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;  PREFACE

The Board of Education of the Los Angeles Unified School District voted in
mid-1975 to contract with an outside group to study gains in 6th grade reading

- achievement in selected elementary schools with predominantly minority popula-
~ tions. The impetus for the study was the installation of the School Preferred Reading

" Program in 1972.,In January 1976 the board awarded a contract to Rand, calling

for an analysis of'the program’s effects on reading progress for Black and Mexican
American students. - '
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SUMMARY

Increasing students' reading achievenent, particularly among minority stu-
dents, has long been a central concern of the Los Angeles Unified School District.
To further that goal, the LAUSD instituted its School Preferred Reaaing Program
in 1972. In 1975, it contracted with The Rand Corporation to conduct-the present

study, whose purpose is to identify the school and classroom policies and other
factors that have been most successful in ralsmg the reading scores of inner-city
children.
We selected a sample of 20 elementary schools for analysis. All displayed large
~ " or consistent gains‘m?ﬁ percentile points on national norms} for the 6th grade on the
CTBS reading examination between 1972 and 1975, had predominantly minority-
" group student bodies (about half were mostiy Mexican American, the other half
mostly Black), were located in low-income neighborhoods, and had 1975 enrollments
of at least 400 students: : . ©

All principals and reading specnallsts present in 1976 were personally inter-
viewed, and a questionnaire was administered to 81 of 83 teachers who taught 6th
grade in these schools in 1974 and 1975. The purpose was to gather information on
school leadership, reading program content and implementation, classroom atmos-
phere, and teather attributes.

Background and demographic information, and reading test scores (from grades
3 through 6), were recorded for individual members of the 6th grade classes of 1974
and 1975 in 32 district junior high schools. The students’ 6th grade classroom and
school experiences, as identified in the elementary school data collection, weré
linked to their test scores and background information to construct a longitudinal
file. Students for whom it proved possible to collect such data were found to be amply

" representative of students who graduéted from the 20 schools in the sample in 1974
and 1975. Our analyses were conducted on these longitudinal files, not on compari- -
sons of scores of successive 6th grade classes in a given school—the .method the
district typically uses to measure reading progress. The latter can easily be distorted
by changes in-student boay'characteristics from one year to the next. Although the
schools in our sample gained appreciably in reading achievement between 1974 and

“1975, the average 1975 6th grader in our sample declined slightly on national norms .
from his or her 5th grade rank.

The tests used by the district were found to be reliable, as technically defined,
according to standards of internal consistency and" parallel form. High reliability
was found not only for the sample as a whole but for individual schools.

The validity of a few of the readmg gains registered in sample 6th grade class-

s

'rooms was thrown into doubt by interview reports of test exposure. These reports . .

were matched by patterns of unusually high gains for large fractions of students in
these same classrooms (a total of six out of 78). The data from these classrooms were
excluded from the analysis. In four additional classrooms, gains were as large and
as concentrated, but we received no field reports of excessive test preparation. We
performed our analysis with these four classrooms included, and then repeated it
after deleting them, to measure the sensmvnty of our results to varymg judgments
as* to the extent of test exposure. - : :
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ackground factors (such as socioeconomic status. health ethmclt» and attend-
ance) and reading test scores in earlier grades were found to account for the largest
part of the variation in 6th grade reading scores for the children in our sample. For
both Black and Mexican American children, however, other variables reflecting

“particular-school- and ctassroom™experiences alse had & Significant -influence. In ~

contrast to some previous research. we found that the school. the teacher, and
combinations of schooland teacher did make a difference in explaining measured
reading proficiency. We also found that principals in both ethnic subsamples were
able, with surprising accuracy. to identifv and rank teachers 1n_trbel_r_ichgols_bv the

s

teachers’ ability to bring about reading progress (as measured by data on individual
student gains. w h1ch were not available to the principals when theyv assessed the
teachers).

In analyzing specific factors associated with observed gains in reading perfor-

mance. we obtained strong results only for the sample of Black students. For them,
the following factors were significant:

o Teacher training in the use of a variety of materials keved to individual
student needs

"« Teachers who felt efficacious
+ Maintenance of orderly classrooms
« High levels of parent-teacher contact :

“Teacher flexibility in modifying and adapting instructional approaches _
Frequent informal consultations among teachers in implementing reading
programs

The first three factors were significant even when our analysis excluded all class-
rooms in which the validity of test outcomes was uncertain. Confidence in the
findings with respect to the last three factors was lessened, however, when we
adopted this maximally skeptical procedure. -

We also conducted a supplerentary study—largely sub_]ectlve because of limit-
ed resources—of community involvement in the schools. We concluded that, in
Black neighborhoods, the more vigorous were the schools’ efforts to involve parents
and community in school decisionmaking, the better did 6th grade students in those
schools fare in reading attainment.

Factors not associated statistically with the read1ngr gains of Black children

included specific reading program or system, read1ng strategy (e.g.. phonics versus
comprehension), and such teacher attributes as ethnicity, e}\perlence and type of
education. .,

Our inability to identify specific factors associated with the reading gains of
Mexican American students—which in fact were almost identical overall to the
gains registered by Black students—was probably due to failure to include or accu-

rately measure some key variables” For example, we had no data on varlatlons in,

English fluency across the sample of Mexican American children.

Our findings support the continuation of the LAUSD’s School Preferred Reading
Program, which features school autonomy and teacher flexibility. Because princi-
pals seem able to identify effective practices. because teachers need the freedom to
adapt and the training for individualization, and because no prefabricated reading
system or strategy can provide a "quick fix” to the complex problem of reading

" instruction, a good measure of decisionmaking authority at the local school level

seems: warranted.

°
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L » Chapter 1°
INTRODUCTION

-~ v . - o

- 'Ihe impétus tor th/L study arose as the Los Angelea Unified School District .

(LAUSD)'was about to complete its third year under the School Preferred Reading
Program. The prograin concentrated on €lementary students who were scoring at
the 25th percentile or lower on standardized reading tests. it featured determination
of goals and approaches by individual schools. and it set minimum:. quantitative
objectives for reading gains At the 3d and 6th _grade levels. The first year of the
program. 1972-73, emphasized diagnosis ‘and program’desigii; the following two

~ vears incorporated the devised reforms inte ongoing school operations.

<

The purpose of the study was to identify those aspects of school reading pro-

grams. that were associated with substantial and consistent gains ih standardized
- reading test scores amgng minority children. '

The terms of the contract award to Rand specified that the outcomes in reading
achievement were to be. gauged in terms of scores on standardized tests. Many
analysts of the educational process—including some members of the Rand study
team—have expressed doubts about the accuracy of such tests as indicators of

.students’ educational progress, particularly forstudents from minority backgrounds.

Begaqse test scores are recognized andlaccepted i+ many others, however, we felt
it Important and worthwhile to try to discover hich classroom approaches and
which-school policies were associated with in¢e€eses in such scores.

As part of this effort we sought to determine whethet the observed gains were
valid-and reljable, to identify school and program characteristics that accounted for
the valid gains, and to provide advice on the apphcablhty of successful programs to
other schools and to future school operations.

-. Rand conceived this.task as the identification of school and district policies that
hold the most promise for improving reading achievement in minority schgols.

. Therefore, the study does not focus on the teacher-student interactions- that are

often the b351s for “process” analyses of education, such as how directive teachers
are, how cl'%;ar their -presentations are, how. frequently they ask questlons or how

they reward students for good work. Instead, our analysis couicentrates on *how _

policy variables—for example, the content of schools’ reading progfams, the ways
the programs are implemented, and support. from principals—are assqciated with
gains and losses in achievement test scores. These kinds of variables are only a part
of what matters in the schoolmg process. but we believe they represent the bulk of
the factors that can be directly measured and influenced by pedple involved in school *
policy decisions: administrators., feacher groups, and parents. Consequently, our
policy analysis seeks to identify those reading programs and school and classroom

environmental factors that can be most readily altered to improve students’ reading
skills. '

“
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We became convinced early in the study that the criterion of improvement must
be the gains in reading achievement over time for a given group of students as they
progress from grade to grade. Year-to-year gains at a fixed grade level. the criterion
often used, can be misleading: successive cohorts of students in that grade may differ
sharply—in previous reading achievement and socioeconomic status, for example—
and hence distort the true picture of gains, pamcularly in areas with hxgh inter-
school mobility.

* To determine which reading approach or other educadtional factors are reliably
related to reading gains, we considered a large number of hypothetical factor‘S\\and
assessed each one's likely influence on reading achievement. For us to do so. 'the
schools in our sample had to vary in reading outcomes. Fortunately, they did.
Otherwise—if all the schools had scored about the same—there would be no way of
judging the relative success of the different apprOdches to reading adopted by in-
dividual schools and teachers. -

CONDUCT OF THE STUDY

Our first task was to select the 20 elementary schools that would constitute our
sample. This seleetion was performed in conjunction with LAUSD staff and with the
assistance of community groups. The schools chosen had to demonstrate: substantial
or consistent test score gains across 6th grade classes between Spring 1972 and Fall .
1975;" enrollment of at least 400 students, with minority children making up at least
80 percent of the student body by Fall 1975; a balanced distribution among schools
with predominantly Black and predominantly Mexican American enrollments; and
a ranking | in the lowest 200 fout of 436 total) on Title I ¢riteria (which are based
essentially on the socioeconomic status of students). Appendix A describes those
criteria in more detail, and lists the names of the 20 schools and their characteristics
as compared with other schools in the system.

