatics was reported as mean
raw scores andfor grade equivalent scores on.
standardized achievement tests. In reading, 33-
pereent of the schools reported mean raw scores: in
mathematics, 36 percent did so. In reading, 22
percent of the schools reported grade equivalent
scores; 24 percent did so in mathematics. Report-
ing of both mean raw scores and grade equivalent
scores was done by 45 percent of the schools in
reading and 40 percent in mathematics. All of
these data were analyzed and reported, using the
school as a unit of analysis and weighting for size.
In total, usable test scores were analyzed for 34
percent of the participants in reading; for [4
percent, in language development; and .for 51
percent, in mathematics.

While test scores have conventionally been ex-
pressed in grade equivalents, many technical short-
comings exist in the usc of this parficular type of
derived score. Grade equivalent data uare not
appropriate for making longitudinal interpretations . |
of program effectiveness. The apparent loss’ in
achievement from grades seven tlrough twelve, for.
example, could be an artifact of the way in-which
grade equivalént scores are computed. As Coleman
and Karweitfnoted aboul grade egiuivalent scores,
“When tests/are scaled to create equal variance at
each grade level, they uniformly show a declining
slope as years in school increase. Starting at a given
distance below the average thus means ian ever

Jal'm.s 8. Coleman and Nuncy L. Kdl'wcﬂ- Mrasures of School
Performance (R488-RC). Santy Monicas Thc Rand (mporauon
July, 1970, p. J0.
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larger distance  behind - the average curve.” A
teehmeal discussion of* the shortcomings of grade
cquivalent scores van be Tound_in Horst, Tall-
madge. and Wood. 2

In this report grade cquivalent scores Were
converted to gain scores measuring the average
months of gain per month of instruction during the
time hetween pretest and post-test.

Given the shortcomings discussed above, . this
year the Departinent js presenting, in addition to
the grade equivalents, a stindard score ‘which has
an arbitrarily defined mean ol 50 and a standard
deviation of* 10. The mcan’ra\‘/ scores reported
were converted to these standard scores. The
. presentation of standard scores provides an -analysis
ol achievement data that relate the program effects
during the yelir to the program outcomes for that
yveur. In addition to these characteristics, the
sl.lmlartl scorg gan be intefpreted normatively. For

fole. if studénts score 48 on the pretest, the
gmrc represents their relative position’ to a norma-
tive group. If those students made a year’s progress
during the year. their post-test scores would also be
48. Thus, they have maintained their same relative
position at post-test time to the normative group.
To the extent that the.post-test score is greater
thun the pretest score, the student or group can be
considered as having made greater than a year’s
growth.

Several procedures were reexamined in order to
détermine whether the gain scores reported could
'be explained by something other than™ actual
improvement in pupil achievement. Three sources
ol interference (problems) have been suggested:

l. There might be bias in the statewide averages
beeause  the drregular data cxeluded” from
computing statewide averages would be sys-
tematically lower than the rest of the data.

. There might be a bias because of the statis-
tical plenomenon of “regression to the
mean,” which would artificially inflate gain
scores for students identified as having the
greatest ¢ducational needs.

3. There might be a standard score gain bias
because of the estimation procedures used to
caleulate ¢stimated fall and spring norms.

The Department does not have data sufficient to
dismiss completely these problems in data analysis,
but the Department does have data sufficient to
put the problems in perspective:

[

]
0. leesl. G. K. Tallmadge, wnd C. Wouwd, Meastering Achieve.
mont Gats o Fducationel Progects, (RMC Report £1R~243). Los
Allos. Cali. RMC Corparalion, October, 1974, pp. 9, 10,

The Department has not attempted to sample

from the total group of students who were 'exposed -
" . " 0

to a given'instructional component. The test scores

. presented represent all the usable scores submitted

to the state by partivipating districts. The number
of students whose scores are presented is smaller
than the total number of students in the program.

Test information reported. by districts which was
“cither incomplete or contained procedural irregu-
larities was pot used in developing statewide
averages. Examples of incomplete data and irregu-
“far, procedures included instances in which (1)
cither pretest or post-test information was omitted:
(2) test results were combined for sevcral grade
levels; (3) test results were not given in cither raw
scores or grade equivalents; (4) the standardized
test used in the pretest differed .from the onc used
in the post-test; (5) out-of-lcvel tests were used; (6)
nonstandardized tests were used; and (7) po te-:
results were reported at all. There was™a loss in
usable grade one data because of the absence of

" “fall” norms.

| i

A random, sample of the data whlch were
classified* as irregular and unsuitable for data
processing was reexamined, and individual schools

. were contacted in an attempt. tp determine

whether the exclusion of ‘these data could have
“introduced -a bias in_ the statewide averages. For
some irregularities, comparable figures could not
be discerned. In the case of irregular first grade test
scores, however, it was found that the average
post-test scores of school§ that did not report
pretest scoves were not significantly different
statistically from the average post-test scores for
schools that did report both pre- and post -test
data.

~dn computlng achievement gatns, only scores for
those students for whom both pretest and post-test
data were available were included. Approximatcly

. 25" percent of the students who took the pretest

did not take the post-test, and 28 percent of those
who took the post-test did not take the pretest.
The Department has also modified its data collec-
tion procedutes for 1975-76 to obtain additional
information bearing on. this problem. Next year, a°
random sample of schools will be asked to report
not Oudy the number but also the average scores ol
pupils who took the pretest but not the post-test:
and 0 report both the number and average scores
of pupils who took the post-test but not the
pretest.

The, effect of the “fegression to the mean™
phenomenon was exammul by estlmatlng and
attempting to “remove” statistically the corrcla-

’
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tion between pretest and post-test scores. The
results showed that program participants still
gained 2.1 standard scores inore than norm group
estimated growth tor the same period of time. This
is a slight reduction of the 2.6 standard score
inprovement vis-a-vis estimated norm group gains;
thus. “‘regression to the mean” may account for
part of the gain shown in the unadjusted scores. In
all lairness, however, it should be pointed out that
the comparison which is being drawn between
program participants gains and norm groups gains

is & compensafory question: "Arer participants,

catching up?” Here, for these programs the re-
ported answer s *yes,” . but traditionally the
answer has “been “no.” Traditionally it has been

reported that, nationwide, pupils with the greatest’

educational need show substantially smaller gains
than norm groups.

It js possible that a bias exists in the standard
score achievement gain data. This bias could occur
if fest publishers’ fall and spring natidnal norms
were based not on lall and spring standardization
samples but on linear interpolation between annual
midyecar standardization samples. There is (ypi-
cally a Joss of learnidg over. the summer months or
at least a decrcase in the “rate of progress. As a

result. test norins based on linear interpolation

undetestimate norm group progress between fall
and spring. The magnitude of this bias is not
known. .

The probleni ol cstimating fall and spring noris

¢xists partially because of the expense involved in

norming tests. Ope group ol test publishers does
not publish fall and spring norms at all. The
Department used the standard procedures for
estimating (alt and spring norms from the annual
norms that this group actually does present. A
second group of publishers does publish estimated

tall and spring norms for which the estimates are
based on interpolation (usually linear) across actual
annual norms. A third_group f publishers, includ-
ing most notably the pubtishers of the Comprehen-
sive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS). the Stanford
Achievement Tests (SAT), and the Stanford Early
School Achievement Test (SESAT), provides fall
and spring norms which have been derived empiri-
cally from actually administering thesr tests to
norm groups in both the fall and spring. Collee-
tively. this group provides empirical fall and spring
norins For levels ranging from Kindergarten through
the twelfth grade. The advantage of this empirical
method is that it avoids the possibility that
statistical artifacts have arisen trom the method of
linear ¢stimation.

t“z
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To put the problem ol estimating fall and spring
norms in purspective, the Department conducted
analyses of achievement scores upder the alter-
native assumption that the fall and spring norms
from all the tests followed the pattern of the
empirical porms (in standard score units). Under
this assumption, ¢oupled with the assumption of
no test selection bias, the¢ program participants
gained 1.9 standard scores more than norm groups

“for the same period. .

Scores were aggregated across the several stan-

dardized achievement tests fo obtain statewide .

averages and program averages. These averages are

offered as summary indication of the academic

achievement of program participants. It is/impor-
tant to understand, however, that there ai'e‘ limita-
tions inherent in such figures.® 4 ;

The central Question in assessing program effects
on pupil achievement is: "“How well have the pupils
in the program done compared to how they*would
have done had they not been in the Program?”
Unfortunately, that question is unanswerable. No
one will ever know how they would have done

‘ without the program. Recognizing this fact. evalua-
tors have turned to alternatives which provide
‘some evidence, albeit limited and imperfect, about

program effects. These alternatives involve drawing
two types of comparisons: those between program
participants and norm groups and those between
program participants and a matched groyp of
nonparticipants. .

Throughout this 1eport most of the }(inl achieve-
ment data are presented in terms of comparisons
between program participants and norm groups.
The national norm for achievement test scores,
whether exp'rbssed in raw score, grade equivalent,
or standard units, functions as a comparison group

by representing the achievement level or achieve-

ment gain of the average student in the nation.
Comparison of participant achievement with norm
group achievement is useful in that it reflects how

participants are progressing relative -to all other

pupils of the same grade level. -

_An additionat source of coinparison ‘was pro-
vided by data from the California assessment
program (CAP). The reading achievement scotes
from CAP for 1973-74 compared second graders
with their scores on a nearly identical reading
achievement test in 1974-75 as third graders. These

Lo . r

a'ﬂw Anchor Test Study. Washinglon: U.S. Governmenl Prinling
Ollice, 1974,

robert L. Linn, “AEchor ‘Test Stuly: The Long and the Shon
ol Journal of Educetional Measuremeni, Vol. 12 {3). 1975,
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- are. the only longitudinal data: other data reported

are vross-weetional, representing ditferent students
at different grade levels, :
The limited use nade of the selt-report data;
coupled with a design which wilt provide nore
in-depth information, has resulted in @, redesign of
the product evaluation report for [975-76. Basic
cntinieration data will be requested froin cach
participating school.  Based on the results for
107475 pretest and post-test, information will be
requested in raw mean scores: and standard scores
will be used for analysis. Inforination on acvom-
plishment ot objectives. since it is requirdd by the
1:CE legislation, will be requested. Each school will
also be sampled on one of several in-depth studivs.

tn-depih Surveys ’

An insdepth survey procedure was established as
a data collection strategy to supplement the
product cvaluation , report. The purpose of the
surveys was to obtain more detailed evaluative
information concerning reading, language develop-
ment. mathemativs. multicultural education, staff
development, parent' participation, parent cduca-

~tion, and health and auxiliary services components.

kach scheol participating in any cotnbination of
I:CE. ‘ESEA Title 1. or EDY funded programs
received one in<lepth survey with detdiled ques-

17

tions ubout one and only one component, The
sampling procedure was designed to yield a rndom
sample ol participating schools for cach of the
components surveyed.

The percent of returns varied by component (see
Table 5). The poorest return (45 percent) was for
the parent cdugation component. The parent edu-
cation réturn was primarily from ECE schools (95
percent), while the multicultural return tended to
be from ESEA Title I schools (82 pereent): This
situation 4s important to consider when one
attempts to gencralize' the sampling data to the
totul population of multifunded- schools.* The
previous cautions about self-report data should be .
observed when reviewing these survey results,

One turther limitation hiere may be in the local
recommendations which were vollected. These
were generated by people closely involved ‘with the
program, who had full knowledge of the situation,
but who<may. not have been able to be objective
about it. Such data are ditficult to aggregate.

Indepth surveys will again be employed in
1975-76. The range of the surveys will be ircreased
to provide additional infornation about pdrticular
aspects of the program and their processes. Addi-
tional instruments with less dependence on self-
report data are being developed to provide nore

useful information. .

o
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Retumn of in-depth Survey Forms from Schools Participating
in ECE, ESEA Title |, and EDY, 1974-78

: Funding source
Number of surveys . {duplicated count)
Component# ! Parcent ESEA ~
surveyed Mailed Returned returned ECE | Title I | EDY.
Reading 405t 405 100 L lamr sz sl Y
r - !
Language - : t({:i'}“
development 405* 1309 76 153 | 216 125 V07
Mathematics 403t 361 89 3| | 61\
- ‘\ LS
Multicultural 203 196 97 52 160 90 {
Staff
development 405 306 76 139 .209 133
Parent
participation 405 338 83 164 239 152
Parent
education 203 92 45 87 52 46
, Health and
auxiliary
services ' 405 302 75 . 144 209 129 *

*There were no in-depth surveys for the educational development,
bilingual-crosscultural, and optional components.

+The actual number mailed was probably greater than 405 because of

_variations which occurred dufing the mailout process. Consequently, the
percent veturn data was prq/ably inflated, .

.*'/ | |

© / ' .

N
Q -




IV. The Findings

Ths part ol the evaluation report has been
arranged according to the lindings made regarding
t1) the participants +n ECE, ESEA Title |, and

EDY: 33) expenditnres: (3)-institutional change:-

and (4) student achievement; the final sectlion of
this part of the report presents information on
programs administered directly by (‘allfomla state
ageneies.

Participant Findings

Progran participants included sluden'ts. parents,
school personnel, and other community members
who participated in any ECE reform effort or in an

'ESEA Title | or EDY program. Students within a

participating school who were in various special

eduwhon day classes were not-censidered program

The Student Participanis

A total ol 806,752 students in kindergarten
titrough grade twelve participated in the consoli-
dated programs in 1974-75, (See Figure 1 for the
nambur Of student participants by grade level.)
Approximately 65 percent of the participants were
varofled in kindergarten through grade three. with

N

Number of
students
wrved

by svade level .

K I R

Number of studenl pmicipan!r scrved (in'lhounnds)

fiooJu QA kO s M O S b DH 20 10 14 150
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To-t.al number of students served: 806,752

11s

Fig. 1. Number of student participants in ECE, ESEA Title I,

and EDY, by grade level, 1974.75
¥
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23 percent in grades four through six and 12
percent in grades seven through twelve. Appendix
A-l presents the number of students by funding
source.

Of the students served in the consolidated
programs, more of them received services in the
reading component than in any other instructional
component. More than 770,000 pupils were sarved
in reading: 580.000. in language development:and
717,000, in mathematics. The numbers of partici-
pants involved in at least 75 percent of the
activities in each component are presented in
Appendix A-2. Participants who were involved in
more than one component were counted for each
component in which they Partlclpaled (duplicated
count);

EGE

SChool dlsl!’luls reported that 303,131
students particippted tn the ECE effort in 1974-75:
80.857 in kindergarten; 79;433 in first grade;
72,498 in second grade; and 70.643 in third grade.

