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Foreword

Interest in and concern for the testing process as an evaluation tool are part of the historical records of
California public education. Ezra S. Carr, seventh superintendent of public instruction, had the same concerns
for testing in 1878 as I have today. Dr. Carr expressed those concemns in his annual report to the Governor. In
essence he believed that.the system of testing which we employ must be vsed to help the youth in our schools
and to provide a source of improved instruction for each child.

The manner in which we test, the types of results we get, and the way in which we are able to analyze those
results must be part of a comprehensive continuing evaluation system that is diagnostic as well as comparative
and that accounts for process as well as for product. A one-score test evaluation, regardless of the amount of
subject matter it covers, is not sufficient to provide the information we need to improve instruction for the
individual student.

The present statewide testing program was mandated by legislation passed in 1961 and first put into effect
during the 1962-63 school year. The report of the results of the iesting program that year contained a word of
caution that is worth repeating in this report of the 196Y-70 test results. Each school district should judge its
performance in relation to other school variables, When the test results in a statewide testing program are used
primarily to compare communities within the state and schools within the communities, the attention given the
results can be misused. ‘

I am concerned that we conduct the state testing program in the most effective and efficient manner possible
and that we use the results of the program to improve the education of our children. A task force has been
appointed to study the state testing program and to make recommendations for its improvement. I enlist your
help in this important effort.

-

Superiiitendent of Public Instruction
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Preface

This 1969-70 report on California’s mandated testing program contains information on the achievement scores
of students in grades one, two, three, six, and twelve. This is the second such report that has been prepared, and
we believe that the contenis of this report will provide useful information to school districts for evaluating their
instructional programs.

The format this year has been changed extensively over that used in last year’s report, and we believe the use
of a common scale for all factors will be helpful in making meaningful analyses of the data.

In addition to changing the format of the report, we have also presented for the first time analyses of scores
obtained {from the Cooperative Primary Reading Test, which was adopted by the California State Board of
Education in 1969,

The report is divided into three parts: I, A Statewide Analysis and Summary; II, Percentile Ranks and
Normalized Standard Scores for Achievement Test Scores and Other School District Factors for All Districts;
and III, Prediction of Achievement Test Scores for Each California School District. Part I serves as an
introduction to the whole report, and it begins with a summary of the findings. Part II presents the data
coilected from the 1969-70 te-ting program and a district-by-district analyses of the test scores and other factors.
Part III is a technical addition to the report, which was designed to assist school personnel and others in
analyzing the data secured from the 1969-70 California state testing program.

ALEX LAW
Chief, Office of Program Evaluation
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. Summary of the Report on

This report presents the findings of a study of California’s state
testing program in 1969-70. The factors examined in the study
were divided into two groups for the analyses: (1) the 15
indicators of school quality in terms of the products of the
educational system, referred to as output factors; e.g., pupil scores
on achievement tests; and (2) the 18 indicators of school quality

input factors; e.g., assessed valuation, class size, tax rates, and
teachers’ salaries. Complete descriptions of these factors are given
in the first part of this report.

For purposes of analysis, the factors are presented according to
the types of school districts maintaining educational programs in
California: unified, elementary, and high school. A comparison of
data from the three types of school districts showed that, in
comparison with statewide averages: (1) unified districts tend to
have larger enrollments, higher teacher salaries, larger classes,
higher tax rates, higher expenditures per pupil, and greater
proportions of nonteaching certificated personnel than the aver-
ages; (2) elementary districts have smaller enrollments, lower
teacher salaries, lower tax rates, lower expenditures per pupil,
lower proportions of nonteaching certificated personnel, and
higher assessed valuations per pupil than the statewide averages;
and (3) high school districts tend to have higher teacher salaries,
higher assessed valuations per pnpil, and greater expenditures per
pupil than the statewide averages.

For purposes of the study, the three types of districts were
divided into several size groups on the basis of regular average
daily attendance. Generally, it was found that the larger districts

California’s State Testing Program in 1969-70

in terms of the characteristics of school districts, referred to as

of each type had higher pupil test scores, higher teacher salaries
higher tax rates. larger average class sizes, lower assessed valuation
per pupil, lower levels of family poverty, and less staff turnove
than the small~r districts had.

Part II of this report preser:s the statewide testing data for
1969-70 for each school district in California. This part makes it
possible to compare the data for each school district wit% that of
all other districts or with a set of districts of similar type and size.

The analyses described in Part III of the report allow the reader
to compare the test performances of pupils in each schoo! district
with a set of “expected” scores which were predicted on the basis
of selected input characteristics of the district. An analysis of the
overall relationships among the factors examined showed that high
pupil achievement test scores were most related to high pupil
scholastic ability scores and low rates of family povexrty. High
achievement scores were also associated with high teachers’
salaries, larger districts, high expenditures per pupil, high propor-
tions of nonteaching certificated personnel, low percentages of
minority group pupils, low rates of pupil mobility, low rates of
staff turnover, small class sizes, and low pupil-teacher ratios.

Based on these relationships, equations were developed which
were used to obtain predicted test scores for each school district.
The degree to which the actual scores of each district exceeded or
fell short of the predicted scores is presented in the tables of Part
I. Several precautions are discussed to help the reader use the
information properly and to avoid reaching incorrect and possibly
misleading conclusions.
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Introduchon to the Report on
 the Statewide Testing Program

The objectives of California’s statewide testing program are
outlined in Education Code Section 12821, as follows:

(a) To afford a means and procedure for evaluating the effectiveness of
the public schools as shown by the competence and progress of public
school pupils in basic skills and content courses.

(b) To make such evaluations available to educational agencies and the
public as a basis for the correction of deficiencies in, and the improvement
of, all phases of the state educational system and as a basis for research.

(c) To afford to the Legislature facts from which it may determine the
proper allocation and expenditure of public funds for public school
education.

The reader will note that certain aspects of these objectives
relate to the functions and operations of the state and that other
aspects pertain more directly to the operations of school districts.
In both cases the role of the testing program is to provide
information about the quality of instruction and the level of
learning in California public schools. Such information should be
helpful to policymakers and administrators at both local and state
levels in their efforts to make the public school programs more
effective. The basic purpose of this report is to supply some of
that necessary information.

Previous reports have presented informat on about the general
levels of progress of California pupils &1 learning the basic
academic skills. This report provides more detailed and diagnostic
information on the skills and knowledge of pupils in each school
district. Average test scores are presented by grade levels and
instructional areas.

Structure of the Report

The first part of this report provides a narrative and statistical
description of the factors examined in California’s statewide
testing program in 1969-70.

The second and third parts of the report provide data on t
relative performance of pupils in each district. The data ¢
presented and analyzed in a number of ways. Each presentation
designed to shed light on this question: “How well are the pup
in each district doing?”’ This question implies that it is possible
compare the performance of pupils in each school district wi
some absolute criteria which yield precise descriptions of quali
However, such absolute standards for describing pupil perforn
ance in each school district have not yet been developed. In lieu
such standards, tentative indications of the quality of t
educational program in each school district may be gained |
comparing data from each district with data from other districts
the state.

In Part II of this report, data from each school district a
compared with data from all other districts and with a subset
districts of similar size and type of organization.

Part HI of this report presents an analysis of the relationshi
between academic achievement test scores (output factors) and
variety of social, financial, and instructional characteristics of t
school districts (input factors). This will provide the reader wi
basic d.ta regarding school achievement and the processes ai
proble as of managing the schools to obtain maximuin puj
achiev :nent. The performances of pupils in each district a
compared to a set of “expected” scores, which are predicted «
the basis of the input characteristics of the district; e.g., tax rat
teachers’ salaries, and assessed valuation. The development a
validity of these prediction equations are also discussed in Part I

Limitations of This Report

The chief limitation of this report is that it presents ar
analyzes pupil achievement only as indicated by scores «¢
standardized achievement tests. The tests are usually designed




measure some relatively stable pupil characteristics; e.g., reading
ability and computational skills.

Frequently, public schools are criticized for not being able to
show proof of their effectiveness. Although the results from
standardized achievement tests should not be the only criteria
used for determining whether certain school programs are effec-
tive, test results can be valuable in making such determinations.
The goals of education are complex, and standardized tests
measure only a few of those gpoals. However, a good standardized

achieven test does reflect the objectives stressed in man
schools.

Evaluation of a program implies more than measurement.
Evaluation implies looking at the measurement in the light o
objectives and costs and making decisions about the value of th
outcomes obtained. Tests are valid for some uses but not
necessarily for others. Nevertheless, they are useful measures o
the intellectual growth of pupils to the extent that they represent

common objectives among the schools.




Descriptions of
Factors Examined in the Study

The school district-factors examined in this study have been
placed in two discrete groups: the products of the educational
system and the characteristics of the school districts. The first
group describes the products of the educational system; i.e., the
skills and competencies of the pupils after some period cf

in 1969-77 by the State Board of Education. These factors are the
median ..uiievement test scores for each school district. The
achievement tests were administered to all pupils in grades one,
two, three, six, and twelve during the 1969-70 school year. These
test score factors are alternately referred to as output, outcome, or
criterion factors, because they indicate the quality of the output
or outcome of instruction in terms of pupil learnings which in turn
serve as the criteria by which the schools are evaluated.