Thus, as would be expected, our sample schools have a higher percentage of
minority students,* larger enrollments, lower socioeconomic rankings, and larger
gains in reading test scores in successive 6th grade classes than do the aggregate of
elementary schools.in LAUSD. They started much lower thah all other schools on
6th grade reading scores (measured in. percentiles on national norms) in 1972 and
had registered much larger percentage gains by 1975, These schools also had a
starting point slightly lower than the average 80 percent minority school in the
district; their gains by 1975 were proportionately larger than those in other minori-
ty schools:

Test score duta on individual students in the 6th grade c¢lasses o( 1974 and 1975
from the 20 sample schools, and other information on the studéhils’ ethnic and
family background, health problems, and elementary school attendance patterns,
wore cd“uct_cd in the 32 junior high schools where the student eumulative records

A substantiol grin was defined as an inerease of ot I(-nu; 15 pereentile points on the national norms
for the M(hmw Hill: Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (Form Q21 o consistent gain meant that no
single venr's increase exeeeded two-thirds of the total pain,

SOf Black and Mexican American students, that is. The semple sehools have a lower proportion of
Asinn und Native American students than does the system ps 1 whole

13
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are now located. Thus we were able to retrieve information on reading scores for
grades 3 through 5 for these same students. making it possible to study their reading,
progress over time. which we believed necessary for reasons discussed earlier. ‘No
student names have been retained in our files. Students were truced to their tradi-
tional receiving junior highs and alse to schools they attended through the Permits
with Transportation program.

We were able to eollect longitudinal data e data for-individuat students over
a four-vear period) for 74 percent of the graduating class of 1974 and 8T percent of
the graduating class of 1975, For none of the 20 schools did we find data on less than
68 percent of the students. By comparing the mean raw score (CTBS-Q2) for all
test-takers in the 20 schools with the same figure for all students for whom cumula-
tive records were located. we were able to ascertain that our complete data sample
was highly répresentative of the student population of test-takers in eich of the 20
schools. Data collection procedures. response l.ll(‘h..lnd the possibility of sample bias
are discussed in detail in App. A,

Information on school atmosphere. management and administration, teacher
characteristics, and approaches to reading instruetion were collected by means of
personal interviews or self-=administered questionnaires among the faculty and ad-
ministrators of the 20 elementary schools. In three of the schools. intensive case
studies were conducted that pmmntlvd us to characterize differences in reading
programs and to investigate how school settings affect reading instruction. This
information contributed to the construction of questionnaires adminstered in all the
schools to teachers, principals. and reading coordinators, or their equivalents, The
survey data were then transformed into quantitative factors designed to describe
teacher characteristics. classroofn approaches to reading, implementation methods,
classroom atmosphere. emphasis on test-taking skills. training received. teacher’s
use of resources, and parent contacts. At the school level we attempted to measure
principals’ support and implementation activities. use of management systems, and
the accuracy with which principals are able to identify fuculty who are Oﬂ'oclive
reading teachers.

Chapter 2 uses the data collected to perform an analysis o( the wlmblllty and
validity of observed reading scores. our first analytical task. Chapter 2 also presents’
the model we employed to examine the reliability of test sgmes and conceptualize

alid gains. and we comment on the possible eflects of "test emphasis™ in some
classrooms on the validity of test score results,

“Chapter 3 treats the influence of school. classroom, and programmatic factors
on reading achievement. the subject of our second analytic t: wk. We identifv factors
that our anatysis indicates dl(l in fact influence reading achioyement, such as stu-
dent body composition, program and implementation iactors at the school and class
room level: and the activities of teachers and parents. Quantitative findings on the
influence of each factor on reading achievement are discussed.

Chapter 4 summarizes several of the positive factors found in our statistical
analysis and illustrates what they look like in practice, the intent being to lend ald
to principals and teachers seeking to improve their own schools” reading programs,

Chapter 5 covers the results of our inter sviews with parent and community group
menibers, our final analytic task. 1t treats our assessment of the degree to which
parents and community representatives were involved in school affairs, their roles
in school decisionmaking, and their possible relationship to reading progress.

i
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Chapter 6 presents our ¢onclusions and recommendations. We summarize ouf
findings and comment on their.applicability to future programs in the 20 schools and
to other schools in the LAUSD. Since we analyzed data from a nonrandom sample
of schools. the generalizations from our findings are.not unambigiously applicable
to the population from which this sample was derived; it is at-least possible that the
schools in our sample share some characteristics that systematically differentiate
them from all other LAUSD schools or even {rom the population of LAUSD minority
schools. Since we, the LAUSD. and the public are interested in the generalization

" ‘of lessons learned in this study to other schools and other times. the reader is

cautioned that our policy recommendations contain a substantial judgmental com-

ponent. Our judgments are based on our experience with other schools and other -

school systems, the knowledge of practitioners, participants. and observers we
talked with, our understanding of current district practices, and our acquaintance
with the process of implementing educational innovations.
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* Chapter 2.
RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY OF READING GAINS

v

All 20 schools show varying gains in 6th grade reading achievement from 1972
to 1975, some of them dramatic. While our ultimate goal is to identifv school,
classroom. and reading program factors that may be responsible for these gains,
several_preliminary issues must be settled before this substantive analysis can
pr oceed. First, we must establish whether the tests used by the district are relidble
for these predominantly minority schools, as compared with the reliability 'stan-
dards reported by the test publishers. Second, we must determine whether the gains
are valid; that is to say, whether they reflect real gains in achievement by students
who have experienced the reading programs in these schools. Finally. i any gains
are found to be unreliable orsinvalid, we must develop a procedure for identifying
reliable and valid gains to be used in the subsequent investigation of school and
classroom factors. :

In addressing these issues, we will use data from both the student cumulatlve
records and the teacher surveys. Data available from student cumulative records
include results for several different reading achievement tests and subtests over the
three yvears since the reading program began, some of which were administered
concurrently. These data can be used to explore a number of reliability and validity
problems, includinig the true gains for groups of students over time. In addition, the
teacher surveys included an open- -ended question concerning the téachers' own
opinions about the validity of gains shown by their schools. Their answers were
useful for judging that validity.

RELIABILITY

All standardized test scores contain some amount of unsystematic, random error

that is unrelated to a student’s true abilitv. Test reliability assesses the degree of

random error found in a given test instrument; it is measured by reliability coeffi-
cients whose values range on a scale from 0 to 1.-Generally speaking, a test is
considered reliable if its reliability ceefficients equal or exceed 0.90. A test with a

reliability much below 0.90 contains a fairly high degree of random error,’and may

be deemed unsuitable for investigating the causes of reading gains.

To be sure, the standardized tests seiected by the LAUSD and the State of
California have demonstrable reliability coeflicients exceeding 0.90, and in fact the

reading tests most widely used in the district—the Comprehensive Test of Basic
Skills (CTBS), forms R, Q. and S—ali have reliabilities of 0.95 or above. However,
the basis for these published reliabilities consists of national norming studies that

.use predominantly white or Anglo populations; separate coeflicients for minority

populations are seldom available. Given the frequent concern that tests for Anglo
populations may not be reliable for minority populations, it is prudent to establish
reliability levels for our specific saniple of predominantly Black and Mexican Ameri-

" can schools.

1uv



Using data derived from student cumulative records, we can investig: te .two
specific types of reliability. First, internal consistency reliability can be estaslished
by using the correlation between the verbal and -omprehension subtests atailable
from the CTBS form Q2 administered to district 6th ¢ ~ders in the Sprirg of 1975. )
Second. we have a rare opportunity to.assess parallel form réliability for the CTBS |
form Q2 and form S2, both of which were administered to all district schools during

the Spring of 1975. Both types of reliability can be'calculated for euch school in our

sample and compared with similar coefficients based on norming data published by
the test developers (see CTBS, 1970, 1974). '

Internal Consist'ency Reliability

Internal cansistency reliability is usually estimated by using 2l individual test
items and applying-a formula such as KR-20 (Guilford. 1954). By such a procedure
the CTBS publisher reports reliabilities of 0.95 for the Q2 and R2 reading tests and
0.96 for the S2. Unfoxtunately. individual item scores are 1ot available for the
district data. so we must adopt another method. Since the CTRS reading test is

. composed of two subtests, vocabulary, and reading comprehension, both of whose

scores are‘available from the cumulative record, an alternative method is to apply
the Spearman-Brown formula to the subtest correlation (Guilford, 1954). The Spear-
man-Brown formula gives the reliability for a test as p = 2r/(14r), where r is the

-correlation between any two subtest scores whose sum constitutes the total test

score. The subtest correlation reported by the-test publisher is 0.82 for the CTBS Q2
given to 6th graders, which yields a Spearman-Brown reliability of 0.90 for the total
test :
Table 2.1 lists the subtest correlations for each of the 20 schools; correlation for
the total sample is 0.80 with an associated reliability of 0.89, which'is rearly identi- -
cal to the test norm. Further, the correlations and reliabilities for each school ¢luster -
fairly tightly around this value. Given a population correlation of 0.82, correlations

: computed from sample sizes around 80 (a conservative average for these schools)
- yields a 90 percent confidence interval between 0.75 and 0.87, which means that we
~would expect 90 percent of the sample values to fall in this range over repeated

samplings. Indeed, we see that the correlations for all but two schools, or 90 percenfr
of the sample, fall within this range. The two exceptions are Eastman with a correla-
tion of 0.74, and Ascot with a correlation.of 0.71. In general, the levels of internal
consistency reliability are hxgh and compare favorably with the results from test
norms. -

Parallel Form Reliability

Another method for estimating reliability relies on the existence of parallel
forms, which in this case means reading tests that cover identical subject areas but
whose individual item content differs. The-correlation between two parallel forms
is the reliability of either form. Forms R and Q .of the CTBS reading test were
designed as parallel forms. Form S is a newer version and is notsstrictly a parallel

“form for Q «r R, since it covers some slightly different content. Nonetheless, test

norms show a correlation of 0.93 between S and Q reading at 6th grade, which
actually exceeds the parallel form correlation of 0.89 between R and Q.
In the Sprmg of' 1975 all district 6th grades were given both the Q2 and the S2

A
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, Table 2.1
ds ! (‘
INTERNAL CONSISTENCY RELIABILITIES FOR 6TH GRADERS
Taxkine THE CTBS Q2 1N 1975

Correlation Between . J
Voeabulary and " . )

School Comprehension Subtests Reliability®  (N)
Alta Loma 0.80 089 (80)
Angeles Mesa 0.77 © 087 (7a)
Ascot 0.71 0,83 (8D)
Dacotah 0.82 0.90 (67)
Eastman 0.741 A 0,85 (110)
Ford 0.75 056 (62)
Harrison 0,86 ¢ 0.92 (H)
Hillside 0.78 0.87 ° N ERE
Manhattan 0.76 0.86 (78)
Miller 0.86 0.92 (7-H
118th Street 087 0.93 (62) -
112th Street 087 . 0.93 (: »uy’"
Pacoima 0.78 S 088 T ( IU(»)
Rosemont - 0,81 0.90 7URT)
Rowan 0.79° 088 _ 7 (28
MeKinley 075 0.86 /./ (39)
Sierra Park’ 0,83 091 (129)
10th Street | 0.80 NG (61)
28th Strect 0.86 CTE0.92 (36)
Vermont 083 o 0.91 (61)

Total sample -0.80 . ,/'/_ ) 0.89 (1.110)

Test norms 0.82 ,.// < 0.90b

4 -~

ap ' .
From the Spearman-Brown formula £ = 2r/v 1+r), where ris the
subtest corcelation, M g
I . L ’ ot . .
Mhe internal consisteney coelficieat given by the publisher, based
on all m(hvndunl test items. is 0,95 Hl\lnu KR 20),

. ‘ s .
e '.