ESEA Title I. School districts reported that
591,561 students from preschool through the high
school grades participated in ESEA Title 1 activi-
ties. OF the total number served, 97.6 percent of
‘the students were enrolled in the public schools.
Enrollment data are presented in appendixes A-1
and A-2. The greatest concentration of students
occurred in the primary grades, where 60 percent
of the participants were served; nearly 30 percent
of the program participants were in grades four
through six, while the remaining 10 percent were
in" grades seven through twelve. Table 6 displays,

. by grade level, the percent of students in California

b

9

who received ESEA Title | benefits from 1967-68
through' 1974-75. -

EDY. During the 1974-75 school year, 436,009
students, kindergarten through pgrade twelve,
participated in programs augmented by education-
ally disadvantaged voutii (EDY) funds or EDY in
combination with other funding sources. Of the
total number of students served, 38.534 or 8.9
percent received benefits from EDY resources
only. The number of EDY student-participants, by
grade level, is shown in appendixes A-1 and A-2.
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- Percerit of Students Receiving ESEA Titde I Services in California
. by Grade Level Groups, 1967-68 Through 197475 -
. Percent of total ESEA Title I enrollment, by school year
Grade level 196768 1968-69 | 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1574-75
Kindergarten through ’ , '
grade three 40.4 41.8 - 1+ 50.4 52.1 51.9 54.0 56.5 58.9
Grades four a * ,
through six 22.8 23.7 33.0 33.9 34.7 35.3 30.3 29.8
Grades seven - T - )
Grades ten through ) - - —
through twelve 12.4 10.9 . 4.0 3.6 3.3 2.7 3.7 2.5 .
\

NOTE: Figures for participants in preschool and ungraded progrims are not included in this tablé; therefore,

the values in the respective columns do not total 100 percent.
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Volunteer I'a;‘licipcnls

Nearly -200,000 fours per week of program
assistance were donated by 67,000 adult volun-
teers: an additional 61,000 students at all grade
levels voluntcered more than 156,000 hours per
week. For ECE, 42,727 adults and 36,871 students
volunteered—during an average week. For ESEA
“Title | programs, schools repbrted that during.any
typical week in the school year, more than 39,000
students and 37,000 parents volunteered their
services. -

Employed Personnel *

In addition to voluntecr help, programs em-
ployed aides, teachers, specialists, and resource
personnel.  Appendix  A-2  displays  information
related to program participants and persons em-
ployed by consolidated progranss.

ESEA Title 1. To implement /ESEA Title |
projects in 1974-75. school distrigts hired 14,634
persons  beyond those normally provided with
school district funds. “The percent. of positions
funded, by category, is presented in Figure 2. Of
the positions funded by ESEA Title |, aides made
up the largest personnel category. A complete
listing of personnel employed by ESEA Title |
projects in 1974-75 is presented in Appendix A-2.

FDY. To implement their programs, school
districts used EDY funds to-increase their staff by
7.615 persons. The percent of positions funded by
category is shown in Figure 3. Findings indicated
that aides inade up the largest personnel category.
© A complete listing of personnel employed by EDY
projccts in 197475 is presented in Appendix A-2.

Expendlture Findings

The carly childhood education (ECE) reform
elfort in 1974-75 distributed $40,9 million. The
© 1974-75 appropriation was $40 million. and
$900.000 was carry-over nionies from 1973-74. -

In 1974-75, as shown in Table 7, more than
$S155 million was allocated to California by the
federal government as grants and contracis to local
and state agencies.

During 1974-75, educationally disadvantaged
youth (EDY) funds totaling $84,600,000 were
appropriated for expenditures. That amount, less
approximately ! percent for state administration,
was distribuicd to 414 school districts throughout
California. Approximnately $4.6 million allocated
to school districts was used for the implementation
of EDY only programs. and thc remaining EDY
funds wcere channelled to schools receiving other

21

Media specialists— 1%
- Aﬂm"uﬁsln‘g-l%

Pupil personnet
T mwvices—2%

1)

Clerks and
+ others=21%

“ Pupil personnet
wvices— % “

Administration-—-§%

Média specialists—1%

Fig. 3. Percent of personnel in EDY projects, 1974-75
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state or federal funds 4s well. The amounf and
percent of EDY funds and the wvariety of. EDY
pn;gram combinations is presented in Appendix
D-3.

The allocations, . expenditures, and carry-over
funds for each of the three major funding sources
under the consolidated appllcition process were
reported in a special expenditure report by August
15, 1975. Although audit of the reports filed for
each funding source was not complete at the time
this report was written, it was possible to select for
evaluation a random sample of reports from ESEA
Title 1, ECE, and EDY schools. Each district
reported a  summary of the total amounts ex-
pended for all schools within the district receiving
the specific funds. (See figures 4, 5, and 6 for the
percent of monies expended in the districts sam-
pled, but since these figurcs were based on 2

a7
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TABLE 7
Educational Agencies Receiving ESEA Title b Project Grants in California. 1974.75
Agency Amount of grant Percent of total
Local educational agencies $132,577,018 85.2
State educational agencies
Migrant education 17,007,082 10,9
Handicapped children © 1,519,514 1.0™
Neglected and delinquent - 1,448,082 .9
California Department of He4lth " 1,373,988 .9
. California Youth Authority 183,421 .1
. State Administration 1,530,940 1.0
Total $155,640,045 "100.0

Employee bepefies—t 1%

Books, supplies,
and equipeavent
reptacement—8%

Capital oustay -3%
Certificated .

/ salaries= 20} Contracted services— > X

tndirect costs—< 1%

i
-

Classificd sdaries~55%

Fig. 4..Budget categories of ECE funds, by percent of expen-
“  diture, from a random sample of unaudited reports
ol 1Y ditnel summanes, 197475
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replacement— > 5%

Contracted services
- and other cxpenses—4%

Certificated
salaries—33%

N Capital outlay = < 1%
Ay
indirect costs—< 1%

Ctassibied salaries-43%

Fig. 5. Budget categories of ESEA Title ! funds, by percent
of expenditdre. from a random sample of upaudited
reports of 1% district silnaries, 1974 795
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* Fig. 6. Budget categories of EDY funds. by percent of -

expenditure, from a random sample of unaudited
reports of ome cooperative summary and 14 district
summaries, 1974-75
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bdltlph. of the rt,porte rt,turm.d, use calition in their
interpretation. ! ¥ .

It should also b¢ kept in mind that several
funding sources ure frequently combined within a
school. so that the pattern may simply reflect the
decisions of which “‘source’ to use to provide
specific parts of a total local school program.
Furthermore, the funds in all cases must be
supplementary, not supplanting.

The ECE data, Figure 4, indicate that in the
1974-75 school year, approximately 55 percent of
the pet student allocation (3130 per student. with
an ¢xtra $65 tfor up to one fourth of the
disadvantaged students in kindergarten through
grade three) was spent on salaries for support staff
to lower the adult:student ratio in the classroom.
Certiticated salarics, employee benefits, and books
and materials werd 8 smaller part of the program
expenditures.

. comparison, ESEA Title | expenditures
(Figure 5) showed a substantial percentage of cost
going to teacher and supervisory salaries, with a
slightly greater proportion of employee benefits.
The employee benefits, health insurance for exam-
ple. needed to be paid only to employees who
worked more than half time. In many schools,

Tenananed ports of 22 d‘mriu sutnkinies of BCE espendi-
tmes. ot 18 district sumntanies of FSEFA Tine 1, und of 14 district
mnanes and wne cooperabive summary of DY expendines in
197475 were compiled. O these, there were bwa districts with ah
theee Tunding soutces, os with FCE/FSIA Tule |, and two witls
DY,
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classified personnel are hired for slightly less than
half titne. thus climinating the expense of en-
ployee benelils. An analysis of the participant
figures retumed by schools (Appendix A-2) sug-
gests that the 18 percent of certificated staff hired
accounted for 33 pcrcent of the expenditures in
dgrect salaries and also a large percentage of the
employee benefits.

The expenditure figures for EDY monies (Figure
6) indicate that at least 7} percent of the funds
were spent on  teacher and other certificated
salaries. The classified salaries took .10 percent of
the budgets, and anpther Il percent went into
employee benefits. Appendix A-2 shows that 75
percent of the expenditures went to 44 percentof
the extra personnel. The aides, who made up 56
percent of the personnel hired, received only 10
percent of the monies. This discrepancy is prob-
ably due to the lack of employee benefits paid and
the low salaries of classified staff. A school can hire
several part-time classified staff persons for the
cost of one full-time credentialed person.

Since these figures were based on a sample of
the repcrts retumed, caution should be exercised
in their interpretation. All 3,000 of the school
reports are being audited as final budget expendi-
tures are established, and the percentages are being
recomputed.

Institutional Change Findings

The ECE reform ¢ffort provided an “umbrella”
for institutional change within the kindergarten
through grade three schools. ESEA Title | and
EDY services for kindergarten through grade three
students were integrated into the ECE plan under
the comprehensive “umbrella.” As a result, the
overall findings in this section relate directly to
those schools in which ECE was present; howeven:
other funding was present in many cases.

Since in-depth information was gathered from
ESEA Title T and EDY schools on staff develop-
ment, parent‘parhmpahon. parent education, and
the provision of health and auxiliary services to
students, the findings regarding these areas will
include information on programs of all funding
sources. Unless otherwise stated, data in this
section were collected from the product evaluation
reports.

The findings in this section will address thosc
small areas for which it was possible to make some
measurement or observation. This section wil! also
attempt. to provide the reader with fuller defini-
tions of the diversity which developed at the local
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school sites within~ each of the areas defined
broadly by the guidelines.- _

kY

District Leve} Planning "~

In districts with ECE, district level planning
occurred, and district advisory committees were
operational in 1973-74, as evidenced by the filing
of plans by all districts which participated in ECE.
No {urther auditing of the data contained within
these plans was made. No additional district level
" plans were requested or filed in 1974-75.

School Level Planning

All schools perforined school Ie\rcl planning. The
ECE plans were subnitted to the Deparlment of
liducation during® the summer of 1974 and were
rated. Appendix C-1Q.contains the distribution of

+quality ratings on all items.

Nevds assessment process. The school level plans
contained a report of the needs assessment process,
which had been conducted as the first step in plan
development. and its results. All ﬁndmgs relate to
ECE schools.

The ways in which needs were identified varied.
In one school a full day conference was held. All
niembers of the stalf, many ol the parents, and
some students worked in small groups to discuss
what they saw the school doing well, what it was

doing poorly. and what it should be doing. In’

another school, meinbers of the faculty and the
principal met in hones with different groups of 20
parents cach, holding informal discussions about
the school. In a third school, a questionnaire was
sent to” all Taculty, staff, parents, and students,
asking them to describe the good and bad things
that the school was doing.

Table 8 presents the data from the plan ratings .

which apply to the quality of the needs assessment
process. Each of the-. four criteria—parent and
community involvement, staff involvement, survey
ol the Kindergarten through grade three popula-
tion, and assessment of the required, areas--were
judged as having either no cvidence, implied by
context but not specified by operation, specified as
a consideration and partially operationalized, or
optimized by function, a potent operational factor
in the program. The table shows the percentage of
schools which were judged on each of these items
in each ol the categories, and this provides a
general picture of the quality of the total process.

As can be seen in Table 8, on all four criteria
iore than 54 percent of the schools spectfied as a
consideration, and partially .operationalized, the
needs assessment process, while 19 percent more

had optimized the process and used it as a potent
operational factor in the program. From this
evidence, it can be concluded that needs assess-
ment of a rather high quality was conducted, in
more than 75 percent of the schools. '

The quality of the analysis of the identified
needs was also judged in the plan rating. The
statement examined included (1) the identified
needs represent problems rather than symptonis of’
problems; (2) thé problems which the 1den(iﬁed
needs represent are under the direct operatlonal
controt of the school or district; and (3) the
identified needs relaté to the program comporients.
Table 9 shows that the quality of the needs
analysis was, in approximately 60 percent of the
cases, partially operationalized, while an additicnal
17-25 percent of the schools were even higher in
this area. The evidence, therefore, indicatés that
the quality of the analyzed needs“was generally ~
good; and that, particularly in the area of e’r:lahng
the rest of the program to the needs, the schools
dld quite well, .

Program goals and obfectives. The deve!opment
of goals as part of the needs assessment! process
frequently’ occurred at the same time lhpt needs
were identified. At local schools groups would
develop defifed and measurable performance
objectives in different ways. For example one
school had a series of evening meetings with a
group of ten representative parents wrifing state-
ments on goals or objectives. Another school’s staft
members wrote ifs objectives; then a large group
meeting was held for parents during ;which the
objech\res were either approved or modified. In a
third situation, a sniall group of parents and staff
members went on a weekend retreat, wrote the
entire plan, and brought it back td the other.
parents and staff members for their modlﬁcahon
and approval.

From the plan ratings, less than 20 percent of
the ECE schools had dl“ﬁculty in making clear
statements of their goals or desued conditions,
while more than 23 percent were judged as
excellent. Further judgments about (.he quality of
the goals and objectives were made on the basis of
the followmg

o

I. The goals and objectives are directly related *
to the identified needs as prioritized.

2. The objectives are relevant and applicable to
the ECE program intent. :

3. The program objectives are stated in language
which is accurate and unambiguous.
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: TABLI 8 .
Plan Ra{ing;' of the Quality of the Needs Assessment Process in ECE Schools. 1974-75 (N=2350%)

FPercent of schools recelving each quality rating
Optimized by
. - Specified as a function; a
Implied by context, consideration and potent opera-
_ No but not specified partially opera- tional factor
Item .rated evidence by operation tionalized in theé program
The parents and community were N )
actively involved in thq process. 1 24 56 J19
- . )
The staff was actively involved 4n
the process. . .1 | 9 62 28
A comprehensive survey of the K-3
e child population was conducted. 1 - 22 54 23
bt ‘ : .
" The process adequately assessed the
required program. areas. - 1 23 54 22

*Each plan was rated bf at least two separate raters. This N represents

the individual ratings.

§T
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TABLE 9

Plan Ratings of the Quality of the Analysis of Needs 1dentified and -
Relationship to Plan in ECE Schools, 1974-75 (N=2350%)

Percent of schools receiving each quality rating

3

‘Optimized by
4 ' Specified ag a function; a
Implied by context, consideration and | potent opara-
. No . but not specified partially opera- tional factor
Item rated evidence by operation tionalized in the program
The identified needs represent )
problems rather than symptoms .
of problems. ‘ 1 24 58 17
The problems which the iden-
tified needs represent are
under the direct operationsl - '
-control of the school:-or
district. 1 19 6L 19
The identified needs relate to 7
the progrqq.components. 1 « 13 61 25

*Each plan was rated by at least

-

R

two separate raters.

This N represents the individual ratings.
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4. The program objectives require performance

* which is observable and measurable.