The second group of factors describe each school district in
terms of its financial characteristics, community characteristics,
instructional program, and pupil characteristics. Most of the data
for the factors were collected by the Department of Education in
the routine conducting of its duties. Some examples of these
factors are tax rate, assessed valuation per »upil, class size, and
teachers’ salaries. These factors are al-o referred to as “input”
factors in this study, since they indicatc the quality and magnitude
of the input or resources which each school district is willing and
able to bring to bear upon its educational problems. Later in the
report they are referred to as “predictor” variables, since the
factors are used to predict or estimate the median test scores for
each school district.

The terin ‘“variable” is often used interchangeably with
“factor.” Either tcrm applies to an item of information about a
school district — either a median test score or one of the other
characteristics of school districts.

instruction, as measured by the achievement tests adopted for use *

Description of Achievement Tests Used in State
Testing Program — Outcome Factors

The following descriptions apply to the achievement tests
administered to all pupils in grades one, two, three, six, and twelve
during the 1969-70 school year. Each of the tests were published
by major companies and are used in various school districts
throughout the country. It would be necessary to inspect carefully
each test to understand fully the types of skills being assessed.
However, the brief descriptions which follow give a general
indication of the skills required for success on each test.

The Test for Grade One

The Cooperative Primary Reading Test, Form 12A, which was
selected for grade one, surveys the pupil’s understanding of the
pasic concepts he needs for developing reading skills. It tests his
ability to comprehend as well as his skill to remember and to make
comparisons. Each of the 50 items on the test requires the pupil to
read a word, sentence, or paragraph and then mark a response
from among three choices. Of the 50 sets of potential responses,
20 are presented in pictorial form, with the remaining 30 sets
composed of words or sentences and paragraphs expressing
concrete and abstract concepts. The vocabulary of the test is
geared to standard primary reading programs and most instruc-
tional materials.

Tests for Grades Two and Three

The Stanford Reading Test, Primary II, Foum W, was selected
for use in grade two, and the Stanford Reading Test, Primary II,
Form X, was selected for grade three. These tests are each
composed of two subtests: word meaning and paragraph meaning.
Only the pupil’s total reading score, which is computed by taking




the sum of the correct responses on each of the subtests, is
reported to the State Department of Education.

Word meaning subtest. This subtest consists of 36 multiple-
choice items, graduated in difficulty, which measure the pupil’s
ability to read a sentence and to select a correct word to complete
the sentence.

Paragraph meaning subtest. This subtest consists of a serics of
paragraphs, graduated in difficulty; in each paragraph one or two
words have been omitted. The pupil’s task with each of the 60
questions is to demonstrate his comprehension of the paragraph
by selecting the proper word from four choices' that are afforded
him. The test thus provides a measure of the pupil’s ability to
comprehend. The test ranges in difficulty from single sentences to
paragraphs of several sentences, and it involves levels of compre-
hension varying from extremely simple recognition to the making
of inferences from several related sentences. The paragraphs were
designed to be of interest to young children, and a vocabulary
level has been used which tests a child’s comprehension of related
discourse rather than simply his word knowledge. The test is based
on the concept of “reading as reasoning” and, consequently,
places a premium on genuine compreqension ability rather than on
the mechanical skills of reading.

Reading Progress Scores for Grades Two and Three

Two additional test score factors are included in the analysis for
each district with pupils in grades two and three. The first factor is
the median grade equivalent score for second and third grade
pupils, which is calculated when they were at the end of grade
one. The second is the median of the differences between pupil
grade equivalents at the end of the first grade and the grade
equivalents earned at the end of the second or the third grade. The
{irst figure is referred to as a base; the second, as the gain or
number of months of progress achieved since establishing that
base. It is essential to relate the gain to the base, because pupils
with a lower base tend to make less gain than pupils with higher
baseline scores.

The Tests for Grade Six

The Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Form Q, Level 2, was
selected for use in grade six. Eight subtests of this battery have
been adopted for use in the state testing program. All items in the
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various subtests are of the multiple-choice type, with either four
or five choices for each item.

Reading (subtests 1, vocabulary; and 2, comprehension). The
Reading Vocabulary Subtest consists of 40 items which test the
pupil’s understanding of the meaning of underlined words pre-
sented in short statements. The pupil chooses, from among four
alternatives, the word which has the closest meaning to the
underlined word.

The Reading Comprehension Subtest consistr of 45 items
designed to measure the pupil’s ability to recognize stated details;
to comprehend the ideas presented; to interpret by identifying
main ideas, perceiving relationships, drawing conclusions, and
making inferences; and to extend interpretations beyond the
statements provided. The test uses articles, stories, poems, and
letters as the bases for the test items.

A total reading score is obtained by adding the number o
correct responses gained on each subtest. Only the total score is
reported to the State Department of Education.

Language (subtests 3, language mechanics; 4, language expres-
sion; and 5, spelling). The Language Mechanics Subtest consists 0
25 items designed to measure the pupil’s ability to punctuate and
capitalize. Ability to punctuate is tested by having the pupil
decide whether punctuation marks are needed within a letter and
an article on school activities. Capitalization is measured in two
stories in which each sentence is divided into four parts. The pupil
indicates which sentence part, if any, has a capitalization error.

The Language Expression Subtest presents 30 items related to
short sentences, stories, and a poem in which words or phrases are
omitted. The pupil indicates which words or phrases among the
alternatives available he would select to “fit best” the form and
sense of the statement. The Spelling Subtest consists of 30 items,
each presenting four words. The pupil indicates which, if any, o
the alternatives are spelled incorrectly.

A total language score is obtained by adding the number of]
correct responses gained on each subtest. The total score is
reported to the State Department of Education and, in addition,
the scores of the Spelling Subtest are reported separately.

Arithmetic (subtests 6, arithmetic computation; 7, arithmetic
concepts; and 8, arithmetic applications). The Arithmetic Compu-
tation Subtest presents 48 items equally distributed among the
four fundamental mathematical processes of additi..n, subtrac-




tion, multiplication, and division. They involve whole numbers,
fractions, decimal fractions, and mixed numbers. The items are
arranged to test each pupil in each process, regardless of his speed
of performance.

The Arithmetic Concepts Subtest consists of 30 items which
measure the pupil’s ability to recognize and/or apply appropriate
concepts and techniques in order to demonstrate his comprehen-
sion of various numerical concepts and interrelationships. These
items go beyond the four fundamental processes and explore
concepts involved in measurement (money, time, length, volume,
temperature), algebra, geometry, statistics, and logic.

The Aritnmetic Applications Subtest presents 20 items in which
the emphasis is on problem-solving. Word problems are presented
to test the pupil’s ability to comprehend the problem, to select an
appropriate method for solving the problem, to reorganize the
available facts, and to solve the problem by arriving at a correct
answer. The responses available to the pupil may not require him
to solve the problem but may only ask him to indicate how he
would solve it.

A total arithmetic computation score is obtained by adding the
total number of correct responses gained on all three of these
subtests.

The Tests for Grade Twelve

The Iowa Tests of Educational Development, Form X-4, Class
Period Version, was selected for the statewide testing program in
grade twelve in 1969-70. Three of the tests from this battery have
been adopied for use in-the state testing program.

Language and Spelling (test 3, correctness and appropriateness
of expression). This test explores the pupil’s mastery of some of
the basic skills needed for effective writing: punctuation, usage,
capitalization, spelling, dictation, phraseology, and organization.
The 79 items in the first part of the test present a letter and three
short passages which might have been written by a high school
student. The student’s task is to determine if underlined words or
sections are correct or if they should be replaced by one of three
available alternztives. The examples present errors and inappro-
priate expressions, and the student is required to demonstrate his
abilities rather than to state formal rules and principles.

The second part of this test presents 60 words in 15 questions
representing the most common types of spelling problems or
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errors. Scores are reported to the State Department of Education
for the total test and for the spelling section separately.

Arithmetic (test 4, ability to do quantitative thinking). This test
presents 33 practical problem situations which most would agree
high school graduates should be able to solve. Because of its
concern with practical problems, the test has implications for the
guidance of pupils regarding several curricular areas, particularly in
the natural sciences and the social sciences. However, it also offers
a measure of general aptitude for the study of mathematics. It
covers basic computational skills involving whole numbers, frac-
tions, and decimals; the pupil’s ability to apply those skills in
problem-solving situations involving such concerns as volume, area,
measurements, proportions, formulas, roots and powers, cost and
profits, and approximations; and it involves the interpretation of
linear interpolations, symbols, graphs, tables, and charts.

Reading (test 5, ability to interpret reading materials in the
social studies). This test assesses the student’s ability to interpret
and evaluate reading matter representative of textbooks, reference
books, periodical articles, and newspaper items dealing with social
problems and social studies in general. The student is not merely
asked to assimilate the ideas presented, but he is also asked to
comprehend the implications and interrelationships of the ideas
and to evaluate the authors’ approaches and handling of the
topics.