‘reading tests the scores for which are avallable in the cumulative reconds Table 2.2
shows the correlation between the Q2 and S2 reading scores for students who took
both tests (which includes about 90 percent of our total sample) For the sample as
a whole the Q2-S2 correlation is 0.90, which compares favorably with the norm value
of 0.93. Again, the reliabilities for individual schools are high, althougha number
of s¢hools fall outside the 90 percent confidence.interval of 0.89 to 0.95 (assuming
an average sample size of about 65 students). Nonetheless, all of these correlations
but onc (Manhattan's 0.82) establish a high degree.of school-level rehablhty for both
the S2 and Q2 versions of the CTBS reading tests.

Summary

These results offer solid evidence that the reading tests used by the district in
these minority schools meet the reliability standards determined by the'test publish-
er in its national norming studies. Not only are the reliabilities high, nearing or
exceeding 0.90, but two different methods of*determining reliability yield nearly

“
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Tabie 2.2 ’

PARALLEL ForRM RELIABILITY FOR 6TH GRADERS
TAKING THE CTBS Q2 anp S2 READING TEST:

“IN 1975
\
Correlation .
" . Between :
’ Q2 and 82 N .
- School Reading Scores (N) -
Alta Loma 0.88 (63).
Angeles Mesa : 0.86 (72)
o Ascot 0.91 (78)
o Dacotah ' 0.89 (6-1)
< Eastman 0.58 (110)
Ford 0.9% : (53)
Harrison 0.90 (50)
Hillside 0.92 (1) )
Manhattan 0.82 (72)
Miller 0.86 (70)
118th Street (a) (a)
112th Street 0.91 (-19)
Pacoima 0.93 (97)
T Rosemont - 0.89 (86)
"Rowan . 0.94 . (20) B
McKinley 30,92 (20)
Sierra Park . 0.90 (126)
10th Street 087 (H8) ~
“A8th Street . . 0.88 . (80y
Vermont 0.92 LK
Total swnple 0.90 (1272) ’
Test norms 0.93

NOTE: TheeS amd Q are not strictly parallel, but
the norm correlation tor S and Q rosvml)l.os the
parallel form correlation for R and Q.

a . . Y ! . . .
“Data for form § is not avdilable in onr.file,

identical results: Even more important, high rellabllltles are also shownona school-
by-school basis. T, "

In concluding that the tests are reliable, however gwe are not yet ¢laiming that
the test results in these 20 schools reflect true readmg gains. Rehabxlxty coefﬁments
assess random, unsystematic errors or inaccuracies, but not systematic blases In
other words, reliability coeflicients reflect the consistency of results, not necessarily
their truthfulness. The presence or degree of systematic bias is determmod by a
validity analysis. '

VALIDITY OF GAINS . - :

While there are many aspeets of test validity, we are concerned here with only
one; namely, whether the changes in successive 6th grade reading test Scores reflect

L9
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eal gains in reading achievement by the students in these schools. We do not
attempt to assess the validity of the standardized tests themselves: such investiga-
tion is outside the scope of our study? Rather. we assume that the CTBS reading test,
properly adniinistered and scored. is a valid measure of English reading skills for -
the .purpose ot comparing one minority student (or school) with .mothe

Even with this assumption, however, there are still two sourees of potential

invalidity for reading gains. First, although it is true that all schools in our sample
show increasing 6th grade scores from 1972 to 1975. these apparent increases derive
from comparing different groups of students—that is. different 6th grades from one
vear to the next. Such gains owe partly to diflerences in the ability and composition
of the sutcessive 6th grade groups. For example, the 1975 6th graders at a school
may have scored higher than the 1974 6th graders merely because they were higher-
achieving students to start with. To assess tr uechange we must compi arelthe perfor-
mance of the same group of students between, say, l‘)44 and 1975 as they passed
through the 5th and 6th grades.’
_ A second possible source of bias is test e\posuw It is 2 fundamental dssumptlon
of standardized achievement testing that students are not exposed beforehand to the
test or to specific test content. The justifiable desire to familiarize minority children
with standardized testing procedures has led to special test preparation exercises,
including use of "practice’ tests siniilar in format—but not content—to the CTBS.
Such exercises are both legitimate and often necessary. However, any exposure of
students to the official test or to a word list taken from the 5peuhc CTBS form wauld
invalidate all or part of the test results. Any resulting gajns would be real in the
sense that scores would change, and they might also.be reliable 1( exposure occurred
for both parts of a test or for both parallel forms). But such gains would be invalid
since in all likelihood they would consist mostly of temporary changes induced by
khowledge of the correct answers rather than an increase in re ading skills. When
test exposure oceurs, the gains in reading scores are ]ll\G]V to be both sudden and
very large. Since we observed such gains at certain sehools, we undeitook a separate :
analysis to assess this potontml source of invalidity on-a claqsxoom by-classroom
“basis.

Change in Reading Achievement

The first issue our validity analysis must settle is whether gains in 6th grade
reading scores reflectiimproved readjng ability. To do so we must compare test scores
for a given cohort of students as it progresses through the elementary-grades—for
ommple their scores from grades 3 through 6 for the 6th grade class of 1975,
retr 1eved from the cumulative record. Students from the 6th grade class 6f' 1975 who-
remained in a Title [ school from 1972 to 1975 had a 6th grade Q2 reading score in
the Spring of 1975. a 5th grade R2 score in 1974, a 4th grade R2 score in 1973, and
add gmde score from the Cooperative Primary test in 1972. Since the R and Q are

‘parallel forms normed in the same year, we can use them to assess changes in the
same cohort or group of students from gr ade 4 to 6. It is mow difficult to assess
change from grade 3 because the Cooperative Primary is not parallel to the CTBS
series, so test differences may not be valid indications of change. »

/ Before turning to an empirical analysis of reading gains, we must raise a practi-

:al problem regarding the meaning of change on a standardized reading test such

as the CTBS. Basically, there are two ways to assess Ch.mge First. gains in reading

2V
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knowledge can be assesseé' by comparing the raw scores from one year to another
on the same form (or equivalent forms) of a given test. Obviously, such raw gain .
scores have meaning only for a particlar test, since tests vary in numbers of ques-
tions, time instructions, content, and so forth. But from a policy standpeint, a more
important limitation is -that raw gains'do not tell us whether a program affects
reading ability over and above what would be expected from typical students in any
schoo!. The reason is that nearly all schoolchildren show raw gains in readmg from

year to year, regardless of their school or program. Consequentiy, we must use some
" type.of standardized score to determine whether a special program has affected °
minority reading skills beyond what would be expected of'average children without
the program.

The second way to assess change is to make comﬁansons between standardized
scores such as percentiles. A percentile score—the measure used most widely by the
district and the state—relates a student’s.standing to a national norm. For example,
-a student scoring at the 50th percentile has a raw score in the middle of the distribu-
tion, with half the students in the national norming sample scoring higher and half
- 'scoring lower. To remain at the 50th percentile in succeeding grades, a student has
to gain about 10 raw score points a year, since the national normmg sample for the
CTBS shows this amount of’ gain in successive grade levels. One difficulty in inter-
preting percentile scores, then, is that equal percentile scores mask absolute gains
-in reading skills. A further problem with percentile scores for this study is that the

national norm is determined by a predominantly Anglo population, and it is general- -
ly Known that, natlonally, mmonty populations score lower on standardized tests
than Anglo populations. It might be fairly argued that the mlnonty students in
‘these schools should be compared with a national norm for mmormeb, unfortunate-
ly, separate norms for Anglo and mmorlt\ populations are seldom ‘available from
test publishers. :

To counteract these various dlfhcultles we present our chang,e analysns n both
raw score and percentile score forms.

Total Sample Change. Table 2.3 shows the change in reading achievement
from grade 3 to 6 for our sample of 1975 6th graders. The change for the total cohort
appears in the top hal{'3f the table, using all students with at least one reported score |
in a given grade levél, while the bottom half shows the change for a longitudinal

sample of those students who have reported test scores in all four grades. -

The essential point to be seen from Table 2.3 is that while all the schools in our
sample show successive gains in.average 6th grade percentile scores from 1972 to_
1975, the same cohort of students shows a slightly declining trend in percentile
seores {rom grade 4 to 6. In other words, for the sample as a whole, successive 6th

. grade percentile changes should not be used to conclude that a given group of
students actually lmproved in reading achievement percentiles over this period.