5. The uvhjectives address outcomes rather than
pProcesses.

6. The goals and objectives will facilitate individ-
ualization of instruction.

The quality judgments made about the goals and
objectives from the plan rating of ECE schools are
shown in Table 10. As can be seen, schools were
better able to develop goals than objectives, as
evidenced by less than 20 percent rating low and
more than 20 percent rating high in goal areas,
while almost 30 percent mted low and only about

5 percent were rated high in the areas dealing with?

objectives. In all areas more than 50 percent were
rated in the middle ranges.

The program description section of the plan,
which contained information about the areas in
which activities would be conducted, was judged in
ECE plans on the quality of the planning in the
evaluation and dissemination section, which out-
lined the manner in which the program would be
judged locally, and the school level budget, which
provided an estimate of the budget for ECE funds
and all compensatory and other supplementary
funds. These sections were also developed in
similar diverse ways. Specific information about
the distribution of quality scores jn these areas is
included in Appendix C-10.

It is clear, from the infornation provided from
the plan rating and its analysis, that ECE schools
throughout Catifomia were engaged in a systematic
planning process whicl included a thorough qual-
ity necds assessment and resuited in clear goals and
objectives on .which plans for the operational
programs were based.

" Comprehensive Restructuring

-

Evidence ol the implementation of school plans
and ol the effeet they had on comprehensive
restructuring may be inferred from onssite-monitor
and review {(MAR) data and the school-prepared
self-report data from the product evaluation report
and in-depth stodies. Appendix C-5 contains the
distribution, range. median] and average MAR
scores [or the various areasjudiged.

Individualized, diggnostic Instruction. Diversity
Axisted not only in the ways in which the school
plans were developed but al4o in. the implemerta-
tion of the programs. All programs were to stress
an individualized diagnostic, prescriptive approach
to instruction. Within this br&u.l outline, the ways
in which students were Ineiructed varied from

agm
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school to school. For example, 2 mathematics and
reading test center was established in one school.
Each student was tested there, and the results were
given to the classroom teacher. The teacher then
established an appropriate two week lesson plan
for each student, after which the students went
back to the test center for retesting and the cycle

- was continued. In another school, the teacher read

every other day with each student, made notes
about the areas in which the student needed help,
and then gave a special assignment for the next
day. In a third school, a classroom aide, under the
direction of the teacher, assessed each student. The
teacher reviewed the assessments, decided what
cach student should do next. and had a volunteer
do that work with the student.

All of 'these are individualized diagnostic, pre-
scriptive approaches. The common elements are
mdmdually observing the student, knowing what
he or she can and cannot do, and prowdlng
sequentlal steps for his or her learning experiences

" in the classroom.

While visiting the school, the monitor and Teview
(MAR) team observed each kindergarten through
grade three classtoom in order to determine the
type of individualized instruction provided. For
individualized instruction, ECE schools were rated
by the MAR teams in reading, language develop-
ment, and mathematics on the quality of their
organization in providing for ‘ontinuous student
progress; their continuous use of data from diag-
nostic dests and systematic obsetvation of indi-
vidual student progress; their use of a continuum
of instruction objectives as the basis for indicating

«student progress; the availability of various pre-

seriptive tasks, materials, and methods which are
specific to the diagnosed needs of cach student;
and their charting or documentation of student
progress. Table 1| contains the quality ratings
given in each of these areas. In general, approxi-
mately 50 percent of the schools were rated “high”
in their ability to perform these functions in
reading and mathematics, with less than 10 percent
below satisfactory. Although more than 75 percent
of the schools were rated satisfactory or better in
the area of language development, on several items
at least 20 percent were rated below satisfactory.

The obsetrvers also were looking for evidences of
a balanced educatiopal curriculum, apn effort
toward restructuring and revitalizing of the learn-
ing environment, and an improved self-conccpt on
the part of the students. “Restructuring” did not
imply a requirement to alter the learning environ-
ment or the physical plant; it was intended, rather,

-
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TABLE 0

Plan Ratings of the Quality of Goals and Objectives in ECE Schools, 1974-75 (N=2350%)

Percent of sé%ools receiving'each quality rating \

o7
- . ) * Optimized by
- 5 i . Specified as a function;: a
Jf Implieq by context, consideration and | potent opera-
) No but ndt specified partially opera- tional factor
Item rated evidence by operation tionalized in the program
There is a clear statement of the
desired .conditions (through #
goal statements). 1 16 60 23
The goals and bbjectives are . ‘ -
directly related to the fident- - .
ified needs as prioritized. 1 15 64 20
The objectives are relevant and
applicable to the ECE program N - i
intent. 0 22 61 17
The program objectives are stated
in language which is concrete and
and unambiguous. 0 33 52 15
The program objectives require
performance which is observ- )
able and measurable, 1 33 51 15
The objectives address outcomes
rather than processes. 1 29 57 13
The goals and pbjectives will
facilitate individualization : \
of instruction. o] 28 . - . ~55 17

*Each plan was rated by at least

-

)

two sep arate raters.

“

L} -
-

i

This N represents the individual ratings. -

8
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TAMLE (1t
) 2
MAR Ratings of the Quality of Individualized Instruction
in ECE Schools, 197475 (N=913)
Percent of schools receiving each rating
Yo Jeeds Shows High
1cem rated evidence | improvement | promise | Satisfactory | quality | Exemplary
Organizativa. The classroom
fnstructional profram Ls “ .
organized to provide for
cont iounis student pro-
press !m:
Reading i) 1 [ 4 54 5
Language dévelopment 1] 1 15 47 kL 3
Mathemativs i} 1 ? kL) 80 [
Diagnosis. rontinucus wse +
of datn from diagoostic
teats .angd Svatematic obh-
servation of individyal .
student Profréss is made |
in; & i
neadtar ‘ o 1 6 1% 153 5 ’
» Languafe Jdevelopment ] 3 e, 46 |30 2
YVathomat ics ) ] A 5 lsl'! 1
| '
¢ont knpouws Progress. & can- e
tinuum of instructionat
vhijectives gepyes a9 the .
hasls for fodicating sto- 3
dutie wropTess from crifer- .
- fon~referenced measures in: Vet
L} ¢‘. -
Lo fng 0 1 3 3, 52 S vt
Linsuafe developfent ] 4 21 44 26 2
Mathemat fos ~ =0 2 1 3?7 uh 4
Ireseripeion. Varivws pre- ¢ .
weivtive tasks. matetials.
and metBads are available -
which are speclfic te the : r
diagnosed needs of each -
atwlent ot
Reeading ) i ? 15 5t 1)
Langmasie decclopment n § 1a a7 11 1
“athomaties - 0 H 9 &1 4% )
S amentat fon. Pupil progress b
is Chartel 6r decimented ih:
Terdinn - 0 1 3% LR [N
"idngty_l,'-\ lerve lopment 2 " n A m >
“atliemat’ s 0 1 7 3 5n 4
il o, Proecrar provides- o -
Balatieend carriculan, i n 1 6 5%l T
A ll?!
¥ s .
i
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to reflect the action taken by the individual school

to improve its cducational program. As examples,
this “restructuring™ might have been extensive
changes in the staff organization in order to
provide for team teaching which would betier
utilize the skills of the teachers, or it night have
involved the establishment ol learning centers in
each classroom in order to individualize instruc-
tion. On these items ineasuring the presence of an
- appropriate lcarning environment, 97 percent of
the schools were rated at or above the satisfactory
level. Appendix C-5 contains the ratings in these
areas. -

The in-depth studies on the reading, language
development. and mathematics components of the
ECE programs provide a picture of the diversity of
curriculum in cach of these areas.

The 177 ECE schools sampled in-depth for
reading reported a pattern of curriculum content
that appears to relleet the tracitional hierarchy of
sKills in most reading programs. Readiness activi-
ties sueh as visual-motor perception, memory,
sequential skills, letter sounds, and Tetter namics~
were most often used in the kindergarten and first
grade classes. Vocabulary and decoding skills were
emphasized ip first and second grades, and compre-
hension, stu@y/locational. and reading for specific
purposes were emphasized in the second and third
grades. The development of interest in reading-was
g part of the reading program for all grades but was
least emphasized in Kindergarten., ’

A total of 153 ECE schools were included in the
language development in-depth smnple. The pat-
tern of skill development reported i$ not at all
clear. Vocabulary development, listening, under-
standing. recalling, and speaking skills werc most
emphasized across all grades. Writing/readiness
skills were emphasized most in first grade and
received equal emphasis in Kindergartén and the
seecond and third grades. Development of spoken
sounds vowels. consonants, and blends—occurred
most often in lirst and second grades and least
often in' Kindergarten. Development of voice and
rhythm was concentrated at first and third grades
and occurred least often in Kindergarten. Writing
ckills. grannmar, composition, structural analysis,
and reterence skills were gencrally concentrated in
the second and third grades. The list of evaluation
instruments reported by schools as being used to
evaluate language development progress evidences a
heavy reliance on locally developed inventories,
b tests, and sdales (see Appendix B-7).

/

L3
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The in-depth sample ol the mathematics com-
ponent included 173 LCE schools. The pattern of
emphasis clearly follows the traditional pattern of
mathematics curricula. Kindergarten and first
grades emphasized the readiness aspects of mathe-
matics, the need for language development, count-
ing, ordering, sorting, matching, and manipulatives.
First and second grade emphasized numbers, arith-
metic operations, and geometry (identification of
plane and solid figures). Measurement, problem
solving, statistics, patterns and graphs, and reason-
ing were ntost often found in third grade but werc
also ‘a substantial part of first and second grade
‘programs. The sample school data indicate an
interest in developing arithmctic number and oper-
atigns skills in kindcrgarien, including patterns and
nature of numbers as well as addition and subtrac-

- tion operations. How much of the kindergarten
program is devoted to the nature of numbers as
opposed to computation vould not be determined.

The in-depth studies on the reading, language

f&cvelopment, and mathematics components of the
ECE programs also resulted in local school recom-
mendations of the areas in which, based on their
own evaluations, they believe they needed to make
improvements. ) :

The most frequent response of the 177 ECE
schools sampled in reading was that -they needed
either to revise program contemt or to change
p{longram directlon in order to improve their reading
component. The schools also indicated a need to
improve their evaluation methods, encourage more
individualized instruction, and use or purchase
additional materials. Needs for staff training and
more nof-English materials were also mentioned,

t%\ut less frequently .- -

In language developmeni, the 153 ECE schools
sampled recommended most often an increased
emphasis on development of speaking, aural com-
prehension, writing, and listening skills. Sccond,
they re¢ommended improvement of their cvalua-
tion techniques, including diagnostjc instruments.
Other general concerns werc improving teacher
awareness and increasing the indpvidualization of
the program {o bring it closer ¥¢”the student’s
social and academic needs. : '

“For mathematics the 173 sampled ECE schools
recommended most often that they improve class-
room and school facilitics and the use ot educa-
tional and manipulative materials and also that
they improve their own e¢valuation procedures,
diagnostic instruments, and general teaching skills.

In the same in-depth studies, the schools were
also asked te identify those outcomes in each of
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“the areas whieh they felt were important but

nontestable, The important, nontestable outcomes
of the reading progrhm were believed to be
increased interest, improved self-esteem, and in-
creased motivation on the part of children toward
reading and cldssroom activities. A seeond impor-
tant nontestabk outcome was increased parent
participation and community .involvement which
lead to greater awareness and undcrslandmg of the
readimg program,

FFor the language development component, the
important -nontestable outcomes that were re-
ported were focused on the skills developed by the
students - listening, aural comprehension, speaking,
and writing (the same arcas that the same schools

~most often believed needed increased emphasis in

their new plan). The sampled schools also believed
that development and improveinent of language
prograin  content, an increase in student self-

cawareness, dnd development of positive student

attitndes towards learning were outeoines of the
programi. Increased teacher awareness of the impor-
tance of language development was also vited.

The outcomes most often mentioned as impor-
tant, nontestable ones in mathematics were in-
ercased. student sell-esteem and positive attitudes
and the improvement in student mathematical
abilitics. Increased teacher awareness, development
of positive attitudes on the part OF teachers
individualization of instruction, and increased
parent cinvolvement and student interest were

JAneluded in the list of nontestable items.

Statf dervelopment Restructuring of staft devels
opment activities oveurred not only within schools
funded through ECE but also in those funded
through ESEA Title | and EDY, Details of this
information are containéd in appendixes A-15 and
A-20. The in-depth study infornation, which
covered hindergarten through grade three schools
funded by all three «ources, provided information
about the range of the activities, their nature, and
the results of local evaluation of therr efteetiveness.

The objectives and activities reported in the
in-depth  study  cmphasized  improvement ol
instruction 1 one or more of (he foliowing
curriculum areas: reading, writing, oral language,
mathematies, multicultural edueation, and bilin-
gual eross-eultural education. Parent edugation,
parent participation/compumity involvement, and
health:moaliary  serviees were also included  as
topies, The major objectives for staff development,
as reported by the sample of 3006 schools, were
methods  to  individualize instruction, use of

" were mandatory or voly

3

diagnostic/preseriptive techniques, improvement of
reading and mathematics instruetion, improvement
of teaching skills related to student behavior and
motivation, and use of aides in the classroon.
Fromn the produet evalwation report, 82 pereent of
these objectives were reported as achieved or
exeeeded. The aetivities most frequently reported
were workshops (45 percent), visitations to other
schools (28 percent). general meetings (17 per-
cent), amyd college courses (5 percent). Nine out of
ten of the planned activities were rcportcd fully
implemented by the schools.

Participants in  staff dwclopmenl activitics.
included administrators, teachers, aides, and volun-
teers -the number and type varying fromischool to
sehool. The in=depth study showed that attendance
at all staff development actjvities was raandatory in
50 pereent of the school; in 2 percent, atien-
dance at soine was mandigtory; and in 20 percent,
all activities were volunfary. Five percent of the
schools did not specifyf whether their activities

Atary. The amount of tiyne
allocated for staft deyelopmient activities varied
widely from school to fichool, with the average per
participanl ranging fpom less than ten hours to
more than 200 hours. Fifty-two percent of the
schools reported less fhan 60 hours of training per
participant. Staff development activities were
scheduled by 43 perffent of the schools during the
regular school day, By 37 percent, after school, and .
by 20 pereent, in the evening or on weekends.

Effectiveness of staff’ development activities. as
reported in the product cvaluation report, was
evaluated primarily on the basis of subjective
judgiaents,, which relied heavily pn staff evalua-
tions and teacher opinions. Less frequently used
evaluation techniques were objective mieasures such
as questionnaires and rating scales.

The following stafl development activities were
rated “effective” or “very effective” by 90 pereent
or more of the schools implementing the activity:
workshops at the school level before school beging
in September, school or classroom visitations with-
in the district, individual conferences, school or
classroom visitations in other districts, demonstra-
tion school observatign, wdrkshops at the school
level on released time during regular school hours.
grade level meetings, college courses conducted in
the sehool or district. and workshops at the school
level after school closés in the afternoon.