Eight passages dealing with geography, sociology, comtempo-
rary social problems, economics, political science, and history are
presented. They are loosely organized, with the most important
thoughts often implied rather than stated explicitly. The 53
questions which accompany these passages frequently require the
student to make qualitative, subjective judgments.

Description of School District Characteristics Examined in
Study of State Testing Program — Input Factors

In order to interpret properly the results of achievement tests, it
is necessary to consider the ability and the willingness of school
districts to provide for a quality educational program. It is also
essential to consider the strengths and weaknesses of the pupils in
the district in terms of their abilities to profit from the
instractional programs offered. Descriptions of each of the district
and pupil characteristic (input) factors used in this study are
presented in the paragraphs that follow.




} Minimum and Maximum Salaries Paid to Teachers

Data on the minimum and maximum salaries paid to teachers in
1969-70 were derived from information collected from each
school district by the Bureau of Administrative Research and
P District Organization, California State Department of Education
(Form R-1). This form requests data based on a frequency
distribution of salaries actually paid to teachers, with a lower
interval of under $6,000 and a top interval of $15,000 and over.
Each interval has a range of $300. The median salary was
calculated for ..ch school district based on this distribution. For
school districts that operated community (junior) colleges, only
data on salaries paid to teachers of kindergarten through grade
twelve were included in this report.

Average Class Size, Grades One Through Three

Information on average class size in grades one through three is
collected annually by the Bureau of School Apportionments and
Reports, California State Department of Education (Form J-7).
The average number of pupils per class is rounded to onc decimal
place. School districts with less than 101 units of average daily
attendance (a.d.a.) were not required to complete Form J-7.

Pupil-Teacher Ratio, Grades Four Through Eight

Information on pupil-teacher ratio in grades four through eight
is also collected annually by the Bureau of School Apporticn-
ments and Reports (Form J-7). The average number of pupils
enrolled per full-time equivalent classroom teacher in each school
district was computed to one decimal place. Districts with less
than 101 units of average daily attendance were not required to
complete Form J-7.

Certificated Nonteaching Personnel

The number of certificated nonteaching personnel per 100
full-time equivalent teachers was taken from data collected for the
report produced by the Bureau of Administrative Research and
District Organization entitled Ratios of California Public School
Nonteaching Employees to Classroom Teachers as of November 1,
1969 and 1970. Data for the publication are taken from Form
R-2, “Annual School District Employee Ratio Report.” The total
number of pupil services and administrative employees was divided
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by the total number of full-time equivalent teachers to obtain the
proper ratio. The ratio was computed to one decimal place.
Information on certificated nonteaching personnel was -not
collected from elementary school districts with less than 101 units
of a.d.a. or from high school districts with less than 301 units of
a.d.a. Administrators of common administration districts were
asked to supply two ratios for this report, one for grades one

_through eight and one for grades nine through twelve.

Total General Fund Tax Rate

The total general fund tax rats was taken from information
collected on Form J-29B from each school district and summa-
rized by the Bureau of Administrative Research and District
Organization. It is the sum of the general purpose tax rate and the
permissive override tax rates. The following special tax rates for
capital outlay and other special purposes have been omitted from
this calculation: annual repayment of state loans, Public School
Building Loan Fund, bond interest and principal payment,
Children’s Center Fund, Development Center for Handicapped
Minors Fund, and annual charge for use of property.

Total General Purpose Tax Rate

The total general purpose tax rate was taken from information
collected from each school district on Form J-29B and summa-
rized by the Bureau of Administrative Research and District
Organization. It includes the areawide tax when levied. In the few
cases in which a school district reported permissive override tax
rates but was not levying a general purpose tax at the legal tax rate
limit, the permissive override tax rates were considered part of the
general purpose tax rate to the extent of the legal tax rate limit.

Assessed Valuation per Unit of Average Daily Attendance

To compute the assessed valuation per unit of ad.a., the
1969-70 modified assessed valuation for each school district was
divided by the 1669-70 total regular a.d.a. in grades one through
twelve. This factor was calculated to the nearest dollar. The
regular a.d.a. was used in the calculation, because it is a figure that
is derived from sources common to all school districts. The total
a.d.a. was not used because of the wide variation among districts
in the operation of summer schools, continuation schools, and
adult classes.




Percent of Minority Enrollment

In this report the percent that the minority enrollment is of the
total enrollment of the school district is identified as “percent of
minority enrollment.”’” This information is collected annually by
the Division of Compensatory Education, California State Depart-
ment of Education, on Form OS/CR, “School Report of Racial
and Ethnic Distribution of Pupils.” The percents for the 1969-70
school year were computed to one decimal place.

Index of Family Poverty

The index of family poverty was derived by dividing the figure
for the total funds which a school district was entitled to receive
under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (Public Law 89-10) by the average daily attendance figure
(less adults) of the district. The index of family poverty, as
calculated from the ESEA, Title I, entitlement rather than from
expenditures, had the advantage of not being affected by districts
that (1) did not submit ESEA, Title I, projects; (2) submitted
projects for less than their entitlement; or (3) spent less than the
amount approved on a project. It provided a computational basis
for determining poverty conditions of a school district without
being influenced by the actions of the district.

Scholastic Ability

The median IQ scores were based on the Lorge-Thorndike
Intelligence Tests — Verbal Battery, which was zdministered to
pupils in grades six and twelve during October and November,
1969. This test, published by Houghton Mifflin Company, yields
IQs ranging from 50 to 151 for grade six (Form 1, Level D) and
from 30 to 150 for grade twelve (Form 1, Level G). The median
IQ score computed to one decimal place was used as the measure
of average scholastic ability for the pupils in each school district.

These tests were designed to measure abstract intelligence
defined as ‘“‘the ability to work with ideas and the relationships
among ideas.”

The verbal battery consists of five subtests:

1. The items in the vocabulary subtest require the examinee to
choose from five words the one that has most nearly the
same meaning as the given word (stem).

Q

2. The sentence completion subtest requires the examinee to
choose the one word out of five that best completes a
sentence.

3. The arithmetic reasoning test presents short story problems.
The examinee is to choose the correct answer from five
alternatives, one of which is always “none of these.”

4. The verbal classification items present a series of three words,
and the examinee is to choose the one of five additional
words that belongs with the original series.

5. The verbal analogy subtest is composed of itemns that present
three words. The first two words are related to sach other in
some way, and the examinee is to choose which one of five
answers is related to the third word in the same way.

Pupil Mobility

The pupil mobility (transitory) factors were derived by dividing
the average daily attendance of the school district by the total
annual enrollment of the district. Two transitory factors were
computed for all school districts. The factors were based upon the
regular day class a.d.a. and total annual enrollment for the two
grade-level groups: one through eight and nine through twelve.
These data are collected on the annual report of attendance forms:
J-18A, for elementary grades; J-19EA, grades seven and eight; and
J-19A, grades nine through twelve. The transitory factor for each
grade-level group is the result of dividing the a.d.a. by the total
enrollment. The total annual enrollment was defined as the count
of pupils entered on the roll for regular classes during the course
of the 1969-70 school year. Since pupils changing schools within a
district were counted each time they enrolled in a different school,
the factor includes intradistrict mobility as well as interdistrict
mobility.

Rate of Staff Turnover

For purposes of this report, ‘“staff” was restricted to
“teachers,”” as defined in Education Code Section 321:

(b) ‘Teacher” r 2ans an employee of a school district, employed in a
position requiring certification qualifications and whose dnties require him
to provide direct instruction to pupils in the schools of that district for the
full time for which he is employed. “Teacher” shall include, but not be
limited to, teachers of special classes, teachers of exceptional children,




Statistical Description of the Population

The statistics for all factors used in this report of the California
state testing program, 1969-70, for all types of school districts are
presented in Table 1. The data in this table present a yardstick by
which the differences among the three types of school districts
may be observed: unified, high school, and elementary.

The mean values for each factor (variable) for each of the three
types of districts are shown in Table 2. If data are not given for a
particular variable, that means that the variable is not applicable to
a given type of district. For example, the grade twelve reading
mean score would not apply to an elementary district. The (+) or
() indicates the direction of deviation of a particular variable
from the statewide mean. This table clearly shows that unified
school districts consistently have means above the statewide
average (in many cases significantly above); however, the means
for elementary school districts consistently fall below the state-
wide means. High school districts’ means tend to rise above as
often as they fall below the statewide means. It can be stated
generally that, among the three types of districts, differences in
the area of pupil achievement and ability were slight compared to
differences in monetary variables, such as tax rates, expenditures,
and salaries.

Another rhase of the district analysis involved stratifying each
of the three types of districts by units of a.d.a. and calculating
means for all variables within each a.d.a. group. The results for
unified, elementary, and high school districts can be seen,
respectively, in tables 3, 4, and 5. For example, if a person were

interested in the effect of district size on median teacher salaries in
unified districts, he would refer to Table 3, find median teacher
salaries in the list of variables, then read directly across the five
columns (each column representing a larger district) to observe
any trend. In the example selected, he would find a general linear
relationship; i.e., the larger the unified district, the higher the
median teacher salary. .

