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I. Introduction to the Report
This Era Nation Report of ECE. ESEA Title I.

and ED'', 1974-75. is a comprehensive report of
the effects of local school programs, kindergarten
through twelfth grade, developed with funds from
the federal Eltmentary and Secondary Education
At (ISEA) Title 1. the state Educationally Dis-
advantaged Youth (EDY) Act, and the early
childhood education (ECE) *form effort of insti-
tutional change and student achievement during
! 974-75.

l'SPA Title 1, EDY; and ECE each have indepen.
dent goals, organizational elements, eligibility cri-
teria, and evaluation requirements. These three
largest of California's supplementary education
efforts for kindergarten through grade twelve
overlap, however, in general intent, specific provi-
sioris'and actual participants. This statewide over-
lap friquantly.restrW in allocations to sehoqls from
more than one funding source. The consolidated
application, designed pursuant to the provisions of
Assembly Concurrent Resolution 127 ( I 969), pro.
vides a vehicle 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 gehool indicates how the
various funds will be used to present a unified
educational package. Because of the substantial
degree of these overlaps, it has beiome clear that
one consolidated evaluation report covering these
three efforts is appropriate.

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

7
,

mean that very different mixes of students 'are
involved in each effort. 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' unique
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 thiuoutputs,'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 have

-' 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 'results are presented
for progri..r.s funded by ECE, ESEA Title I, and'
EDY. Finally, since some ESEA Title 1 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.

Both a summary of this evaluation report and'an
appendix are available upon request to the Depart-
ment of Education. The appendix, which was
produced as a separate document. is an exhaustive
compilation of the original data.

I
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II. Program Description
This section of the evaluation report gives the

wader a background against which to measure the
effects of the three funding/sources. It provides an
overview of the enabling legislation for ECE, ESEA
Title 1. and EDY, followed by participant, funding,
and eligibility requirements. The assumptions for
these "programs are presented, followed by an
outline of the policy requirements. 'These require-
ments deal with institutional change and student
achievement.

Enabling Legislation

When the ' early childhood education (ECE)
reform effort was enaefed in (sliapter 1402,
Statutes of 1972, the California Legislature envi-
sioned a restructured primary education designed
to assure that all students in kindergarten through
third grade Would receive instruction that would
meet their unique needs talents, interests, and
abilities. The Legislature called for the cooperation
and e.tensive participation of parents and the
commitnity III the education of children in these
early grade The Legislature also asked that
maximum use be made of existing state and federal
fund in a coordinated effort to help primary
ehool students increase their competencies in
leading, language, and mathematics skills and thus
help ensure their achievement in later grades.

the state funded program for educationally
thsach,antattckl youth (EDY) was designed to pro-
Aide quality educatiorai opportunities for students
whose educational disadvantage had resulted front
low family income. language barrier's, and tran-
siency. the 1.DY prograb was authoriztd in
( Willer 140b of the Statutes of 1972 (sSB 90).

Smiilarly, by enacting Titl ;1 of the Elementary
stud Secondary Education net (ESEA) in 1%5
11).1.. S9-10, as amended), the United States Con-
gress pros ides) financial assistance for the augmen-
tation of educational' program for students from
low-mcome families. The California State f)epart-
meat of I ducation allocates and monitors basic
grants of money to local educational agencies.
qualiGing for the ESEA Title I funds.

In do .eloping a program, a local school may use
one or a combination of federal or Stall monies for

8
2

c."

,
which it qualifies as long as it can prOvide a proper
accounting of the funds from each source. hi
addition to the three main sources cited, the
following were also sources of funds for the
1974-75 programs: Miller-Unruh Basic Reading
Act; Bilingual Education Act of 1972; ESEA Title
11, Phase I; and the American Indian Early Child-
hood Education Act.

..... .

Participants, Funding, and Eligibility

Early Childhimd Education

The 1974-75 state budget provided $40.million
for the support of ECE, which "involved approxi-
mately one fourth of California's student popula-
lion in kindergarten through grade three. On
approval by the State Board of Education of a
school's proposed program, ECE money was
granted for ai school on the basis of $130 per
student in kindergartyn through third grade. with
an extra $65 each for up to 25 percent of the
kindergarten through third, grade students who
were In the lowest quarter in achievement.

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

In each year, half the ECE funds for any one
participating district must go to those individual
schools in the district which have the greatest
educational need. "Educational need" is defined as
the percentage of students scoringlin the lowest 25
percent on a standardized, norm - referenced mathe-

(1973-74) school year of ECE im lementation, 12
ma tics or reading achievement Tt. In the first

percent of the students in any district in kinder-
garten through grade three (K-3) were eligible for
funding. If a given district's single lowest achieving
school contained less than 12 percent of the
district's total K-3 enrollment, the district could
then bring in any other school :o make up the
difference (but not if the combined K-3 enrollment
of the two schools exceeded the 12 percent
ceiling). Since thliS inechanism meant that many
very small who?! districts .:ould each bring in only

/

/



www.manaraa.com

one school, more than half! the first year ECE
schools were low-achieVing ories..''Schotils" should
not be confused with -"children," however. Though
each low-achieving school necessarily had a large
number of individually lbw-achieving children,'
ECI served all the school's/K -3 students, including
the higher-achieving. ones. Because ECE serves all
children in El. school, ECE outcomes can be
espected to be higher than those for ESEA Title 1

"-41,14,0041i" programs, which serve only specially
identified participants in each school. In ECE

'schools these special populations continue to
receive services from 1SEA Title 1 and/or EDY

Lmonies..
Onsistent with thtf Ea policy of rewarding

tiros': districts with tie best overall performance
ratings, the actual tot I amounts approved for the
second year varlet! 1 m 12 to 30 percent of the
K-3 students in any o le school district. The highest
rated districts were :plowed to expand I8 percent:
other districts receivr' d varying amounts down to 4
percent. and others received no expansion funds.
in the second (107 -75) year of F.CE operation, a
total of 22 pen; nt of all K-3 students were
included in the ref rm effort. -

The ECE legislption requires that each partici-
pating. NCI: school be evaluated and given a
composite score based On' a 'quantitative estimate
of the degree ant( sticcess of program implementa-

1 shows the fact rs examined and their weights in
ttam. pupil progr ss, and fiscal expenditures. Table

each successive frear of program implementation.

ESEA. Title 1 I

Tiede I of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation At of 1965 i$ similar in many ways )10
Eln. but its source of funds is federal rather than
state: ESEA Title 1 funds, granted by Congress to

i ARM. I

Factors Rated in ECE Schools. with Weights
Assigned Each Factor for 1974-75

!,Dear rated

Weight given to factor rated.
expressed as a percent,
by year of participation

Fast
year

Second
year

Third
year

Dcgrce and sncons of program
nnplcomnaiton 70 SC 50

Qn.moutot: gAtintate of
pupil prlitr6s 10 40 50

...1..ntditure 20 10 0

3

California according to the ligihility of each
county, are administered by the State Department
of Education. Funds are allocated according to
formulas based on census information and Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) pro-
gram data. The formula is contained in Appendix
D-I. (The appendix was prepared as a separate
document and is available upon request to the
Department of Education.)

Once ESEA Title I funds are allOcated to a
school, students to receive the services are selected
on the basis of their educational need, defined to
include students scoring at or below the second
quartile on standardized achievement tests or those
who have serious learning deficiencies, because of
liqUistic, social, cultural, or economic isolation.

In Oteir use of ESEA Title ! funds. districts must
provide extra services to participants over and
abokve what they provide to nonparticipating stu-
dents. There' musft be assurance that all services
provided with ESEA Title I funds are sigflificantly
greater in time, type, or intensity from those
offered in the district's regular program, While
ESEA Title I funds may be used for students in
preschool and in kindergarten throtigh grade
twelve, state regulations require that thcpe monies
'should first be focused on the earliest school years
in order to make the greatest impact early in a
child's education. In accordance with the federal
law, moreover, segregation of E.:3EA Title I stu-
dents on the basis of race, ethnicity, religion. sex,
or socioeconomic status is forbidden.

District wide school Parent advisory councils
have been mandated by the state since 1966 and
have been a federal requirement of 1SEA Title 1
since 1971. Council membership must include
parents of students eligible for Title I services.
While parents who Work for the school district may
belong to the council, parents who are not district
employees must compose more than a simple
majority or its membership. Advisory, council
functions include program planning, implementa-
tion, and evaluation.

Other special categories of studentshal are also .

eligible to receive services wider 1SEA Title I

include handicapped students living in state insti-
tutions, American Indian and migrant students,
students in state institutions for the neglected or
delinquent, and students attending desegrated non-
public schools if they live in an eligible attendance
area and are educationally deprived.

9
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Educationally Disadvantaged Youth

Educationally disadvantaged youth (EDY) funds
are allocated to school districts pursuant to a
ionnula which includes indices of bilingualism,
transiency, and poverty. The formula is presented
in appendix 0-2. In 1972 the California Legisla-
ture provided S82 million for cacti of three years
of implementation. In 1974-75 approv.imately $4.6
million allocated to school districts was used for
the implementation of EI)Y only programs, and
most of the remaining funds were used in SChools
ietmiving other state or federal funds. Whether the
program was funded only by EDY or by the
combination of sources, for each bbY participant
the school received between $350 and $550 total
supplementary monks.

Once eligibility for EDY funding was estab-
lished, districts selected those school attendiMee
areas which had students with ti e greatest edtica-
tional need. Need was determin d principally . by
either the number or percent of students scoring
below the twenty-fifth percentil on standardized
achievement tests in reading or In thematics. Other
factors relating to school attends cc areas, such as
incidence of bilingualism, studea t transiency, and
poverty levels, were also used as deteninants by
districts in selected EDY recipient schools. .

Schools were selected for EDY participation on
the basis of students scoring below the twenty-fifth

- pereadile because they were considered to have
the grimiest educational need, and all of the
identified students were served; however, even
though the focus of attention was on the students
achieving at levels below the twenty-fifth per

students achieving above that level were
also served. Under provisions of the act, EI)Y
funds were used to serve only those students
etirojled in public education programs. Through
policy 'eslahlished by the State Board of EdUea-
11011. priority was given to serving students in the
early grades. 1

In compliance with legislative requirements, the
State Department' of Education developed a proce-
dur for evaluating EDY programs. An index of
program effectiveness was derived from the con-
solidated evaluation reports submitted by district's
and schools. The index was based on the extent* to
which the stated objectives were met, proposed
activities were implemented, and students in such
programs demonstrated progress in academic skills.
'A-weighted sum of. these criteria was used in the
index. with the first two counting one each and the
third counting twice, following which the programs
were numerically rank-ordered. This ranking was

.

I

designed 1 to communicate to each program its
relative standing among all EDY programs; how-
ever, it did not indicate the quality of the program
according to an absolute scale. In addition, the
State Department of Education rated the EDY
programs on an absolute basis of overall program
effectiveness. The index scores, the relative rank-
ings, and the complete consolidated 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 1, and EDY

The intent of ECE, ESEA Tide ;, and EDY has
been to provide forincreased student achievement,
particularly in the areas of reading, language
development, and mathematics. While'ESEA Title I
and EDY have 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 program for selected
students; it creates changes in the institution which
provide a better learning environment for all
students. Such institutional' change results from a
systematic reform of the ways in which the schools
plan their programs, provide servkes to students,
involve parents, utilize community resources, and
evaluate outcomes for purposes of replanning.

It is important to note the assumptions about
how 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 take place in a timely fashion anti the greater
the likelihood that anticipated results will be
achieved. Conversely, the greater the degree of
ambiguity of the school's intent, the lesser the
degree of timely,implementa don of planned activi-
ties and of achieving anticipated. results. This type
of program description is embodied in a program
plan to be developed at each school by those
individuals teaching staff and parents at:1;701y
involved in the reform effort.

A second assumption is that program planning as
well %.i.s efforts to implement and evaluate the
planned program is enhan9ed by a school based
advisory committee which broadens the base of
decision making at the school: Such a school
,1\'' dvisory committee is to be representative of

1
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parents. community. teaching staff. suppo I per-
sound, and adminitrators to ensure full co sider-
ation of the_vvaia9us viewpoints of the school
community:- alternative strategies for 'csolving
problems, .and full use of ail available resources.

A third assumption is that students learn best in
an individualized program in which there are
methods of identifying and providing for their
individual needs and interests. The adult to student
ratio must be low to assess adequately andto meet
such needs and interests.

A fourth assumption is that the involvement of
melts is vital; ( I ) parents are an important source
of talent for implementing the program; and (2)
parents' knowledge of their hild's ilas.sroom expe-
rience enables them to ref force at home that
which the child is learning at chool. ..:

Requirements Relating to 1 stitutional Change

The following were define& for the development
of the 1;,C reform effort: \ broad outlines for
district level planning; school level pjannini; needs
assessment; development of Program goals and
objectives:, comprehensive restructuring, including
indix idual&ed diagnostic instruction, staff develop-
ment and inservice training. parent participation,
parent education, and studeit health needs; and
finally program .evaluation at the local level. (See
Append ix ('9, Policy for Early Child hood Educa-
tion Implementation.) . 1

%
,

District Level Planning

Districts using a broadly representative district
.1thisory committee with responsibility to the local
governing Nard were responsible for developing a
district mater plan for Ea; conducting a district-
vatic needs assessment on a school-by-school basis:
establishing district program goals and objectives:
anti planning for an orderly phasing in of the
district's schools into Ea. The committee Was
required to include parents of primary age students
and to include representation of the ethnic and
soeioecolionde groups present in the district popu-
lation. as well as representatives of teachers.
administrators, aides, support personnel, eom-
munity service agencies, and the business co plink
nity. A majority of the committee had to consist
of parents who were not district employees. \

School Level Planning +!

Schools, with full participation o? the repreen-
Obve school advisory committees, were requi0
to follow the requirements for the school-le,0
planning process outlined by the state. The plans

i

S

developed through the planning process were to
include a needs assessment, school goals and
measurable performance objectives. appropriate
solution procedures of activities to close the gap
between what was and what was desired, a plan for
both process and product evaluation and feedback,
a timeline of scheduled events, and a budget which
showed the coordination of all resources in the
school. Tile program plan was to consist of
program components in reading, language develop-
ment, mathematics, multicultural education, ser-
vices for limited and non-English speaking
students, staff development, parent participarton,
parent education, health and auxiliary services, and
any other area which the school believed was
appropriate to its own situation.

Net ds Assessmer

As a first step in planning, all schools were
required to conduct a .n.:eds assessment. This
assessment was to be a systematic investigation
into what is, what should be, and the differences
between the two, as well as an analysis of the
discrepancies in the program areas just cited. The
needs atsessinent could be done in a Yariety of
ways, but the school advisory committee was to
participate.

Program Coals and Objectives

As part of the needs assessment, each local
school 'determined the ideal outcomes which it
desired 'and analyzed the discrepancies. To plan foe
the elimination or reduction of these discrepancies,
the schools were required to develop participant-
based measurable or performance objectives which
they wished to complete during the year.