The following staff development activities were
rated “incffective™ or “partially effective’™ by 12
percent or more of the schools implementing the

37




activity - general faculty meetings: district. inter-
district, or wounty level workshops: conferences:
did colege courses on vollege campuses,

Further intormation about statt development in
schools with 1:CE funding is provided by the MAR
duta. As Table 12 indicates, the quality of the statf
development and inserviee training was based on
the progranns’ meeting the assessed necds ot the
teachers, paid aides, volunteers, and administrators,
apd the ivalvement of the staft in designing the
“stard developiment program. As can be seen, the
greatest pereent of schools were rated satislactory,
high, and cxemplary in this area. 1t should be
noted. however, thal the ability of the program to
et the assessed needs ol the volunteers was quite
a bit lower than in the other areas.

In sunnnary, it is clear that diverse staff develop-
myat activities systematically relaled to the needs
of’ progrim participants were oceurring at a satis-
tactory level in more than 85 percent ol the ECE
schools, and that staff development and inservice
training were oceurring in all funded schools.

Parent participaiion, For ECE, ESLEA Title 1,
and EDY, the product evaluation report infonna-
ton | indicated  that during 1974-75, a total of
3¥9,03% parents in 2563 schools participated in
detivities in the schools. Approximately two-thirds
of the seporting sehools used a coordinator to
implement this component and indicated that a
tlurd of the contacets relied on phone calls, personal
invitation, and notes.

Opportunitics lor parents o assess  program
needs as  they  perceived them were afforded
through a variety of methods, Participation in
formal surveys, school advisory committees, site
visits, and  parent-stalt  conferences were  most
fiequently reported. In more than 60 percent of
the 1'CE sehool plans, thiere was a strong indication
that parent participation would be active and
contituons in all aspects of the program, and there
wals adequate evidenee that parents would be
actively involved in the classroom.

For all grade spans in ECLE, ESEA Title [, and
FDY, the produet evaluation report showed that
the most frequently reported objectives for parent
participation velated to expected changes in behav-
- or and performance, advisory committees, parent-
teacher conlerences, md sehool 1ncetings (see
Appendiv A-16). At the Kindergarten through
erade three Tevel, additional emphasis was placed
on use of parents in the school and ¢lissroom and
mvohenient in program  planning and program
evahnttion. Loss frequently reporled at this level
were abjectives relating to home-school communie

-

ccation and program awareness. In grades seven
through twelve, less emphasis was plaged on parent.
participation in progrim planning and ¢valuation.
Workshops and program crientation were stressed.
It was reported that most programs had vither
attained or excecded their objectives. These most
frequently resulted in more knowledge related to
school goals. objectives, needs, and progrmin; parti-
cipation in sehool activitics; and improved atten-
dance at advisory committee tneetings. Progrun
improvements attributed to the impact of parent
involvement and referred to most ofteh by report-
ing projects were increased individualized instruc-
tion. a closer school-community relationship, more
parent participation, and better parent under-
standing of the prograin. Infrequently mentioned
were increased staff sensitivity, curriculum changes,

~and better student attendance. Reports indicated

that the activities which were most important to
achieving component objectives were parent-teacher
conferences. use of parents as aides, dissemination
of program information, involvement in program
planning and ¢val ation, and advisory commitéee
rocritment.

Parent participation activities were evaluated as
lollows: 46 percent by enmineration of participants
and activities, 30 percent by subjective judgments.
and 24 percent by objective measnirements.
Enumeration data concentrated on number of
parents participating, attendance and number of
home visits inade. and number ol home-sehool
contacts. Subjective judgments reflected parcut
advisory cemmittee responses, parent comments,
staft evaluatlons, teacher opinions and records, and
reports. The objective measurements consisted ol
parent questionnaires, rating scales, and attitude
scales. Many progruns also relicd on minutes of
meetings in evaluation of component effectiveness.

Additional information about parent participa-
tion is available for ECE funded schools frq@ the
product evaluation report. In the I.I()&H
schools reporting to the Department of Education,
180,932 parents participated in the school pro-
gram, an increase of 54 percent over 1973-74
participation. Schools reported they had empha-
sized personal contacts and special activities (such
as meals or outings) as ways ol getting a wide
representation from all ethnic and racial groups in
the schools. Newsletters, often bilingual, were also
used to contact parents. ECE schools were gener-
ally using full- or part-time paid coordinators to
implement parent involvement aetivitics. Volunteer
parents and teachers were also used, bnt’ less
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FARLCY 12 -

MAR Ratings of the Quality of Staff Development and Inservice Training
in ECE Schoob, 1974-75 (N=913)

Percent of schools receiving each rating
No Needs - Shows Satis-
Item rated evidence | improvenent | promise factory | High i Exemplary
Inservice program meets assessed needs of: .
Teachers 0 1 ) 6 30 57
- Paid aides 1 1 10 36 47
Volinteers : 2 4 21 42 28
Administrator(s) ' : ' 2 1 4 29 57
Staff has been involved in designing the staff -
development program. 0 1 3 )b ., 51

o
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trequent)y  The iost Trequently mentioned objee-
v lor p.nrcnl participation in ECE sehools
stressedl greater ifvolvenment of parents as members
ot schwol advisbry vommittees or as volunteer
atdes, '

A Bl pardnts  participated in the school
|)r0grdnl.\\t|k'}‘ were involved in needs assessment
meetings, yurveys, and parent-statl conferences in
order to provide input to the schools on the
progtem neclds which they, the parents, pereeived.
The parénts’ w&lvcnwnl in, the evalnation provess
nsually involved the advisory committee or a
questionnatre sent to all parents. In schools where
the program objective was dgsigned to involve
parents in progrm evaluation, |4=pereent of the
916 objectives were not met (see Appendix A-16).
The difticulty df involving parents in program
evalnation was identiticd lrom the MAR data,

Aceording to Wu majority ol the LCE in-depth
woample reports, at kast hall’ the parents particie
pated in parent involvement activitivs up to half of
the tme: i the remaining schools sampled, more
than 31 pereent l?l' less than 10 pereent partivipa-
tion wis reportet )

As a resnlt u\' ingreased parent involvement,JECE
swhools reported fiereases in individualization,of
instruction, closer ehool-community relationstips,
Jidd parental and|stndent attitude improvenent.
Improved  Studen)  academiv  achicvement and
greater stafl member sensitivity to the needs of
parents were dlso reported, but less frequently.

In the MAR process, parent participation®and
community involvément were miajor concerns of

the observers. Fach school planned for the use of:

s parent resoureds in ways that best net the
unigue cirenmistianees of the sehool and the vom-
mumnty, In some schools where there were many
workmig parents, participation took the form of
asistanee ontside ol sehool hours. Other schools
were able to obtain so many volunteers that they

did not need as wmany pad aides as they had -

originally planned to hire.

The MAR provess judged the quality of parent
participation in FCE schools on the basis of (1) tlic
regular meeting and ctieetive representation of the
parents and the community by |he sehool advisory
commtlee: (2) the regular involvenent of parents
in program  plainning. assisteaee in classrootns,
other sitpportive assistanee, and program evalua-
tiop; £3) the exidenee ol an active program to
droise pareid intdrest and enlist support; and (4)
the abihty of the program to eneounrage hone-
school vommumication in ¢asily nnderstood lan-
gage  Lable 13 shows'the range of ratings in these

arezs. b more than 85 pereeny ol the schools. the
waality of parent participation was cithet satistage
tory. high, or exemplary., Howcever, fur parent
involvenmient in program cvaluation activitivs, al
most 23 percent of the schools were rated less than
satislactory. '

From these data, it is clear that vast nuinbers of
parents were involved in the programs in their local
schools and that the involvement was of many
different kinds. Given a 30 percent increase in
partivipating ECE schodls from 1973-74, parent
participation increascd by 54 pereent, a major
growth, while in all scheols, kindergarten throngh
grade twelve, 389,638 {parcuts in 2,563 schools
partivipated in school acfivities.

Parent education. Since parent nceds varicd
vonsiderably aimong ECE schools, there wis no one
approach to purent edweation. In sone areas, the
parent education program contentrated on basiv~
skills, which were identificd by the parents as their
first coneern, while in \other schools parents re-
quested theoretival courses in child. development.
. From the product cvaluation report data, expan-
sion of the parent education program in ECL
schools in 1974-75 over, 1973-74 showed a 55
pereent incredse in participants, as contrasted (o a
30 percent increase in participating schools. In the
1.141 ECE 'schools with parent eduvation pro-
grams, | 18,347 parcnts participated. A majority of
the schools responding to the in-depth sample
indicated that parent education programs were
provided in vonjunction. with other educational
institutions, usually adult education through the
high school or community college. About half of
these courses were offered for credit.

More than 80 pervent of the participating
schools' parent cdueation objectives were met or
exceeeded, as reported in the product cvalnation
report. The 87 ECE schools in the in-depth sample
responded that the vontent of parent vdueation
offcrings was usually determined by parents,
teachers, administrators, or the advisory conmmittes,

Schools reported that their objegtives for parent
education most often focused op attendance at
meetings and programs designed: to enable parents
to understand morg about théL school progran.
Less often reported objectives were those related
to education voneerning pupil attitudes and behav-
ior {sex Appendix A-17).

In vontrast to the objectives stated above, the
most “effective™ program topics, in terms of
frequeney of response on the sample form, were
those related to child development. Informational
topivs, cither on ECE or the school's operation,
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were next, and parent-student refionship topics
were third. Programs on specific instructional arcas
or fechiques. molticultoral programs, and work-
shops were ess often listed as “effective.”

Further information on the quality of the parent

“education activities was gathered during the mon-

itor and review (MAR) process. The rating was.
besed on parent participation in the design of the
program.-ind parent participation in the program.
As Tuble 4 indicates, more than 75 percent of the
programs were judged satistuctory, high, or exem-
plary.

In contrast to the resnlts reported I.lsl year,
which indicated some  confusion between the
parein} cducation and the parent participation and
invohement components, the schools this y\cur
appear to have developed distinet  programs.!
There, was a wajor increase in fhe guality and
participation levels off ECLE parents in  parent
educarion From the first tothe second year.

Health and auxiliary serrices. According to the
self-report infornition from the product evalua-
ton report. the major auxihary services objectives
for hindergarten through grade twelve schools
fundud by ICE. LSEA Title I, and EDY were
related to providing pupil personnel and health
services. OF the objectives listed, approximately 65
percent referred to services provided, while 35
pereent were based on changes in pupil or parent
belstvior or perfornumee (see Appendix A-|8).
Sptitic objectives reported most frequently re-
lited to provichng health screcuing, psychological
diagnosis, referral serviees, health examinations.

and health education. The least frequently men-
tioned objectives wi e-refiTed to improving nutri-

tiom, lib skills. iscipline, and  parent-child
relationskips.

Pupil personnel services that helped most to
Jeliese cotnponent objectives ineluded -in order of
frequency  individual  counseling,  psyehological

diagnonis, psychological services, and parent coun-

“aeling. The major health services offered were

*

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

vision screening, hicalth education, health diagnosis.
and nursing. The most conimon library and media
activiics included the provision of materials, k-
brary instriiction. personnel, and general services.

The nigonty of schools provided niost of the
services valled for in their school plans. Services
most often reported as fully implemented ineluded
licalth screening, refermal sepvices, and warsing.
Those miost trequently histed as partially imple-

LT
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faiv Chldhood Fdweaton Pese Aol brahuahton Repord,
Sacraneenio Calstornta Stete Depanmend of Bducahon, 1975, p. 3.

, :
mented were health education,
group counscling. Servives plahned but not pro-.
vided typically included nutritional education .m(l'
group counseling. The auxiliary services most
frequently added to the program were speech
therapy, nutrition, and classroom cooking (see
Appendix A-23).

Analysis of program reports showed tlmt 48
percent of the evaluations of services were dulur-
mined by subjective judgments; 33 percent, by
enumeriation data; and 19 percent, by objective
measurements. Positive results were most of'ten
related to health and nutritional objectives. Nega-
tive results were most frequently reluted to improv-
ing school attendance and reducing le.lrmng dis-
abilities.

The in-depth sample ol 302 schools rated the
level of effeetiveness of specific auxiliary services
in inecting their schiool objectives. Pupil personnel
services ratings were 91 percent “effective” " or
“very effective.” The most effective were specch
therapy, welfare and aftendance serviees, liome
visits, und lcaming disability dingnosis. Health
services were rated as 96 percent “‘cffective” or
“vepy cffective.”™ The most cffective were speech
and hearing * screening, vision screening, use of
health aides. and nursing. Reports from 87 schools
included ratings of ,library sservices. Nincty-one
pereent of the ratings were “eftective’ or *‘very
effective.” The most, effective scrvices provided
were  mobile  centers, Ieurnmg Lcnlors general-
services, and facilities,

OF the specific resulis reportgld by 302 schools
in the in-depth surveys, 62 Ipercent included
changes in student behavior or perfonnance. Only
33 percent were stated in terms of serviecs pro-
vided. These results reflect a mudh greater emphasis
on progran oufeomes -than projeet objectives
had indicated. In contrast. ECE schools sampled
showed services, or inputs, reeciving the most
empliasis.

Positive results reported in the product evalua-
tion report in relation to stated objectives are
presented in Appendix A-18. From the resulting
improvenient in personal health, attitude, self-
inage, health knowledge, académie achieveinent,
und adjustment to school, it is evident that

home visits, and ¢

i

auxiliary services were effeetive in these sehool .

progrmmns. Relatively few schools, howcver, re-
ported improvement in the areas ol interpersonul
relations, learning disabilities, or developing chil-
dren’s potentinl as a result ol auxiliary -services
provided.
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MAR Ratings of the Quality of Parent Participation in ECE Schools. 1974-75 (N=913)

I

Percent of schools réceiving each rating

No Needs Shows Satis-
Item rated evidence | improvenent promise factory ’SEEH-' Cxemplary
The school advisory committee meets regularly ‘\\
and effectively represents parents and the
comnunity. 1 1 6 30 50 12
Parents are regularly involved in:
Program planning 0 3 14 40 32 6
Assistance in classroom 1 3 12 28 44 12
fther supportive assistance 0 1 8 . 32 48 1
Program evaluation o 4 18 b4 29 4
There is an active program to arouse parent \
interest and enlist support. 0 0 9 30 47 14
: by
The program encourages home=school communica=
tion in easily understood language. » 0 0 o 29 54 12
TABLE 14

MAR Ratings of the Quality of Parent Education in ECE Schools, 1974-75 (N.913)

Percent of schools ret@IﬁIﬁé:z::h rating

No Heeds Shows Satis~
Item rated evidence | improvement | promise factory | High | Exemplary
Parents participated in designing a parent
education program which reflects their
needs and interests. 0 3 19 43 31 4
Parents are participating in the parent
education program. 1 4 ) 20 _ 42 30 3
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The 1Cl: program requires a  health needs
assessinent, but no other health or auxiliary areas
are mandated. In ECE schools that inclnded ESEA
Title | andfor EDY tunding, auxiliary services such
as counseling and library Tacililies st be pro-
vided for ESEA, Tatle | and EDY participating
students. Most ECE schools are providing a coin-
prehensive hiealth eduecation program and are fol-
lowing np the needs assessment with referrals and
senvives. In the responses received from 144 ECE
sehools in the in-depth sample, 72 percent reported
achicving their objectives. The mosi frequently
msed objective related to improvement in student
health, Fhe need lor health services was deter-
mitied by teacher-siaft observations and surveys,
parental inpits, ind  student pertormances and
sUMCys.