Table 2.3 also lllustgates the problem of comparing.the Cooperatwe Primary
with the CTBS..Note that" an increase from the 23d percentile in the 3d grade to the
31st percentile in the 4th grade is contradicted by the slight declining trend from
» the 4th to the 6th grade. Since it makes little sense that the readmg program should
have a positive effect in the first yea\r but not in iater years, it is more likely that
Cooperative Primary scores are not dlrectly comparable to the CTBS series.

We emphasize that the dntluung percentiles in Table 2.3 do not mean that
* students are not learning to read better. On the contrary, changes 1n the raw score

~ M
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Table 2.

) CotiorT AND LONGITUDINAL CHANGES IN nl-Al)lN(.
. : ScORES FOR THE ToTAL SAMPLE

1972: ° - 1973: 1974 1975:
Grade 3 Grade Grade Grade §

Cohort Coop Primary CTBS R2a CTBS R2 CTBS Q2
Cohort of all
. 1975 Gth graders
- Percentile 23 317 28 26
Raw meanb 2005 Lo 29.7 385.6 54,3
{NY? 1136 Co1asT) (1207 (1H02)
Longitudinal panel - -
Percentile 257 330 . 307 207
s Raw mean 29.7 30.3 oo B399 35.7
(NV . (759)
MRaw mean excludes Manhattan, Rosemont, and Sierra Park—which gave the

Q2 in 1973—but the percentile ineludes all the schools.

b.,. . . : -
I'he maximum reading score is 85,

e ‘ . means {rom 4th to 6th grade—9 points from grade 4 to 5, and 16 points from grade -
. 5 to 6b—show clearly that students are advancing in absolute terms. But since
students in the national norming sample show slightly higher gains over these grade
levels on the same tests, the result is a slightly declining percentile trend for our
sample. The natlonal norms show a gain of 12 raw points {rom grade 4 to 5 (for
“students at the 33d percentile in 4th grade) and a gain of 18 points from 5th gmde
R2 to 6th grade Q2 (for students at the 30th percentile on the 5th grade R2).

Not all students in the 1975 6th'grade cohort took all the tests since 3d grade;
that is the reason the number of cases differs from year to year in the third row of
Table 2.3. Since we want to compare the same group of students over time, the
bottom two rows of Table 2.3 show test results from a “longitudjinal panel” of those
students who have taken all the tests. Even though this panel is much smaller than
the 1975 cohort (759 versus 1502) there is no significant bias. The panel nas sllghtly
higher ability than the entire cohort—about 2 percentile points—but ‘the trend of
decreasing percentile scores remains nearly ‘identical.

‘ School-by-School Changes. Table 2.4 shows the school-by- school changes in
g reading achievement from grade 4 to 6. We do not identify individual schouls here
because  we pledged confidentiality to survey and interview respondents, and some
of the information in this sectlon is sensitive: We have scrambled the order of the

schools (so their names are not in alphabetical order)- and have arbitrarily assigned ~

letters in place of names.
Although the 20 schools were chosen because of percentile gains in successive

6th grade reading scores, the change arialysi$ reveals that, for most schools, the 1975

6th grade class actually shows a decline in average percentile scores relative to its
position in the 4th grade. In many cases the decline isslight; fairly large declines
7 have occurred for schools F, G, H, and K. Six schools show positive gains, but some

Py
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Table.2.4

CHANGE'IN READING ACHIEVEMENT BY SCHOOL

5
‘ Pereentile Scores Raw Score Means
Net
Schoo! Grade 1 - Grade 5 Grade’ ‘Change Grade 1% Grade . Grade 6 (N)

A ER 30 30 5 39 11 a7 (92)
B 23 18 23 +1 o 30 30 {-10)
C 30 I ¥ , uH 6 29 12 53 (12)
D 25 25 20 6 27 35 19 {75)
K 29 20 59 +30 28 2B 70 (12
v 50 11 32 18 R 18 a9 (297"
G o35, 29 23 S T fan 10 R 0}
H 12 3 30 12 37 11 57 (50}
1 30 25 21 s . 29 37 w0l (18)
J 31 33 3o 2 32 13 58 (16}
K- o8 20 15 . 13 28 32 13 (33)
L 24 18 31 +6 26 30 5 (A1)
M 30 26 26 . ! 29 37 3. (22
N 29 307 TOUs 1 a8, 41 56 (30)
0 B3| ih) 25 -6 37 (h) 51 (35)
P 13 38 - 36 n 37 17 61 (70)
Q - ) 10 32 +3 BRI S o o8 (33)
R 39 10 32 +13 - 19 18 67 (60)
S 32 32 30 2l 30° 12 C AT (39)
r 26 31 30 +] 27 12 57 NEES
Totw 13 30 29 BT 30 YY) 56 ey

“Sehools AL O, and R have form () Dseoves in grade Jall others are R2,

b No »lh L,l.l(lt' seores availaDle,

.

gains are slight and the attern is not consisient over the three years Large galns
are shown by school Q from grade 4 to’5, while schools E, L, and R show large gains
from grade 5 to 6. Clearly, comparing different groups of students in the same grade
from one year to another dues not constitute an assessment of the actual change or
improvement ekperienced by the same group of students over time.

- Another factor that may explain part of the difference between Table 2.4 scores
and successive 6th grrade scores is-that the district used median percentile scores,

while we assigned a percentile ranking to the raw mean for a given school. The

difticulty with median percentile scores is they do not reflect changes in scores below
or above the median value. Our analysis of the distribution of raw scores on a
school-by-school basis showed that, indeed, there were many shiits of raw scores
(either,upward or downward) from one year to another that occurred entirely below
(and sometimes entirely above) thé median for both years. As a consequence the
median might remain constant from year to year, or even increase sllghtly, in spite
of serious declinet in scores below the median. It is our conclusion that a comparison
of raw score means, when converted to percentiles, more accurately summarizes the
total ;han;.,e over time than do median percentile scores.

"Table 2.4 also shows the changes in raw score means for cach school. We empha-
size that every school shows an increase in absolute reading scores in both years,
meaning that reading skills are improving in all schools in our sample. However,

“ ' n i
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since the average :tuwnt (at these levels) who takes the C'TBS shows a gain of 12

“raw points from grade 4 to 5 and 18 raw points from grade 5 to 6, most schools show

net declines in their.percentile scores.
" While the change analysis shows declines in achievement percentiles for most
schools, it is still possible that successive 6th grade changes are good relative indica-

. tors of the raest effective or least effective schools. This can be tested by comparing

the ranking of schools according to successive 6th grade. percentile changes tsee App.
Ar with a ranking based on Table 2.4. The rank order correlation is .65 for all 20
schools, which confirms a fairly good—although by no means per(ect——relatlonshlp
between suc-. =sive §th grade change and actual longitudinal change. But when we
exclude thr « schools whose scores might be invalid for reasons given in the next
section, the-rank order correlation drops to 0.51. Clearly, although 6th grade differ-
ences {rom vear to vear are somewhat indicative of actual improvement. this validi-
ty correlation is not high enough to warrant. substitution‘of suceessive 6th grade
change for measures of actual change. In particular, for our analysis of the effects
of reading program factors, we will want to use actual longltudmal changes in
reading achievement as our main cntenon

Test Exposure

We {ound that a number of classrooms showed unusually large gains in average
reading levels from grade 5 to 6. In an analysis of individual schools and classrooms,
we found that some students—and sometimes an entire cl; msroom—mlncd over 50
percentile points. Such changes are possible for mdlwdt’ml students over an ex--
tended period, but it is exceedingly rare for special reading programs to cause such
large shifts for large numbers of students in a one-yvear period. Therefore, when the
distribution of these unusual gains tends to. cluster in certain schools, or, more
imporant, in certain classrooms, the powblllty of pnor test exposure—' teachm
the test"—must be explored.
Most teachers familiar with standardized testing procedures recognize that test
exposure invalidates test-scores. Sometimes, however, the incentives to engage in
overzealous test preparation may be so strong as to lead to test exposure. A number

of teachers surveved said they felt administration or principal pressure to raise test

scores at their school. Moreover, many teachers are sensitive to the problems of
measuring the ability level of minority-children on standardized tests. When asked
whether test scores accurately reflected their students’ability level, 20 out 8L of our
sample teachers reported that scores prcsented a worse picture than really existed
because of problems in test-taking. As a result of these concerns, most schools have -
initiated special tests or programs for improving children’s effectiveness in taking
standardized tests, such as creating a test awareness center in the classroom, in-
structing students in test-taking skills, providing practice with multlplechmce tests,
and orienting one's own tests to expose children to the mechanics of standardized
tests. All these activities are cntirely legitimate, appropriate, and oflen necessary.

"But an emphasis on test-preparation that extends to drilling children on actual -

test questions, teaching the vocabulary words on the test, or exposing children to test

materials prior to test day introduces a serious hias and invalidates test scorey. Of

course, not all test exposure is intentional; it may occur inadvertently if' a teact or's
vocabulary list for drill chances to have a high concentration of words from the
various CTBS reading test forms. Unfortunately. we have evidence of intentional

!
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test e‘(posure in a fewof our claqqxooms Although it dpp]iQS to only a small minority

_of the teachers in the study, their classrooms must be eliminated from the sample |
before we can proceed with an analysis of factors associated with valid reading gains.