The a.levelopment of objectives led to solution
procedures. These procedures were stated as activi-
ties with a schedule of events. Both process and
product evaluation at the local level were further
requirements for the plan. An additional roaire-
ment was a budget which illustrated the coordina-
tion of all the school's supplementary funding.

In the 1974-75 school year. each elementary
school receiving KIS. ESEA Title 1. or El)Y funds
was required to develop a plan for the use of those
monies. These plans were 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 I or EDY were not required to submit
their plans to the Department but were to maintain
them on file within the school, where a stratified
random sample w reviewed.

,

\1.1

1
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Comprehensive Restive luring

The policies derineo,Lthe broad outlines of
%tit:eosinl program areas in which the noeds...af
sitidentN were to be assessed. The plans were to
address, and the programs were to implement, the
following:

1.1ndirldualked diagnostic imtruction.. Stu-
dents were to be individually observed and
worked with, with knowledge of what each
;child could and could not do, and provision
:was to he made for sequential steps in his or
her classroom experiences. The program waS
to center around instruction in language
development, reading. mathematics, and
multicultural education. The total learning
environment and the ability to organize,
diagnose, provide for continuous progress, .

\ prescribe, and document each student's pros
1 ress were basic to the instructional program.

An appropriate adult7student ratio of 1;10 )
was recommended.

2. Stuff development and inserrice training. Th
training of adults working with studentswas
to center around development of those skills
in the %hats which were needed to carry out
the prOgram the school had designeil. iThere
was, therefore, a need for identifying the

planning to provide training in them,
Ind implementing. The program which was
developed.

3. Parent participation. According to the ECE
legislation, parents anus' be involved in all
phases or the program in the planning, in the
day-to-day operation of the program, and in
its evaluation and modification. The oppor-
'tinily for this participation must be extended
to all parents, and the plan must contain
provisions for ways in which to maximize
parent participation..

4. Parent education. Parent education programs 1,

were to be developed within each liCE school
and were to be based on the needs of the
parents and community of the school. They

12

were to provide training in those areas which
-would enable parents to be better able to
participate in the school and, more intpor-
tantly, in their children's own learning.

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

Although comprehensive restructuring was not
required in ESEA Title rand EDY, these programs-
were required to individualize instruction in read-
ing, mathematics, and language development and
to provide staff development, pan/tit participation,
parnt education, and health and uxibary services.
Auxiliary services Are those su portbie activities
and services not provided clsewh rein the program
but necessary to the success o program partici-
pants. They include pupil isonnel services,
library and media services, and health services. All
multifunded programs were required to provide
auxiliary services to support the basic instructional
components. The services were to be made avail-
able to participants in relation to their individual
diagnosed needs.

Program Evaluation at the Local Level

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

Requirements Relating to Student Achieveinent

ECEXESEA Title I, and EDY all stress,'as a
major pdspose, increased student achievement in
basic skills, with primary emphasis -on reading.
language development, and mathematics. In all
three programs provision was to he made for
multicultural activities for students and special
services for students who were non-English or
limited-English speakers.
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III. Procedures, Instrumentation, and Limitations
lit order to 'evaluate fully the objectives of the

post-arm included in this report, it is essential to
,examine both institutipnal changes and student
outcomes. Conclusions based on a review of either
the institutional Changeor of student outcomes,
arone, could be significantly misleading. The infor-
matioh to be considered provides a picture of the
program in operation and a picture of the pro-
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
measures, such as the student outcome data, are
combined with them, they constitute the most
useful tool presently available for deriving a 'collec-
tive measurement of institutional 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
carefully chosen facets of the total program. The
evaluation of the whole program, is,,therefore a
collection of several separate evaluations of parts.
which that At together to provide a picture of the
whole.

Several data sources were used in the evaluation
of programs receiving ECE,.ESEA Title 1, or EDY,
funds. While part of the information was used to
determine participant eligibility, another part was
for school, 'district, and state-level ptanning and
evaluation. Chart 1 shows the various data sources
used in the evaluation of. programs. These data
sources are .described in terms of: (1) type of
program's involved at the local educational agency:
(20 name of the instrument used to gather the data;
(3) agency completing the instrument; and (4)
general description of the instrumentontents.

Specific Procedures. instrumentation.
and Changes

School Level Plans

School level plans were. developed during the
spring of 1974 at each school receiving ECE, ESEA
Title 1, or EI)Y funding. All ECE funded schools
submittV4 their plans to the Department of Educa-
tion prior to June 1, 1974.

Every plan involving ECE was read and rated
independently by two members of the Depart-
ment's ECE staff. Table 2 presents the distribution
of plan rating.scores for all ECE schools and an
indication of the areas considered. (Appendix 07
contains a copy of the rating instrument.)

'Production of the school level plans was, by
itself, evidence of planning and design within the
local school and was a local self-report of the
completed needs assessment procesi. The rating of
the plans provides a measure of the ways in which
systematic planning could be translated to paper.
The rating wasnot, however, necessarily an Irldica-
lion of the schools' ability to implement .stO
planning.

The plan rating covered several aspects of
program planning, beginning with the needs assess?.
went- process; which includes identification of

. prohjcipsiiid goals, and continuing through objec-
tives, >pr.qtrain 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 items and thus
making the greatest contribution to the total score.
These sections were also the most highly correlated
with the total score and included such questions as
this: "Ha's the instructional program adequately
considered all the required components at both the
readiness and the instructional levels?"

The individual items that were most highly
correlated with the total Plan rating were:

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

.1 rating form).
2. The goals and objectives will facilitate individ-

ualization of instruction (item 4.26).
I 3. Process and product measures will be part of

.--the-eyaluation (Hein 6.24).
4..The evaluation procedures facilitate individ-

/ ual iza t ion (item-6:2 .4),
5. The effectiveness of th 'ous program

components can be measured separ item
6.25).

13
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Data Sources Used in the Consolidated Ewahraiion of Programs, 197475
----.....,

\

Agency involved
Instrument used
to gather data

Agency completing
instrument

..., Description of

instrument's contents

District with ECE, ESEA
ritle I, or EDY funding

elementary, and
secondary schools with
ECE, ESEA Title I, 4.1IL
EDY fUnding -----_,

. -

Elementary schools
with ECE funding

,

Selected ECE schools

Selected ESEA Title I.-
and EDY.schools; some
ME schools

SCE schools

Form A-127D

_ Form A-127ES
Form A-1127See
.(school level
plan)

School level plan
rating instrument

Program implemen-
tation. Quality
review instrument
(monitor and re-
view)

Complianci'review
instrument

.

Form E -1271 (Frog-
ress implementation
report)

r.
_District office

Schools
..

-

State Department
of Education

. .

State Department
of Education

monitor and re-
view)

State Department
of Education
(Program review

d iand
.

Schools
.

..

District.level allocation
plaii, application for
funding /

1

\
--

-

School level plans: re-
.

view of needs assessment
process, objectives,
activities,.evaluation,
dissemination, and bUd4et

Rating of school level
plans

On site review and
rating of prOgrams'
impleAentation

On site reviews of
program compliance with
statutory requirements

. .

Three progress reports
of progr implemen-
tation

.--

.)

CC

4
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Agency involved

( 11AR 1 I CON I 'N('I 1)

Data Source,. Used in the Consolidated Evaluation of Programs. 1974.75

Instrument used::
to gather data

Agency completing
instrument

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

Stratified random
sample of schools with
ECE, ESEA Title I, or
EDY funding _

Districts with ECE,
ESEA Title I, or EDY
funding

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

In-depth
studies

Form CAER 10

Schools

Schools

District office
. \

..
DescriptiOn of
instrument's contents

Product evaitiation------- -

report: enumeration of
pupils, pgogram person-
nel, and volunteers;
pupil achievement on
,fr.andardized tests (pre
and post); and self-
reports on activities
implemented, objectives
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
services

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

No
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TABLE 2

Distribution of Plan Rating Scores for AM ECE Funded Schools, 1974-75

Item rated

Total
po ssible.

score
Mean
score

Correlation
with entire

plan

/
Needs assessment 36 ,21.15 .7585

Problem identification 36 21.06 .8071

Program goals
and objectives 63 ' 34.48 .9041

,/

Program description 118 58.94 .9277

Evaluation and
dtssemination 144 62.65 :9251

Budget 36 24.86. .3692

Total score 432 ' 21.7.32 1.0000,

1

.

%WIN=2,350. With this correlation of .197 is
1

significant at
the .05 level of confi nce. .

;

The items 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 wtis 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 Mare program planning.

Based on a review of the school level plan forms
used in 1974-75, a revised form was deVeloped and
itnplemented for 1975-76. A new plan rating
instrument was developed 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
St:110014 in the fall. As indicated, with4in their plans

each local school had an evaluation design. Its
purpose was to provide the school with informa-
tion for its own decision making. This particular
information was not desipted for use at the state
level and was not included' in this report.

Monitor and Review

The ECE managernent team performed a pro-
gram implementation ree iew at a total of 913 ECE
schools in the 1974-17 school year. Of the 913
schools, 319 ECE schoiols entered the program in
1974-75, and the Other/594 schools were schools in
districts which receKta no expansion funding for
1974-75, schools whichmoved from partial to full
funding in 1974-75, Jr d schools which had not been
visited in 1973-74.

The monitor an review (MAR) quality rating
form was develope by Department of Education
staff in the summer of 1974. Each item selected
for inclusion related 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

1f
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FABLE 3

Areas Rated and Maximum Possible Scores
in Monitor and Review Ratings, 197475

Area rated

Maximum
possible

core

Instruction-reading, language
development, and mathematics 81

Prescription-reading, language
development, and mathematics 27

Documentation-reading, language
d4Veropbent, and mathematics 27

Balanced curriculum

Optional components 18

Learriing environment 27

Multicultural 9

Health auxiliary 63

Parent participation 63

Parent educaeion 18

Staff development 54

Articulation 27

Maximum MAR score 423

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

I I

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 inserviee meeting in the Department
during which the reviewers studied and discussed
the rating instrument and the revieW process. The
following week, all Department trainees spent
three days in schools conducting reviews on two
small samples of schools. Between the first and
second series of audits, a day was set aside for
review of the process and discussion of problems.
After Department personnel had been through the
above process, the outside consultants were
brought Each field consistedin. team of one
Department person as team leader and either an
outside consultant or another Department person.
At the peak of the process, field teams were in
schools three to four days a week.

Some school visits included grades four through
six as a cooperative venture with the Department's
program review an improvement (PRI) team
audits. (See the following section.)

The interview schedule form and the MAR
quality form were sent to a school at the time its

:MAR date was set. Prior to the arrival of the team,
the school completed its own self-assessment, using
the same forms the state team would be using. The
MAR process in the school consisted of
with the administrator, making classroom observa-
tions, and the interviewing staff and parents. At
the end of the day, the team presented its ratings,
commerdations, and recommendations in an open
meeting. Time was allowed for discussion and
possible reconsideration of the ratings.

Following the MAR visit, each school was given
an opportunity to respond to the MAR process by
returning a questionnaire to the Department. 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, a
Pearson Product Moment correlation was corn-
pitted 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 between the
MAR process and the other ratings collected" from
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

Correlation of State MAR Process with thief Parts of School Evaluations for ECE, 197475

Type of ECE school*

Correlation "betwetn.MAR rating and other ratings, by source of rating

Plan
rating

Process
implementation

report

Socio-
economic
status

School self-
rating
(N=47)

State
assessment

Firsi year: N=319
ECE schools

Sepd year: N=577
ECE schools

All, ECE schools:
14896

..

.2113

.0819

.1270

.2398

.1433

.1706

.3445

.2778
.i

.3123,

.6674

.7119

.6733

I

I

.2071

*First year schools were those with no previous ECE participation. Second year
schools were those 'fully or partially funded in 1973-74. Seventeen schodls were not
included ire.this analysis because of missing data in their program files.

,.. .

.17. A third comparison was made between the
socioeconomic status of the school and its MAR
score. The correlation was .31.

A question raised in the review of the school's
self-evaluations led4o a fourth analysis. It appeared
from observation arid discussion that schools were
able to use the MAR criteria to produce self-
evalua lions that were consistent with the audit
team ratings. A moderately high correlation of .67
affirmed this observation.

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

The MAR instrument was analyzed for indi-
vidual item contributions and for the factors that
appeared to be most important in the overall rating
of a school (see Appendix C-6). The matrix
correlation obtained on the 913 MAR documents
indicated that the items on the instructional
section (part 11 were highly intercorrelated and
probably measured overlapping factors. The
screening/follow-up items and parent education
items appear to be measuring essentially the same
factors.

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 to.other health items; and the
multicultural items related only slightly to the
self- concept one.

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

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

2. Nine and six-tenths percent of the variation
could be accounted for by those items dealing
with parent participation.

.

3. 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

18
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instructional program. Therefore, in order to
establish the relationship between planning imple-
mentation and- student' achievement, it would-be
necessary to:

1. Not only rec rd and judge the quality or the
content of ea t school plan but also record
;aid make qua ity judgments about each sig-
nificant chang in both content and process
on a regular bas s throughout the year.

2. Nlake a judgme t about the degree to which
the planned pr gram is being implemented
and the quality f the instruction as it affects
the learner on a `formative basis.

The MAR scores may also be affected by the
presence...of the obseiVcr. Questions of inter-rater
reliability were also frequently raised in respect to
such on-site quality judgments. Training sessions
and field testing of 'the instrument were carried out
in 1974-75. but no stati,stical estimates of the
reliability of the instrument's application were
made.

Based on the analysis a the 1974-75 MAR
d,ocument and process, a team of consultants
redesigned the instrtimentation. 'Personnel from
school districts and offices of county superihten-
dents of schools reviewed the revised form in the
summer of 1975. THe new form clarifies the basis
for judgments withid the instrument and provides a
revised rating scale (0-5). Three [Tints of view exist
Within the instrument: the implementation accord-
ing to the school plan, the progress made toward
restructuring or revitalizing, and the quality of the
program..The suggestions provided by the local
schools'- evaluation of the MAR process were noted
and influenced some changes in the inservice
training for MAR teath members. Inter-rater relia-
bility is being examined id the fall, winter, an
spring of 1975-76. Further training will be prop
vided to MAR reviewers if thenter-rater reliability
is low. .

Program Compliance Reviews

Compliance reviews were conducted by program
review and improveinent (PRI) teams' in 431
schools, 365 of which were ESEA Title 1 and EDY
And (4) or which were EDY only.

The compliance rating fonds used by the PRI
team were developed by Department staff in the
summer of 1974. Each item selected for inclusion
'related to legislatively mandated portions of ECE,
liSEA Title I, and EDY. The form had a simple
.yesino choice for each item.