The 1FCl schools  offering health  education
prograims along with other services reported that
they hiad either Ntlly developed @ complete health
cducation contimmnm or had none at all. The
schools also utilized certuim- community  health
resources if they were available in the area. Since
some rural areas had very limited local resources,
extensive outreach offorts were provided- to meet
the ieeids otstudents in small schools.

The quahty rating of health and auxiliary
services in the MAR process was based on mecting
the needs of individual students through health
services sereening/referral and follow-up, guidance
services screening/referral and follow-up, provision

of bilingual counselor/psychologists Fluent in the-

stadents” Limguagets), use by the teachers ol health
servemng data, and provision ol a comprehensive
health edncatton program. As Table 15 indicates,
the quahity of the program in these areas was ruted
m aere than 90 percent of  the schools as
satisbactory. lngh. or exemplary. 1t should be noted
tiat tor one item. the provision of bilingual
counslors, 64 pereent of the sehools fell within
the area of no evidence. or not needed. This lgure
represeitts S88 schools, In 584 the item was Icit
hlank. 1o four sehools, the item was rated as 0, an
mdication that such services were needed and that
0 evdenee of thedr existence was found.

["rom the responses received in the sample data.
and trom the MAR data, it appears that integration
of health and auniliary  services with the total
edneational progrinm was the goal of most schools
angd was occurring.

Program Evaluation at the Loval Levels

All school level plans contained evaluation and
dissermination provisions which were parallel to the

-
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activities proposed. Since schiools were required to
report to the state on the effectiveness of these
, activities at the vonclusion of the program, the
data subniitied to the state were considered evi-
denge of the cevaluation process at the local level.
The in-depth study information Yor ECL, 1ISEA
Title 1, and EDY revealed that 26 pereent of the
reporting schools indicated parent participation. in
the evaluation of the local school was accom-
plished through advisory committees. Parend re-
sponses on surveys and questionnaires were used in
21 percent of the schools. Objectives relating to
parent participation in evaluation were achieved or
excecded in 75 percent of the schools-

Summary of the Section

As indicated in the beginning of this section, the
information provided gives the reader clear indica-
tions ol the cifcet of the iotal refonn effort in a
varicty ol arcas. In order to giin a broader
impression of the net result, the reports from five
ECE schools with the highest MAR scores (scores
froin 346 to 423) were reviewed to obtain an
ilnpression of the characteristics« that appcared to
distinguish a “good™ school. The impression cen-
tered around two common themes--a well orgatl
‘ized management system in the scligol and the
classroom and a combination of “dedicated and
enthusiastic™ parents and staff. Words such as
“warm,” ““friendly.” and “well managed.” char-
acterized the reports of the consultants who visited
the schools.

In comparison, the ratings of the five lowest
ECE schools (scores from 36 to 169) were also

viewcd for common characteristi¢s. The contrast
was striking. The lowest schools were commended
for their ‘“‘evident vconcern.” “zflort,” and
“atteinpting to improve communication.” The
negative comments covered several areas: (1) lack
of compliance with lederal and state gludyhms (2}
poor management of stafl and resourciy: §3) lack
of well defined or balanced curricuhmn: and (4)
inadequate parficipation ol the advisory comniit-
tec. Both groups of schools contained middle and
low sociceconomiv students, and both groups were
conicentrated in three areas of the state: Los
Angeles County, the San Francisco Bay Area, and
the southern San Joaquin Valley.

Systemaltic changes are ocenrring in the manner
in which schools are pgroviding services {o students.
These changes are based on systematic assessment
of the needs of the local community. are planned,
and are evaluated. These locally developed pro-
grams include individualized, diagnostic instrue-
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[ABLE 15

MAR Ratings of the Quadity of Health and Auxiliary Services

in ECE Schools, 1974-75 (N=913)

Percent of schools receiving each vating

Ho evidence

or Needs Shows Satis-
Item rated not needed |improvement promise factory | High | Exemplary
. ‘-Hl
Health services-physical, visual, auditory, .
dental, speech, psychological-meet the ™~
needs of individual students through: : .
Screening/referral 0 0 4 34 84 |- -8
Follow=up 0 0 4 36 53 7
Guidance services meet the needs of
individual students through:
Screening/referral 1 1 8 43 42 5
Follow=~up 1 1 8 44 41 5
Bilingual conunselors/psychologists fluent N
in the language of students are available. 64 1 3 20 " \!
Health screening data are utilized by the . \\\\
teachers. 1 0 1 45 51 2 .
There i5 evidence of a comprehensive health
education program 0 ? 8 56 33 2
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Ahese progranis funded by any s

twonal  procedures, goals and  objectives, stalf
development and inservice training, parent partici-

. pation, parent education, and concern for health

and auxiliary serviegs.

Student Achievement Findings

fhis section on student aghicvemient findings is
designed to pgive the reader an overview ofl the
impiaet of the various supplemental programs on
the achievement of Calitornia students who partici-
pated in FCE, ESEA Title 1. and EDY. The
information is reported by the various funding
sources. Atthough the s¢hool was used as the unit
ol analysis, it should be kept in mind that only
participating students’ scores were used to deter-
mine the school score. In ECE lunded programs,
this would welude the entire K-3 population. In
ESEA Title T and EDY funded programs, only the
seores of those selected students who qualified for
and pdrtlclpatul in the programs were used. School
means were weighted by nuniber ol participants.

The lirst part ol this section on student achieve-
ment deseribes the findings of all Kindergarten
through grade three schools which utilized “ECE
funds, no nratter what-other funds were used. The
seeoted parl deals with scllo,isq;e recciving ESEA
Title | monies. The third section describes EDY.,
The last part on the achicvdnignts in bilingual/
cross-cultural and multicultural agtivities describes
Urses.

ECE Umbrelta. Kindergarten Through Grade Three

Reading. Standardized achicvement data were
analyzed by conversion from raw scores to stan-
dard scores and by use of grade equivalent scores.
A comparison of standard score gains from pretest
to post-test m the several combinations of ECE
multifunded schools is presented in Figure 7 (sce
also Appendry A-0). When examining the data
cxpressing standard score results, the reader should
keep the Tollowing in mind: A standard score ol 50
egatls the national average. Looking at the carly
¢hildhood education only graph in Figure 7, the
reader witl note that the pretest seores lor kinder-
surtens averiaged 46,0, The post-lest score was
51.0. Thus represented 5.0 points more growth
than would have been expected in one year of
mstruction. It also mdicated that at kindergarten,
the score exeeeded the national average in reading
achivvement on the posi-test.

An inspection of Figure 7 shows thal post-test
seores for grade one also excecded the national
average, while grades iwo aud three were closer to
the national average on fhe post-test than on the

-

pretest. In all grade levels (K-3), schools having
ECE only funds cxceeded the national average on
the post-test. In schools having a combination ol
ECE and the Miller-Unruh reading program fund-
ing, post-test scores exceeded the national average
for students in Kindergarlen and grades one and
two.

Grade equivalent gain scores in reddmg weie
calculated for grades on¢ through three in all
combinidtions of ECE funded “schools and are

~ presented in Table 16. With an clapsed time ol 8.2

months between pretesting and post-testing, all
grade levels typically achieved one month’s gain or
more in measured reading ability for each month
of instruction. While performance varied among
combinations ol the several funding sources (sec
Appendix A-9), there was a trend for grade
equivalent gain scores across all funding sources in
the primary grades to approximate the grade level
expectancies of the students.

The Department of Education used reading
achievement scores fromn the California assessment
program (CAP) as an additional check on state
cvaluation of prograins, All ECE schools were
compared with non-ECE schools in terms of four
indices: (1) average socioeconomnic slatus: (2)
number of third grade students; (3) total per-
centage minority enrollment: and (4) 197475
third grade predicted score on the CAP reading
achievement test. The frequency distribution of
ECE and non-ECE schools across the four indices is
shown in Appendix C-11. Much variation exists
among both ECE and non-ECE schools. Yet, it can
be scen that compared to non-ECE schools, thie
ECE schools on the average had indices ol lower
sociocconomic status, larger school size, and higher
percentage minority enrollment.

Longitudinal profiles of performance in reading
achievement were computed for ECE schools in
the program for onc¢ year, ECE schools in the
program for two ycars, and a2 matched group of
non-ECE sclipols. If schools were not funded for a
third ycar, they were not included in this sample.
Reading achievement gain scores from CAP, as
présented in Table 17, follow the same schools for
two years: 1973-74 and 1974-75. The reading
achicvement scores made by second graders in
1973-74 were subtracted from their scores on an
identical reading achievement test taken as third
graders in 1974-75. As shown in Table 17, both
one and two year ECE schools showed statistically
significant higher gain scores than non-ECE schools
showed.
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Fig. 7. Weighted average pretest and post-test standard scores in reading achievement, by grade level, for schools participating -
m early childhood education, 1974-75

46



Nt st Standard wore
whis, 0 0 20 30 40 50 60 100
ks feva boo ! ! . !
R Attt T T ey
KIIL!& earten 14 t@g} .. e een -__l—rn
Uiy t& f.gg:g ............ . J Natronal
. ]> Tomme o R average {501
woso WD
lwin 50 {45.;;’._ ___j
:" -{ \4- llllllllll :l
thee 42 R34 -
453 A

Early Chitdhood Educat.onfmleﬁf
Educationatly Disadvantaged Youth/Mitier-Unruh®

Statadahl s o
LRUIN I RN

————— S, »
it
4
Nunber of Standard wore
shiook. by 0 10 30 30 40 50 60 100
prade lexel S B S I _l‘- _1 i
Kmdetgarten 7 %g— . —-- *_,;?.]
One (3 ?Tis, _j
A — Nattonal
U — T T )
Two 32 _&5‘44,“4- O
1308 L
I

Three 36 3303 L
ree 36 [4_9.2—%— _**—ﬁj'

Early Childhoad Education/Miller-Unruh*

Nambser of Standard s ore

« Tinstade. b 0 10 20 30 40 sU 60 00 shooly, by O t0 20 30 40 50 o0 100
o bl I I : S I grade level B WY DR I N T N TR
r”. . o 1 i - T N Y ,
Ium‘lcr?.u lere 10 ;:'223: ........... _.}Jf Kindergarten 506 Egﬁd _ e . ] :] A
L omunes e ' O
O 244 46,5 - ---.M.J-Jl One 336 T:gg """"""" ¢ : National
L84 . —=dt Nanonat = — 7 average (50Y
l_‘;b\j. v , T awerage (50) 2 2 MGk .
tan 42 (0N . d : Two - 692 L R Py
;"_1'86 (RO ____I, L‘Luq_ U, f
'%0 ............. | IC&{V S —
three ST Re T Tiuge <673 gy -y .
) Early Chitdhood Education/ Al Early Childhood Education’ !
Title I/Milter-Unruh* '
*NOTL. Mitler-Unruh lunding was present in these schools, and such funding Iwas used only for reading. '

fa welghted suimmary of sl combinations of funding sourees shown above.

Fig. 7. (continued) Weigh ted average pretest and post-test standerd’scores in reading achievement, by gnde level, for schogls

participating in early childhood education, 1974.75

Since two-ycar ECE schools showed stightly
grealer gams than one year ECE schools (15,7 vs.
15.5). this is viewed as a positive result for the ECE
program tor at least two reasons. First, it puts to
rest the contention that ECE would have only a
temporary clleet that would vanish in the second
year of operation. Instead. there appears to be a
cumulative eflect over years. Sceond, the two-ycar
[:CE y.hqmls have a somcwhat lower index of
xououonmmc status than lhe one year schools,
which indicates that their gains would generally
have heep predicted to be smaller whan those of the
one-vear 1:CE sehools.

Languuage development. The usable data from
langiage development tests which were submitted

from ECE schools in grade equivalent scores are
reporied by funding source and grade Jevel in Table
18. With the exception of grade one programs
funded by the ECE, EDY, Miller-Unruh combina-
tion, programs in all grades and funding combina-
tions gained more than the expected 1.0.

The group achievement tests used to measure
language development activities usually assessed
oral receptive language at the primary level.
Schools using criterion-referenced instruments
were able to measure expressive janguage develop-
ment for individual students. Such information
vould not be aggregated at the state Jevel. }

Mathematics. Both standard score and grade
equivalent gains were calculated for students who ¢
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only for reading!

TABLE 17

Miller-Unruh funding was present gp these schools; and such funding was used

]

Reading Achievement Gain Scores for ECE Schools and Matched Groups of Non-ECE Schools,
197374 to 1974.75, from California Stat¢ Assessment Program Data*

Third grade

Second grade

Gain scores

{(Number correct,
1974-75, less

scores, scores, number correct, .
Type of school 1974-75 1973-74 1973=74)
Two years in ECE (N = 427) 79.2 63.5 15.7° .
One year in ECE (N = 658)} 81.0 65.5 15.51
Matched non-ECE schools 80.6 65.6 15.OT

(N = 3,326)

C 42 \\“x‘ '
BABLE 16 1 N
Average Months of Gain in Reading Grade Equivalent Scores for Each Month of Readinglustruction .
fur Schools'Participating in Early Childhood Education, 1974-75 . .
Number of schools and average months of gain
for each month of instruction, by grade level
Grade one Grade two Grade three
Funding source Schools! Gain | Schools| Gain | Schools Gain
ECE only , 17 1.2 161 1.2 162 1.2__\\\\
ECE/ESEA Title I 87 1.2 133 1.1 138 1.2 N
ECE/EDY 7 1.3 15 | 1.1 | 13 1.1
ECE/ESEA Title I/EDY 60 1.1 138 .9 135 .9
ECE/Milller-Unruh* 14 1.3 34 1.3 38 1.3
ECE/E$EA Title I/Miller-Unruh* 19 1.3 38 1.1 32 1.1
ECE/EDY/Miller-Unruh* 3 1.2 3 1.3 3 1.1
ECE/ESEA Title I/EDY/
ller-Unruh* 11 1.2 40 1.0 34 1.0
All ECE combined 278 1.2 562 1.1 555 1.1

*For a technical discussion of these data, see Appendix C-12.