Our evidence on test exposure takes two forms. First, and most critical,-three
respondents at two schools stated that reading gains at their scools were invalid
because of test expdsure. These two schools—and especially the six classrooms in-
volved—showed unusually high proportions of students gaining more than 30 per-
centile points or so in the one year between the 5th and 6th grades.,

. Sécond, several other schools with high average gains showed a concentration
and patterning of changes similar to those where exposure was claimed directly.
These schools are characterized by an uneven distribution of ¢hange both within and
between classrooms, frequently yielding a bimodal distribution wherein one group
shows little or no change and another group shows extreme change. Although these
changes cannct be definitely attributed to test exposure, the fact -that exposure
occurred in some’ high-gaining classrooms prompts us to raise questions about the
validity of reading gains for all classrooms showmg a high concentration of unusual-
ly high-gaining students. )

Table 2.5 shows the uneven distribution and concentration of high-gaining stu-
dents. A high-gainer is defined as a student gaining more than 3 deciles (or about
30 percentile points) in reading between grades 5 and 6. At the school level we note
that the 143 high-gaining'students are concentrated in five schools—B, E, L, R, and
T, with percentages of 27, 73, 54, 36, and 17, respectively. The remaining schools
have between 0 and 6 percent of these high-gainers. More important, the right-hand
portion of the table shows an uneven distribution’ of these students within the
schools. In schools B And T, for example, which have lower proportions of high-
gainers than the other three, most are concentrated within 3 of the 8 classrooms.
Altogether, 10 out of 78 classrooms havé more than 30 percent of their students
showing gains e\ceedmg 3 deciles during the Gth grade. :

Of those' 10 clgssxooms, 6 were in schools where claims of test exposure were .
documented in the teacher survey. For the remaining 4 classrooms we have no
definitive proof of test exposure, although we did gather certain other indirect
evidence in addition to the observed concentration of unusually high-gainers, First,
for three out of the four teachers who were present in the district during the
previous school year, we found that none of their 6th grade students gained more
than 30 percentile poiats during the 1973-74 school year; in fact, two classes showed
‘a net decline in achievement percentiles (the other showed a slight increase of 3,
percentile points). Thus, their large classroom gains in 1974-75 were inconsistent
. with their classroom gains the year before. Second, in one of these classrooms we
found that two-thirds of the high-gainers had vocabulary gains exceeding 50 percen-
tile points with'only a few showing comparable gains in comprehension. It is possi-
ble, then, that their 6th grade vocabulary gains may be spurious, possibly because
of test prepmdtlon practice on.a word list taken i in part from CTBS reading tests.
Finally, three of these classrooms sent students to junior highs that administered _
" 7th grade tests in the spring of’ [976. Unfortunately, since tests are given only to
randomly selected students in each class, only 3 'of the 23 high gaining students had
7th grade reading test scores. But all 3 of these students showed procipitous drops
in reading percentiles from grade 6 to 7 that matched their dramatic rise from grade,
5t06(20% to 1Y% to 7% 29% to 72% to 21%; and 11% to 69 to 199 ). Tre only

1
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A . Table 2.5 .
Q- / s : e _'.
NumBER AND/CONCENTRATION OF STUDENTS GAINING OVER
.  THREE DECILES DURING THE 6TH GRADE _

y

~

Nunmber ol Classrooms Having

Number of Indicated Percentage of High-Gainers *
) High-Gaining 7 of Totals . ] .
School Students “arollment None 1-15% . 15307 Over 307
“ A e 1 ! 1 1
B ’ 14 i 2, , o
¢ o L0 0 6
D A 1 R4 il .
| O 36 T3 . |
o -2 B 3 B
G . 2 3 3" it
H ( 0 1
i 2 3 3 1 -
] 2 ! 3 1, T
K 0. 0 t
L a7 E 1
M 0 0 -2
N 2 6 1 2
0Oa - o - - o
p 1 ) 3 2 —
Q i 3 2’ 1 N :
R le 36 1~ 1 2
T o 2 7 1.
T c . - 17 o 1 1
. ' !
Total’ 143 1 51 16 1 10

Ay - -
NG ath grade scores,

-

crédible explanation for such extraordinary shifts for these three students is that
‘fest exposure inflated (and hence invalidated) their 6th grade scores.

We concludeé, therefore, that 6 of these 10 classrooms with hlgh proportions of
unusualy ‘high-gaining students almost certainly Kave invalid gains due to test
exposure. In another 4 classrooms, the statistical patterns and inconsistency over
three school years raise the distinct possibility of test exposure, although we have

no conclusive proof that it occurred. While the proportlon of classrooms where..

exposure may have occurred is small,’ ranging from 8 percent to at most 13, our

‘#“analysis must nonetheless take into account these possible sources of invalid gains.

o

PROCEDURES FOR HANDLING IMVALID GAINS

A meanmgful assessment of characteristics of’ effectlve reading programs re-
‘quires a reliable and valid criterion for reading gains. While we have shown that
the reliability‘of the CTBS reading test is adequate, two problems hamper a correc-
tion for the possibility of invalid gains in 6th grade reading scores: (1) In' 4 of the
10 classrooms in which unusually large gains occurred, we have no teacher reports
of test exposure to confirm the statlstlcal evidence. (2) Even teachers who:e overzeal-

rd
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ous preparation exercises led to tesi exposure may also have usednhighly effective
approaches to reading instruction. That is, the reading test results nsav be a mixture
of exposure effects and educational ¢ffects. In fact, our analysis of the characteristics
of those teachers whose students registered unusually large gains reveais that some
of the teachers also scored high on various classroom variables we measured. It is
possible, then,-that correction for invalid gains tends to exclude unu%ually ;,ood
teachers as well.

Faced with this dilemma, we have followed a ‘procedure designed to reveal the

power of school and classroom factors as a function of one's belief aboutthe true role

of test exposure in producing measured gains. The procedure is as follows. We first
measure the effegt of the various factors under the assumption that all gains were
valid. Next, we exclude the results for the six classrooms where exposure reportedly ’
occurred. Lastly; we exclude results for alLA0 classrooms including the four with
unusually large and intonsistent gains/As pointed out in Chap. 3. the power of the

thool and classroom factors in Wing measured gains declines as more groups

of students are deleted. Th(}‘!’ed er’s acceptance of our list of successful educational
practices must therefore depend on the reader's belief about thé extent of test
exposure and how many o( these classrooms produced invalid gains.
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Chapter 3 . ° S f
"INF LUENCE OF SCHOOL AND CLASSROOM FAUPORS ON
‘READING ACHIEVEME_NT- o .
- , N .

.
.

School policy decisions that attempt to improve students” reading achievement
are based on policy makers’ beliefs about how reading can be most effectively taught.
This chapter analyies the experiences 6f our 20 sdmple schools to identify the most
successful school and classroom-factors in raising students’ reading levels. It is
intended to LOI][llbU[(‘ 1o polw\m kers” information regarding eﬂemw instruc-
tlorml policies. )

L We attempt to answer two questions: First, w lmt decision levels are.most closely
{leOCldt(‘d ‘with increases in students’ reading scores—district lvwl school’level. or
classroom level? This might be called "the management qL.eslmn “since if district
management policies are to beé etlective. stafl’ membeérs who actually have “policy
leverage” tin that their decisions can affect reading achievement) should also have
the responsibility and the autherity to use it. Qur analysis of the management
question-concludes that much ot a child’s re: wding achievement depends on the
particular school and classroom he or she attends.

The second question can be called the 'school allocation question.” because 1t
deals with how eachschool allocates its resources and staf’energies among the many
policies that mm“’mﬂuence reading achiévement. This question can be stated as
follows: What combinations of ctrriculum. program implementation strategies. and
classroom atmosphere will promote the gre satest reading achievement? It is appar-
ent that principals and teachers in the distiict 2re‘already considering this guestion’
Our analysis of the school zllocation question is intended to- provide additional
information that principals and their staff members will find-useful in the difficult
choices they have to make. We have also analyzedTﬁFqn&gt\lon of whether principals
have enough.accurate information about instruction -in.each~elassroom to identif
strengths and weaknesses in their schools™instructional programs.= =

We conducted parallel analyses for Black and Mf;kxwan American students,
becauseé of the possibility that” schopl and classroom experiences affect.these two

__pfoups in different ways. By undertaking parallel studjes of the effect of school and

Q
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classroom factors on the reading achievement of Black and. Mexican Amerlcan
students, we take into account'the likelihood that the effe.ctlve%ess of'school factors
depends on the specitic needs of students. and on the schools™ ability to deal with
these needs. . - n
To correct for the problumc with the validity of the dl‘;tmt s test scores raised
by test exposure, we checked our results by comparing them for different sets of’
assumptions about the scores™ validity. A few of our results are sensitive to these

assumptions. and the effect of differing 111d1t\ assumptlons will be discussed.
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- THE MANAGEMENT QUESTION: WHICH POLICIES AFFECT

READING ACHIEVEMENT?

The question of whether district policies, school-level decisions. approaches used
by individual teachers, or various othe; factors determine the reading achievement ..

-of inner-city children is obnousl» of great importance to policymakers. Since the

district will doubtleqsly wish to allocate authority and responsibility commensurate
with staff capacities to influence reading outcomes. we begin this chapter by examin-
ing whether reading results in our 20 schools were due to policies at the district,

_ school, or classroom levels, or £ individual and bdckgmund factors beyond the

reach of school policies.

The analysis was conducted for sllghtlv more than one thousand students who
were in the 1974-75 6th grade class in our 20 schools. (See App. A.) We analyzed the
increase in reading achievement tnat occurred over the 6th ¢rade year. using data

. from those students who teok reading tests at the end.of the 5th grade and again
at the end of the 6th, who were enrolied in regular classrooms, and for whom 6th.

grade attendance data were available. We studied this group for two reasons. First,
it w/tﬁypvéssible to collect data for them (primarily test scores, student background
measuses. and classrooni attributes). Second. the 1974-75 school year was the second
opérational vear of the School Preferred Reading Program and therefore offered a
fairer test of it~ influence on reading than did the previous year.

As Chap. 2 amply demonstrates, students’ reading achievement in our saniple
varies widely. Overall reading ability increased at all 20 schools—substantially at
some schools. very littlé at others (see Table 2.4), It can be inferred that school
district policies produced an environment in which substantial increases in reading
achievement were possible, but those policies produced results that were far from
uniform—not a surprising outcome for a large school district,' This wide diversity

in reading achievement suggests that one needs to examine differences among

schools and classrooms to answer the management question.
Our study considered three additionu! j,arts of the inanagement question:

1. How important to a student’s achievement is:the particular school he or
she attended, compared with other schools?
2. How important is the particular classroom to which he or she was aSS1gned
* compared with other classrooms?