'13

4 't k.
t

I A stratified random sampleivas used in selecting
the schools for PRI visits. In those sampled, the
district office and all schools receiving compensa-
'tory funds were visited. The instrument was quite
tong, so only key questions were asked. If a "no"
Osponse was given to a key question, then addi-
tional questions in that area were asked, If a school
or district was found out of compliance, a plan for
steps to be taken to change the situation was filed..
Ni aggregation of the results of the visits was
attempted. ,

A revision has been made of the district and
school level compliance documents for 1975-76,
with each item in the\ documents directly refer-
enced to specific legat. ,requirements. Training
sessions for the applicati of the revised docu-
Ments have been held lo -ill elementary and
seconlary members who wilt isit schools and use
tie instruments.

firopess Implementation Reports

Each ECE school was required to submit a
ogress implementation report in November,
arch, and July ip which it reported on the

n mber of activities it proposed to implement
w thin each four month period and whether the
a tivities had occurred on schedule (see Appendix
C ). The intent of this report was to encourage
sc ools to institute a time management system that
w uld-allow them to organize their flow of events
m re efficiently throughout the school year.

oblems reported included management con -
cen\is, such as assignment of personnelby 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 occurred, and they were not
penalized for nonimplementation if an 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 level knowledge
of their use in the BCE expansion formula, the
data may be biased. It was also found that this

and seernd to an extra responsibility for the
form of\ data was difficult to interpret

implementing schools. Because the data were diffi-
cult to. analyze, information from the progress
implementation reports is not included in this
evaluation.

19
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Due to the abovementioped_ probte_ms with the
Orogress implementation report data, such reports
will not be required in 1975-76.

Product Evaluation Reports

Each school, whether funded through ECE,
ESEA Title I, or EDY, was required to submit the
product evaluation report by July 15, 1975 (see
Appendix C-2). This report contained information
in three general areas: enumeration data, student
achievement results,- and self-report data on the
attainment of locally developed objectives. While
the end-of-year reports were aggregated across all
schools having common funding sources, the infor-
motion was not audited on a school by school
basis. ..

Enumeration data. Schools were asked to pro-
vide the numbers of participants funded by each
source within their programs, the numbers of
volunteers involved in their programs, and the
persOnnel hired by funding sources. Self-reporting
of enumeration data is generally quite accurate but
has limited usefulness beyond suggesting the scope
of the program.

Self-report data. The self-report data provided in
the product evaluation report related to the
school's judgment of its accomplishment of its
objectives. Since the information for ECE schools
contributed 10 percent to the final score fora first
year 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, even with the, assumptiort of good
faith, was subjeo to local interpretation. There was
no separate audit of this information.

Student achievement result. The data presented
in the areas of student achievement lame from
objective, norm:referenced achievement tests.
These 'tests are relatively insensitive to specific
instructional programs -that is, they measure
general objectives quite well bin measure specific
objectives poorly or only by inference. The instruc-
tional activities in any given program frequently
stressed specific objectives and, hence, may not be
measured adequately with norm-referenced tests.
In such cases norm-referenced tests tend to give
underestimates of the actual instructional gain
made by the students. To compound this problem,
a variety of instruments were used. The Depart-
ment of Education was constrained, however, to

,use norm-referenced tests, since they make com-
parisons among groups< possible. It would perhaps
be better to use instruments specifically designed
to measure the acquisition of specific skills. To the

//
_latent that. _programs are unique and are meeting
the unique needs of a variety of students, however,
the results would be expressed as an unmanageable
number of unrelated specific scores. It would be
impossible to aggregate them to represent perfor-
mance of groups or student's. 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 a 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 October.
1974; and post-testing, In May, 1975. The fre-
quency distribution of time elapsed between
pretesting and post-testing for schools is shown in
Appendix A-13. ,

Student achievement in reading, language devel-
opment, and mathematics was reported as mean
raw scores and/or grade equivalent scores on .
standardized achievement tests. In reading, 33
percent 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 54
percent of the participants in reading; for f4
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 use of this particular type of
derived score. Grade equivalent data are not
appropriate for making longitudinal interpretations .

of program effectiveness. The apparent loss' in
achievement from grades seven through twelve, for.
example, could be an artifac't of the way in 'which
grade equival nt scores'are computed. As Coleman
and Karweit' noted about grade equivalent 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 an ever-

20

. .
'James S. Coleman and Nancy L. Kanvett, Measures of &Iwo,

Perfortance (R-4811tC). Santa Monica: The..Rand Corporation.
July, 1970, p. 10.

/
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Urger distance behind ' the average curve." A
techmeal discussion of the shortcomings or grade
equivalent ),C.Oreg can be round. in Horst, Tall-
madge, and Wood.' .

In this report grade equivalent scores were
converted to gain scores measuring the average
months or gairi per month of instruction during the
time between pretest and post-test.

(liven the shortcomings discussed bove, this
year the Department is presenting, in addition to
the grade equivalents, a_ standard score which has
an arbitrarily defined mean or 50 and a standard
deviation of 10. The mean ra)( scores reported
were converted to these standard scores. The
presentation of standard scores. provides an analysis
of achievement data that relate the program effects
during the year to the program outcomes rot; that
year. In addition to these characteristici, the
standard score on he interpreted normatively. 'For
e )1e. if studimts score 48 on the pretest, the
score represents their relative position' to a norma-
tive group. If those students made a year's progress
during die 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
than the pretest score, the student or group can be
considered as having made greater than a yea'r'
growth. .

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

I. There might be bias in the tita tewide averages
because the irregular data exeluded from
computing statewide averages Wbuld be sys-
tematically lower than the rest of the data.

2. There might be a bias because of the statis-
tical phenomenon of **regression to the
mean," which would artificially inflate gain
scores for students identified as having the
greatest educational needs.

3. There might be a standard score gain bias
because of the estimation procedures used to
calculate estimated 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 persp'ectivi:

11). 1 lora. G. R. allinadge, and C. Wood. Measuring Achieve-
ment (duns ut htcalioNal hwyeen, 11011% Report Ulf -243). Lot
Alio...caw. Rmccorporanon, October, 1974, pp. 9, 10.
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The Department has not attempted to sample
from the total group or students who wereexposed
to a given' nstritetional component. The test scores
presented represent all the usable scores submitted
to the state by participating 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
either incomplete or contained procedural irregu-
larities was not used in developing statewide
averages. Example& of incomplete data and irregu-
lar; procedures included instances in which (I)
either prettit or post-test information was omitted:
(2) test results were combined for several .grade
levels; (3) test results were not given in either raw
scores or grade equivalents; (4) the standirdized
test used in the pretest differed.from the one used
in the post-test; (5) out-Of-level tests were used; (6)
nonstandardized tests were used; and (7) no tt. :.
results were reported at all. There was*a loss in
usable grade one data because of the absence of
"fall" norms. .

A random sample of the data which 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 ha've
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 f nd that the average
post-test scores of whool that did not report
pretest scores were not significantly different
statistically from the average post-test scores for
schools that did report both pre- and post-test
data.

. In computing achievement gains, only scores for
those students for whom both pretest and post-test
data were available were included. Approximately
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 procedures for 1975-76 to obtain additional
information bearing on. this problem. Next. year, a
random sample of schools 'will be asked to report
not only the number but also the average scores of
pupils who took the- pretest but not the post-test
and to report both the number and average scores
of pupils who took the post-test but not the
pretest.

The. effect of the "regression to the mean"
phenomenon was examined by estimating and
attempting to "remove" statistically the eorrela-

1
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lion between 'pretest and post -test scores. The
results showed that program participants still
gabled 2.1 standard scores more than norm group
estimated growth for the same period of time. This
.is a slight reduction 4of the 2.6 standard score
improvement 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
till fairness, however, it should he pointed out that
the comparison which is being drawn between
program participants gains and norm groups gains
is a compensatory question: "Are participants.
catching up?" Here, for these programs the re-
ported answer is "yes," but traditionally the
answer lias -been "no." Traditionally it has been
reported that, Rationwide, pupils with the greatest'
educational need show substantially smaller gains
than norm groups.

It is possible that a bias exists in the standard
score achievement gain data. This bias could occur
if text publishers' and spring national norms
were based not on fall and spririg_standardization
samples but on linear interpolation between annual
midyear standardization samples. There is typi-
cally a loss of learnidg over. the summer months or
at least a decrease in the 'rate of process. As a
result, test norms based on linear interpolation
underestimate norm group progress between fall
and spring. The magnitude of this bias is not
known.

The probleni of estimating fall and spring nornis
exists partially because of the expense involved in'
norming tests. One group of test publishers does
not publish fall and spring norms at all." The
Department used the standard procedures for
estimating fall and spring norms from the annual
norms that this group actually does present. A
second group of publishers does publish estimated
'fall anti spring norms for which the estimates are
based on interpolation (usually linear) across actual
annual norms. A third.group IA publishers, includ-
ing most notably the publishers of the Comprehen-
sive Test- df Bask Skills (TBS). the Stanford
Achievement Tests (SAT), and the Stanford Early
School Achievement Teit (SESAT), provides fall
and spring norms whia have been derived empiri-
cally from actually administering their tests to
norm groups in both the fall and spring. Collec-
tively. this group provides empirical fall and spring
norms 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 from the method of
linear estimation.

To put the problem of estimating fall and spring
norms in perspective, the Department conducted
analyses of achievement scores under the alter-
native assumption that the fall and spring norms'
from 411 the tests followed the pattern of the
empirical norms (in standard score units). Under
this assumption, coupled 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 to obtain statewide
averages and program averages. These averages are
offered as summary indication of the academic
achievement of program participants. It is
tent to understand, however, that there tie! limita-
tions inherent in such figures.3 4

1

The central question in assessing program effects
on pupil achievement is: "How well have the pupils
in the program'done compared to how therwould
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 group" of
nonparticipants.

Throughout this leport most of the pit achieve-
ment data are presented in terms or comparisons
between program participants and norm Coups.
The national norm foil' achievement test scores,
whether expkssed 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 leve.

An additional source of comparison was pro-
-vided by data from the California assessment
program (CAP). The reading achievement scores
from CAP for 1973-74 compared second graders
with their scores on a nearly identical reading
achievement test in 197475 as third graders. These
11111411.

371re Anchor Test Study. Watington: U.S. Government Printing
Oak; 1974.

4Robert L. Linn, Anchor Test Study: The Long and the Short
or-li,"Journal of Educational Measumtrent, Vol. 12 (3). 1975.
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are. flu only longitudinal data: other data reported
arc c-ross-leeetional, representing different students
at different grade levels.

The limited use made of the self-report data;
coupled with a design which will provide more
in-depth information, has resulted in a, redesign of
the product evaluation report for 1975-76. Bask
enumeration data 'will be requested from each
participating school. Based on the results for
197475 .pretest and post-test. information will be
requested in raw mean scores., and standard scores
will be used for analysis. Information on aceom-
plishtuent 01 objectives, since it is required by the
ECU legislation. will be requested. Each school will
also he sampled on one of several in-depth studies.

to -depth Surveys

An in-depth survey procedure was established as
a data collection strategy to supplement the
product evaluation _report. The purpose of the
surveys was to obtain more detailed evaluative
information I:ono:piing reading, language develop-
ment. mathematics, multicultural education,. staff
development, parent' participation, parent educa-
tion. and health and a 'uxiliary services components.

hach school participating in any combination of
ECE. ,SEA Title I. or EDY funded' "programs
received one in-depth survey with detailed qiNs-

23
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Lions about one and only one component. The
sampling procedure was designed to yield a random
sample of participating schools for each of the
components surveyed.

The pergent of returns varied by component (see
Table 5). The poorest return (45 percent) was for
the parent education component. The parent edu-
cation return was primarily from ECE schools 05
percent), while the multicultural return tended to
be from ESEA Title schools (82 percent): This
situation is important to consider when Ane
attempts to generalize' the sampling data lo the
total population of multifunded, schools.' The
previous cautions about self-report data should be
observed when reviewing these survey result.'

One further limitation here may be in the local
recommendations which were collected. These
were generated by people closely involved with the
program, who had full knowledge of the situation,
but whomay. not have been able to be objective
about it. Such data are difficult to aggregate.

In-depth surveys will again lie employed in
1975-76. The range of the. surveys will be increased
to provide addition'al information about piirtieular
aspects of the program and their processes. Addi-
tional Instruments with less dependence on self=
report data are being developed to provide more
useful information.
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Return of in.depth Survey Fonts fromSchools Participating

in ECE, ESEA Tide Land EDY, 1974-75

Component*
surveyed

Number of surveys

Parcent
returnedMailed Returned

Reading 405+ 405 100

Language
development 405+ =309 76

Mathematics 405+ 361 89

Multicultural 203 196 97

Staff
development 405 306 76

Parent
participation 405 338 83

Parent

education 203 92 45

, Health and
auxiliary
services 405 302 75

Funding source
. {duplicated count)

ECE
ESEA

Title

177'

153

173

52

139

164

87

144

277

216

241

160

J09

491

ED?.

152 5.

125 \\
.f

161

90 c.

133

239 152

52

209

46

129 '

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

+The actuanumber mail d was probably greater than 405 because of
,variations which occurred d ins the mailout process. Consequently, the

percent return data was pro ably inflated.

24

4



www.manaraa.com

IV. The Findings
This part of the evaluation report has been

arranged aceordirig to the findings made regarding
(1) the participants in ECE, ESEA Title 1, and
EDY; (2) expenditures; (3) institutional change;
and (4f student achievement; the final section of
this part of the report presents information on
programs administered directly by California state
agencies.

Participant Findings

Program participants included students, parents,
school personnel, and other community members
who participated in any ECE reform effort or in an
ESEA Title I or EDY program. Students within a
participating school who were in various special
education day classes vlexe_not.-uonsitlered-prOram

The Student Participants

A total of 806,752 students in kindergarten
Waugh grade twelve participated in the consoli
dated programs in 1974-75. (See Figure '1 for the
number off' student participants by grade level.)
Approximately 65 percent of the participants were
enrolled in kindergarten through grade three, with

Number of
students
served

1,, V 40...wby erodelevel
It : ^4

Number of student partkipan served (in thousands)

10 MI 711 101 40 NM 1 ill 1:41 IV 140 Mt- - -

.
Total number of students served: 806.752

Fig. I. Number of student participants in ECE, ESEA Title 1,
and EDY. by grade leve1,1974.75

ri,
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23 percent in grades four through six and 12
Percent in grades seven through twelve. Appendix
A1 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 served
in reading; S80,000, 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 thpy participated (duplicated
count);

EQE. Schpol distticts reported that 303,131
students particippted in the ECE effort in 1974-75:
80457 in kindergarten; 79;433 in first grade;
72498 in second grade; and 70,643 in third grade.

ESEA Title I. School districts repoited 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 A2. 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
who received ESEA Title I benefits from 1967.68
through' 1974-75. ,-

EDY. During the 197445 school year, 436,009
students, kindergarten through grade twelve,
participated in programs augmented by education-
ally disadvantaged youth (EDY) funds or EDY in
combination with other funding sources. Of the
total number of students served, 38,634 or 8.9
percent received benefits from EDY resources
only. The number of EDY student-participants, by
grade level, is shown in appendixes A-I and A-2.
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Percent of Students Receiving ESEA Tide i Services in California

by Grade Level Groups. 196748 Through 197475

Grade level

Percent of total ESEA Title I enrollment, by school year

1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75

Kindergarten through
grade three 40.4 41.8 50.4 52.1 51.9 54.0 54.5 58.9

Grades four
Arough six 22.8 23.7 ;3.0 33.9 34.7 35.3 30.3 29.8

Grades seven
through nine 19.9 20.7 8.9 9.1 8.2 8.4 5%7

Grades ten through
through twelve 12.4 10.9, 4.0 3.6 3.3 2.7 3.7 2.4-

NOTE: Figures for participants in preschool and ungraded programs are not included in this table; therefore,
the values in the respective columns do not total 100 percent.