Table 6 was constructed to enable the reader to discern the
relationship of all variable means to district size at a quick glance.
For example, the grade twelve spelling means for high school
districts increase as district a.d.a increases, so in Table 6 the word
“up” has been placed in the appropriate place in the high school
districts’ column.

Several patterns are clearly evident in Table 6. First, there is a
remarkable tendency for linear relationships to appear among
many of the 33 variables. That is, as district a.d.a. increases, the
means consistently increase or decrease. Second, when these linear
relationships do occur, the overwhelming pattern is for variable
means to increase with increasing district size. Two exceptions
were Assessed Valuation/ADA (variable 24 in Table 6) and Rate of
Staff Turnover (variable 31), which both decreased with increased
district a.d.a. Finally, in unified districts and elementary districts,
there was a surprising tendency for consistent linear trends to be
“disrupted” by the means of the largest districts. In those cases,
which were relatively frequent, once district size reached a certain
level, further increases in a.d.a. produced less effect on the mean
of the variable under examination.




TABLE 1

Statistical Description of All California School Districts in Terms of Scores Obtained
from California State Testing Program and Other School Factors, 1969-70

Number of Standard Minimum Maximum
Variable Districts Mean Deviation Value Value
Achievement Test Scores
l. Grade 1 Reading 909 22.31 5.70 3.00 46,50
2. Grade 2 Reading 911 4o.65 11.67 5.00 81.00
3. Grade 3 Reading 910 60.87 10.92 17.00 90.00
k., Grade 6 Reading 904 59.40 8.88 15.00 77.00
5. Grade 6 Language 903 55.88 8.14 10.00 79.00
6. Grade 6 Spelling 901 - 21.63 2.62 3.00 29,00
7. Grade 6 Mathematics 901 72.39 8.81 21.80 95.00
8. Grade 12 Reading 338 21.51 2.86 12.50 30.00
9. Grade 12 Language 336 39.59 4.73 21.80 52.80
10. Grade 12 Spelling 335 7.79 .93 5.00 10.60
11. Grade 12 Mathematics 338 12.91 1.94 7.10 19.30
12. Grade 1 Base - G.E. 833 1.73 .22 1.10 3.00
13. Months of Progress - Grade 2 833 8.07 3.09 1.00 36.00
14. Grade 1 Base - G.E. 832 1.76 «29 1.20 3.90
15. Months of Progress - Grade 3 832 16.25 4,58 1,00 57.00
Other School Factors
16. Minimum Teacher Salary 1,078 $6,990.05 $713.29 $6,000.00 $15,000.00
17. Maximum Teacher Salary 1.078 $11,691.70 $2,327.22 $6,299.00 $15,000.00
18. Median Teacher Salary 1,078 $9,112.13 $1,407.65 $6,150.00 $15,000.00
19. Average Class Size 1-3 762 25.44 3.49 11.00 33,30
20. Pupil-Teacher Ratio 4-8 765 26.52 3.78 11.00 35.70
2l. Non-Teaching Personnel 871 11.23% 4.207% 1.00% 37.50%
22. General Fund Tax Rate 1,078 $2.71 $1.14 $.16 $6.97
23. General Purpose Tax Rate 1,078 $2.06 $.78 $.16 $5.70
2k. Assessed Valuation/ADA 1,078  [$39,471.69 $63,112.88 $108.00 $1,167,159.00
25. Minority Enrollment 1,078 19.89% 20.247, 0.00% 100.00%
26. Index of Family Poverty 1,078 19.31 17.92 0.00 99.99
27. Scholastic Ability Grade 6 907 96.99 6.56 62.00 123.50
28. Scholastic Ability Grade 12 3h2 100.51 L. o4 83.60 115.60
29. Pupil Mobility Crades 1-8 957 .84 .09 .10 1.00
30. Pupil Mobility Grades 9-12 355 .86 .07 .10 1.00
o *1. Rate of Staff Turrover 1,064 16.09 20.02 0.00 250.00
[ERJXZZ' Expenditures per ADA 1,078 $552.36 $162.85 $271.00 $1,733.00
i Regular ADA Grades 1-12 1,078 3,651.86 17,781.54 8.00 536,972.00
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TABLE 2

Means of All Variables Examined in Study of California’s State Testing Progrem, 1939-70,
for 235 Unified, 723 Elementary, and 120 High Schoo! Districts

. Means, by type of district

Variable Unified Elementary High School

1. Grade 1 Reading 22.74  (+) 22.16 (=)

2. Grade 2 Reading k1.60 (+) Lo.33 (-)

3. Grade 3 Reading 62.95 (+) 60.17 (-}

Lk, Grade 6 Reading 60.85 (+) 58.89 (-)

5. Grade 6 Language 57.17 (+) 55.43 (=)

6. Grade 6 Spelling 22.28 (+) 21.450 (=)

7. Grade 6 Mathematics 73.72 (+) 71.92 (=)

8. Grade 12 Reading 21.62 (+) 21.26 (=)
9. Grade 12 Language 39.71 (+) 39.32 (=)
10. Grade 12 Spelling 7.78 (-) 7.80 (+)
11. Grade 12 Mathematics 12.97 (+) 12.77 (=)
12. Grade 1 Base 1.72 (=) 1.72 (=)
13. Months of Progress - Grade 2 7.81 (=) 8.15 (+)
14. Grade 1 Base 1.73 (=) 1.77 (+)
15. donths of Progress - Grade 3 16.44  (+) 16.17 (=)
16. #inimum Teacher Salary $6,842.82 (=) | $7,033.09 (+) $7,019.00 (+)
17. Maximum Teacher Salary $13,371.48 (+) |$10,841.83 (-) $13,522.50 (+)
18. Median Teacher Salary $9,790.96 (+) | $8,670.71 (=) $10,363.46 (+)
19. Average Class Size 1-3 26.03 (+) 25.05 (=)
20. Pupil-Teacher Ratio 4-8 27.35 (+) 26.15 (=)
21. Non-Teaching Personnel 12.72% (+) 9.55% (-) 16.337 (+)
22. General Fund Tax Rate $ho32  (+) $2.28 (=) $2.09 (-)
23. General Purpose Tax Rate $3.13 (+) $1.79 (=) $1.55 (=)
2k, Assessed Valuation/ADA $17,497.00 (-) |$i44,785.43 (+) $50,455.75 (+)
25. Minority Enrollment 20.24% (+) 19.93% (+) 18.94% (=)
26. Index of Family Poverty 17.68 (=) 19.99 (+) " 18.32 (=)
27. Scholastic Ability Gr. 6 97.72 (+) 96.74 (=)
28. Scholastic Ability Gr. 12 100.63 (+) 100.20 (-)
29. Pupil Mobility Grades 1-8 0.85 +) 0.83 (=)
30. Pupil Mobility Grades 9-12 0.86 (=) 0.86 (=)
31. Rate of Staff Turnover 13.61 (=) 17.6% (+) 11.75 (=)
32. Expenditures per ADA $591.51 (+) $515.29 (-) $699.00 (+)
33. Regular ADA Grades 1-12 10,634.52 (+) | 1,400.85 (-)

3,539.94 (=)




Means of All Variables Examined for Unified Districts According to

TABLE 3

Regular Average Daily Attendance, 1969-70

Means, by average daily attendance

Variable 0-999 1,000-3,999 4,000-9,999 10,000- 24,999 25,000 +
Grade 1 Reading 22,41 22,73 22,41 23,32 22.94
Grade 2 Reading 38,51 40.84 42.42 43,92 42,77
Grade 3 Reading 61.53 62.26 63.53 64. 54 63.11
Grade 6 Reading 59.12 60.27 61.54 62,36 61.21
Grade 6 Language 55.17 56.57 57.75 58.74 58.30
Grade 6 Spelling 21.75 22.11 22,38 22,72 22.72
Grade 6 Mathemayics 70.92 73.83 73.91 75.24 74,86
Grade 12 Reading 20.76 21.89 21.64 21.99 21.25
Grade 12 Language 36.79 39.56 40.67 40.87 40.52
Grade 12 Spelling 7.09 7.72 7.82 8.24 8.15
Grade 12 Mathematics 12,24 12.96 13.11 13.42 13.01
Grade 1 Base 1.75 1.73 1.72 1.73 1.72
Months of Progress 7.41 7.53 8.03 8.21 8.06 |
Grade 1 Base 1.76 1.75 1.74 1.70 1.71 |
Months of Progress 16.46 16.01 16.28 17.30 16.59
Minimum Teacher Salary $7056.50 $6769.88 $6757.49 $6845.66 $6932,33
Maximum Teacher Salary $11745.00 $12862.02 $14090.56 $14393,33 $14550.00
Median Teacher Salary $9142,77 $9574.32 $9965.17 $§10257 40 $10503.16
Average Class Size 1-3 23,08 25.51 27.17 27.53 27.54
Pupil-Teacher Ratio 4-8 24,58 26.72 28.19 28.88 29.70
Non-Teaching Personnel 11.08% 12,33% 13.50% 13.63% 13.74%
General Fund Tax Rate $3.43 $3.93 $4.77 $4.98 $5.08
General Purpose Tax Rate $2.77 $2.92 $3.37 $3.37 $3.56
Assessed Valuation/ADA $28013.42 $19219.86 $13471.19 $11861.24 $12509.00
Minority Enrollment 17.23% 20.41% 19.49% 20.96% 26.70%
Index of Family Poverty 23,26 18.85 15.14 11.89 22,17
Scholastic Ability Grade 6 96.55 97.06 98.19 99,18 98.18
Scholastic Ability Grade 12 98.03 100.76 101.36 101.73 100.70
Pupil Mobility Grades 1-8 0.85 0.84 0.86 c.86 0.85
Pupil Mobility Grades 9-12 0.87 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.85
Rate of Staff Turnover 15.33 15.20 11.46 11.00 15.71
Expenditures per ADA $688.63 $571.44 $567.55 $568.11 $592.89
Regular ADA Grades 1-12 471.42 2163.43 6455,83 14607.27 72768.63