3. How important is the student’s particular classroom wzthm a given school,

compared with other classrooms in that school??

Each of thesé questions considers one particular way in which the child’s school
might affect his or her achievement. It is apparent that any and all school effects

’ o ' . - ' : ’
't was tec'hnimlly impossible for us to determine the influence of district-wide policies on reading

" achievement. This is because we did not compare Los Angeles with other school districts on that basis.

The amount of diversity we found, howeVver, clearly confutes the hypothesis that district policies uniform-
ly dominated reading outcomes. District policies may be a necessary condition for reading gains, but they
are not sufficient to explain the diverse gains that were recorded.

“ These questions were exa ined by testing a "baseline” hypothesis that achild's school and classroom
do not explain differences in learning, and comparing it with the hypotheslq that they have unigue and
identifiable effects on learning. (Table 3.1 presents results of these comparisons for Black and Mexican
American children.t This analytical technique was first used to analyze students’ school achievement in
the research of Eric Hanushek (1970) and Richard J. Murnane (1975). We have relied on their work in

the design and presentation of this section of our analysis.

29 i
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are contingent on the capabilities and problems that each child brings to school:
prior knowledize and skills, good or poor health strong or, weak motivation and
interest. and the wide variety of family. peer. and community experiences that
shape a child's life and orientation to school. The question we ask is: Given the

“extent’is children's reading achievement attributable to school and classroom fac-

tors. rather than to the important nonschool factors that have shaped students’
‘educational performance before they even enter the classroom? _

We know that policies affecting reading instruction vary among schools, and
that within schools. teachers have different approaches to reading instruction. If
particular school and classroom pelicies and approaches have varying effectiveness, -
the 6th grade reading scores of students with identical initial achievement leve!s
and background Churpctegristics, but with different school and classroom experiénces,
will differ in proportion to the influence of those experiences. The multivariate
analysis we conducted permitted us to measure the strength of school and classroom

_ factors while holding constant the effects of a-student’s sex, attendance at school,
» tamily background. ethnicity. and 5th grade reading achievement. {See Table 3.1.
The table displays statistical tests of the size of the effects of'school and. classroom
factors on reading. holding const:int the effects of*a student's background and initial
achievement.) v : ' " . '

As mentioned. we conducted parallel analyses for Black and Mexican American
children. (All of the analvses reported in this chapter were likewise disaggregated
for these two ethnic groups.) We did so because the structure of the analytic model
may differ for children of different ethnicities. For example, we found that the two ,
groups differed in the amount of variation in 6th grade reading achievement that
was attributable to factors otﬁer than 6th grade'scheol and classroom inputs. Such -
individual and background variables accounted for 57 percent of the'variation for
Black children and 64 percenl& for Mexican American children (see Table 3.1).

Such differences necessarily imply that school and classroom factors variously

-affect students with diftferent Backgrounds. In this situation (which may be due to
. uneven measurement accuracy|for different groups, as well as actual learning differ-t-
ences) separate analysis was the most priident course.” '
“We found that both'school and classroom factors significantly affected the read-
ing achievement of both Black :]%nd Mexican American 6th graders. This finding was
not sensitive to whether some, all, or none of the classrooms where test exposure was

# Discussion of the effoct of ethnic differences on model specification for education production function
studies such as this one may be found {in Hanushek 11970 and Boardman (1975).

The educational literature on the learning patterns of Mexican American students discusses several
issues relevant to our findings hiere. Firgt of all. the language abilities of Spanish-speaking children vary
all along the continuum ()f'Spnnish-English bilinguulism and various specific cultural and subcultural
backgrounds. (P. A. Zirkel, "Spanish-Speaking Students and Stardardized Tests.’. Urban Review, Vol. 5.

No. 6. June 1972. pp. 32-4().) It thereford may be necessary to disaggregate a Mexican American §nmplei;_,,,

such asours into smaller subgroups based on English language ability, language spoken in.the-home efe..
before it is possible to determine precisely what factors contribute-to-impreved reading achievement for ’
these students. //5,»f—f — s - .
A second point_is.that-ourdépendent variable is based on tests that measure reading achievement
___.in_English7Tiof reading achievement per se. A number of researchers have administered standardized
- reading achievément tests in both the original English forms and a Spanish transiation to Spanish-
speaking students hpd have found that th‘le students scored higher on the Spanish version. This difference
was strongest on sublests dealing with word meaning. (See ibid. for a summary oi’ these studies.) Other
researchers contend that standard-English to standard-Spanish translations are not enough to produce
equivalent achievement tests. One must also be”aware of cultural boundaries that restrict meaning
within a language. . i Co ' ’



s ‘ : P Table 3.1
‘ ;. }
) HypoTHES!s TESTS FOR SCHOOL AND CLASSROOM EFrecTS
- Mexican-American
Black Children Children .
(H ) ) .1-.13‘? :wl:(l)(,)l. :ll.(.'lhiil(llul.lti;nlslls sig- F (9.427) = = 10.66 ( 11530 = 3.2
. nificantly vela ec o achic \(‘m( nt, p<0.00001 b <20.0003
Comparison ol Egs, 1 un(l‘ 2) -
- K4 lll,_!) The elassroom to which a child is ™ F 5T i T 7.75 . F(ST.:’»()S] =20 &

assigned is significantly related to

is assigned is significantly related-
] to achievement,
(Comparison ol' Egs. 2 and 3)

elievemont p-<00000 | p <0.00003
tComparison .()I' Fgs. land 3) ’ R oo T
(113] 'I‘h(' p.nllcul.n classroom within a l-:‘ 18.119) = 5013 -l-'(z(; 519) " 2.01
{18, R
" . P wtjcular schoot to w Tich a child b <0.0001 b <0.001

l’ml)nblhl\ vitlues (p values) show the probability of incorreetly vejecting the null hypothesis lh it
H/., or “‘S is false, respectively, for the samples off Bl ok and Mexican American children,

R for Black ~ R tor Mexigcan ¢
o L Children American Children

Equation 1. Regression ol 6th grade scove 0.H7 - 0.6 -
on Hth grade scove, sex. attendance, health - '

‘problems, family status, father’s occupation,

mother’s occupation. age, and whether addi- . L

tional services were received under remedial

reading.or gilted program. L4

N Equation 2, Same as Eq. 1 adding dicbot- 0.6H 0.67 -+
omous variables Fop school attended by ]
cach child, - : v

Equation 3. Same as Eq. 1, adding-dichot- 0,71 0.71
omous variables lor Ll.n\smum attended by - .
. cach child. ' -

NOTE: Classrooms with fewer than five Black or.Mexican American children for whom complete
“data were available have been excluded from the analysis ol that ethnic group.

suspected were excluded Growth in reading achievement depended on. the school ST

predict a child's-achievement at it theend of a <chool year and one already knows the

.~ "¢hild’s achievement level at the beglnmng of the year and has data on the child’s

- background, it is still extremely 1mportant to know which school and classroom the
-child attended. We may infer that the reason for these significant school and class-
room effects is that dlﬂ"ereng "inputs’’—school policies and classroom experiences—
were received by children, depending on the schools and classrooms they were ;
enrolled in. We'may also infer that these different policies and experiences are very
1mportant in- determining each child’s reading achievement, even after taking ac- ' .
count of the many strong nonschool factors that obviously affect student’s learning.
This finding confutes the conclusion of several cross-sectional studies, including the
Coleman Report, that school differences are only slightly related to achievemen:
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once background variables have been taken into account. (See Mosteller and Moyni-
“han, 1972, pp. 15-16, 19-22.)

The answer to the management question, then, seems to be that both individual
schools and individual classrooms are affecting students’ reading achiévement lev--
els. Certain schools and classrooms in our sample produce students whose reading
achievement is higher than that of students elsewhere whd started with similar 5th

e grade scores and backgrounds. This finding is consistent with the district’s policy of
goal-setting for reading at the individual school level, and with granting substantial
responsibilitv, authority, and some_ resources to schools as they work to carry out
their programs. Because schools iii the district are clearly diverse. it makes sense
to permit tb’erh substantial autonemy in managingtheir afairs; this policy is consis-
tent with our findings on the ability of schools and teachers to pursue policies thnt -

hd ‘ produce reading gains for their students.” ,

' Such diversity points up the impossibility of for mulatmg a “'quick fix" policy to
promote equal reading gains in all of the district’s classrooms. ©Our analysis of the"
factors that produced improved reading achievement also suggests that no massive
programs or single strategies can raise reading scores all at once.) However. it may
be possible to improve reading on a school-by -school and classroom- by cldssroom
basis.

The finding that the classroom to wh(cL a child is assigned is a significant
predictor of his or her progress during the school year permits an analysis of in-
dividual teachers’ contributions to students’ learning gains. (I there had turned out
to be no differences among classrooms with respect to students’ gains. then it would
not be-possible to compare teachers’ classroom reading activities to see which are
most effective, as we chall do in the next section.) Our findings regarding the man-
agement question, then, are that classroom outcomes are diverse and that classroom
pelicies are important contributions to reading achievement. The next section dis-
cusses the natire and magnitude of these contributions.

~

THE SCHOOL ALLOCATION QUESTION HOW SHOULD '
-RESOURCES AND ENERGIES BE ALLOCATED?

The success of the reading program critically depends upon Adiscorverin"g how to_
. use the limited supply of-school-resources and staff energies in a school to the
- greatest positive effect. Since prinéipals and school stafl’ members must constantly
choose among many policies for enhancing reading achievement, we examined the
. ~ relationshipof reading to a number 6f'such policies. We focused on school “inputs™—
the things that may affect reading growth——that are actually under the control of
the individual school, its teachers. and its community. We will discuss four such -
categories of reading inputs:

3 . . i

' It we had found that a child’s school and classroom did not contribute to determining his or her
reading achievement, we would have concluded that there was no basis for allocating the responsibility
and authority for reading programs to the schools. The fact that our finding is that schools and classrooms
do matter is consistent with allocating responsibility to the'schools: but it is not sufficient evidence that
this should be done. This is because we could not investigate the effects. if any, of varying the district’s
policies regrarding school authority and responsibility, since these policies did not vary in our sample. In
particular, we did not consider the effects of policies that could hold individual schools accountable for
stud(-nls aains, it the schools were to be given additional authority over their programs.