IJO
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Volunteer Patikipants

Nearly -t200,000 flours per week of program
assistance were- donated by 67,000 adult volun,
leers., an additional 61,000 students at all grade
levels volunteered more than 1-56,000 hours per
week. For ECE, 42,727 adults and 36,871 students
volunteeredduring an average week. For ESEA_.
Titre 1 programs, schools rephrted 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 volunteer 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 programs.

ESEA Title L To implement-/ESEA Title 1

projects in 074-75. school distripts hired 14,634
persons beyond those normalli provided with
school district funds. The percent. of positions
funded, by category, is presented in Figure 2. Of
the positions funded by ESEA Title 1, aides made
up the largest perscinnel category. A complete
listing of personnel employed by ESEA Title 1
projects in 1974-75 is presented in Appendix A-2.

FDY. To implement their programs, school
districts used EDY funds toincrease their staff by
7.615 persons. The percent of positions funded by
category is shown in Figure 3. Findings indicated
that aides made up the largest personnel category.
A complete listing of personnel employed by EDY
projects in 1974-75 is presented in Appendix A-2.

Expenditure Findings

The early childhood education (ECE) reform
effort in 1974-75 distributed $40.9 million. The
1974-75 appropriation was $40 million, and
$900,000 was carry -over monies 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 contracts 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 1 percent for state administration,
was distributed to 414 school districts throughout
California. Approximately $4.6 million allocated
to school districts was used for the implementation
of EDY only programs, and the remaining EDY
funds were channelled to schools receiving other

...
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Media specialises-14

_ Administruir I%

Pupil personnel
sertices-2%

Aides-65%

airksand
others -1l%

Fig. 2. Percent of personnel in ESEA Title I projects. 1974-75

Pispd personnel
see/ices-3% .,

Administration-1M

Willis specialistsPh

Fig. 3. Percent of personnel In EDY projects, 197445

state or federal funds as well. The amount' and
percent of EDY funds and the variety of. EDY
program 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 application 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 figures were based on a
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TABLE 7

Educational Agencies Receiving ESEA Titk I Project Grants in California. 1974-75

Agency Amount of grant Percent of total

Local educational agencies

State educational agencies
Migrant education
Handicapped children
Neglected and delinquent -

California Department of Heitlih

California Youth Authority

State Administration

$132,577,018

17,007,082
1,519,514
1,448,082

1,373,988

183,421

1,530,940

85.2

Total $155,640,045 -100.0

Employee hesiefies-1 t%

Books, supplier,
and equipment
replacement -8%

Certificated
salami-7W%

Capital outlay -3%

Contracted services >

Indirect costs< 1%

Classified salaries-55%

Fig. 4,.Budget categories of ECE funds, by percent of expen-

diture, from a random sample of unaudited reports

summaries, lir4.-5
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' Employee benefits-14%

Books, supplies,
and equipment
replacement- > 9*

Contracted services
and other expenses-4%

Capital outlay < 1%

ImWmtcosts<1%

Fig. S. Budget categories of ESEATitlel funds,bypercent

ofexpendittive. from a random cample of unaudited

reports of ISS district 1974 71
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Classified salaries-10%

1
nsployee benefits -11'%

Books, sipplies,
and equipment
replacement-4%

Contracted services
and other expenses-2%

Capital outlay >1%

Indirect costs <

Certificated salaries-11%

' Fig. 6. Budget categories of WY funds, by percent of
expenditure, from a random sampk of unaudited
reports of one cooperative summary and 14 district
mimmaries. 1974-75

sample of the reports reins-led, use caution in their
interpretalion.)1 '

It should also 13Z. kept in mind that several
funding sources are 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.
Furtherinore, 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 ($130 per student, with
an extra S65 for up to one fourth of the
disadvantaged students in kindergarten through
grade three) was s ent on salaries for support staff
to lower the adul :student ratio in the classroom.
Certificated salarie , employee benefits, and books
and materials wen- a smaller part of the program
expenditures.

In comparison, ESEA Title I 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,

t,enatithIcd it:ports of 22 district sUtI111131110 of KT. espendi
sums. at 13 district summaries of 1,51A Tide I, and of 14 district
summaries and one cooperative summary of 1.911 expenditures in
1974.7S were cutup/ed. 01 these, there were two districts with 41
three lumbar sources, sis with telql-S1 A title I. and two with
14"1./1,1>V,

classified personnel are hired for slightly less than
half time. thus eliminating the expense of em-
ployee benefits. An analysis of the participant
figures returned by schools (Appendix A-2) sug-
gests that'tlw 18 percent of certificated staff hired
accounted for 33 percent of the expenditures in
direct salaries and also a large percentage of the
employee benefits.

The expenditure figures for EDY monies (Figure
6) indicate that at least 71 percent of the funds
were spent on teacher and ether certificated
salaries. The classified salaries took .10 percent of
the budgets, and anpther 11 percent went into
employee benefits. Appendix A-2 shows that 75
percent of the expenditures went to 44 percent'of
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 eredentialed person.

Since these figures were based on a sample of
the reperts returned, 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 rerorm -Mort provided an "umbrella"
for institutional change within the kindergarten
through grade three schools. ESEA Title I 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:however:
other funding was present in many cases.

Since in-depth information was gatheredirom
ESEA Title '1 and EDY schools on staff develop-
ment, parent, participation, 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 those
small areas for which it was possible to make some
measurement or observation. This section will 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.-

District level 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 further 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 performed school level planning. The
ECE plans wore submitted to the Department of
Education during' the summer of 1974' and Were
rated. Appendix C- IQ,contains the distribution of
quality ratings on all items.

Needs aesessment 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 findings relate to
ECE schools.

The ways in which needs were identified varied.
In one school a full day conference was held. All
members of the staff, many of 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. ln"
another school, members of the faculty and the
principal met in homes with different groups of 20
parents each, holding informal discussions about
the school. In a thin) school, a questionnaire was
sent to all Faculty, 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 criteriaparent and
community involvement, staff involvement, survey
of the kindergarten :hrough grade three popula-
tion, and assessment of the required,areas --were
judged as having either no evidence, 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 of 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
more than 54 percent of the schools specified 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 an 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 symptoms of.
problems; (2) the problems which the identified
needs represent are under the direct operational
control of the school or district; and (3) the
identified needs relate to the program components.
Table 9 shows that the quality of the needs
analysis was, in approximately 60 percent of the
cases, partially operationalized, while an additional
17-25 percent of the schools were even higher in
this area. The evidence, therefore, indicates that
the quality of the analyzed needs\kvas generally
good; and that, particularly in the area of relating
the rest of the program to the needs, the schools
did quite well.

Program goals and oblectipes. The development
of goals as part of the needs assessment,' process
frequently, occurred at the same time that needs
were ideatill At local schools groups would
develop defi ed and measurable performance
objectives in different ways. For example, one
school had a series of evening meetings with a
group of ten representative parents writing state-
ments on goals or objectives. Another school's staff
members wrote its objectives; then a large group
meeting was held for parents during :which the
objectives were either approved or modified. In a
third situation, a small group of parents and staff
members went on a weekend retreat; wrote the
entire plan, and brought it hack td the other.,
parents and staff members for their modification
and approval.

From the plan ratings, less than 2p percent of
the ECE schools had difficulty in Making clear
statements of their goals or desired conditiont,
while more than 23 percent were judged as
excellent. Further judgments about the quality of
the goals and objectives were made on the basis of
the following:

1. 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.

30
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TABLE 8

Plan Ratings of the Quality of the Needs Assessment Process in ECE Schools, 19747S iN=23S0*)

Item .rates

Percent of schools receiving each quality rating

No
evidence

Implied by context,
but not specified
by operation

Specified as a
consideration and
partially opera-

tionalized

Optimized by
function; a

potent opera-
tional factor
in thd program

The parents and community were
actively involved in the process. 1 24 56 19

The staff was actively involved in
the process. .l 9 62 28

A compreheAvive survey of the K-3
child population was conducted. 1 22 54 23

The process adequately assessed the
required program-areas. 1 23 54 . 22

*Each plan was rated by at least two separate raters. This N represents. the individual ratings.

a

VI
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TARLE 9

Plan Ratings of the Quality of the Analysis of Needs Identified and

Relationship to Plan in ECE Schools. 1974-75 (N=2350*)

L
Percent of schools receiving each quality rating

Item rated
No

evidence

Implied by context,,
but not specified
by operation

Specified as a
consideration and
partially opera-

tionalized

Optimized by
function; a

potent opera-
tional factor
in the program

The identified needs represent
problems rather than symptoms
of problems. 24 58 17

The problems which the iden-
tified needs represent are
under the direct operational
control of the school or
district. 19 61 19

The identified needs relate to
the programlocomponents. 13 61 25

*Each plan was rated by at least 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 objectives address outcomes rather than
processes.

b. 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 rated 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 in these areas is
included in Appendix C-I 0.

It is clear, from the information provided from
the plan rating and its analysis, that ECE schools
throughout California were engaged in a systematic
planning process whi0 included a thorough qual-
ity needs assessment and resulted in clear goals and
objectives on ,which plans for the operational
programs Were based.

Comprehensive Restructuring

Evidence of the implementation of school plans
and of the effect they had on comprehensive
restructuring may be inferred from onsiteponitor
and review (MAR) data and the school-prepared
self-report data from the product evaluation report
and in-depth studies. Appendix C-5 contains the
distribution, range, mediani and average MAR
scores for the various areas,juilged.

Individualized, diagnostic instruction. Diversity
-existed not only in the way in which the school
plans were developed but al4o in. the implemerta-
tion of the programs. All prbgrams were to stress
an individualized diagnostic, prescriptive approach
to instruction. Within this brNtil, outline, the ways
in which students were instructed varied from
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school to school. For example, a 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
each student should do next, and had a volunteer
do that work with the student.

AU of 'these are individualized diagnostic, Pre-
scriptive approaches. The common elements are
individually observing the student, knowing what
he or she can and cannot do, and providing
sequential steps for his or her learning experiences
in the classroin.

While visiting the school, the monitor and review
(MAR) team observed each kindergarten through
grade three classroom 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 continuous student
progress; their continuous use of data from diag-
nostic (tests and systematic observation of indi-
vidual student piogress; their use of a continuum
of instruction objectives as the basis for indicating

'student progress; the availability of various pre-
scriptive tasks, materials, and methods which are
specific to the diagnosed needs of each student;
and their charting or documentation of student
progress. Table 11 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 observers also were looking for evidences of
a balanced educational curriculum, an effort
toward restructuring and revitalizing of the learn-
ing environment, and an improved self-concept 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 10

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

Item rated

Percent of schools receiving each quality rating

No
evidence

Implied by context,
but nOt specified
by operation

Specified as a
consideration and
partially opera-

tionalized

Optimized by
function; a

potent opera-
tional factor
in the program

There is a clear statement of the
desired conditions (through
goal statements). 1 16 60 23

The goals and objectives are
directly related to the ident

1 15 64 20ified needs as prioritized.

The objectives are relevant and
applicable to the ECE program
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. 29 57 13

The goals and objectives will
facilitate individualization
of instruction. 0 28 - 17

*Each plan was rated by at least two separate raters This N represents the individual ratings.
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TAMS I

MAR Ratings of the Quality of individualized Instruction
in ECE Schools, l9/475 (144913)

Item rated "

Percent of schools receiving each rating

No
evidence

Needs
improvement

Shows

promise Satisfactory
High

quality Exemplary

Organization. The classroom
instructional prpgram is
organised NO provide for
continuous student pro-
gress in:

Reading
Language development
Mathematics

Diagnosis, t'ontinuous use
of data from diagnostic
rests.and.systematic ob-
servation of tnatvidtky
student prograss is made
In;

Roadinp
.Language development
nathematics

4'0fttiOhOh4 Progress. A con-
tinuum of instructional
hlectives servos as the
basis for indicating -ten-

don, l+rwress from triter-
' . Ion-referenced me4sureo in:

":coding

lanauago development
nathematics

rr1:2111prion. Various pre-

.:riptive tasks. materials.
and setliods are available
which Are specific to the
diagnosed needs of each
Wulent lot

11;.ading

Language development
v.athematies

.0.unentatIon. Pupil prorres%
eharted .Sr do.sumented in:

"etding
"iangule., ,development
uatUenat4's

Pr.q.ro pro' ides -.t

.sorriculum.

0
0
0

o
0

0

Als

0

2

1

1

3

4

2

6

15

7

6

l4 i

23
11

7

14

9

1

34

47

36

35

46

18

14,

44

17

16

54 5

34

SO 4

55 4
130 2

3

5: 5

26 2

4

51

11 3
45 5

It 6

50 4

2.

35

s.

29 -
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to reflect the action taken by the individual school
to improve its educational program. As examples,
this "restructuring" might have been extensive
changes in the staff organization in order to
provide for team teaching which would better
utilize the skills of the teachers, or it might have
involved the establishment of learning centers in
each classroom in order to individualize instruc-
tion. On these items measuring the presence of an
appropriate learning 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
EVE programs provide a picture of the diversity of
curriculum in each of these areas.

The 177 F.CE: schools sampled in-depth for
reading reported a pattern of curriculum content
that appears to reflect the traditional hierarchy of
skills in most reading programs. Readiness activi-
ties such as visual-motor perception, memory,
sequential skills, letter sounds;andTtitter names
were most often used in the kindergarten and first
grade classes. Vocabulary and decoding skills were
emphasized lit first and second grades, and compre-
hension, stuClocational, and reading for specific
purposes were emphasized in the second and third
grades. The development of 'interest in reading-was

a part a the reading program for all grades but Oas
least emphasized in kindergarten.

A total of 153 ECE schools were included in the
language development in-depth sample. The **-
tern of skill development reported is not at all
clear. Vocabulary development, listening, under-
standing. recalling, and speaking skills were most
emphasized across all grades. Writing/readiness
skills were emphasized most in first grade and
received equal emphasis in kindergarten and the
second and third grades. Development of spoken
sounds vowels. consonants, and blendsoccurred
most often in first 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
skills. grammar, composition, structural analysis,
and reference skills were generally 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,
tests, and sales (see Appendix 13-7).

.

The in-depth sample of the math6Maties com-
ponent included 173 ECE 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 developmentcount-
ing, ordering, sorting, matching, and manipulatives.
First and second grade emphasized numbers, arith-
metic operations, and geoluetry (identification of
plane and solid figures). Measurement, problem
solving, statistics, patterns and graphs, and reason-
ing were most often found in third grade but were
also substantial part of first and second grade
'programs. The sample school data indicate an
interest in developing arithmetic number and oper-
atio;ns skills in kindergarten, including patterns and
nature of numbeis as well as additiotiand subtrac-
tion operations. How Much of the kindergarten
program is devoted to the nature of numbers as
opposed to computation could not be determined.