TABLE 4

Means of All Variables Examined for Elementary Districts According to
Regular Average Daily Attendance, 1969-70

Means, by average daily attendance

Variable 0-99 100-499 | 500-999 | 1,000-1,999 | 2,000-3,999| |
1. Grade 1 Reading 21.77 21.72 22.18 22.4%0 23.32
2. Grade 2 Reading 37.63 39.41 39.05 b2.12 4s.00
3. Grade 3 Reading 57.84 58.38 59.65 63.23 64.06
L, Grade 6 Reading 57.11 58.12 57.83 60. 44 62.07
5. Grade 6 Language 53.00 54.84 55.11 57.11 58.64
6. Grade 6 Spelling 20.34 21.17 21.60 22.18 22.51
7. Grade 6 Mathematics 69.58 71.36 71.45 73.70 75.07
12.Grade 1 Base - GE 1.69 1.74 1.72 1.74 1.75
13.Months of Progress 8.51 8.00 7.42 7.75 8.45
14.Grade 1 Base - GE 1.82 1.77 1.70 1.77 1.78
15.Months of Progr ‘~s 16.40 15.52 15.90 16.28 16.60
16.Minimum Teacher alary $7,410.13 | $6,96L4.38 | $6,795.00 | $6,807.00 $6,859.00 $6
17.Maximum Teacher Salary $9,278.97 | $10,219.23 | $11,008.00 |$12,036.00 |$13,125.00 |$13
18.Median Teacher Salary $8,043.32 | $8,459.33 | $8,705.88 | $9,205.07 $9,727.50 $9
19.Average Class Size 1-3 19.24 23.93 25.54 26.22 26.50
20.Pupil-Teacher Ratio 4-8 19.97 25.55 26.35 26.62 27.03
21 .Non-Teaching Personnel 6.21% 8.487% 9.00% 10.80% 11.25Y%
22.General Fund Tax Rate $1.69 $2.14 $2.50 $2.63 $3.01
23.General Purpose Tax Rate $1.51 $1.72 $1.89 $1.96 $2.15
2L .Assessed Valuation/ADA $93,596.81 | $36,841.25 | $18,443.40 | $17,961.07 $16,958.93 $15
25.Minority Enrollment 16.15% 21.129 24.92% 19.91% 21.91%
26.Index of Family Poverty 18.25 21.21 29.26 21.09 16.09
27.Scholastic Ability Grade 6 96.09 95.88 95.66 97.66 99.13
29.Pupil Mobility Grades 1-8 0.81 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.87
31.Rate of Staff Turnover 25.43 15.89 13.92 13.92 12.66
32.Expenditures per ADA $599.77 $460.57 $461.88 $502.20 $527.27
33.Regular ADA Grades 1-12 k.78 269.63 722.48 | 1,400.79 2,885.87 6
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TABLE 4
Means of All Variables Examined for Elementary Districts According to
{ Regular Average Daily Attendance, 1969-70
Means, by average daily attendance

0-99 100-499 500-999 1,000-1,999 2,000-3,999]| 4,000-9,999 10,000 +
21.77 21.72 22.18 22.40 23.32 23.42 22.38
37.63 39.41 39.05 b2.12 4s.00 45,97 L2.60
57.84 58.38 59.65 63.23 64.06 65.99 63.31
57.11 58.12 57.83 60. 44 62.07 62.85 60.28
53.00 54.84 55.11 57.11 58.64 59.40 56.76
20.34 21.17 21.60 22.18 22.51 22.81 22.03
69.58 71.36 71.45 73.70 75.07 75.69 72.97
1.69 1.74 1.72 1.74 1.75 1.75 1.71
8.51 8.00 7.42 7.75 8.45 8.82 8.20
1.82 1.77 1.70 1.77 1.78 1.74 1.70
16.40 15.52 15.90 1€.28 16.60 17.1a 16.93
$7,410.13 | $6,964.38 | $6,795.00 | $6,807.00 $6,859.00 $6,839.00 $6,846.06
$9,278.97 | $10,219.23 | $11,008.00 | $12,036.0Q $13,125.00 $13,625.00 $14,100.00
$8,043.32 | $8,459.33 | $8,705.88 | $9,205.07 $9,727.50 $9,577.65 $9,592.29
19.24 23.93 25.54 26.22 26.50 26.91 26.16
19.97 25.55 26.35 26.62 27.03 27.67 28.26

6.21% 8.48% 9.007% 10.80% 11.25% 11.15% 12.58%

$1.69 $2.14 $2.50 $2.63 $3.01 $3.11 $3.28
$1.51 $1.72 $1.89 $1.96 $2.15 $2.23 $2.31
$93,59.81 | $36,841.25 | $18,443.40 | $17,961.07 $16,958.93 $15,148.40 $11,737.82

16.15% 21.129 24,927 19.91% 21.91% 18.96% 23.119
18.25 21.21 29.26 21.09 16.09 13.26 15.89
96.09 95.88 95.66 97.66 99.13 99.50 97.48
0.81 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.87 0.88 0.85
25.43 15.89 13.92 13.92 12.66 14.01 12.86
$599.77 $460.57 $461.88 $502.20 $527.27 $516.20 $512.82
k.78 269.63 722.48 1, 400,79 2,885.87 6,116.02 14,159.70
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TABLE S

Means of All Variables Examined for High School Districts According to
Regular Average Daily Attendance, 1969-70

Means, by average daily attendance

Variable 0-599 600-1,999 2,000~6,999 7,000 +
8. Grade 12 Reading 20.29 20.85 22.60 21.47
9. Grade 12 Language 36.38 38.65 ln.s7 .14
10. Grade 12 Spelling 7.31 7.67 8.09 8.28
11. Grade 12 Mathematics 12.10 12.31 13.67 13.34
16. Minimum Teacher Salary $7,031.00 $7,119.00 $6,8%6.93 $7,041.86
17. Maximum Teacher Salary $11,712.00 $13,493.33 $14,193.10 $14,814.29
18. Median Teacher Salary $9,047.52 $10,333.95 $10,949.45 $11,184.09
2l. Non-Teaching Personnel 13.62% 15.95% 17.46% 17.55%
22. General Fund Tax Rate $1.78 $1.90 $2.36 $2.51
23. General Purpose Tax Rate $1.45 $1.48 $1.62 $1.76
24. Assessed Valuation/ADA $67,061.06 $53,799.84 $42,109.96 $35,046.76
25. Minority Enrollment 17.04% 24,539 11.31% 19.80%
26. Index of Family Poverty 19.43 24,40 13.31 10.90
28. Scholastic Ability Grade 12 98.70 98.87 102.38 102.03
3C. Pupil Mobility Grades 9-12 0.87 0.86 0.87 0.87
3l. Rate of Staff Turnover 15.67 11.74 10.40 8.68
32. Expenditures per ADA $756.00 $686.33 .$685.86 $676.48
33. Regular ADA Grades 1-12 350.80 1,148.27 4,056.48

11,748.23




TABLE 6

Effects of Increased District Size on 33 Variables Examined in the Study of
California’s State Testing Program, by Type of District, 1969-70

Effect of size on variable, by district type

Unified Elementary High School
Variable Districts Districts Districts
1. Grade 1 Reading Mixed Up* |  m=—--
2. Grade 2 Reading Up* Up* | eeaee
3. Grade 3 Reading Up* Up* |  ——--
k. Grade 6 Reading Up* Up* | -
5. Grade 6 Language Up* Up* |  eem—-
6. Grade 6 Spelling Up Up* |  eme--
7. Grade 6 Mathematics Up* Up* | -----
8. Grade 12 Reading Mixed ——— Up*
9. Grade 12 Language Up* — Up*
10. Grade 12 Spelling Up* —— Up
11. Grade 12 Mzthematics Up* —_—— Up*
12. Grade 1 Base Mixed Up* | -
13. Months of Progress - Gr. 2 Up* Mixed | = ==w--
14. Grade 1 Base Down* Mixed | = —eme-
15, Months of Progress - Gr. 3 Mixed Mixed | = ==~=-
16. Minimum Teacher Salary Mixed Mixed Mixed
17. Maximun Teacher Salary Up Up Up
18. Median Teacher Salary Up Up* Up
19. Average Class Size 1-3 Up Up*x | ===
20. Pupil-Teacher Ratio 4-8 Up up | =m=--
21l. Non-Teaching Personnel Up Up Up
22. General Fund Tax Rate Up Up Up
23. General Purpose Tax Rate Up Up Up
2L, Assessed Valuation/ADA Down* Down Down
25. Minority Enrollment Mixed Mixed Mixed
26. Index of Family Poverty Down* Mixed Down
27. Scholastic Ability Grade 6 Up* Mixed | = ===
28. Scholastic Ability Grade 12 Up* —— Up*
29. Pupil Mobility Grades 1-8 Mixed Up* | eee--
30. Pupil Mobility Grades 9-12 Down ~——- Mixed
31. Rate of Staff Turnover Down* Down Down
32. Expenditures per ADA Mixed Mixed Down
33. Regular ADA Grades 1-12 Up Up Up

* The largest ADA size group make3s a departure from an otherwise consistent trend.