Foc = 001 .

fone ve¢ar schools included those entering FCE In 1974-75, those moving from
partia: to full funding in 1974+75, and those few schools in districts which
recelived no expansion funding for 1974-75.
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received" instruction in mathematics, using the
school as the unit of analysis. Standard scores on
the past-test indicated that Kindergarten and grade
one exceeded the national average, while grades
two and three were less than one point below the
national average. In all cases. post-test scores were
higher shan pretest scores.

ECE-only schools, grades one through three,
eweeded the national averages in mathematics on
the post-test. with Kindergarten scoring at the
national average: The patterns of post-test scores iR
schools having ECE/ESEA Title | and ECE/EDY
funding were nixed: for ECE/ESEA Title |
schools, grades one and two exceeded national
averages; for ECE/IEDY schools, kindergarten and
gride three exeecded the national average. Figure 8
peesents the mathematics data by funding source.

A comparison ol grade equivalent gain scores
showed that. with an average elapsed time of eight
months between testing, grades one through three

43’

demonstrated an average increase of 1.2 months in
measured rnathematics skills for each month. ol

instruction. The lindings by grade level and Tund-

ing source are presented in Table 19. The greatest

» gains were found in schools having ECE only and

ECE/ESEA Tiile 1 funding.

A comparison of grade equivalent gains in
reading ®nd mathenatics was made between fiest-
year ECE schools in 1973-74 ang first-year ECE
schools in 1974-75. Table 20 shows the compari-
sons of the respective [lirst-year schools. The data
presented indicate that during their lirst vear of
operation. schools entering ECE in 1974-75
showed significantly greater gains than Jdid schools
in their first vear of operation in 1973-74. Since it
_was not possible to match these schools, and the
schools reporting “in grade equivalent scores in
1974-75 represented less than hall the total nuin-
ber of schools-reporting, these data should be
interpreted with caution. I

TABLK 18

Average Months of Gain in Language Grade Equivalent Scores for Each Month of Language
histruction for Schools Participating in Early Childhood Education, 1974-75

Number of schools and average months of gain

Funding source for each ‘month of instruction, by grade level

Grade one Grade two Grade three
Schools | Gain | Schools| Gain| Scheols Gain

ECE only . | 51 1,2 74 1,5 74 1.7
ECE/ESEA Title I 57 1.3 76 1.6 78 1.6
ECE/EDY 4 1.7 5 1,2 5 1.6
ECE/ESEA Title I/EDY ; 33, 1.2 43 1.3 | * 44 1.3
ECE/Mi1ler-Unruh* T | L 1 | o1 9 1.9
ECE/ESEA Title I/Miller-Unruh* 1 | 1.6 5 | 1.3 15 1,5
ECE/EDY/Miller-Unruh* 1 .7 1 2.4 1 1,1

ECE/ESEA Title I/EDY/

Miller-Unruh#* - 10 1.2 15 1.3 12 1.2.
All ECE combined 174 1.3 245 1.5 | 238 ‘1.6

*NOTE :
only for reading.

Hiller-Unruh funding was present in

these schools, and such funding was used

19
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Fig. B, (cuntinued) Weighted average pretest and post-test standard scores in mathematics achievement, by grade level, for
schools participating in early childhood education, 1974-75.

The data in Table 20 uppe\r lo refute lhe typical increase in relative achievenien| at virtually
arguminent raised by crilies of the dala presenled in all grade levels. The findings for programs aug-
the 1973-74 evaluation report that the first group mented by ESEA Tille ! and ESEA Title | in
of schools in ECE were such a select, highly combination wilh EDY and Miller-Unruh resources
motivaled group that the “Hawthorne effec!™ was are presented in Figure 9. As an average. kinder-
responsible for their gains in the.firgl year, and, garten through grade eight in¢reased in reading by
thus, schools’ scores in subsequenl years would 2.3 slandard score poinls on lhe posl-lest com-
Iherelore show lower achievemenl gains. pared lo the pretest. Grades nine through twelve

\ were not included in slandard score comparisons
ESEA Title | . because of irregularilies in lesting and reporting

Reading. A companson between pretest and procedure. They are inclnded in grade equivalent

post-tesl standard scores in reading indicated a comparisons.
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As can be seen in Table 21, grade equivalent gain
scofes by grade levels showed that for ESEA Title 1
aeross all grade levels, there was a typical gain of
1.} months in measured reading ability for each
month of reading instruction. Grade twelve scores
are not piven, for the number was too small to
enable analysis.

Language development. Grade equivalent gain
score information was compared for several multi-
funded programs in grades one through twelve,
With 7.5 months of clapsed time between pretest-
ing and posttesting, there was an average of 1.3
months™ growth for cach month of instruction in
measurcd fanguage skill across all programs and
grade levels. A summary of the average month’s
gain per month of instruction by l'lmding source
anal grade level is shown in Table 22, Again, grade
twelve scores were {oo small to cnable analysis. A
listing of average pretest and post-test grade equiva-
lent scores is presented in Appendix A-9.

3

Mathematics. Standard score results in nicthe-
matics revealed that, as an average, all grade levels
receiving ESEA Title 1 funding succeeded in
moving-closer to the national norm. In programs
served by the combined resources of ESEA Title
EDY/Miller-Unruh, a gain of 3.6 standard score
points in mathematics achievement was seen. Com-
parisons of pretest and post-test standard scores by
funding source and grade levels are shown in Figure
10,

Comparisons of grade equivalent scores showed
that, with an elapsed time of 8.0 months between
pretesting and post-testing, ESEA Title 1 grades
one through ¢leven averaged 1.2 months’ Egain in
mathematics- for each month of instruction in the
program as can be scen in Table 23, No grade
twelve scores are gmn. for the number was too
small to enable the making of a generalization
regarding student gains.

TABLE 19

Average Months of Gain in Mathematics Grade Equivalent Scores for Each Month
of Mathematics Instruction for Early Childhood Education Schools, 1974.78

T ¢ Number of schools' and average months of gain
for each month of instruction, by grade level
Grade one Grade two Grade three
Funding source Schools| Gain| Schools| Gain ) Schools Gain
ECE Ot;ly ' - T4 1.5 139 1.3 136 1.5
ECE/ESEA Title I C 75 | 1.5 ] 131 | 1.3 | 133 1.4
ECE/EDY : 5 1.3 . 12 1.1 14 1.3
ECE/ESEA Tictle I!EDY | 58 1.4 107 1.3 106 1.3
FCE/Miller-Unruh* 13 1.4 32 1.1 32' 1.5
ECE/ESEA Ticle I/Miller-Unruh* 21 1.4 a8 1.1 3l 1.3
ECE/EDY/Miller-Untuh# | 1 | 1.1 2 .9 3 .6
ECE/ESEA Title I/EDY/ '
Millet-Unruh* 13 1.5 26 1.1 22 1.4
All ECE combined ‘ 260 1.5 487 1.3 477 1.4

*NOTE:
only for reading,

(o] |
L R

Miller-Unruh funding was present in these schools, and such funding was used °
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Reading. Standard score gains in reading achivve-
mant indivated that all grade levels invreased in
telative puosition to the nationad average for their
grtade level. A comparison of pretest and post-test
wores tor programs served by the combined
resosttves of DY and Miller-Unruly revealed ap
avgrage gain ol 2.7 standard score points during the
school year. The findings by grade level and
tunding sourves are shown in Figure 11. Grades
mihe through twelve were not included in standard
seore compatisons because of irvegularitivs in test-
mg and teporting prtoeedures.

An analysis of grade equw.ll-.m seores for grades
one through vight pactivipating in reading programs
atigmented with funds provided by EDY and EDY
in voinbination with Millee-Unruh indicated that,
as an average. all grade levels attained one month’s
growth -in reading achievement for each month of
instruction. A stmmary of gain seores by grade
level is presented in Table 24, Grades nine through
twelve were not included in the grade equivalent
compatisons because of itregularities in testing and

47

Language development. Grade equivatent gain
scotes were computed lor language development.
Results indicated that grades one {hrough vcight
averaged $.2 months' gain in measured language
skill Tor each nonth of participation in the
program. A summary of the gain scores by gmd-.-
level is shown in Table 25.

Mathematics. Pretest and post-test standurd
score vomparisons in mathematics cevealed that, as
an average, scheols that participated in EDY and
EDY in combination with Miller-Unruh resovirces
demonsteated positive student gains. Findings indi:

cated that all grade levels closed the distanve®

between theie pretest achievement scores and the
national average by increasing 2.3 standard score
points during the school year. Average pretest and
post-test scores by grade level for reporting schools
are shown in Figure |2, Grades ten through twelve
had such small numbers that analysis of the data
was not possible.

Analysis of grade cquivalent test data revealed
that grades one through eight programs served
through EDY/Millec-Unruh resources averaged 1.0

N

»
L

repotting proeedutes, . month’s gair in measured mathematics skill' for

Y TABLE 20

Averuge Increase in Grade Equivalent Scores in Reading and Mathematics
1 Between Pretest and Post-test for ECE Schools, 1973-74 and 1974-75

Lo inTpdﬁth‘“uwo!Owutﬁon
———————— m
\ 1973=74 gains 1974+75 gains
for achools for achools
entering FCE entering ECE
item testead in 1973=744 in 1974-751 Levct oi
and grade (N = 814) (N = 491) .significance
Readinp‘
Grade one e75 .98 » 001 BN
two 083 .95 001
three 083 100{4 0001
“athematies
Grade one . Ba 1,07 00
Lwn 091 09& N/S
three 099 1008 0016

*Schools entering FCE in 1973+74 that reported usable grade equivalent scores
in reading and mathematics for their 1973<74 program, -

tSehools entering FCE in 197475, schools moving from partial to full funding
in 1974-75, or schools from those few schools in districts that received no
expansion funding for 1974+75 and that reported usahle grade equivalent
scores in both reading and mathematics for their 1974-75 program,

93 ’




Pretest
Ol Post-test

ot -3
5 T TR 2y
E £
it I R SV | Le-omL ]
Z 1 SRR N £ 3
20 s o
=3 £ £
Z 0£—3UQ 3.2
- /'“ m M
3 — ’d Tg—uonedopury o
51 . I SRR Y s 3
= ! ¥'Oor —u — T 1T+ T T 1 1 1243} .
T, o) TS g g e g 9 88 2o Gme {
= 21058 pIrEpUR)S - z
M/ 9LE~ XIS .m _
2% C-maig H
TIv~aalg 2| ;-
= | — -
i - .m" L[ uaAsg 2
t L 8% ] ggp-inog > £ € 3
) ﬁ./ I, /%frqf . m m w =
| . . < Z §8Y--XIS > g
m_”r 2 | jgg-aamyy E 4 .m. g M
A e N A T
i ) _.,, SN '3 <2 Py € § ey
! _ 6’9 ~eOM b NN .m
“ 1—,|., — - .%uﬁ;/ LLT L 3"”
. s b Lty ~ a. g3
— - = ] TN v6€—~no4 - =S
L— E | s6-2u0 e a i i
;o — T L'ty - sar . mm
T i _ - ,,,. Mean ,,/,,/H%Wr; h..—wr z..—.. m U
T ,oun,u 6T 1~ uapEBsapuIy ! S E mm.
! . . : = o 8
; p— | 6 Sv o u g
% ..._U m_ o ...u_.v ...W o N_ .a_%“.i : L S -k MN YSi—OoML o &I
LV L2g] ) -~ J0 saquiny “ < -
23025 PIrpUrS h ! : = n“m
Pl 9% | oo auo &=
b kR .Wm
1
m — 23
- 4
"_.\lﬁ.ru- .ibi@.ﬂmﬂ 0S| uandapury ow“.m
r 1*. B ..._:rH.uln_.r..H.....mHHut._llI” Iaaa] aprad _.m

o e & o o o {
o o o 0 S0y
% ROu m o v m [24" «l — 1 "

Y AT

Anv pErPUrIS

1 Text Provided by ERIC

e




. 4
49
90 hi ) 90*‘1 ,
, : - £ Pretest
80 80 (] Post-test
70 70 -4
, 60 - 2 60 -t
z " [ 2 ’ oo
P 0 o Natiomalaverage 5 o e ¢ National average
z 50 3 0 1 | — -
_'j'l : - =3 e R L
E A ..! T IS : 74 1 —
SRR RN 7R RN BN NG A A
930-~4-: ¢ P L by T304 | 7 / Z3E .V G ; /)
N + L) : ! 1 1} * . 1 L] I8 - //,j s ,/ / -
. PR i - . ’ 7 ) ¢ “ x
- h " B ¥ 4 4 ' i « y iy < - “ L ',7
1) R s bt P 204 ¢ , o ,/, v % g
- ' T A = / / ' “
R B BT B A 7 , % Z % N Z
0.{3otios, IOy faglmy iy 104 [4o] [mle| ol el = Kol el [Slorf |6den
ord -SR-S AR S R Lo 1 LI Q ~ 3 g g ™ m
gy %3 I3 SR by <+ el < =4 3
0 il foan | L ETE ‘ ?1 | / A ” 7. : 4
" o« - o — o o~ ) o~ Wy -— wy wy
_— _— — - _— ] D
(o] - _— - ’-65.—‘, (fl; 1 §_'s E’ g & 2 1? t?
s 2 L A -
> = 2 5t 2%r o = 3 5 = = i = =
T - b4 =4 2 9= - = - 1= 145 e
= = = 225 © Q = 2 (= 3 47}
& : = Z38 3 &= = t 3 4
= Jom
- w2 -
= 2
-~ &
Title I/Educationaiiy Disadvantaged Title | Programs'r
Youth/Miller-U'nruh *

.

-

Q

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

NOTE:

RIC

stiller-Cnruh tunding was present 1a these schools, and sueh funding was used only for readmg,
A weighted smnmnary of all « ambinations of funding sources shown above.

Fig. 9. (continued) Weighted average preiest and posi-lest siandard scores.in reading achievement, by grade level. for schools
participaling in ESEA Title | funded programs, 1974-75

.

cach month of participation in the program. A
summuary of gain scores by funding sources and
gracde levels is displayed in Table 2. Grades nine
through twelve were not inctuded in the compari-
sons because of small numbers and irregnlarities in
testing and seposting proceduses.,

Bilingual/Cross-cubiural and Malticuliurat Education

The two instructional arcas of bilingual/cross-
cnltural and nulticultural cducation are scrved
through all Tunding sousces and, consequen-iy, are
reported in this separate section of the seport.

Bilingual/cross-cultural education. All schools
with limited and/or non-English speaking students

-were required to develop programs to meet those

students' needs. Each school which had an enroli-
ment of which L5 percent or more were Hmited

F]

'
k]

and/or non-English speaking students and which
received supplemental funding during the 1974-75
school year was rcquired to develop and submit
a bilingual/cross-cultural component for those
students. Pt .