The in-depth studies on the reading, language
/development, and mathematics components of the
ECE programs also resulted in local school recom-
mendations of tbe areas in which, based on their
own evaluations, they believeithey needed to make
improvements.

The most frequent response of the 177 ECE
schools sampled in reading was that -they needed
either to revise program content or to change
program direction in order to improve their reading
edMponent. 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 non-English materials were also ',mentioned,
but less frequently.

In language development, the 153 ECE schools
sampled recommended most often an increased
emphasis on development of speaking, aural com-
prehension, writing, and listening skills. Second,
they recommended improvement of their evalua-
tion techniques, including diagnostic instruments.
Other general concerns were im roving teacher
awareness and increasing the ind' idualization of
the program to bring it closer the- student's
social and academic needs.

'Tor mathematics the 173 sampled ECE schools
recommended most often that they improve class-
room and school facilities and the use of educa-
tional and manipulative materials and also that
they improve their own evaluation procedures,
diagnostic instruments, and general teaching skills.

in .the same in-depth studies, the schools were
also asked to identify those outcomes in each of
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the areas which they fell were important but
nontestable, The important, nontestable outcomes
of the reading progrinn were believed to be

Iincreased interest, int roved self-esteem, and in-
creased motivation On he part of children toward
reading and classroom activities. A second impor-
tant nontestable outcome was increased parent
participation and community ,involvement which
lead to greater awareness and understanding of the
reading program.

For the language development component, the
important -nontestable outcomes that were re-
ported were focused on the skills developed by the
students listening, aural comprehension, spea king,
and writing (the same areas that the same schools
most often believed needed increased emphasis in
their new plan). The sampled schools also believed
that development and improvement of language
program content, an increase in student self-
awareness, and development of positive student
attitudes towards learning were outcomes of the
program. Increased teacher awareness or the impor-
tance of language development was also cited.

The outcomes most often mentioned as impor-
tant, nontestable ones in mathematics were in-
crased. student sell'- esteem and positive attitudes
and the improvement in student mathematical
abilities. increased teacher awareness, development
Of positive attitudes on the part of teachers,
individualization of instruction, and increased
parent 'involvement and student interest were

.included in the list of nontestable items.
Stall (14.31.101)mm Restructuring of staff devel-

quern activities occurred not only within schools
funded through 1-.(*1-. but also in those fuiided
through LSFA Title 1 and FM', Details or this
information are contairidd in appendixes A-15 and
A-20, The in-depth study information, which
covered kindergarten 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 their effectiveness.

Ilic objectives and activities reported in the
in-depth study emphasized improvement or
instruction in one or more of the following
curriculum areas: reading, writing, oral language,
mathematics, multicultural education, and bilin-
gual cross-cultural education. Parent education,
parent participationlcomnitinity involvement, and
health:au\ diary services were also included as
topics. The major objectives for staff development,
as reported by the sample of 306 schools, were
methods to individualize instruction, use of
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diagn9sticiprescriptive techniques, improvement or
reading and mathematics instruction, improvement
of teaching skills related to student behavior and
motivation, and use of aides in the classroons.
From the product evaluation report, 82 percent of
these objectives were reported as achieved or
exceeded. The activities most frequently reported
were workshops (45 percent), visitations to other
schools (28 percent). general meetings (17 per-
cent), art college courses (5 percei)t). Nine out of
ten of the planned activities were reported fully
implemented by the schools.

Participants in staff development activities.
included administrators, leachers, aides, nd volun-
teers the number and type varying from chool to
school. The in-depth study showed that a tendance
at all staff development activities was mandatory in
50 percent of the who° ; in 211 percent, atten-
dance at some was main) tory; and in 20 percent,
an activities were volun ary. Five percent of the
schools did not specif whether Illeir activities
were mandatory or volt htary. The amount of lime
allocated for staff de btopment, activities varied
widely from school to ehool, with the average per
participant* ranging fr m less than ten hours to
more than 200 hour Fifty-two percent of the
schools reported less Ilan 60 hours of training per
participant. Staff eveloprnent activities were
scheduled by 43 per.lent of the schools during the
regular school day, by 37 percent, after school, and .

by 20 percent, in the evening or on weekends.
Effectiveness of staff development activities. as

reported in the product evaluation report, was
evaluated primarily on the basis of subjective
judgments,. which relied heavily on staff evalua-
tions and teacher opinions. Less frequently used
evaluation techniques were objective measures such
as questionnaires and rating scales.

The following staff, development activities were
rated "effective" or "Very effective" by 90 percent
or more of the schools implementing the activity:
workshops at the school level before school begins
in September, school or classroom visitations with-
in the district, individual conferences, school or
classroom visitations in other districts, demonstra-
tion school observation, workshops at the school
level on released time during regular Achool hours.
grade level meetings, college Courses conducted in
the school or district. and workshops at the school
level after school closes in the afternoon.

The following staff development activities were
rated "Ineffective" or "partially effective" by 12
percent or more of the schools implementing the
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actnity general faculty meetings: district. inter-
district. or county level workshops: conferences:
and college courses on college campuses.

Further information about staff development in
schools with RI funding is provided by the MAR
data. As ['able 12 indicates, the quality of the staff
development and inservice training was based on
the programs' meeting the assessed needs of the
teachers, paid aides. volunteers, and administrators.
Jul.! the involvement of the staff in designing the

' %tat: development program. As can be seen, the
greatest percent of schools were rated satisfactory,
high, and exemplary in this area. It should be
noted. however, that the ability of the program to
meet the assessed needs of the volunteers was quite
a hit lower than in the other areas.

In summary, it is clear that diverse staff develop-
limn activities systematically related to the needs
of program participants were occurring at a satis-
factory level in more than 85 percent of the ECE
schools. and that staff development and inservice
training were occurring in all funded schools.

Parent partidpution. For RI, ESEA Title I,
and MY, the product evaluation report informa-
tion indicated that during 1974-75. a total of
389.638 parents in 2,563 schools participated in
activities. in the schools. Approximately two-thirds
of the reporting schools used a coordinator to
implement this' component and indicated that a
third of the contacts relied on phone calls, personal
invitation, and notes.

Opportunities for parents to 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-staff conferences were most
frequently reported. In more than ,60 percent of
the ECE school plans, there was a strong indication
that parent participation would be active and
continuous in all aspects of the program, and there
was adequate evidence that parents would be
actively involved in the classroom.

For all grade spans in F.CE, ESEA Title I, and
MY, the product evaluation report showed that
the most frequently reported objectives for parent
participation related to expected changes in behav-
ior and performance, advisory committees, parent-
teacher conferences, and school meetings (see
Appendix A-16). At the kindergarten through
grade three level, additional emphasis was placed
on use of parents in the school and classroom and
involvement in program planning and program
evaluation. Less frequently reported at this level
-were objectives relating to home-school communi-

, cation and program awareness. In grades seven
through twelve, less emphasis was placed on parent.
participation in program planning and evaluation.
Workshops and program orientation were stressed.
It was reported that most programs had either
attained or exceeded their objectives. These most
frequently resulted in more knowledge related to

--school goals. objectives, needs, and program; parti-
cipation in school activities; and improved atten-
dance at advisory committee meetings. Program
improvements attributed to the impact of parent
involvement and referred to most oftelt by report-
ing projects were increased individualized instruc-
tion, a closer school-community relationship, more
parent participation, and better parent under-
standing of the program. 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 evaluation, and advisory committee
recruitment.

Parent participation activities were evaluated as
follows: 46 percent by enumeration of participants
and activities, 30 percent by subjective judgments,
and 24 percent by objective measurements.
Enumeration data concentrated on number of
parents participating, attendance and number of
home visits made. and number of home-school
contacts. Subjective judgments reflected parent
advisory committee responses, parent comments,
staff evaluations, teacher opinions and records, and
reports. The objective measurements consisted of
parent questionnaires, rating scales, and attitude
scales. Many programs also relied on minutes of
meetings in evaluation of component effectiveness.

Additional information about parent participa-
tion is available for ECE funded schools fr the
product evaluation report. In the 1,16 E,

schools reporting to the Department of Educa ion,
180,932 pareng participated in the school pro -
grain, an increase of 54 percent over 1973-74
participation. Schools reported they had empha-
sized personal contacts and spacial activities (such
as meals or outings) as ways of 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
iniolement parent involvement activities. Volunteer
parents and teachers were also used, but 'less
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TANI 12

MAR Ratings of the Quality of Staff Development and Inservice Training
in ECE Schools, 197475 (N=913)

Item rated

Percent of Schools receiving each rating

No
evideice

Needs. -
Improvement

Shows
promise

Satis
factory High Exemplary

Inservice program meets assessed needs of:
Teachers 0 6 30 57 6

Paid aides 1 1 10 36 47 5

VmAinteers 2 4 21 42 28 3

Administrator(s) 2 1 4 29 57

Staff has been involved in designing the staff
development program. 0 1 3 35 51 8

.%+...

r.
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I IV e 1 ti 0114 I he I lost Irequently mentioned ohaee-
Uses` for parent pOrtiCiPall011 in 1:(1. V.:11001S

%Irevseil greater ilivolvement of parents as members
of school b committees or as volunteer
Jtile%.

As i\CI parints participated in the school
program they were involved in needs assessment
meetings. Itirveys, and parent-staff conferences in
order to Provide input to the schools on the
viogral nee s wihich they. the parents. perceived.
The parents 101ventent in the evaluation process
usually invol 4.1 the 9dvisory committee or a
questionnaire sent to all parents. In schools where
the progrAin objective was designed to involve
Barents in progritin evaluation. 14 percent of the
9 lb objective, were not met (see Appendix A-16).
The difficulty of involving parents in program
evaluation was identified from the MAR data.

According to tie majority of the ECE in-depth
..imple reports. al least half the parents partici-
pated in parent involvement activities up to half or
the time: in the remaining schoois sampled, more
than 51 percent O. less than _10 percent participa-
tion was reporced.1

Asa result of hilt:re:nett parent involvement; ECE
schools reported *in:roses in individualizatiika
instruction, closer school-community relationlitips,
and parental and student attitude improveme,nt.
Improved '.tuden academic achievement"' :Ind
greater staff incinIer sensitivity to the needs of
patents were also reported. but less frequently.

In the MAR process, parent participatioif and
community involv6ent were major concerns of
the observers. hell school planned for the use of
its parent resourclis in ways that best met the
unique ciretinistances of the school and the com-
munity. In some schools where there were many
working parents, participation took the form of
.Issistancc outside of school hours. Other schools
were able to obtain so many volunteers that they
did not need as many paid aides as they had
originally planned to hire.

The MAR process judged the quality of parent
participation in 1CE schools on the basis of (I) the
regular meeting and effective representation of the
parents and the community by the school advisory
committee: (2) the regular involvement of parents
in program planning. assistance in elassrootns.
other supportive assistance. and program evalua-
tion; t3t the exi unix of an active program to
arouse parent int rest and enlist support; and (4)
the ability of the program to encourage home-
school communicatioil in easily understood lan-
guage lahle 13 slim% %lite range of ratings in these

1

1

a' s. Iii more than 85 perceul of the schools. the
tr;ality of parent participation was either satisfac-
tory. high. or exemplary. However, far parent
involvement in program evaluation activities. al-
most 23 percent of the schools were rated less than
satisfactory.

From these data, it is clear that vast numbers 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 hi
participating ECE scho Is from 1973-74, parent
participation increased by 54 percent, a major
growth, while in all sell ols, kindergarten through
gridt twelve. 389,638 parents in 2.563 schools
participated in school ae ivities.

Parent education. S nee parent needs varied
considerably among EC schools, there was no one
approach to parent edi ation. In some areas, the
parent education pros m concentrated on basic
skills, which wen: (dent tied by the parents as their
first concern, while in Cher schools parents re-
quested theoretical courses in child. development.

From the product evaluation report data, expan-
sion of the parent education program in ECE
schools in 1974-75 over, 1973-74 showed a 55
percent increase in participants, as contrasted to a
30 percent increase in participating schools. In the
1.141 ECE 'schools with parent education pro-
yams, 118,347 parents participated. A majority of
the schools responding to the in-depth sample
indicated that parent education programs were
provided in conjunction, 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, pert ent of the participating
schools' parent education objectives were met or
exceeded, as reported in the product evaluation
report. The 87 ECE schools in the in-depth sample
responded that the content of parent education
offerings was usually determined by parents.
teachers, administrators, or the advisory committee.

Schools reported that their objectives for parent
education most often focused op attendance at
meetings and programs designed; to enable parents
to understand more about thei school program.
Less often reported objectives Were those relatee
to education concerning pupil attitudes and behav-
ior (sec Appendix A-I 7).

In contrast to the objectives stated aboVir, The
most "effective" program topics, in terms of
frequency of responic on the sample form, were
those related to child development. Informational
topics, clatter on ECI: or the school's operation.

4 0
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were next. and parent-student rk ionship topics
were third. Programs on specific instructional areas
or techniques. multicultural programs, and work-
shops were less 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
based on parent participation in the design of the
program.- and parent participation in the program.
As Table 14 indicates, more than 75 percent of the
programs were judged satisfactory, high, or exem-
plary, .

In contrast to the results reported last year,
which indicated sonic confusion between the
parent education and the parent participation and
involvement components. the schools this year
appear to have devkloped distinct programs.'
There, was a major increase in the quality and
participation leveli of ECE parents in parent
etlueallour from the first toihe second year.

Heath and auxiliary services. According to the
self report information from the product evalua.-
lion report. the major auxiliary services objectives
for kindergarten through grade twelve schools
fundkd by ECE. ESEA Title I, and EI)Y were
related to providing pupil personnel and health
services. Of ,the objectives listed, approximately 65
percent referred to services provided. white 35
percent were based on changes in pupil or parent
behavior or performance (see Appendix A-18).
Spkkifie objectives reported most frequently re-
lated to providing health screening, psychological
diagnosis, referral services, health examination,
and health education. The least_frequehtlY men-.
.00110 objectives w 4.---rekiral to improving nutri-
timi, lib skills. discipline, and parent-child
relationships.

Pupil personnel services that helped most to
aelnoe component objectives included in order of

)frequency illdiVidt131 counseling, psychological
diagnosis. psychological services, and parent cowl-
seling. The major health services offered were
vision screening, health education, health diagnosis.
and nursing. The most common library and media

. activities included the provision or materials, li-
brary instrtiction. personnel, and general services.

The majority of schools provided most of the
services called for in their school plans. Services
most Often reported as filly implemented included
health screening, referral services, and nursing.

. those most frequently listed as partially

Ilailt hildhood thuation ellikttfal hralualion 1?epori.
s,o. FAH,.nu) ealtiornu Slaw 11cparitnent of Education, 1975, p.
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mented were health education, home visits, and
group counseling. Services planned but not pro-;
vided typically included nutritional education ,and'
group counseling. The auxiliary services 111Q3i

frequently added to the program were speech
therapy, nutrition, and classroom cooking (see
Appendix A-23).