ERIC . %
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o The teacher attributes that shape the instrugtional process,
o The clussroom setting in which reading is taught, '
+ The curricular and instructional methods used, and
+ The zmplementatzon of plograms for readxng instruction.

We conducted our analysis.for sllghtly less than 400 Black students who were
6th graders in 1974-75.. We analyzed the increase in reading achievement that

-occurred during the 6th grade, using data on students who took reading tests at the

end of the 5th and again at the end of the 6th grade. and who were enrolled in

- classrooms whose teachers completed a lengthy questionnaire that probed ap-

proaches to reading instruction, attitudes, and other attributes. The questionnaires
allow us to.examine in detail which classroom factors produced reading gains; our
results depend dirgctly on the cooperation of 81 teachers who took the time to
answer our questions. (Two teachers did not complete the questionnaire. Because we
lacked information about their classr oom practices, it was necessary to exclude their
students from our analysis.) .

We conducted equally extensive analyses-for Mexncan American students, but
were unable to uncover statistically significant relationships between their achieve-
ment and the school inputs we measured. Since we know that school and classroom

differences are important determinants of their reading achievement, we conclude

that we were unable to-discover what policies account for their learning. This may
be due to poor measurement, erroneous model specification, or 1nsufhcnent informa-
tion (perhaps on students’ English fluency).

The analysis considered the effects of a large number of school and classroom
variables. while statistically controlling for each child’s starting point (the 5th grade
score), attendance, any significant health problems, and the child’s age, sex, and
family background.® To correct for validity problems raised by test exposure, we
excluded students in the six classrooms where our field research indicated that test
exposure almost certainly occurred. (A discussion of the sens1t1v1ty of our results to
this corréction is presented beiow.)

The schcol and classroom variables that we measured reflect four kinds of
educational “inputs” to student reading achievement: teacher attributes, the class-

room setting, 1nstruct10nal methods and the 1mplementat10n of the reading pro-
/ o

_gram.. - B -

We 1nvest1gated the effects of variables related to each of these factors on 6th
grade reading achievement, after controlling for the effects of ptior achievement and
studerit background. Since prior achievement and student background obviously-

i

\

* The influence of various groups of school and classroom factors cn students’ reading achievement
was estimated using a multiple regression analysis. The dependent variable in the regression-equation
was a student’s 6th grade.reading score; independent variables were the student’s initial achievement
{5th grade score), control variables (the student’s attendance. sex. age. health. family background, and
the supplementary nonclassroom services received), and the school and classroom factors. The existence

. of substantial multlcollmearlty {i.e., complex patterns of correlations among independent variables) in

the data led us to evz!uate caref‘ully which of our measured variables reflected the same underlymg
conceptual variables. to identify representative'measures of these underlying phenomena, and sometimes
to create new measures by combining responses to two questxonnaxre items (by multiplication or by linear
combination). These efforts were guided by our categorization of school inputs into teacher attributes,
classroom setting. instructional methods, and program xmplementatlon We attempted to select meaning-
ful and representative variables from categories. within each of which we anticipated considerablé
multicollinearity. When we encountered high collinearity between variables in different categories, we
investigated the theoretical and empirical reasons For the collinearity and based our decxsmn on those
reasons.
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account for most of'the variation in school achievementisce App. B), we are interest-
ed in the incremental contribution of school and classroom inputs to students’
reading gains. ' ‘ '

We now turn to a discussion of the effects that we found to be significant con-
tributors to reading achievement, beyond the eftects of prior achievement and stu-
dent background. Tadble 3.2 presents the statistical ‘relationships between reading
achievement and the school inputs we identified as important.® (A detailed descrip-
tion of the variables that were entered into the multiple regression amalysis can be

“found in App. C.)

Teacher Attributes

 We analyzed two groups of teacher attributes: background characteristics and
predispositions. We collected data on several background characteristics: the teach-
er’s race and ethnicity, college attended, undergraduate major; whether any gradu-
ate training was received, amount of callege insiruction in reading, and teaching
experierice. We found no evidence of a relationship between any of these character-
istics and students’ reading achievement. Three explanations are possible. First,
teachers’ decisions about reading instruction, and their teaching skills, may beé-
unrelated to background characteristics. Second, it is possible that a teacher’s back-

eground influences reading, but in an interactive fashion; for example, a teacher’s

undergraduate major in English might raise reading achievément only if the teach-
er used literature and creative writing as part of the curriculum. Since we did not
analyze any of the possible interactive eflects of teacher background, we could not
detect any such influences, even if they existed. Third, we know that teacher char-
acteristics come in clusters; for example, many of the teachers who graduated from
California State University at Los Angeles also majored in academiic subjects, rather
than in education. As a result of this clustering, it is not possible statistically to
identify separate effects of the different characteristics, even if these effects exist.
(There may well be effects of teacher background.characteristics or student out- -

comes that we did not.measure—for example! students’ self-concept. We restricted

our analysis to the influence of school factors 9n're'ading"achiev¢ment.) _
We also measured one aspect of teachers’ individual attitudestoward teaching

in minority schools: their sense of eflicacy in dé@ling with minority students.

Our measure of teachers’ feelings of classroom efficacy is based on two ques-
tions.” One asked whether the teacher felt that “when it comes right down to it, a
teacher really can’t do much (because) most of' a student’s motivation and perfor-
mance depends on his or her hnme environment.” The other asked whether the
teacher thought that “if I try really hard, I can get through to even the most difficult
or unmotivated students.” Respor.ses to these questions were combined into a single
measure of efficacy—the extent to which the teacher believes he or she has the
capacity to produce an effect on the learning of students. The more ‘efficacious the
teachers felt, the more their students advanced in reading achievement. This mea-

 Table 3.2 presents regression coeflicients and t-statistics. Regression cocflicients measure the in-
crease in the dependent variable (6th grade score, measured on a 100-point test) produced by @ one-unit
increase in each independent variable ithe school inputs). The tstatistics measure statistieal significence.
which we have coded with asterisks.

' The standard discussion of eflicacy, on which we based our‘instruments; is J. B. Rotter (19661

)
3
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| Table 3.2 o

Factrors PrRobpucCING IMPROVED READING FOR B!,Acx CHILDREN

Factor ) Coef, © testat, Mean  S.D.

TEACHER ATTRIBUTES |
Sense of efficacy 0.31 251 %% 17.1 6.6 .
CLASSROOM SETTING

Disruptions o ' 1,75 i
Number of parent visits 0.05+ 1, 72%% 30.9  30.9

PROGRAM CONTENT

[9%)

LIRSS K- B -

te

Variety of materials, with amount 0.G65 1.81** 2.1

of training (linear combination)

IMPL EMEN'[‘ ATION STR.: \ TEGIES

'10.1(_hor adaptation of program 0.1 1.39* 19.8 9.6
Teacher-tu-teacher con.sulmugnx 0.66 14> 5.0 1.6

R? =695 X
Unconstrained R~ = 5581
N =356

NOTE: Table based on regression analysis of. 6th grade CTBS-Q2 raw reading
score on Sth grade CTBS-R2 raw reading score sex, attendance, health problems,
family status, father’s occupation, mother's occupation, age, whether additicnal
services were received under remedial reading or gifted programs, and the variables
displayed above, Unconstrained R2 is based on the equation with background
variables onty., excluding those displayed above,

Statistical confidence levels-for t-statistics:

*pn <0.10
**1 <C0.03
*xkny 0,01

sure was strongly and significantly related to increases in reading. Obviously, teach-
ers’ sense of efficacy is only one part of the morale and commitment to teaching that
we presume is a major influence on learning. Our finding that efficacy affects
achievement demonstrates the importance of these prednsposntlonal factors for effec-
tive teaching. _

. The data do not enable us to determine whether lt is possible to raise teachers’
feelmgs of classroom efficacy by providing more training, support, or supervnsnon for
those who wish it. It is possible that an improvement in teachers’ morale and
commitment could be produced by school policies that support teachers and help
them'solve their classroom problems, and that their sense of efficacy might improve .
as"a resuit. (Another possibility is that the teachers with lower feelings of efficacy
are factually describing a_ problem in the way they teach that is not subject to

~ improvement without, for example, a change in the kind.of school or classroom to
‘which they are assigned, or some other substartial change in the nature of their

o

work.).

['s oY
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Teachers can affect students’ reading gains in many other wiys: the variables
we have just discussed refer only to their predispositions and background attributes.
Other aspects of teachers’ inputs to student achievement—such as their teaching

skills, classroom management. and expertise in individualization—are discussed

under other headings. though the\ ¢! ...y are important parts of reachers’influence
on children.

Classroom Setting -

Because classrooms are l;ighly diverse. and complex social and instructional
environments, we attempted. to analyze the éffect of the classroom setting on stu-
dents’ reading progress. We asked teachers to tell us about several‘aspe?c,_ts of last
vear's classroom setting: the level of disruption tfights. vandalism) in each class-
room, the number of parents who visitea the classroom. and the number of’ home
visits made by each teacher. (We regard the latter two measures as classroom setting
indicators because they.characterize the classroom situation in which a strong
relationship of home and school experiences is made apparent to children.) After
taking account of a student’s initial achievement (the 5th grade score), bacl\ground
and attendance, we found (not surpr isingly) that the greater was classroom disrup-

“tion. the smaller was the growth i in reading dchlevement Disruption may be caused

by only a few students. but 1t affects the whole classroom. Valuable instructional
time is lost as teachers strive to restore order and resolve discipline problems. To
the extent that school policies and resources can be used to help teachers prevent
disruption and establish a climate of orderly and productive learning, the improved
classroom setting can be expected to increase reading achievement.