A bilizgualfcross-cultural approach to instruc-
tion can include various combinations of English.
native language, English as a second language, and
native language as a second language in the
instructional areas of reading, mathematics, lan-
guage, and multicnltural education.

A total of 42,274 stndents with a primary
language other than English pasticipated ‘in the
bilingualf{csoss-cultusal components of schools re-
ceiving additional federat or state funding. Of these
students, 24 340 spoke English with limited flu-
ency.. 10051 were non-English speakess, and 7,883

~(Text contmucd on page 33
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TaBIl XY

Average Months of Gain in Reading Grade Equivalent Scores for Each Month of Reading
tnstruction, by Grade Level. for ESEA' Title | Funded Programs. 1974-7§

o Average months of gain for each month‘of instruction
(and number of schools), by grade level
Funding source 1 2 3 4 %5 6 7 .8 9 10 11
Title I only 1.3 {1.1{1.1{2x2f1,1{1.1}11 {1.1 )25 }1.3[1.2
(60) [ €185)] (200) | (317) [ (297)| €273) | (24) | (21) | €48)} (35) | (20)
' (44) (221) (231) [ (267){(422) (387) (31) G| G (19) 12)
Title I/ )

Miller-Unruh* 1.2 1101} 1.0

Title I/EDY/ _
Miller-Unruh* 1.2 .7 .9
(22)] (84 (79)

Weighted average 1.2 .9 9711|110 1.2 {1,010 16| 1.3 ]1.5
{Total number of
programs) (163)§(583)] (5923)] (584) | (719)| (660) { (55)| (52) | (82)! (54){ (32)

*NOTE: Miller-Unruh funding was present in these schools, and such funding was used
only for reading.

rABLY. 22

Average Months of Gain in Language Grade Equivalent Scores for Each Monith of Language
Instruction. by Grade Level. for ESEA Title I Funded Programs, £974.7§

Average months of gain for each month of instruction
{and number of schools), by grade level

Funding source 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Title I only 1.3 1 1.3 9] 1.3 {1.5]| 1.5 .9 9 }1.6 |1.9 |1.2
26) 1 (49)| (60)| (148) | (130)| (116) | (8)| (7)| (28) 1 (15) | (10)
Title I/EDY 1.3 1.7 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.1 .9 1.6 1.7 1.5 .5
: (25)1 39)| 50y (123) |40y 21) | 3y | Ay oY | ()| €7)
Title 1/
Miller-Uquh* 1.6 { 1.9 | 1.3

(22)] (38)] (34)
Title I/EDY/
Miller-Unruh* 1.2 ] 1.8 1.1
Lyj 20y (21)

Weighted average 1.3 1.6 | 1.2) 1.2} 1.41 1.2 9| 1.4 1.6} 1.7 .9
(Total number -of ) . '
programs) (84> (L46) { (165)| (271)] 270)| (237) | (21)] (18)| (38 (22)| 7)

*NOTE: Miller-Unruh funding was presené inhthese schools, and such funiing was used
only for reading. :

]
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Fig. 10. Weighted average pretest and post-test standard scores in mathematics achievement, by grade level, for schools partici-
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pating in ESEA Title £ funded programs, 197475
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Fig. 10, (continued) Weighted average pretest and post.test standard scores in mathematics achievement, by grade level, for
schools participating in ESEA Title | funded programs, 197475
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were tluent m Lighsh. Students with Spanish as
thewr tirst Language were the largest group in the
batingual/cross=culturil component, aceounting for
38.823 of the participants {sce appendixes A-3 and
B-11)

Program objectives for all students were similar
tsee appendives B-12 through B-17). Objectives for
reading and kiguage developnient could be classi-
flied mteo wereased skills in these arcas:
positive feelings, purchasing, or developing imate-
mls with winch to gain skills, and management of
the program: whercas mathematics objectives re-
hited to iustruction, meastrement of  student
growth, and management of’ the program.

Schuals reported that 82 percent of the objec-
tives for reading, 81 pereent for language develop-
ment, and B0 percent for mathematics  were

“esveeded ™ or achioved,™

The kmds of program activitivs rcporludly pro-
vded tor students were similar. One major differ-
ence was (hat nore mative language activities were
provided with greater {requency lor liwited and
non-knalish speaking students than for students
who were classitied as fluent in Tnglish. These
findings were observed in all instruetional arcas, as
shown by data in appendixes B-18 through B-23.

1o -
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Schools reported that 86 percent of their planned
activitics were implemented in reading, and 90
pereent were implemented in mathematics.

An analysis of standard score reading achieve-
ment data shows that reading perforinapee of
limited-English speaking students is closing the gap
toward the national average at all grade levels
except fitth. Students in grade five maintained an
average growth rate (see Appendix A-7). Standard
score duta for reading achicvement tests of fluent
English speaking students in the bilingual/cross-
cultural component show that mean post-test
scores for grades one through three are approach-
ing the national average. Students in grades one
through three showed greater gains than  did
students in grades four through six, although gains
in reading for grades four through six also showed
positive movement toward the national average
(see” Appendix  A-7). Mcean standard scores for
grades seven through nine indicate gains in reading
between the pretest and post-fest period. The small
ntunber of participants in these grades warrants
cautious inferpretation of these results, howuever.

The achievement test data Tor binguage develop-
ment were incomplete for students in the bilingual/
cross-cultural cownponvnt, No raw scores were

;o

TABLE 23

Average Months of Gain in Mathematics Grade Equivalent Scores for Each Month
of Mathematics Instruction for ESEA Title | Funded Programs, 1974.75

Average months of galn for each month of instruction
(and number of schools), by grade level
Funding source 1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Title I only 1.5 1.3 23] 13220112014 161316
(63)} (178)] (188)] (298) [ (283} (258) | (21)| (16) | (42X (25) 1 (14)
Title I/EDY 1.5 1.3 1.4 1.3 1.1 1.3 1.0 |'1.1 1.6 1.3 1.1
(43)) (152)] 157X (272X (419)3{ (384} (30| (30} 1 (24) (9) (6)
Title I/ '
Miller-Unruh* 1.4 1.1 1.1
(35)| (84) (71)
Title I/EDY/
Miller-Unruh* 1.4 1.1§ 1.3
(26} (51)] (51)
Weighted average 1.5} 1.2 1.3} 13| 11|13 }L10 1.2 |1.6 1.3 |4
(Total number of
programs) (167)] (465)} (473)) (570) | (702)| (642) | (5L) | (46) | (66) | (34) | (20)
ANOTE: Miller-Unruh funding was present in these schools, and such funding was used

only for reading.
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reported. The limited data r.ported in grade
equivalent gams show ad.measurable langnage devel-
opment growth for lintited and non-English speak-
ing as well as fluent English speaking students—
indicating. as suspected. that the' educational
growth ol limited and non-English speaking
students was less than for fluent English speaking
students (see Appendix A-10),

Mathematics achievement data for limited Eng-
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svores in mathematics increased over pretest stan-
dard scores at all grade levels (K-9). Achievement
data for fluent English speaking students show that
post-test mean standard scores for grades one and
two are equal to the mean for the normative group.
Average siandard score gains for fluent English
students at all grades are positive and moving
toward ‘the national average. Moreover, post-test
standard score means are at or above the national

lish speaking stndents show that post-test standard average in mathematics achievement for grades one

L3
TABLE 24

Average Months of Gain in Reading Grade Equivalent Scores for Each Month
of Reading Instruction for EDY Funded Programs, 1974-75

Average monthe of gain for each month of instruction
{(and number of schools), by grade level

Funding source 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
EDY only 1.0 1.0 |1.0 .9 .9 1.1 {1.2 1.2
(9){ (36} | (36X (52) | (53> (49) | (16) | (13)
EDY/Miller-Unruh* 1.0{ 91 .9
(6)| (18) | (18
Weighted average 1.0 | 1.0 { 1.0 .9 9 | 1.1 |1.2 j1.2
(Total number of programs) (15) ] (54) | (54)) (52) | (53)] (49) | (16} | (13)

*NOTE: Miller-Unruh funding was present in these schools, and such funding was used
only for reading.
TAiiLli 25 ‘ -
Average Moaths of Gain in Language Grade Equivalent Scores for Each Month
of Language Instruction for EDY Funded Programs, 1974-75
Average months of gain for each month of instruction
(and number of schools), by grade level
Funding source 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
EDY only 1.2 1.6 1.2 1.5 | 9 |1.2 |1.1 | .8 ‘
4y} (5)| (6){ (14) [ (16> (18) | (6} | (5) !
EDY/Miller-Unruh* 1.3 | 2.1 {1.3 ‘ :
3 B W
Weighted average 1.3 {1.9 {1.3 | 1.5 .9 11.2 1.1 .8
(Total number of programs) (1Y) @] Qo] sy | e)| (a8Y | w6y | )

*NOTE: Miller-Unruh funding was present in these schools, and such funding was used

only for reading.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

aud two (see Appendix A-7). Although limited
Inglish speaking students are muking gains, they
are  pertorming below  flugt  English  speaking
students  (sce Appendix  A-7). Data Tor grades
seven, eight. and nine should be interpreted with
coisiderable caution, due to the small samiple size. |

Mudticuwltural education,

cultural education in 2,505 schools. Student out-
conws of the multicultural component could not
be adequately determinied beeause of the lack of
appropriate instrumentation.  Consequently, the
only statewide results which can be reported derive

_from the schools’ sell-reports on achievement ol

program objectives and effectiveness of prpgmm
aetivitios.

The multicultural education objectives generally
were related to changes in perforinance or heliavior
of students and were related to such end results as
interaction of various ethnic groups, knowledge of
ethinic group contributions. niore  positive atti-
tudes. and a greater understanding and aceeptance
of other cultures, Einphasis was placed on in-
creased intergroup acceptance, inferaction, awarc-
ness, or appreciation of group differences. The
acquisition ol knowledge that is, knowledge -of
the contribution of the dilferent groups to socicty,
cthinic facts, cultural heritage, and clharacteristics
of the various groups  was also stressed.

During 1974-75 there
were 718803 students  participating in mwulti- -
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Implementation ol the nulticultural component
rclied: on activitics outside the classroom as well as
within it. For example, approxinnately 70 percent
ol the responses indicated thit minority persons in
the community served as role modcels when they
were employed as aides, teachers. or resource
personnel. 5

The activitics reporied, to be most effective
included ¢Xperiences provided through assemblies,
fairs, holidays and celebratiops. use of multiethnic
niaterials, and classrooin dis¢ussions. There was a
dirogt relation between the Ire;qlmny of activitics
ineluded in objcctives and their effectivencss as
rated by program personnel. Thirty-nine percent of
the reports indicated that their componcents were
based on a skills continuum, According to program
reports, the niost effective materials used were
lilms and filmstrips, books, songs, demonstrations
and visual sides, and learning units developed in
the classroon:. ‘

Cocurricular or extracurricular activitics dealing
with ethnic diffcrences were provided through
holiday programs and celebrations and incorpo-
rated food, music, art, and dance, [ritegration of

. multicultural concepts with other aspects of the

curriculum was mentioned by many projects, Most

activities were rated as “clfecfive™ or as “very-
eflective,” with the ratings showing that the most

effective activities were usc of mwulticultural inate-

rials, grouip discussions, and cultural programs.

TABLE 26

Average Months of Gain‘in Mathematics Grade Equivalent Scores
for Each Month of Mathematics Instruction
for EDY Funded Programs, 1974-75

Average months of gain for each month of instruction
(and number of schools),

by grade level

Funding source 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
EDY only il {11 .9 {10 |10 1.0 |2.3 (1.0
’ (10) { (35) | (36} | (53) ] (51) (49) ] (14)| (11)
EDY/Miller-Unruh* 1.3 1.1 1.0
6y | (A7) { (15) 1
Weighted average 1.2 | 1.1 9 |1.0 1.0 {1.0 |1.3 ] 1.0
(16) | (52) | (51) ] (53) 1 (51)| (4%) | (A4)| (11)

*NOTE:
only for reading.
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Miller-Unruh funding was present in these schools, and such funding was used
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V. ESEA Title | Programs for Handicapped Students
and Neglected and Delinquent Youths |

During 1974-75, ESEA Title | grants to state
agencies served almost 76,000 students qualifying
for compensatory education programs. These pro-
gramd  included 61,049 chiklren of  migrant
wotkers, 4,681 handicapped children in special
schools operated by the Department of Education
and in state hospitals operated by the Department
of Health, 8,363 neglected and delingquent youth in
institutions, 1,726 -delinquents in institutions
operated by the California Youth Authority. and a
small number ot felons in institutions operated by
the California  Department of Corrections. (A
separale evaluation report on migrant education
will include information regarding services to these
students.} '

Programs for Handicapped Studen ts

Special Schools Programs

Sixn special state schools administered by the
Department of Education received ESEA Title |
funds during 1974-75 to augment instructional
programs for the blind. deaf. and neurologically

handicapped. A total of 1,118 _handicapped stu-
dents in special schools participated in augmented
instructional programs funded by Title 1. OF that
number, 112, or 10 percent; were blind; 906, or 81
percent, were deaf; and 100, or 9 percent, were
neurologically. handicapped. The nuinber of stu-
dent participants by age range are shown in Table
27. Programs were in operation between 184 and
206 school days. Participants in the schools for
neurologically handicapped students attended
classes between three and: nine months. Students in
schools for the deaf and the blind attended classes
for the full academic school year.

Programs at the several schools served students
when local educational agencies were unable to
meet their specific educational needs. Services
included comprehensive diagnostic evaluations and
counseling services for parents and families of
handicapped students. The schools also partici-
pated in cooperative training programs with the
University of California and California. State Uni-
versity and Colleges systems in professional intern-
ships and teacher training.

TABLE 27

Number of Handicapped Students Participating in ESEA Title [
Programs in Special Schools, 1974.75

Number of students participating.
Schools for the
School far Schools for Neurologically
Grade level the plind the Deaf Handicapped
Kindérgarten through grade six 42 207 ———
Junior high 32 172 -
Seninr high 3 421 -
I'npraded 35 106 100 .

Total - 112 906 190




Funding provided by ESEA Title | enabled thie
several special sclicols to supplenent their instrue-
tional prograiis in reading, language, and mathe-
natics for the identified target students. Statf
traiming, ainilinry services, and parent participation
activitivs were adjusted to meet the students’
uniquie needs and circumstances. Program effec-
tiveness was  deteninined  through commereially
svaifable  stamdardized  tests, loeally  developed
criterion-refereneed  measures, amd  ohservational
techniques.