California State Testing Program, 1969-70

PART II

Percentile Ranks and Normalized Standard Scores for Achievement
Test Scores and Other School District Factors for All Districts
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Introduction to Part Il of the Report on California’s

State Testing Program, 1969-70

The purpose of Part II of this report on California’s state testing
program for 1969-70 is to provide each school district in
California with the data it needs to compare itself with other
school districts in terms of median achievement test scores and
vaiious other district characteristics. It is possible, with the
information provided by this part of the report, for each district
to compare itself both with all other school districts in California
and also with a subset of districts, similar in type of organization
and number of pupils.

Inforriation for two school districts is presented on each page
of Table 7. Districts are arranged alphabetically by county. On the
left side of each page, 15 test score factors (output) are listed first;
then 18 district characteristic factors (input) are listed. The
definitions for each of these factors, which are also referred to as
variables, are presented in Part I of the report. All input and
output data, ranks, and graphic representations of the ranks for
each district are listed in five columns under each district name.
The five columns are described in the following paragraphs:

® Factor value. This is the actual “raw” numerical value for
each input and output factor for each district. For the test
score factor (variables), the factor value is the median
(midpoint) test score for all pupils in the district at that grade
level. For the other factors it is the number of dollars, ratio,
percentage, or whatever descriptive form is used to identify
the data. Whenever the number of pupils in the district was
less than 100, a footnote was printed urging the reader to use
caution in interpreting the scores. This is important because
test score medians based upon a small number of pupils are
less reliable and more likely to fluctuate from year to year or
front. grade to grade than those for large numbers of pupils.
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® Group rank.! In this column o

district are compared with tho:
and organization. The group nur
for the third column on the table
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Unified Ele
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11 under 1,000 21

=3
=

12 1,000 - 3,999 22 1
13 4,000 — 9,999 23 S
14 | 10,000 - 24,999|] 24 1,0
15 | 25,000+ 25 2,0
26 4,00
27 | 10,00
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® Group rank.! In this column of the table, the data for each

district are compared with those of districts of similar size
and organization. The group number, included in the heading
for the third column on tie table, identifies the school district
by its type of organization and regular a.d.a., as follows:

Unified Elementary High school
districts districts * districts
Group ada Group ada Group ada
11 under 1,000 21 under 100 31 under 600
12 1,000 - 3,999 22 100 — 499 32 600 - 1,999
13 4,000 — 9,999 23 500 - 999 33 2,000 - 6,999

14 [10,000 - 24,999 24 1,000 - 1,999 | 34 7,000+

15 | 25,000+ 25 2,000 - 3,999
26 4,000 - 9,999
27 | 10,000+

All districts are listed by group number in Appendix A.
® State rank.! Values under this column heading are also

percentile ranks which indicate how a district compares with
all other districts in California which have data for that
factor. Since data on some factors were not collected from all
districts, the number of districts involved in the comparison
can be determined by consulting Table 1 in Part I of this
report,

Z’ score (normalized). One of the limitations of percentile
ranks is that of unequal intervals. That is to say, the
differences between any two sets of ranks is not equal in
terms cf the actual value of the factor being considered. For
example, for the “median teacher salary” factor, the

Footnote! applies to “Group rank” and “Statr - .” and appears on the next page.
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Low ranks High ranks
Factor indicate: indicate:
Test scores . Low median scores High median scores
Teacher salaries Low salaries High salaries
Average class size Small classes Large classes

Pupil-teacher ratio
Nonteaching personnel

' Few pupils per teacher

Few nonteaching

Many pupils per teacher
Many nonteaching

personnel per personnel per

100 teachers 100 teachers
Tax rates Low tax rate High tax rate
Assessed valuation Low valuation High valuation

per unit of a.d.a.
Minority enrollment

Few minority group

Many minority group

pupils pupils

Index of family poverty | Low poverty High poverty
Scholastic ability Low average ability High average ability
Pupil mobility Low mobility High mobility
Staff turnover Low turnover High turnover
Expenditures per unit Low expenditures High expenditures

of ad.a.
Regular a.d.a. Few pupils in district Many pupils in district

Chart 1. Meaning of high and low ranks

with a 90th percentile rank
95. This is because mos
distributed, which means, a
for each factor tend to congr
To make it possible for
without this bias, the state
for all districts were conve
These scores range from —
(percentile rank of 50) equa
do have tb- property of
difference, fo:. ¢example, bet
equal to the difference betw
Deviations from state mean.
complicated with (—) signs a
plotted in the column heade
Since the Z scores are no
compared to a normal or “be
in the heading of the colu
terms of distance from the
deviations. A Z score of —1.
the state mean; a Z score O
above; and so forth. Xs ha
many standard deviation u
below the state mean. Ver

difference in terms of actual dollars between a district scoring
at the 50th percentile rank and one scoring at the 55th
percentile rank is less than the difference between a district

1The values placed in the columns headed “Group rank” and *‘State rank" are
pe centile ranks. These percentile ranks indicate the percentage of school districts
which had a factor value below a certain point. For example, if district A has a
percentile rank of 42 on “Maximum Teacher Salary,” it means that 42 percent of
all districts within the given group had maximum salaries below that of district A,
Percentile ranks range from 1 through 99. The scores for each factor were
arranged so that districts with high scores or great quantities of a given factor
received high ranks (near 99), and districts with low factor values received low
percentile ranks (near 1). The meaning of high and low ranks for all factors is
indicated in Chart 1.

(Note: The percentile ranks listed for the test score factors are not equivalent
to those normally used by schocl districts in reporting test #sults.) The percentile
ranks used in this report are bised upon distributions of school district averages
(medians), whereas, the raw score to percentile rank conversion tables that are

deviation points. Each stand
the accuracy of any given Z
a standard deviation

annually distributed by the State Departn
frequency distributions of individual pupil s
technical difference may result in vast dif!
percentile ranks. For low median scores, the
lower, and for high scores, they aze much
properly, therefore, it is important to remen
Gistrict averages. For example, a percentile 1
mean that the average for that district excee:
other districts. It would be inaccurate and
average exceeded the performance of 85 pe
computing percentile ranks are equally vali
based on averages be used in this report so
score variables are equivalent in meaning an
for the other factors.



with a 90th percentile rank and one with a percentile rank of
95. This is because most factors are fairly normally

Low ranks High ranks
indicate indicate: h X A
distributed, which means, among other things, that the values
ian scores High median scores _ for each factor tend to congregate around some central value.
aries High salaries To make it possible for districts to make comparisons 3
lasses Large classes without this bias, the state percentile ranks for each factor
pils per teacher ma"\' pupils per teacher for all districts were converted into normaiized Z scores. &
"‘ea'ch'"g any "°"‘°'a°h'"9 These scores range from —2.3 to +2.3. Ar average score
nnel per personne) per (percentile rank of 50) equals a Z score of 0.0. These scores ‘
eachers 100 teachers . i
X rate High tax rate do have the property of equal intervals, so that the :
: : . difference, for example, between Z scores of +.6 and +1.0 is &
tuation High valuation " S5
equal to the difference between +1.0 and +1.4. 7
inority group Many minority group ® Deviations from state mean. Because the Z scores are visually g
pupils complicated with () signs and decimals, they are graphically k4
verty High poverty plotted in the column headed “deviations from state mean.” =
erage ability High average ability Since the Z scores are normally distributed, they can be g
obility High mobility compared to a normal or “bell-shaped curve,” which is shown 5
‘"°‘g‘:‘ :!9" ‘“‘"‘:“:,‘ in tae heading of the column. Each Z score is plotted in
penditures igh expenditures terms of distance from the mean, as measured by standard

pils in district Many pupils in district
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listed tor the test score factors are not equivalent
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sed upon distributions of school district averages
re to percentile rank conversion tables that are
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deviations. A Z score of —1.0 is one standard deviation below
the state mean; a Z score of +1.0 is one standard deviation
above; and so forth. Xs have been .printed to indicate how
mary standard deviation units each Z score falls above or
below the state mean. Vertical lines indicate the standard
deviation points. Each standard deviation is three Xs wide, so
the accuracy of any given Z is plotted to within one-third of

a standard deviation.

annually distributed by the State Department of Education are based upon
frequency distributiuns of individual pupil scores. For any given raw scote, this
technical difference may result in vast differences between the two kinds of

percentile ranks. For low median scores, the ranks listed in this report are much
lower, and for high scores, they are much higher. In interpreting these ranks
properly, therefore, it is important to remember that they are percentile ranks of
district averages. For example, a percentile rank of 85 for a given district would

mean that the average for that district exceeded the averages of 85 percent of the
other districts. It would be inaccurate and misleading to say that the district
average exceeded the performance of 85 percent of all pupils. Both methods of
computing percentile ranks are equally valid. It was essential that the method
based on averages be used in this report so that the percentile ranks for the test
score variables are equivalent in meaning and, therefore, comparable to the ranks

for the other fuctors.