Analysis of program reports showed that .48
percent of the evaluations of services were deter-
mined by subjective judgments; 33 percent, by
enumeration data; and 19 percent, by objective
measurements. Positive results were most often
related to health and nutritional objectives. Nega-
tive results were most frequently related to improv-
ing school attendanc'e and reducing learning dis-
abilities.

The in-depth sample of 302 schools rated the
level of effectiveness of specific auxiliary services
in meeting their school objectives. Pupil personnel
services ratings were 91 percent "effective" or
"very effective." The most effective were speech
therapy, welfare and attendance services, home
visits, and learning disability diagnosis. Health
services were rated as 96 percent "effective" or
"very effective." The most effective were speech
and hearing screening, vision screening, use of
health aides, and nursing. Reports from 87 schools
included ratings of library :services. Ninety-one
percent of the ratings were "effective" or "very
effective." The most effective services provided
were mobile centers, learning centers, general-
services, and facilities.

Of the specific results report d by 302 schools
in the in-depth surveys, 62 percent included
changes in student behavior or erronnance. Only
33 percent were stated in ter s of services pro-
vided. These results reflect a mudli greater emphasis
on program outcomes 'than project objectives
had indicated. In contrast. ICE schools sampled
showed services, or inputs, receiving the most
emphasis.

Positive results reported in the product evalua-
tion report in relation to stated objectives are
presented in Appendix A-18. From the resulting
improvement in personal health, attitude, self-
image, health knowledge, acadtimie achievement,
and adjustment to school, it is evident that
auxiliary services were effective in these school .
programs. relatively few schools, however, re-
ported improvement in the areas of interpersonal
relations, learning disabilities, or developing chil-
dren's potential as a result or auxiliary services
provided.
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MAR Ratings of the Quality of Parent Participation in ECE Schools. 197475 (N=913)

Item rated

Percent of schools receiving each rating

No
evidence

Needs
improvement

Shows
promise

Satis
factory High ,Lsouplary

The school advisory committee meets regularly
and effectively represents parents and the
community. 1 1 6 30 50 12

Parents are regularly involved in:
Program planning 0 3 14 40 37 6

Assistance in clasSroom 3 12 28 44 12

Other supportive assistance 0 1 8 32 48 11

Program evaluation t 4 18 44 29 4

There is an active program to arouse parent
interest and enlist support. 0 9 30 47 14

The program encourages homeschool communica
Lion in easily understood language. 0 0 5 29 54 12

TABLE 14

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

Item rated

Percent of schools receiViiiiea;h rating

'No

evidence
Needs

improvement
Shows

promise
Satis
factory High Exemplary

Parents participated in designing a parent
education program which reflects their
needs and interests.

Parents are participating in the parent
education program.

0

1

3

4

19

20

43

42

31

30 3
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The 1C11 program requires a health needs
assessment. but no other health or auxiliary areas
are mandated. In ECE schools that included ESEA
Title 1 and/or EDY funding, auxiliary services such
as counseling and library facilities insist be pro-
vided for BEA,. Title I and EDY participating
students. Most ECE schools are providing a com-
prehensive health education program and are fol-
lowing up the needs assessment with referrals and
service.. in the responses received from 144 EC
schools in the in-depth sample, 72 percent reported
achieving their objectives. The most frequently
used objective related to improvement in student
health. The need Ior health services was deter-
mined by teaeher-staff observations and surveys,
parental inputs, and student performances and
surscys.

The WI schools offering health education
programs along with other services reported that
they had either fully developed if complete health
education continuum or had none at all. The
schools also utilized certain community health
resources if they were available in the area. Since
some rural areas had very limited local resources,
extensive outreach efforts were provided to meet
the needs of.students in small schools.

The quality rating of health and auxiliary
services in the MAR process was based on meeting
the needs of individual students through health
services screeningheferrid and follow-up. guidance
services screening/referral and follow-up. provision
of bilingual counselor/psychologists fluent in "the
students' language(s). use by the teachers of health
screening data, and provision of a comprehensive
health education program. As Table 15 indicates,
the qualit} of the program in these areas was rated
in more than 90 percent of the schools as
satisk.etory, high. or exemplary. It should be noted
that for one item. the provision or bilingual
counselors, 64 percent of the schools fell within
the area of no evidence. or not needed. This figure
represents 588 schools. In 584 the item was left
blank. In four schools, the item was rated as 0, an
indication that such services were needed and that
no evitlenee of their existence was found.

Crum the responses received in the sample data.
and tram the MAR data. it appears that integration
of health and auxiliary services with the total
educational program was the goal of most schools
and was occurring.

Program Evaluation at the Local Levels

All st.hool level plans contained evaluation and
dissemination provisions which were parallel to the
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activities proposed. Since schools were required to
report to the state on the effectiveness of these
activities at the conclusion of the program, the
data submitted to the state were considered evi-
dence of the evaluation process at the local level.

The in-depth study information for ECE, ESEA
Title I, and EDY revealed that 26 percent of the
reporting schools indicated parent participation. in
the evaluation of the local school was accom-
plished through advisory committees. Parent re-
sponses on surveys and questionnaires were used in
21 percent of the schools. Objectives relating to
parent participation in evaluation were achieved or
exceeded 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 of the effect of the total reform effort in a
variety of areas. In order' to gain a broader
impression of the net result, the reports from five
.ICE schools with the highest MAR scores (scores
from 346 to 423) were reviewed to obtain an
impression of the characteristics* that appeared to
distinguish a "good" school. The impression cen-
tered around two common themes -a well orgatI-0.
'ized management system in the school 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
riviewed for common 'characteristics. The contrast
was striking. The lowest schools were commended
for their "evident concern." "effort." and
"attempting to improve communication." The
negative comments covered several areas:( l) lack
of compliance with federal and state guktelincs; (2)
poor management of staff and resourcy: l'3) lack
of well defined or balanced curricuhini: and (4)
inadequate participation of the advisory commit-
tee. Both groups of schools contained middle and
low socioeconomic students, and both groups were
concentrated in three areas of the state: Los
Angeles County, the San Francisco Bay Area, and
the southern San Joaquin Valley.

Systematic changes are °coming in the manner
in which schools are providing services to 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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!AIM I

MAR Ratings of the Quality of Health and Auxiliary Services
in ECE Schools, 197475 (N=933)

Item rated

Percent of schools receiving each rating

No evidence
or

not needed
Needs

improvement
Shows

promise
Satis-

faCtory High Exemplary

Health services-physical, visual, auditory,
dental, speech, psychological-meet the
needs of individual students through:

'a

Screening/referral 0 4 34

Follovup 0 0 4 36 53 7

Guidance services meet the needs of
individual students through:

Screening/referral 1 a 43 42 5

Follovup 1 a 44 41 5

Bilingual conunselors/psychologists fluent
in the language of students are available. 64 3 20 11

Health screening data are utilized by the
teachers. 1 0 1 45 51

There is evidence of a comprehensive health
education program 0 a 56 33 2
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tional procedures, goals and objectives, staff
development and inservice training, parent partici-
pation, parent education, and concern for health
and auxiliary services.

Student Achievement Findings

This section on student achievement findings is
designed to give the reader an overview of the
impact of the various supplemental programs on
the achievement of California students who partici-
pated in ECE, ESE.A Title I, and EDY. The
information is reported by the various funding
sources. Although the school was used as the unit
of analysis, it should be kept in mind that only
participating students' scores were used to deter-
mine the school score. In ECE funded programs,
this would include the entire K -3 population. In
ESEA Title 1 and LpY funded programs, only the
scores of those selected students who qualified for
and participated in the programs were used. School
means were weighted by number of participants.

The first part of this section on student achieve-
ment describes the tindings of all kindergarten
through grade three schea's which utilized :ECE
funds, no matter what-other funds were used. The
second part deals with salt* receiving ESEA
Title I monks. The third sec Pon describes EDY.
They last part on the achiev n nts in bilingual/
cross-cultural and multicultura a ivities describes
.these prograitcs funded by any , xar es.

ECE Umbrella. Kindergarten Through GradesThree

Reading. Standardized achievement 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 in the several combinations of ECE
multifunded schools is presented in Figure 7 (see
also Appendix A-6). When examining the data
expressing standard score results, the reader should
keep the following in mind: A standard score of 50
equals the national average. Looking at the early
childhood education only graph in Figure 7, the
reader will note that the pretest scores for kinder-
gartens averaged 46.0. The post-lest score was
Si .0. This represented 5.0 points more growth
than would have been expected in one year of
instruction. It also indicated that at kindergarten,
the score exceeded the national average in reading
achievement on the post-test.

An inspection of Figure 7 shows that post-test
scores for grade one also exceeded the national
;nerage, while grades two and three were closer to
the national average on the post-test than on the
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pretest. In all grade levels (K-3), schools having
ECE only funds exceeded the national average on
the post- test. In schools having a combination of
ECE and the Miller-Unruh reading program fund-
ing, post-test scores exceeded the national average
for. students in kindergarten and grades one and
two.

Grade equivalent gain scores in reading we're
calculated for grades one through three in all
combinations of ECE funded 'schools and are
presented in Table 16. With an-elapsed time of 8.2
months between pretesting and post-testing, all
wade levels typically achieved one month's gain or
more in measured reading ability for each month
of instruction. While performance varied among
combinations of the several funding sources (see
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 from the California assessment
program (CAP) as an additional check on state
evaluation of programs. All ECE schools were
compared with non-ECE schools in terms of four
indices: (1) average socioeconomic status: (2)
number of third grade students; (3) total per-
centage minority enrollment; and (4) 1974-75
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 seen that compared Ec non-ECE schools, the
ECE schools on the average had indices of lower
socioeconomic 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 one year, ECE schools in the
program for two years, and a matched group of
non-ECE schools. If schools were not funded for a
third year, they were not included in this sample.
Reading achievement gain scores from CAP, as
presented in Table 17, follow the same schools for
two years: 1973-74 and 1974-75. The reading
achievement 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.

4,s
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Fig. 7. Weighted average pretest and post-test standard scores in reading achievement, by grade level, for schools participating
in early childhood education, 1974-75
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Fig. 7. (continued) Weighted average pretest and post -test standard' scores in reading achievement, by grade level, for schools
participating in early childhood education, 1974.75

Since two-year ECE schools showed slightly
greater gams .than one year E=C E. schools (15.7 vs.
15.51. this is vieweJ as a positive result for the ECE
program for at least two reasons. First, it puts to
rest the contention that ECE would have only a
temporary effect that would vanish in the second
year of operation. Instead, there appears to be a
cumulative effect over years. Second, the two-year
1 C1 sc4kols have a somewhat lower index of
ioeineconomie status than the one year schools,
which indicates that their gains would generally
have been predicted to be smaller than those of the
one-year 1:CE schools.

Language development, The usable data from
language development tests which were submitted

from ECE schools in grade equivalent scores are
reported by funding source and grade level 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
langua ge development activities usually assessed
oral receptive language at the primary level.
Schools using criterion-referenced instruments
were able to measure expressive language develop-
ment for individual students. Such information
could not be aggregated at the state level.

Mathematics. Both standard score and grade
equivalent gains were calculated for students who
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FAKE 16

Average Months of Gain it Reading Grade Equivalent Scores for Each Month of Readinflustruction
for Schools`Participating in Early Childhood Educatkin, 1974-75

Funding source

Number of schOols and average months of gain
for each month of instruction, by grade level

Grade onem Grade two Grade three
Schools' Gain. School's Gairi Schools ' Gain

r-

ECE only 77 1.2 161 1.2 162 1.2

ECE/ESEA Title I 87 1.2 133 1.1 138 1.2

ECE/EDY 7 1.3 15 1.1 13 1.1

ECE /ES Title I/EDY 60 1.1 138 .9 135 .9

ECE/M ler-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/ Y/Miller-Unruh* 3 1.2 3 1.3 3 1.1

ECE/ SEA 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

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

TABLE 17

Reading Achievement Gain Scores for ECE Schools and Matched Groups of Non-ECE Schools,

1973.74 to 1974-75, from California State Assessment Program Data

. Third grade
scores,

Second grade
scores,

Gain scores
(Number correct,
1974-75, less

number correct,,
Type of school 1974-75 1973-74 1973-74)

Two years in ECE (N = 427) 79.2 63.5 15.71.

One year.in ECE (N = 658)t 81.0 65.5 15.51'

Matched non-ECE schools 80.6 65.6 15.01.

(N = 3,326)

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

* ( = .001
tOne v.ar nchoOls included those entering FCE in 1974.75, those moving from
partla to full funding in 1974.75, and those few schools in districts which
received 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 isost-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 Than pretest scores.

ECE-only schools, grades one through three,
exceeded the national averages in mathematics on
the post-test, with kindergarten scoring at the
national average, The patterns of post-test scores ill
schools having ECE/ESEA Title 1 and ECE/EDY
funding were mixed: for ECE/ESEA Title I
schools, grades one and two exceeded national
averages; for ECE /IiDY schools, kindergarten and
grade three exceeded the national average. Figure 8
presents the mathematics data by funding source.

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

c
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demonstrated an average increase of 1.2 months in
measured mathematics skills for each month. of
instruction. The findings by grade level and fund-,
ing source are presented in Table 19. The greatest
gains were round in schools having ECE only and
ECEJESEA Tide 1 funding.

A comparison of grade equivalent gains in
reading lid mathematics was made between first-
year EC schools in 1973-74 and first-year ECE
schools in 1974-75. Table 20 shows the compari-
sons of the respective first-year schools. The data
presented indicate that during their first year of
operation, schools. entering ECE in 1974-75
showed significantly greater gains than did schools
in their,first year 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 half the total num-
ber of schools-reporting, these data should be
interpreted with caution. 1

..rAtt Lt. 18

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

Funding source
Number of schools and average months of gain
for each 'month of instruction, by grade level

Giade one Grade two Grade three
Schools Gain Schools Gain Schools 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/Miller-Unruh* N 4 1.5 11 1.7 9 1.9

ECE/ESEA Title I/Miller-Unruh* 14 1.6 N) 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
s 1.6

*NOTE: Hiller-Unruh funding was present in these schools, and such funding was used
only for reading.
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Fig, 8, Weighted average pretest and post-test standard scores in mathematics achievement, by grade level, for schools
participating in early childhood education, 1974-75
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Fig. 8. (continued) Weighted average pretest and post-test standard scores in mathematics achievement, by grade level, for
schools participating in early jhildhood education, 1974-75.

aThe data in Table 20 appe r to refute the
argument raised by critics of the data presented in
the 1073-74 evaluation report that the first group
of schools in ECE were such a select, highly
motivated group that the "Hawthorne effect" was
responsible for their gains in the,fi4I year. and,
thus, schools' scores in subsequent years would
therefore show lower achievement gains,

ESEA Title I

Reading. A comOarison between pretest and
post-test standard scores in reading indicated a

typical increase in relative achievement at virtually
all grade levels. The findings for programs aug-
mented by ESEA Title I and ESEA Title I in
combination with EDY and Mjiler-Unruh resources
are presented in Figure 9. As an average, kinder-
garten through grade eight increased in reading by
2.3 standard score points on the post-test com-
pared to the pretest. Grades nine through twelve
were not included in standard score comparisons
because of irregularities in testing and reporting
procedure. They are included in grade equivalent
comparisons.
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As can be seen in Table 21, grade equivalent gain
score. by grade levels showed that for ESEA Title I
across all grade levels, there was a typical gain of
1.1 months in measured reading ability for each
month of reading instruction. Grade twelve scores
are not riven, for the number was too small to
enable analysis.