Programs Administered by the Catifornia
Department of Health

ESEA Title | apprepriations to the (‘ahforma
Department of Health provided tor the establish-
ment of supplementary educational components in
state and local health treatment programs, A total
of 3.563 handicapped students participated in
these activities, OF the student partivipants 2,236
or 62.8 percent were developmentally disabled,
those whose special needs resulted trom  such
functional impairments as  emotional  stress,
psychosis, or drug abuse; amd 1,327 or 37.2
percent were  mentally  disabled, Compounding
these functional limitations for many students
were secondary handieaps aftecting vision, hearing,
ambulation, and metabolisin. Skills requircd lor
normal functioning ranged from a developmental
age of one year to late adolesvence. Academically,
because of the severe nature of their emotional
disorders. the students’ learning difficulties cen-
tered around reading and listening, understanding
words and symbols, and writing and speaking.

The Department of Health's programs were
operated in 1] state menfal hospitals and 17
community mental health facilities geographically

*

distributed  throughout the state. They operated .

between 200 and 365 days, with an average period
ol attendance of nine to 12 months for the
developmentally disabled, and five fo cight months
tor the mentally disable

The State Departmient, of Education ofticials
provided sapport in the Form of gencral super-
vision, coerdination, monitoting, and consulling
swervices, while local coordinators provided program
development, implementation, and cvaluation ser-
vices.

The goal of the programs was to raise the
partlcipants to a fevel of independence, All ESEA
Tithe | programs adminisfered by the Department
of Health emphasized language developiment as the
prinry component, with activities in stalf devel-
opncit and intergroup relations ad support compo-
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nents; in a -few facilitics, participant abilities
pertnitted the use of mathematics as a component.
Program effectiveness’ waits nieasured using cither
rate of change per unit time in attendance or
criterion standards for preestablished objectives.
Significant improvement was niade in all com-
ponents. The California Department of Health
publication, Learn, Compensa!ory Education’
Report 1974-75, contains greater detail of these
programs ang their results,

Other Programs for Handicapped Students

Two additional programs, that at the Neuro-
psychiatric lhstitute at the University of California,
Los Angeles, and that at Clearwater Ranch, Mendo-
vino County, also received monivs from [:SEA
Title | hdndltdppt’d funding. Both of these pro-
grams were initiated in 1974-75 and served a small
number of students with severe handicaps.

Programs for Neglected and Delinquent Youth

ESEA Title | program served identificd ne-
glected andfor delinquent students in a variety of
special institutions. The prograins included those
administered by the California Youth Authority,
the Department of Corrections, and local educa-
tional agencies. While complying with .conditions
necessarily imposed by the institutions, cach of the
agencies was required to develop a comprehensive
educational plan for its use of ESEA Title I funds:
this plan included both instructional and instruc-
tional-support services for the students served,

Local Educational Agency Programs

In the $974-75 school year. 8,363 LSEA Title |
students were served in 154 prograins for the
neglected anfl delinquent administered at the local
district or county levels. The nuniber and percent
of students by grade span and type of institution is
presented in the apperdix. Findings indicated that
proportionally more of the npeglected stndent
population in public and nonpublic school pro-
grams were served in preschool through grade nine,
while the majority of delinquent .youth were
reported in grades ten, eleven, and twelve dnd in
nngraded high schoel programs.

The average length of enrollment for neglected
and delinguent students varied from less than one
month to more than 19 months in both public and
private agencies, with an average duration of 7.1
inonths for the neglected and 5.2 months for
delinquent students.

The primary objectives of most prograins for
neglected and delinquent youth were to raise




deademic achicvement and to promote attitudinal
changes toward themselves, their peers, and the
larger society, The most frequently stated objee-
tives included bnproving basic study skills, pro-
viding successful experiences, developing a nore
positive attitude, and reducing the recurrence and

severity of diseiplinary problems, To achieve pro- -

gram objectives, stafts in the majority of institu-
tions concentrated on  counseling and on @
diagnostic, preseriplive instructional approach re-
lated 1o individual student needs.

Since the-attainment of objectives was depen-
dent an informed program personiel, most Facili-
ties developed active inserviee (training for their
protessional and  waraprolessional  stalf, These
. Jetivities were designed to complement the intent
of the programs by ewmphasizing instructional
dingnostic and preseriptive methods, use of new
techniques and materials, problems of negleeted
and delinguent youth, and ways of providing a
more ellective transition for the student returning
o regular school, These arcas were addressed in
worhkshops, orientation sessions, visits to other
prograns, conference attendanee demonstrtions,
and work with support service personne!, Regularly
scheduled meetings for on-site staff were reported
by & majority of the programs,

Programs generally reported improved student
performance in instructional arcas, although the
mierval between pretesting and post-testing was
lrequently toe short, and the numbers of students
at particular gricle levels were loo small to allow
anv but the most tentative eonelusions. Student
tesults other than academic gains were reported by
many programs and included increased ability to
communicate with staft and peers, increased over-
Al motivation, and application of basie skills to
areas other than rewding and math. Also mentioned
were redueed referrals to the courts and less need
for administrrtive discipline. For older students,
more mlerest in voeational options was cited as a
resiifl of eareer programs

Programs Administered by the California Youth -
Anthority and the California Department
of Corrections

I-'SIFA Title | fineds are alloeated cach year for
qualifying students commitied to the California
Youth. Authority {CYA) Irom both juvenile and
crininal courts and tor those committed to the
Department of Corrections from criminal courls.
As an average, students are between sixteen and
twenty years of age and have shown behavior
which frequently ineludes a history of poor school
experience. The rewlding levels of approximately 70
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pereent of the students in the CYA institutions are
three or more years below their age-grade levels
more than 85 percent are three or more years
retarded in mathematics skills. Further, approxi-
inately 28 pereent of the CYA participants have
come to be regarded as high school dropouts.

The challenge for ESEA Title | programs admin-
istered by the California Youth Authority has been
to motivate students, to rmise their agademic
achicvement levels, and to guide them®into pro-
tluctive and responsible pursuits.

During 1974-75, ESEA Title | programs served
1,726 students in 12 institutions operated by the
California Youth Authority and students in three
institutions operated by the Calitornia Departinent
of Corrections,

The emphasis in ESEA Title | programs in CYA
institutions was wpon instruction in recading,
langnage, and mathematics, using diagnostic/
prescriptive methods, Instructional methods in-
cluded small group instruction, use of commer-
cially developed media materials, and individual
tutoring. Four schools used the individualized
manpower triining systein approach to academic
skill development, Other institutions implemented
locully developed systems designed to meet fhe
nceds ol the students and the requirements of their
respective  facilities. Usc of teaching assistants
andfor student gides was reported as an integral
part of each ESEA Title { prograin,

Although the academie performince of students
by CYA institution varied .widely, it was lound
that students typicully dchieved more than one
month’s gain in reading, language, and mathematics
for each month of participation in the program,
Student gains in reading mnged from .8 to 2.5
months per month of instruction; trom 1,9 to 4.3
months’ gain in langoage development; and from .8
to 3.8 inonths’ gain in mathematles.

Schools reported that students in CYA institu-
tions demonstrated reduced trustration and better
attitudes toward school as a result of more

systematized diagnostic-preseriptive  instruction.

Schools which placed heavy emphasis on pro-
gramined: leaming reportedt that students showed
an increase in autonomous learning, better work
habits, and better elassroom conduct. Most of the
schools developéd diverse programs to meet the

- needs of students at different remediad levels.

Several CYA programs reportéd that there was
more active participation on the part of the total
ESEA Title I staff in planning the total program.
This led to better cooperation among staff and
better se rvim:s1 to students,




VI. Summary of Findings and Their Implications

The findings presented in this seetion of the
report were based op a review and analysis ol the
data gathered by the State Department of Educa-
uon regarding those sehools participating in the
carly childhood education (ECE) retorm effort and
those with ESEA Title | and educationally Qisad-
viantaged youth (EDY) programs in 1974-75, The
evaluation findings are arranged according to this
order: institutional change: student achievement:
participants in ECE, ESEA Title |, and EDY:
expenditure patterns; and the evaluation procesi.

Institutional Changes

Lvidence  of institutional ¢hange “in schools
within the ECE reform effort was gatherell from
the quality ratings of the sehool level plans, quality
reviews conducted duting the moni¥®r and review
{(MAR)Y school visitations, and the product evalua-
tion reports prepared by schools in which they
described and evaluated theie programs at the ¢nd
ol the yvear, The changes in the sehools {institutional
chanasey were evident froin these 1974-735 findings:

® The plan rating intormation showed that all

the schools were doing systematic planning,
~ with more than 75 pereent conducting quality
necds assessments,

® The plan rating information shiowed that 80

percent of the schools wete able to write
quality goals. and 70 pereent were able to
develop quality objectives.

® The produet evaluation report information

showed a 54 percent increase in number of
participants in parent participation conipo-
nent activitiesand a 55 percent increase in the
number of participants in parent education
component activities over the 1973-74 data,
with a 30 percent increase in participating
schools.

® The monitor and review (MAR) data showed .

that of the 913 ECE schools wisited, more
than 87 percent had individualized, diagnostic
instructional programs operating at or above
the satisfactory level in all phases of reading
and mathematics.

® The MAR data showed that more than 85
percent of the schools had staff development

programs which systematically were meeting
the assessed needs of teachers, paid aides, and
administrators at or above the satisfactory
level.

® The self-report data in the product evaluation
report and in~depth study information indi-
cated that local evaluation was occurring.

The ¢lear implication from these findings was
that ECE schools were making major changes
throughout many areas of their programs. indicat-
ing in turn basic changes in the institutions.

Three areas of institutignal change, although
rated well, were sufficiently below a level of
quality to warrant further-¢xamination:

{. More than 25 percent of the ?13 ECE schools
visited had some language tev -iopment areas
telated to individualized nstruction which
were below the satisfactory level. Additional
data indicated a lack of clarity ¢xisted regard-
ing the meaning of language development, and
the data also indicated that instructional mate-
rials and ineasurcinent tools were lacking.

. Twenty-three percent of the 913 ECE schools

visited were rated pelow the satisfactory level

in parent participhtion in program evaluation.

This indicated a necd for more ¢ffort to

involve parents inthis specific activity.

The inservice prrzaémms in 27 percent of the

ECE schools visited were rated below ‘the

satisfactory level in meeting the asscssed

needs of volunteers. This finding indicated a

need for increased attention to this acea.

particutarty sipee the pumber of volunteers in
schools has increased so greatly.
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Student Achievements

In student teading and mathematics »chieve-
nent, the results ol programs developed with all
funding combinations equaled or ¢xceeded tast
year's achievement, which was an average gain of 11
months’ growth tor 10 months in schoot. In addi-
tion, the pre-post standardized testing showed Yhat:

® ECE only schools attained reading achieve-
ment above the national average on post-test
scores in all grades served.
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® Sdhools in the ECE relorm effort tended to
have higher gain scores in all achievement
arcas than schools not included in the effort
tI'SEA Title § andfor EDY only). *

® Schools with ESEA Title 1 and EDY funded
prograims maintained month-to-month growth
when historically such schools would only be
eapeeted to gain seven nonths in ten monllm
of instriction. .

® Schools entering ECL for the first tie in
C1974-75 had  signilicantly greater achieve-
ment, Statistically, than the original schools in
1973-74 in all areas except second grade
anathematics,

It addition the Calilornia®state assessment test-
mg showed that students in the ECE process
avhieved sigmiicaplly higher, statistieally, thur did
matched gronps of studenls not in the ©,egram.

. Partivipams in ECE, ESEA Title §, and EDY

A total of 806,75 2 students were served through
the combined 1ICE, ESEA Title |, EDY) lunding
sautrees in 197475, Sixty-live percent ol the
stdents were eprolled in Kindergarten through
arade three tLCLE, ESEA Title |, and EDY); 23
percent. m grades Tour through six (ESEA Title |
and 1 DY) and 12 percent. in grades seven through
twebe 1RSEA Title 1 and EDY). More students
teceved wervices i reading than in any other
mstructionad  component. A duplicated  ¢ount
showed that 770,000 participating students were
weluded moreading insleuction, 580,000 in lan-
guage development, and 717,000 in mathematies,
Large mimbers of volunteers were working in the
progranis: 07,000 adults  contributed 200,000
hours per week, and 61,000 \lutlcnh contributed
1 56,000 hours peg week,

Etpcndililm Patterns

Frammation of the Nmal fiscal eeporls from a
Imuted sample ol districts showed differences in
the patterns of expenditures within ECE, ESEA
Litle 1, and DY, In ECE, 35 pereent of the Tunds
went o pay classified salaries, and 21 pereent ol
the tunds were used for certificated salaries, In
ESEA Title | programs, 43 pereent of fhe funds
were tsed lor elassified salaries and 33 pereent for
cerfificated salaries. In EDY programs, 10 pereent
of (he fumds went to pay ehssified salaries, while
71 percent of the funds were used for certilicated
salurtes. The awxed for an analysis of all the
evpenditnre data was implicd by this finding, and
tiat amdysis s cuerenily being made,

e

Evaluation Pracess

As indicated in “Procedures, fustrumentation,
and Limitations,” problems were identilied in the
evaluation instrumentation. The Departinent has
already made the following changes for 1975-76:

l.The plan rating instrument lias been rede-
to Lorrchpond more closely Io lhc

!-l
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monitor and review (MAR) instrument has
been redesigned to make it niore functional
and to atlow separate measurements of imple-

' mentation according to the school’s plan,
progress toward restructuring or revitaliza-
tion, and quality of the program. Measure-
ments of inter-rater reliability and addilional
inseevice training In the instrament’s use arc
being pursued.

3. The instrument used fo assess prm_.mm cony
pliance has been reuced in size, and it focuses
on statutory requjrements.

4, The progress implementation repert has bheen
eliminated, sinee it was a requirement which
seemed to report data of little usefulness.

. The product evalnation report has heen ree
duced in size and will speeily only enumera-
tion data, data frem standardized test results,
and data on the school’s accomplishmient of
objectives. All standardized test results are to
be reported in nrean raw scores.

6. n-depth studies, with less dependence on
self-report data, will be done only lor selecled
components and processes, emphasizing the
processes of institutional change.
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7. Plans are beine made to provide longitudinal

data in the continuing cvaluation provess.

There was difliculty in mweasuring gains of
limited-English and non-English speaking students,
due to, the lack of appropriate instruinentation.
The Department of Education is currently engaged
in developing such instrumentation, but it is not
scheduled to be completed until 1977. The same
problain of pre-post gain ineasurement will there-
fore exist in the 1975-76 report.

N Beecause the consolidated evaluation lormat pro-

vided comprehensive program information instead

of isolated information for cach funding sonrce,

the continued use of this format is indicaled for

the 1975-76 consolidated cvaluation report, This

approach, with the previously specificd modifica-

tions, should provide even fuller data for 1975-70.
©
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