S s RN

o ety




TABLE 7

California State Testing Program, 1969-70
Percentile Ranks and Normalized Standerd Scores for Achievement Test
Scores and Other School Factors for All California School Districts

ALAMEOA =~ ALAMEDA CITY UNIFIE ALAMEDA -
FACTOR JGROUP|STATE] *2° DEVAAT JONY FROM FACTOR (GROUP (S
SCHOOL DISTRICT FACTORS VALUE 14| RANK } SCORE ATE MERN VALUE 12
RANK 2./~ o \2 RANK
READING RAX SCORES
GRADE 1 2004 10 36| 0.4 XXX 35,1 98
GRADE 2 45.6 57 65 0e 4 kXX 5.1 85
GRADE 3 6504 48 62 0.3 KX 730 88
ACHIEVEMENT TEST RAW SCORES
GRADE 6 - REAOING 63.1 51 64 Oc4 XX 6861 91
= LANGUAGE 59.8 50 67 Oo4 KX X 64e 5 93
= SPELLING 23,1 54 73 0.6 KX X 2444 93
- MATHEMATICS The b 37 52 Oel $ 7868 82
GRADE 12 - READING 188 8 13] -l.1 AXXX( 2544 91
«~ LANGUAGE 4846 9% 96 1.8 KX X XXX % 47¢3 95
= SPELLING Te9 32 53 0.1 KX 8e5 86
= MATHEMATICS 13,0 43 56 0.2 KX . 14.0 79
READING PROGRESS SCORES
GRADE 2
GRADE INE BASE - GeEe 1le7 43 53 0.1 KX 202 98
MONTHS OF PROGRESS 9.0 70 66 0.4 KX X 6e 7 43
GRADE 3
GRADE ONE BASE = GeEe le7 52 51 0.0 K 1¢9 84
MONTHS OF PROGRESS 17.9 63 69 0.5 [X X 1846 83
OTHER SCHOOL FACTORS
MINIMUM TEACHER SALARY $ 65899 53 52 0.1 KX $ 64899 66
MAXIMUM TEACHER SALARY $ 14,700 54 88 1e2 llxxx $ 13,200 59
MEDIAN TEACHER SALARY $ 114573 9% 9 le8 XXX Xﬁ $ 10440 78
AVERAGE CLASS SIZE 1-3 2649 20 62 0.3 kKX 280 4 92
PUPIL-TEACHER RATIO 4-8 27.1 21 50 0.0 4 2605 49
NONTEACHING PERSONNEL 15.1%2 83 84 1.0 KX X XX 15.8% 87
GENERAL FUND TAX RATE $ 4491 43 9% le 6 J(xx XX $ 5.64 98
GENERAL PURPOSE TAX RATE $ 3089 90 98 201 KX X 00X X $ 4e66 97
ASSESSED VALUATION / ADA $ 11s 441 59 20| -0.8 XX XX $ 14,897 42
MINORITY ENROLLMENT 1642% 43 58 0.2 KX 21 4% 66
INDEX JF FAMILY POVERTY s 11. 57 57 42| -0.2 XX $ 6484 *20
SCHOLASTIC ABILITY
GRADE 6 99. 4 48 66 Oef kX X 101.4 86
GRADE 12 99.7 33 45} -0,1 XX 100.8 51
PUPIL MOBILITY
GRADES 1-8 99 1 3| -1.9 XX XXX XX «89 28
GRAOES 9-12 «87 49 46] -0l XX 1.00 1
RATE OF STAFF TURNOVER 11.5 64 49 0.0 K 13,0 36
EXPENDITURES = INSTRe/ADA] $ 597 81 69 0e5 KX X $ 607 73
REGULAR AOA - GRAOES 1-12 10+ 604 12 92 le# ‘quxx 24219 56
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TABLE 7

Percentile Ranks and Normalized Standard Scores for Achievement Test
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ALAMEDA - ALAMEDA CITY UNIFIEQ.

ALAMEDA = ALBANY CITY UNIFIED .

FACTOR |GROUP|STATE] *2¢ DEVAAT JONY FROM FACTOR |GROUP|STATE] 20 DEVYAT|ONY, FROM
VALUE 14| RANK|SCORE ATE MEDN VALUE 12] RANK |SCORE ATE MERN
RANK -2 +3 42 RANK -2 _} ,} 42
|
20.4 10 36| -0.4 xxX 35,1 98 97| 1.9 EXXXXX
45,6 57 651 0.4 (X X 511 85 82] 0.9 XXX
65,4 48 62| 0,3 3 73.0 88 90} 1.3 XXX
63.1 €5 6] Ot xxX 6861 91 88| 1.2 X XXX
9.8 50 67 Otk KX X 64¢5 93 89 162 XXXX
23.1 54 73| 0.6 (XX 2404 93 92| 1.4 X XXX X
Thed 37 2] 0.1 KX 78.8 82 79| 0.8 ¥ XXX
18.8 8 13| -1.1 xexx( 25.4 91 93| 1.5  $38¢
4846 9% 9| 1.8 X X xx)T 47¢3 95 95| 1.6 AXXXKX
7.9 32 53] 0.1 KX 8e5 86 81| 0.9 XXX
13.0 43 s6] 0.2 (X 14.0 79 78| 0.8 EXXX
1.7 43 531 0.1 KX 22 98 96| 1.8 uxxxftx)q
9.0 70 66| 0.6 kX X 6e7 43 33| -0.4 xx)
1.7 52 51| 0.0 1 1.9 84 84| 1.0 EXXX
17.9 63 69 005 } §.9.9 1866 83 76 07 XXX
6,899 53 52| 0.1 KX s 64899 66 s2| 0.l XX
14,700 54 88| 1.2 £XX s 13,200 59 68| 0.5 XXX
11,573 9% 96| 1.8 § 3 x)q [ 10,440 78 83| 1.0 XXXX
2649 20 62| 0.3 KX 2844 92 89| 1.2 XXX
27.1 21 50{ 0.0 [ 2645 49 43] -0.2 X
15.1% 83 84| 1.0 KX X 14X 15.8% a7 88} 1.2 £xX
491 43 9| 1.6 X X 4X X s Seb4 98 98| 2.1 XXX X
3,89 90 98 261 KX X 2% X XX $ 4066 97 99 22 L XXX XX X
11,441 59 20| -0.8 XXX K $ 14,897 42 31| =n.5 XX)
16.28% 43 58| 0.2 (X 21.4% 56 66| C.¢ £xx
11.57 57 42| =02 XX $ 6484 20 271 -, xx¥
99.4 48 66| 0. XX 101.4 86 76| 0.7 X xxx|
99.7 33 45| =0e1 xX 100.8 51 52! 0.l ) 31
«99 1 3! -1.9 KX XXX XX «89 28 29] -046 XX)
.87 49 46| 0,1 xk 1,00 1 1] -2.3f «x xx#xxx:
11.5 64 49| 0.0 K 13.0 36 ss| 0.1 XX
597 81 69 0e5 XXX $ 607 73 T2 06 } 9.9
El{llc‘ 12 92] 1.4 KXXXXX 2,219 56 70| 0.5 XXX
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TABLE 7 — Continued

California State Testing Program, 1969-70
Percentile Ranks and Normalized Standard Scores for Achievement Test
Scores and Other Schuol Factors for All California School Districts