Language development. Grade equivalent gain
wore information was compared for several multi-
funded programs in grades one through twelve.
With 7.5 months of elapsed time between pretest-
ing and post-testing, there was an average of 1.3
months' growth for each month of instruction in
measured language skill across all _programs and
grade levels. A summary of the average month's
gain per month of instruction by funding source
and grade level is shown in Table 22. Again, grade
twelve scores were too small to enable analysis. A
listing of average pretest and post-test grade equiva-
lent scores is presented in Appendix A-9.

e *.

Mathematics. Standard score results in mi,the-
=tics revealed that, as an average, all grade levels
receiving ESEA Title I Wilding succeeded in
moving-closer to the national norm, In prpgrams
served by the combined resources of ESEA Title
I/EDY/MillerUnruh, 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 I grades
one through eleven averaged 1.2 months' gain in
mathematics- for each month of instruction in the
program as can be seen in Table 23. No grade
twelve scores are given, 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, 1974.7S

t Number of schools'and average months of gain
for each month of instruction, by'grade level

Funding source
Grade one Grade two Grade three,

Schools Gain Schools Gain Schools Gain

ECE only 74 1.5 139 1.3 136 1.5

. ,

ECE/ESEA Title I 75 1.5 131 1.3 133 1.4

ECE/EDY 5 1.3 12 1,1 14 1.3

ECE/ESEA Title I/EDY 58 1.4 107 1.3 106 1.3

ECE/Miller-Unruh* 13 1.4 32 1.1 32 1.5

ECE/ESEA Title I/Miller-Unruh* 21 1.4 38 1.1 31 1.3

ECE/EDY/Miller-Unruh* 1 1.1 2 .9 3 .6

ECE/ESEA Title I/EDY/
.

Miller-Unruh* 13 1.5 26 1.1 22 1.4

All ECE combined . 260 1.5 487 1.3 477 1.4

*NOTE: Miller-6ruh funding was present in these schools, and such funding was used
only for reading.
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Educationally Disadvantaged Youth'

Redding. Standard score gains in reading achieve -
m :nt indicated that all grade levels iii4eased in
relative position to the national average for their
grade level. A comparison of pretest and post-test
scores for programs served by the combined
resources of EDY and Miller-Unruh revealed an
average gain of 2.7 standard score points during the
school year. The findings by grade level and
Wilding sources are shown in Figure 11. Grades
nine through twelve were not included in standard
score comparisons because of irregularities in test-
ing and reporting procedures. .

An analysis of grade equivalent scores for grades
one through eight participating in reading programs
augmented with funds provided by EDY and EDY
in combination with Miller-Unruh indicated that
as an average, all grade levels attained one month's
growth in reading achievement for each month of
instruction. A summary of gain scores by grade
level is presented in Table 24. Grades nine through
twelve were not included in the grade equivalent
comparisons because of irregularities in testing and
reporting procedures. ,

-47

Language development. Grade equivalent gain
scores were computed for language development.
Results indicated that grades one through eight
averaged 11.2 months' gain in measured language
skill for each month of participation in the
program. A summary of the gain scores by grade
level is shown in Table 25.

Mathematics. Pretest and post-test standard
score comparisons in mathematics reveal that, aseti%)1(

an average, sclir.ols that participated in E and
EDY in combination with Miller-Unruh resources
demonstrated positive student gains. Findings incur
cited that all grade levels closed the distance\
between their 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 12. Grades ten through twelve
had such small numbers that analysis of the data
was not possible.

Analysis of grade equivalent test data revealed
that grades one through eight programs served
thsough EDY/Miller-Unruh resources averaged 1.0
month's gain in measured mathematics skill' for

r

TABU: 20

Avenge Increase in Grade Equivalent Scores in Reading and Mathematics
Between Pretest and Posttest for ECE Schools, 1973-74 and 197475

in Fiat Year of Operation

197374 gains
for schools

entering ECE

19744.75 gains
for school s

entering ECE
item tested in 197374* in 1974751 1.e.c1 of
and grade (N 814) (N 491) .significance

Reading
Grade one

two
.75
.83

.98
.95

.001 .,

.001
three

slat hemat ics

.83 1.04 .001

Grade one .84 1.07 .001
two .91 .94 N/S
three .99

t
1.08 .016

*Schools entering FrE in 197374 that reported usable grade equivalent scores
in reading and mathematics for their 1973.74 program.

tSchools entering ECE in 1974.75, 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 usable grade equivalent
scores in both reading and mathematics for their 197475 program.
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Fig. 9. (continued) Weighted average pretest and posttest standard scoresin reading achievement, by grade levet, for schools
participating in ESEA Title I funded programs, 1974-75

each month of participation in the program. A
summary of gain scores by funding sources and °
grade levels is displayed in Table 26. Grades nine
through twelve were not included in the compari-
sons because of small numbers and irregularities in
testing and reporting procedures.

Bilingual/Cross-cultural and Multicultural Education

The two instructional areas of bilingual/cross-
cultural and multicultural education are served
through all funding sources and, consequenly, are
reporteil in this separate section of the report.

llilingualleross-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 enroll-
ment of which 1.5 percent or more were limited

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

A bilin:pal/cross-cultunil 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 multicultural education.

A total of 42,274 students with a primary
language other than English, participated in the
bilingual/cross-cultural components of schools re-
ceiving additional federal or state funding. Of these
students, 24,340 spoke English with limited flu-
ency,, 10.051 were non-English speakers, and 7,883

.(Text comma( ut page 5)1
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50

IABI I 21

Average Months of Gain in Reading Grade Equivalent Scores for Each Month of Reading

Instruction, by Grade Level, for ESE& Title 1 Funded Programs. 1974 75

Funding source 1

Title I only 1.3

(60)

Title I/EDY 1.2

(44)

Title I/
Miller-Unruh* 1.2

(37)

Title I/EDY/
Miller-Unruh* 1.2,

(22)

Weighted average 1.2

-(Total number of

programs) (163)

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

2 3 4 6 7 , 8 9 10 11'

1.1

(185)

.9

(221)

1.0
(93)

.7

(84)

.9

(583)

1.1
(200)

.9

(231)

1.0
(83)

.9

(79)

.9

(593)

1.2
(317)

1.1
(267)

1.1

(584)

1:1
(297)

1.0
(422)

1.0

(719)

1.1

(273)

1.2

(387)

1.2

(660)

1.1 1.1 1.5 1.3 1.2

(24) (21) (48) (35) (20)

1.0 3.0 1 6 1.3 1.7

(31) (31) (34) (19) (12)

1.0

(55)

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

1.0 1.6 1.3 1.5

(52) (82) (54) (32)

such funding was used

rAnu, 22

Average Months of Cain in Language Grade Equivalent Scores for Each Month of Language

Instruction. by Grade_Level..for iSEA Title I Funded Programs, 1974.75

Funding source

Average months of gain for each month of instruction,

(and number of schools), by grade level

1 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Title I only

Title I/EDY

Title 1/
Miller-Uvuh*

Title I/EDY/
Miller-Unruh*

Weighted average

(Total cumber ,of

programs)

1.3

(26)

1.3
(25)

1.6
(22)

,1.2

(11)

1.3

(84)

1.3
(49)

1.7

(39)

1.9

(38)

1.6

(20)

1.6

(146)

.9

(60)

1.3

(50)

1.3

(34)

1.1
(21)

1.2

(165)

1.3
(148)

1.2
(123)

1.2

(271)

1.5
(130)

1.3

(140)

1.4

(270)

1.5
(116)

1.1

(121)

1.2

(237)

.9

(8)

.9

(13)

.9

(21)

.9

(7)

1.6

(11)

1.4

(18)

1.6 1.9 1.2
(28) (15) (10)

1.7 1.5 .5

(10) (7) (7)

1.6

(38)

1.7

(22)

.9

(17)

*NOTE: Miller-Unruh funding was present in'these schools, and such funling was used
only for reading.
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were fluent 111 Nig lush. Students with Spanish as
their first language were the largest group in the
bilingual/cross-cultural component. accounting for
38.1i23 of the participants (see appendixes A-3 and
B-11 ).

Program objectives for all students were similar
(see appendi \es B-12 through B-17). Objectives for
reading and language development could be classi-
fied into increased skills in these areas: more,
posittse feelings, purchasing, or developing mate-
rials with which to gain skills, and management of
the program: whereas mathematics objectives re-
kited to instruction, measurement of student
growth, and management of the program.

Schools reported that 82 percent of the objec-
tives for reading, 81 percent for language develop-
ment. and 80 percent for mathematics were
"ewceeded" or -achieved.-

The kinds of program activities reportedly pro-
Wed for students were similar. One major differ-

ence was that more native language activities were
provided with greater frequency for limited and
non-English speaking students than for students
who were classified as fluent in English. These
findings were observed in all instructional areas, as
shown by data in appendixes 13 -18 through B-23.

53

Schools reported Hid 86 percent or their planned
activities were implemented in reading, and 90
percent were implemented in mathematics.

An analysis of standard score reading achieve-
inent data shows that reading performance of
limited-English speaking students is closing the gap
toward the national average at all grade levels
except fifth. Students in grade five maintained an
average growth rate (see Appendix A-7). Standard
score data for reading achievement 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). Mean standard scores for
grades seven through nine indicate gains in reading
between the pretest and post-test period. The small
number of participants in these grades warrants
Cautious interpretation of these results, however.

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

TABLE, 23

Average Months of Gain in Mathematics Grade Equivalent Scores for Each Month
of Mathematics Instruction for ESEA Title 1 Funded Programs, 1974-75

Funding source

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

1 2 3 4

Title I only

Title I/EDY

Title I/
Miller-Unruh*

Title I/EDY/
Miller-Unruh*

Weighted average
(Total number of

programs)

1 . 5

(63)

1.5
(43)

1.4
(35)

1.4
(26)

1.5

(167)

1.3
(178)

1.3
(152)

1.1
(84)

1.1
(51)

1.2

(465)

1.3
(188)

1.4
(157)

1.1
(77)

1.3
(51)

1.3

(473)

1.3
(298)

1.3
(272)

1.3

(570)

5 6 8 10 11

1.1 1.1 1.() 1.4 1.6 1.3 1 . 6
(283) (258) (21) (16) (42) (25) (14)

1.1 1.3 1.0 1.1 1.6 1.3 1.1
(419) (384) (30) (30) (24) (9) (6)

1.1 1.3 1.0 1.2 1.6 1.3 1.4

(702) (642) (51) (46) (66) (34) (20)

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

J9

such funding was used



www.manaraa.com

90

80-1

70 41

60-'
( National average

ii

ND 1'
.... 00

est t-
4, 1 1

1C 0 4., .0 3 2. 0
14'

mml

1

F
X
U,

Educationally Disadvantaged Youth Only

90 -

80 -

70 -

60--

50 -

40-

30 -

20,

l -

0

3s v
.rE
E -0

z

ger

F

trr
00
.1"

90

80

70

1.) 60

50

(I) 40

30

20

10

0

Pretest
0 Post-test

National average

Educationally Disadvantaged Youth/
MillerUnruh

r- National average

r Cr, Crs
v:o

1

0

C., el C.' V.
N V.

1 I / I
C

I
X= ). iii a)

_0 . 0.
w. c.) irlC/3

Educationally Disadvantaged Youth Funded Programst

'NUM %MktUnruh funding was present in these schools, and such funding was used only for reading.
rA %twitted summary of all combinations of funding sources shown above,

GO

Fig. I I. Weighted average pretest and post-test standard scores in reading achievement, by grade level, for schools participating
in educationally'disadvantaged youth funded programs, 197415



www.manaraa.com

reported. The limited data F.-ported in grade
equivalent gains Show a measurable language devel-
opment growth for limited and non-English speak-
ing as well as fluent English speaking students
indicating. as suspected, that the educational
growth of limited and non-English speaking
students was less than for fluent English speaking
students (see Appendix A-10).

Mathematics achievement data for limited Eng-
lish speaking students show that post-test standard

SS

scores 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 standard 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
average in inathema tics achievement for grades one

TABLE 24

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

Funding source

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

1 2 .3 4 5 6 7 8

EDT only 1.0 1 . 0 1.0 .9 .9 1.1 1.2 1 . 2
(9) (36) (36) (52) (53) (49) (16) (13)

EDY/Miller-Unruh* 1.0 .9 .9

(6) (18) (18)

Weighted average 1 . 0 1 . 0 1 . 0 .9 .9 1 . 1 1.2 1 . 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.

TABLE 25

Average Months 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

EDT only 1 . 2 1.6 1 . 2 1.5 .9 1.2 1.1 .8

(4) (5) (6) (14) (16) (18) (6) (5)

EDY/Miller-Unruh* 1.3 2 . 1 1 . 3
(3) ( 4) (4)

Weighted average 1 . 3 1.9 1 . 3 1.5 .9 1.2 1.1 .8

(Total number of programs) (1) (9) (10) (14) (16) (18) (6) (5)

*NOTE: Miller-Unruh funding was present in these schools, and such funding was used
only for reading.
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and two (see Appendix A-7). Although limited
English speaking students are making gains, they
are performing below flueopt English speaking
students (see Appendix A-7). Data for grades
seven, eight, and nine should be interpreted with
considerable caution, due to the small sample sit.e.,

Multicultural education. During 1074-75 there".
were 716,n03 students participating in multi-
cultural education in 2,505 schools. Student out-
comes of the multicidtural component could not
be adequately determined because of the lack of
appropriate instrumentation. Consequently, the
only statewide results which can be reported derive

. from the schools' self-reports on achievement of
program objectives and effectiveness of program
activities.

The multicultural education objectives generally
were related to changes in performance or behavior
of students and were related to such end results as
interaction of various ethnic groups, knowledge of
ethnic group contributions, more positive atti-
tudes, and a greater understanding and acceptance
of other cultures. Emphasis was placed on in-
creased intergroup acceptance, interaction, aware-
ness.' or appreciation of group differences. The
acquisition of knowledge that is, knowledge of
the contribution of the different groups to society,
ethnic facts, cultural heritage, and characteristics
of the various groups was also stressed.

57

Implementation of the multicultural component
reliedon activities outside the classroom as well as
within it. For example, approximately 70 percent
of the responses indicated that minority persons in
the community served as role models when they
were employed as aido,s, teachers, or resource
personnel.

The activities reported, to be most effective
included experiences provided through assemblies,
fairs, holidays and celebratiops, use of multiethnic
materials, and classroom disAussions. There was a
dir'Asit relation between the 11-quency of activities
included in objectives and their effectiveness as
rated by program personnel. Thirty-nine percent of
the reports indicated that their ,components were
based on a skills continuum. According to program
reports, the most effective materials used were
films and filmstrips, books, songs, demonstrations
and visual aides, and learning units developed in
the classroom. .,

Cocurricular or extracurricular activities dealing
with ethnic differences were provided through
holiday programs and celebrations and incorpo-
rated food, music, art, and dance. Idtegration of
multicultural concepts with other aspects of the
curriculum was mentioned by many projects. Most
activities were rated as "effective" or as "very
effective," with the ratings showing that the most
effective activities were use of multicultural mate-
rials, group discussions, 'and cultural programs.

TABLE 26

Average Months of Gaingin Mathematics Grade Equivalent Scores
for Each Month of Mathematics Instruction

. for EDY Funded Programs, 197475

Funding source

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

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

EDY only 1.1 1.1 .9 1.0 1.0
_..,

1.0 1.3 1.0
(10) (35) (36) (53) (51) , (49) (14) (11)

EDY/MillerUnruh* 1 . 3 1.1 1.0

(6) (17) (15) t

Weighted average 1 . 2 1.1 ,9 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.3 1.0
(16) (52) (51) (53) (51) (49) (14) (11)

*NOTE: MillerUnruh funding 'was present in these schools, and such
only for reading.

G3

funding was used



www.manaraa.com

V. ESEA Title 1 Programs for Handicapped Students
and Neglected and Delinquent Youths

i

During 197475, ESEA Title I grants to state
agencies served almost 76,000 students qualifying
for compensatory education programs. These pro-
grams included 61,049 children 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, 8,363m:sleeted and delinquent youth in
institutions, 1,726 -delinquents in institutions
operated by the California Youth Authority, and a
small number of felons in institutions operated by
the California Department of Corrections. (A
separate evaluation report on migrant education
will include information regarding services to these
students.) ,

Programs for Handicapped Students

Special Schools Programs

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

.-,

o

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 number 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 studenti 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 I
Programs in Special Schools, 1974.75

Grade level

Number of students participating.

School for
the Blind

Schools for
the Deaf

Schools for the
Neurologically
Handicapped

i
Kindergarten through grade six 42 207

Junior high 32 172

Senior high 3 421 __-

Ungraded 35 106 100

total 112 906 len)

04
/
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1

Funding provided by ESEA Title I enabled the
several special schools to supplement their instruc-
tional progrims in reading, language, and mathe-
matics for the identified target students. Staff
training, ail \ iliary services, and parent participation
activities were adjusted to meet the students'
unique needs and circumstances. Program effec-
tiveness was determined through commercially
:wadable standardized tests, locally developed
erdenon-refereneed measures. and observational
techniques.

Programs Administered by the California
Department of Health

FSEA Title I appropriations to the California
Department of Health provided for the establish-
ment of supplementary educational components in
state and local health treatment programs. A total
of 3,5(3 handicapped students participated in
these activities. Of the student participants 2,236
or 62.8 percent were developmentally disabled,
those whose special needs resulted from such
functional impairments as emotional stress,
psychosis, or drug abuse; and 1,327 or 37.2
percent were mentally disabled. Compounding
these functional limitations for many students
were secondary handicaps affecting vision, hearing,
ambulation, and metabolism. Skills required for
normal functioning ranged from a developmental
age of one year to late adolescence. 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 lj state mental hospitals and 17
community mental health facilities geographically
distributed throughout the slate. They operated
between 200 and 365 days, with an average period
of attendance of nine to 12 months for the
developmentally disab ,.(1, and live, to eight months
for the mentally disable

The State Departmen of Education officials
provided support in the inn of general super-
vision, coordination, moil( Ins, and consulting
services, while local coordinator's provided program
development, implementation, and evaluation ser-
vices.

The goal of the programs was to raise the
participants to a level of independence. All ESEA
tide I programs administered by the Department
of health emphasized language development as the
primary component, with activities in staff devel-
opment and intergroup relations as' support compo-
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nents; in a few facilities, participant abilities
permitted the use of mathematics as a component.
Program effectiveness" was measured using either
rate of change per unit time in attendance or
criterion standards for preestablished objectives.
Significant improvement was made in all com-
ponents. The California Department of Health
publication, Learn, Compensatory Education'
Report 1974-75, contains greater detail of these
programs and theirresults. .

Other Programs for Handicapped Students

Two additional programs, that at the Neuro-
psychiatric Institute at the University of California,
Los Angeles, and that at Clearwater Ranch, Mendo-
cino County, also received monies from ESEiA
Title 1 handicapped funding. Both of these pro-
grams were initiated in 197475 and served a small
number of students with severe handicaps.

Programs for Neglected and Delinquent Youth

ESEA Title I program. served identified ne-
glected and/or delinquent students in a variety of
special institutions. The programs. 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, each 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 1974-75 school year. 8,363 ESEA Title I
students were served in 154 programs for the
neglected anti delinquent administered at the local
district or county levels. The number and percent
of students by grade span and type of institution is
presented in the apperdbs, Findings indicated that
proportionally more of the iieglectcd student
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 and in
ungraded high school programs.

The average length of enrollment for neglected
and delinquent 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
months for the neglected and 5.2 months for
delinquent students.

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

6 5
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academic achievement and to promote attitudinal
changes toward themselves, their peers, and the
larger society. The most frequently stated objei:-
lives included improving bask study skills, pro-
viding successful experiences, developing a more
positive attitude, and reducing the recurrence and
No eti t y of disciplinary problems. To achieve pro-
gram objectives, staffs in the majority of institu-
tions cotteentrated on counseling and on a
diagnostic, prescriptive instructional approach re-
lated to individual student needs.

Since the .attainment of objectives was depen-
dent on informed program personnel, most facili-
ties developed active inserviee .training for their
professional and paraprofessional staff. These
JUtivitieA were designed to eotnptement the intent
of the programs by emphasizing instructional
diagnostic and prescriptive methods, use or new
techniques .and materials, problems or neglected
and delinquent youth, and ways of providing a
more effective transition for the student returning
to regular %took These areas were addressed in
workshops, orientation sessions, visits to other
programs, conference attendance demonstrations,
and work with support service personnel. Regularly
scheduled meetings for on-site staff were reported
by a majority of the programs.

Programs generally reported improved student
performance in instructional areas, although the
Interval between pretesting and post-testing was
frequently too short, and the numbers of students
at particular grade levels were too small to allow
Jaw but the moat tentative conclusions. Student
results other titan academic gains were reported by
many programs and included increased ability to
communicate with staff and peers, increased over-
all motivation, and applkation of basic skills to
areas other than reading and math. Also mentioned
were reduced referrals to the courts and less need
for administrative discipline. For older students,
more interest in vocational options was cited as a
result of career prograins

Programs Administered by the California Youth
Authority and the California Department

of Correct ions

1.til.A Title I Rinds are allocated each year for
qualifying students committed to the California
Youth. Authority (CYA) from both juvenile and
criminal courts and for those committed to the
Department of Corrections from criminal courts.
M an average, students are between sixteen and
twenty years of age and have shown behavior
which frequently includes a history of poor school
experience. The reading levels of approximately 70
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percent of the students in the CYA institutions are
three or more years below their age-grade level;
more than 85 percent are three or more years
retarded in tnathematies skills. Further, approxi-
mately 28 percent of the CYA participants have
come to be regarded as high school dropouts.

The challenge for ESEA Title I programs admin-
istered by the California Youth Authority has been
to motivate students, to raise their aeadernie
achievement levels, and to guide thenrinto pro-
ductive and responsible pursuits.

During 1974-75, ESEA Title I programs served
1,726 students in 12 institutions operated by the
California Youth Authority and students in three
institutions operated by the California Department
or Corrections.

The emphasis in ESEA Title 1 programs in CYA
institutions was upon instruction in reading,
languaige, 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 training system approach to academic
skill development. Other institutions implemented
locally developed systems designed to meet the
needs of the students and the requirements of their
respective facilities. Use of teaching assistants
and/or student aides was reported as an integral
part of each ESEA Title 1 program.

Although the =demi': performance of students
by CYA institution varied ,widely, it was found
that students typically achieved more than one
month's gain in reading, language, and mathematics
for each month of participation in the prograiri.
Student gains in reading ranged from .8 to 2.5
months per month of instruction; from 1.9 to 4.3
months' gain in language development; and from .8
to 3.8 months' gain in mathematics.

Schools reported that students in CYA institu-
tions demonstrated reduced frustration and better
attitudes toward school as a result of more
systematized diagnostic-prescriptive instruction.'

\Schools which placed heavy emphasis on pro-
grammed' teaming reported that students showed
an increase in autonomous learning, better work
habits, and better classroom conduct. Most of the
schools developed diverse programs to meet the
needs of students at different remedial levels.

Several CYA programs reported that there was
more active participation on the part of the total
ESEA Title 1 staff in planning the total program.
This led to better cooperation among staff and
better services to students.
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VI. Summary of Findings and Their Implications

Tice findings presented in this section of the
report were based on a review and analysis or the
data gathered by the State Department of Educa-
tion regarding those schools participating in the
early childhood education (ECE) reform effort and
those with ESEA Title I and educationally disad-
vantaged youth (EDY) programs in 1974-75. The
evaluation findings are arranged according to this
order: institutional change; student achievement;
participants in ECE, ESEA Title I, and EDY;
expenditure patterns; and the evaluation proem.

Institutional Changes

l'AidenCe Or institutional change in schools
within the ECE reform effort was gathered from
the quality ratings of the school level plans, quality
reviews conducted during the nioniger and review
(MARI school visitations, and the product evalua-
tion reports prepared by schools in which they
described and evaluated their programs at the end
of the year The changes in the schools t institutional
change) were evident from these 1974-75 findings:

The plan rating information showed that all
the schools were doing systematic planning,
with more than 75 percent conducting quality
needs assessments.
The plan rating information showed that 80
percent of the schools were able to write
quality goals, and 70 pount were able to
develop quality objectives.
The product evaluation report information
showed a 54 percent increase in number of
participants in parent participation compo-
nent activities and 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 visited, 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

4.)

programs which s7stematically were meeting
the assessed needs of teachers, paid aides, and
administrators at or above the satisiketory
level.
The self- report data in the product evaluation
report and in-depth study information indi-
cated that local evaluation was occurring.'

The clear 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 institutional change, although
rated well, were sufficiently below a level of
quality to warrant furtherexamination:

Mare than 25 percent of the 913 ECE schools
visited had some language dev .opment areas
related to individualized rustruetion which
were below the satisfactory level. Additional
data indicated a lack of clarity existed regard-
ing the meaning of language development, and
the data also indicated that instructional mate-
rials and measurement tools were lacking.
Twenty-three percent of the 913 ECE schools
visited were rated Oelow the satisfactory level
in parent partieipbtion in program evaluation.
This indicated a need for more effort to
involve parents ikthis specific activity.

3. The inserviee proNnis in 27 percent of the
ECE schools visited were rated below 'the
satisfactory level in meeting the assessed
needs of volunteers. This finding indicated a
need for increased attention to this area,
particularly since the number of volunteers in
schools has increased so greatly.

Student Achievements

In student reading and mathematics nthieve-
inent, the results or programs developed with ail
funding combinations equaled or exceeded last
year's achievement, which was an average gain of 11
months' growth for 10 months in school. In addi-
tion, the pre-post standardized testing showed That:

ECE only schools attained reading achieve-
ment above the national average on post-test
scores in all grades served.
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Sdhoo ls in the ECE reform effort tended to
have higher gain scores in all achievement
areas than schools not included in the effort
(ESEA Title I and/or EDY only).
Schools with ESEA Title I and EDY funded
programs maintained month-to-month growth
when historically such schools would only be
expected to gain seven months in ten months
of instruction.
Schools entering ECE for the first time in

. 1974-75 had significantly seater achieve-
ment, statistically, than the original schools in
1973-74 in all areas except second grade

-nu them ties.

let addition the Califor. niestate assessment test-
ing show ,.(1 that students in the ECE process
achieved significantly higher, statistically, than slid
matched groups of students not in the 7.,4.,gram.

Participants in RI, ESEA Title I, and EDY
.% total or NO(1.75 2 students were served through

the combined (ICE, ESEA Title I, EDY) funding
sources in 1974-75. Sixty-five percent or the
students were enrolled in kindergarten through
grade three (1:CE, ESEA Title I, and EDY); 23
pere'en(, in grades four through six (ESEA Titli 1

and 1 DY): and 12 percent. in grades seven through
twehe i ESEA Title 1 and EDY). More students
received services in reading than in any other
instruction:A component. A duplicated count
showed that 770,000 participating students were
Included In reading instruction, 580,000 in lan-
guage development, and 717,000 in mathematies.
Large number. of volunteers were working in the
programs; 67.000 adults contributed 200,000
hours per week, and 61,000 students contributed
I5(1,000 hours per week.

_

Expendi tore Patterns

I.xammation of the final fiscal reports from a
limited sample of districts showed differences in
(h patterns of expenditures within ECE, ESEA
litle 1, and EDY. In ECE, 55 percent of the funds

went to pay classified salaries, and .11 percent of
the funds were used for certificated salaries. In
ESEA Tick 1 programs, 43 percent of the funds
were used for classified salaries and 33 percent for
certificated salaries. In EDY programs,- 10 percent
01 (h funds went to pay coissified salaries, while
71 percent of the funds were used for certificated
salaries. The need for an analysis of all the
expenditure data was implied by this finding, and
that analysis is currently being made.

i

I

Evaluation Process

As indicated in "Procedures, Instrumentation.
and Limitations," problems were identified in the
evaluation instrumentation. The Department has
already made the following changes for 1975-76:

1. The plan rating instrument has been rede-
signs to correspond more closely to the
plan ing process. Also, inter-rater reliability
ealc lations are being made on the plan raters.

2. In fig of the concerns raised in 197475, the
monitor and review (MAR) instrument has
been redesigned to make it more functional
and to allow separate measurements of imple-
mentation according to the school's plan,
progress toward restructuring or revitaliza-
tion, and quality or the program. Measure-
ments of inter-rater reliability and additional
!user/ice training in the instrument's use arc
being pursued.

3. The instrument used to assess program coin
pliance has been re1luced in size, and it focuse3
on statutory requirements.

4. The progress implementation report has been
eliminated, since kit was a requirement which
seemed to report data of little usefulness.

f-. The product evaluation report has been re-
duced in size and will specify only enumera-
tion data, data from standardized test results,
and data on the school's accomplishment of
objectives. All standardized test results are to
be reported in mean raw scores.

6.1n-depth studies, with less dependence on
self-report data, will be done only for selected
components and processes, emplusi/ing the
processes of institutional change.

7. Plans are being made to provide longitudinal
data in the continuing evaluation process.

There was difficulty in measuring gains of
limited-English and non-English speaking students,
due to, the lack of appropriate instrumentation.
The Department or Education is currently engaged
in developing such instrumentation, but it is not
scheduled to be completed until 1977. The same
problem of pre-post gain measurement will there-
fore exist in the 1975-76 report.
` Because the consolidated evaluation format pro-
vided comprehensive program information instead
of isolated information for each guiding source,
the continued use or this format is indicated for
the 1975-76 consolidated evaluation report. This
approach, with the previously specified modifica-
tions, should provide even fuller data for 1975-76.
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