ALAMEDA - AMADOR VALLEY JT UN HIGH ] . ALAMEDA -
FACTOR |GROUP|STATE| 12 DEVAATJONY FROM FACTOR |GROUP|S
SCHOOL OISTRICT FACTORS VALUE 33| RANK|SCORE ATE MEAN VALUE 14
RANK 2/ 2\ RANK
REACING RAW SCORES
GRADE 1 -- el B 25.5 81
GRADE 2 -- - -] - 4940 74
GRADE 3 -- o R 72.0 92
ACHIEVEMENT TEST RAW SCORES
GRADE 6 - READING -- -~ -l -- 6640 76
- LANGUAGE -- e B 61.8 79
- SPELLING -- -~ | -- 23.8 84
- MATHEMATICS -- -~ -] -- 7349 30
GRADE 12 - READING 2406 80f 86 1.1 (xxix 20.1 25
- LANGUAGE 43¢4 80| 84| 1.0 XX X 431 69
- SPELLING —f -] - -- 8e6 73
- MATHEMATICS 1449 8o} 87| 1.1 (XX XX 1347 55
READING PROGRESS SCORES
GRADE 2
GRADE ONE BASE = GeEe -- - -] - 1.7 43
MONTHS OF PROGRESS -- - -] -- 101 95
GRADE 3
GRADE ONE BASE = GeEe -- -~ -] .- 1e7 52
MONTHS OF PROGRESS -- - -] -- 21,2 96
OTHER SCHOOL FACTORS
MINIMUM TEACHER SALARY s 61899 60| 52| 0.1 (X s 64599 22
MAXIMUM TEACHER SALARY $ 14,700 52| 88| 1.2 XX $ 15,000 81
MEDIAN TEACHER SALARY $ 10,133 22| 17| 0.7 Xxx $ 11,151 86
AVERAGE CLASS SIZE 1-3 -- T 2349 3
PUPIL-TEACHER RATIO 4-8 -- - -1 -- 25.5 12|
NONTEACHING PERSONNEL 19.58( 91| 98} 2.1 XX XX X XX 17.9%| 98] i
GENERAL FUND TAX RATE $ 2448 71| 51| 0.0 ( $ 6440 99
GENERAL PURPOSE TAX RATE | $ 1499 95| 58| 0.2 (X s 4488 97
ASSESSED VALUATION / ADA |$ 31,687 9] 64| O XX $ 20,622 90| |
MINORITY ENROLLMENT 7.28| o7 35| 0.4 XXX 5401%| 94| .
INDEX OF FAMILY POVERTY | 2,57 9] 15| -1.0 XXX xx $ 30476 99
SCHOLASTIC ABILITY
GRADE 6 -- | =] - 10249 78
GRADE 12 10249 61 69| 0.5 XX 103.6 6%
PUPIL MOBILITY
GRADES 1-8 -- -~ -] -- 88 29
GRADES 9-12 .88 38] 36| -0e4 XXX 82 86
RATE OF STAFF TURNOVER 603 19| 29| -0e6 xxX 1046 54
l EXPENDITURES ~ INSTRe/ADA| 656 29| 81| 0.9 (XX s 967 97
l:[{jﬂ:‘ REGULAR ADA - GRADES 1-12 2,674 26] 72| 0.6 XXX 13,214 52

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 7 — Continued

~ercentile Ranks and Normalized Standard Scores for Achievement Test
Scores and Other School Factors for All California Schoo! Districts

ALAMEOA - AMADDR VALLEY JT UN HIGH

ALAMEDA - BERKELEY CITY UNIFIED

FACTOR |GROUP|STATE] *2° DEVAATJONY FROM FACTOR |GROUP | STATE| *2° DEVJYAT]ONS FROM
VALUE 33| R«NK |[SCORE ATE MENN VALUE 14| RANK]SCORE TATE MERN
RANK 2/~ +1 +2 RANK -2 /-1 + 42
-
1
- - - - 25,5 81 79| 0.8 Xxxk
-- - -] - 49.0 76| 76| 0.7 xxxxL
- - - - 72.0 92 88 1.2 L XXX
-- -- - - 66,0 76 78| 0.8 X XXX
- - - - 61.8 79 79| 0.8 xxxxL
- -- - - 23,8 84 86| 1.l XXXX
- - - - 73.9 30 48| ~-0.1 XX
2‘.‘ 80 86 1.1 (XX X 20.1 25 31 ‘0.5 XXX
4344 80 84| 1.0 KX X XX 43,1 69 82| 0.9 X XXX
- - — -- 846 73 83| 1.0 AXXX
14.9 80 87| 1.1 KX X XX 13,7 55 71| 0.6 XXX
- -~ -~ - 1.7 43 53| 0.1 kX
- - - - 10.1 95 81 009 XXXX
- - - - 1.7 52 51 0.0 X
- - - - 21.2 96 92 1.’0 XXXXXX
69899 60 52| 0.1 X $ 64599 22 28] -0.6 XX}
144 700 52 88| 1,2 KX X XX $ 15,000 81 95| 1.6 XX XIX X
10,133 22 77| 0.7 % X $ 11,151 86 931 1.5 X XX XXX
- - - - 23.9 3 24| =0.7 XXXX
- - - - 25,5 12 33| ~0.4 XX
19.5% 91 98| 2.1 (XX X)T( 17.9% 98 95| 146§ L XX X[XX
2.48 71 51| 0.0 4 $ 6440 99 99} 2.3 (XX xxixx
$ 1.99 95 58| 0.2 KX $ 4.88 97 99| 2.3 kXX XX XXX X
s 31,687 9 64] 0.4 XX $ 20,622 90 47| -0.1 XX
7.2% 47 35| =044 XXX 54,1% 94 91| 1.3 XXX XX
2457 9 15| -1.0 X|XX XX $ 30.76 99 79| 0.8 XXX
- - - - 102.9 78 84] 1.0 XXX X
102.9 61 69| 0.5 (XX 103,8 64 77| 0.7 (XX
-— - - - «88 29 34| -0.4 XXX
«88 38 36| -0.4 XXX 82 86 83| 10 XXX
6¢3 19 29| -0.6 XXX 10.6 54 46| -0el XX
656 29 81| 0.9 KX X s 967 97 97| 1.9 XXXX[XX
Q Te 26 72] 0.6 (XX 13,214 52 95| 1.6 KX XXX
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TABLE 7 — Continued

California State Testing Program, 1969-70
Percentile Ranks and Normalized Standard Scores for Achievement Test
Scores and Other School Factors for All California School Districts

ALAMEDA ~ CASTRO VALLEY UNIFIED ALAMEDA -
FACTOR |GROUP|STATE| *z° DEVAAT|ONY, FROM FACTOR |GROUP |STATE
SCHOOL DISTRICT FACTORS VALUE 13| RANK |SCORE TATE MEAN VALUE 11| RANK
RANK 2/ LA NG RANK
1
READING RAW SCORES
GRADE 1 25.3 78 78| oO.8 kX X 21.3 44| 46
GRADE 2 5040 80| 79| o.8 XXX 27.5 2| 13
GRADE 3 1.8 86| 87| 1.1 XXXX 6240 49| 48
ACHIEVEMENT TEST RAW SCORES
GRADE 6 - READING 6841 82| 88| 1.2 XXX 5245 12| 18
- LANGUAGE 6344 82| 85| 1.0 XXX 5140 16f 22
- SPELLING 23,8 83} 86| 1.1 kX X XX 2045 16| 25
~ MATHEMATICS 8043 84 87| 1.1 1XX XX 62,5 9l 11
GRADE 12 - READING 2401 82| 84| 1.0 XXX XX 12,5 1 1
- LANGUAGE 43,7 76| 86| 1.1 (XX 33,5 22 9
- SPELLING 8e7 8s| 86 1.1 XX XX 640 12 2
- MATHEMATICS 13.6 71 69| 045 (XX 840 4 1
READING PROGRESS SCORES
GRADE 2
GRADE ONE BASE - G.E. 1.7 470 53] 0.1 KX 1.6 271{ 25
MONTHS OF PROGRESS 9.9 87| 78| 0.8 £XxX 740 41| 37
GRADE 3
GRADE ONE BASE - GoE. 1.8 72| 13| 0.6 (XX 1.6 26| 24
MONTHS OF PROGRESS 20.1 88| 87| 1.1 (XXX 17.5 63| 65
OTHER SCHOOL FACTORS
MINIMUM TEACHER SALARY $ 69899 60 52| 0.1 XX $ 81399 97| 95
MAXIMUM TEACHER SALARY $ 15,000 83| 95| 1.6 XXX XXX $ 15,000 97| 95
MEOIAN TEACHER SALARY $ 11,277 90| 94| 1.8 (XX XX X $ 12,686 99| 99
AVERAGE CLASS SIZE 1-3 28.1 78] 85| 1.0 (X X X 1640 4 2
PUPIL-TEACHER RATIO 4~8 2844 48 66| 0.4 kx X 15.4 7 1
NGNTEACHING PERSONNEL 13.68| 53] 73| 0.6 (XX 31,98 99| 99
GENERAL FUND TAX RATE $ 5.80 93| 99| 2.3 KX XAXXAXX |8 2.56 9| 55
GENERAL PURPOSE TAX RATE | $ 3,66 65 96| 1.8 kX X XXX $ 1.70 7| 38
ASSESSED VALUATION 7 ADA |8 81914 2711 11) -1.2 XIXXX X $ 108,622 99 94
MINORITY ENROLLMENT 6098 23| 33| -0.4 J XXX 70,68 99| 97
INDEX OF FAMILY POVERTY $ 3.17 18 16| -1.0 XXX X $ 67499 96| 97
SCHOLASTIC ABILITY
GRADE 6 103.8 84| 87| 1.1 XX XX 9645 46| 46
GRADE 12 104, 8 73] 84| .0 (X