Greater numbers.of parent visits to the classroom also were associated with

higher levels of reading progress.” For our sample of 6th grade teachers. the median
number of visiting parents was 15 (the median number of home visits was twol. We
speculate that the relationship between parent visits and reading achievement

. reflects teachers’ varying success in drawing parents into the educational process.

We examined whether the individual students whose parents met with the teacher
had improved reading scores: they did not. Parents visiting in classrooms apparently
affect students as a group; this finding contributes to our belief that parent visits
reflect the atmosphere of a classroom.

If the foregoing.speculations are accurate, a policy that strongly encouraged
parent visits might not necessarily produce increased reading achievement. This is
because the number of visits may be simply an indicator of\certain teachers’
capabilities for enhancing student motivation and work habits by iri‘uqlving parents.
If so, merely mandating the use of visi‘ation would not automatically raise.other

teachers’ capabilities to affect these processes. However, it is clear that'classrooms .

that were visited by parents received a benefit in reading.achievement that applied
te all of its students,  ° '

“ Because parent visits and teachers”_home visits were highly corretited. r - (089, and appear
measure the same kind of classroom .nmnsphoru we (()nwntr.m-d our/qlmnllt.mvv analysis on parent
visits. . ’
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Curricula and Instructional Methods: Substance of the Reading
Program .

'

A teacher’s redding progranmi may affect achievement for two reasons: because
of its specific content and approaches, or because of the way it is applied by an
individual teacher. Without direct observation of each teacher’s combination of
teaching methods, techniques for reading instruction, grouping practices, and use
of materials, only summary measures of teachers’ instructional activities can be

gathered. The enormous diversity of pedagogical approaches being used in our 20
“schools further complicates any: statistical analysis.based on a restricted number of

teachers. Wkile recognizing these serious limitations, we collected data on several
aspects of each teacher’s reading curriculum and instructional methods.
Our data enabled us to consider the effect on reading instruction of the following

.curriculum elements:

s Techniques for reading instruction (individual diagnosis, word-attack, com-

prehension, and supplementary reading methods,’ as well as the amount

of time spent on reading instruction),
» ~ Nontraditional teaching techniques (team-teaching and open élassroom
approaches' that deviate from traditional classroom methods), and
» - Teachers’ use of a variety of materials for different students at the same
time. . @ :

In general, the curriculum measures that we investigated were not systemati-

- cally related to better or worse levels of reading achievement. The absence of signifi-

cant statistical relationships probably means that the curricula were used in some

_effective ways and some ineffective ways, and that'on balance there was-no predict-
< able effect due to a teacher’s merely having used a particular curriculum or tech-

nique. An important exception to this general conclusion is our finding that teach-

rs’ use of a variety of materials was strongly reiated to increased reading achieve-
ment. This finding relates to the way teachers actually apply a teaching technique,
rather than to particular characteristics of a technique or approach.

Because there is a great deal of variation in the ways that any particular reading
curriculum can be carriéd out in classrooms, we attempted to formulate a méasure
of the actual beéhavior of teachers in relation to the most frequently emphasized
instructional approach to reading, that of individualized and diagnostic instruction.
We asked teachers how much their school’s reading program had actually affected

Our case studies provided evidence that this behavioral measure reflected an impor-
tant area of reading instruction: the extent to which teachers deal effectively with
the complex and difficult operations required for individuaiization. Our finding that

* Individual diagnosis techniques emphasize the specific, highly disaggregated skill weaknesses that
each childshas as he or she progresses. Word-attack techniques are aimed at improving a child’s ability

to decode tor “sound out™ unfomiliar words, usually emphasizing phonics. quplementary reading -
techniques emphasize comprehension through spelling, study skills, and the teaching of reading in other.
subjects, such as social studies. Comprehension strategies use story reading and oral reading to increase -

students’ understanding of what they read.

' Team-teaching is a technique in which two or more teachers share the responsibility for their
classes, with each teacher teaching certain subjects to all of the students. Open classroom approaches
involve more child-centered. independent-study tasks than the “teacher-centered” traditional classroom
in which teacher assignments and the lecture method predominate.
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‘their “use of a greater variety of materials for different children at any one time.” -

v

Lian’

/N

~



27

a teacher’s yse of a greater variety of materials was positively related to reading
achievement supports the interpretation that an individualized curriculum (when
thoroughly put into practice) produces higher achievement. The likely importance
of efféctively implementing such a reading program led.us to inspect the relationship
of varied materials usage to the amount of training received by teachers; in addition,
their correlation is substantial. perhaps because it takes new ideas and skills for
teachers to effectively use diverse materials sinjultaneously. When we combined the
effects of varied materials usage and teacher training (to reflect the_jnterdepéndexi’ce
and the frequent joint occurrence of these two classroom inputs), we found a very
large and significant relationship with reading achievement. (See Table 3.2.)

The numerousspecific curriculum measures for which we did not identify signifi-
cant relationships to reading outcomes included the following: ) :

1. Various techniques for reading instruction. For the four major clusters of
reading stfategies we 1nvest1gated (individual diagnosis, word-attack, comprehon-
sion, and Supplementmy reading), our general finding is that the use of any particu-

- lar approach seems not to be associated with higher or lower progress-in reading.
(Ovur measure of individual diagnostic téChniQUEb was much less strongly related to
reading achievement than was the use of varied matendls deqpxte their conceptual
similarity. We hypothesize that variety of materials is ‘a more "behavioral” measure
of actual individualization. as compared with teachers” reports of whether so-called
individualized techniques are in use.) :

2. Nontraditional teaching techniques. We did not discover a significant rela-
tionship between either, team-teaching or open classroom approaches and students’
reading achievement. In other words, some students benefited from these teaching
techniques and others did not: on balance, no svstematxc effect on reading achieve-
ment was pfoduced.

It would be incorrect to conclude that these techniques are not usefu). With the
exception of the extent to which varied materials are used for different students,
which proved to be a strong and effective strategy, we would conclude that there is
a great deal of variation in the effectiveness with which various readmg programs
have been used in our sample classrooms.

We also found no significant relatlonshlp between achievement and time’spent
on reading instruction. (Reading time per day ranged from 45 minutes to two hours.)
We would suggest an mterpretatwn of this finding parallel to our explanation of the g
effect-of reading strategies: we do not know that more instruction does not help, but e
we do believe that there is great variation in how effectivély instructional time is”
spent. The implication is that administrators and teachers should concentrate on
policies for enhancing the quality o( reading instruction, rather than mandate an
increase in its quantity. [t- .appears that the quality of a reading program is not
necessarily determined by its content or its quantity (within limits). Instead,.quality
seems to depend on how well the.school’s readihg program—whatever it is—is
adapted to the needs and capabilities of each teacher and classroom. This link
between a reading program and student achievement can be good or bad, eﬂoctxve
or ineffective, for'a wide variety of specific reading programs.

-

Implementatipon of Reading Programs o . T v

We investigated the ways in which the 20 schools implemented their reading
. a . .
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programs, By.implementation we mean the policies and activities that affected how
easily. how tlexibly, and how thoroughly the reading program was carried out by
. teachers in each :‘chool tas opposed to the specific instructional content of the read-

ing. program). We studied implementation because educational programs are not

self-propelling; they do not automatically begin to function in everv situation just

as their designer intended they should. Instead, each teacher must find practical.

ways to carry out th€ reading program, taking into account his or her strengths and
weaknesses. students’ capabilities, interests and motivations, and the support and
facilities made available by the school. The various ways in which the new reading
programs were installed—with or without the use of’ training, for instance—varied
greatly for the teachers and schools in our sample. We found that implementation
decisions do affect the devel of achievement produced by reading programs.
., The role of teachers in implementing a reading progran) can be either large or
small for any particular kind of reading program. In examining the influence of the
teacher’s role in 1mplementat10n on improvement in reading, we collected informa-
tion on whether teachers were encduraged to conform to a predetermined program

- or‘asked to contribute their own'ideas. Students’ reading achieverment was rediiced -

where teachgrs felt that their reading instruction was expected to conform closely
to the school’s reading program gundelmes

“Conversely, the more that teachers were encouraged to ddapt or modify the
reading program on an individual classroom basis, the more their students increased
in reading :
tation wer¢ quite strong. Because these two measures appear to capture a single
dimension |of teafher-flexibility in implementation, and since they were hlghly
correlated we combined them by multiplication into a. smgle measure, which is
strongly and significantly related to improved reading: the more flexibility, the
greater the reading achievement. See Table 3.2, (Of course, there is a limit to this

chievement. These effects of teachers’ flexibility in program implemen- )

finding: when teachers are completely mdependent in deciding how to teach reading, -

then ther
outcomeS{) s

Because the teaching of reading is a.difficult and complex task. many of the
schools uged some of'their discretionary budget to provide training and resource staff’
to assist feachérs in putting the reading prograni into action. We analyzed the efl"ects
of several of these “Iimplementation strategies,” which attempt .to. increase “the

is no school-wide program, and school policies are irrelevant to classroom

ellectlveness of the readifig program by helping teachers to get the most out of

whateveér reading.system has’ bcex{ chosen. We found that additional training con-.

tributed to effective 1mp1ementatlon of reading programs; ag we discussed earlier,
we combined our measure of training with the measure of teachers’ use of varied

"materials, in order to sharpen the effeét of that aspect of curriculum on reading ™

* outcomes. We also found that teachers’ informal consultations with other teachers

about the reading program produced sngmllcant advancesin their students reading; -

in a sense, teachers are an expert resource for theéir colleagues and the vilue of their
experiences for other teachers trying to implement the reading program can be quite

high. The.relationship of teacher-to-teacher consultations to increased reading -

achievement was strong and statlshcally significant. The implication of this finding:

is that implementation problems can.bé solved by staff' members in each school.
© While our research dldKnot investigate the costs of any of these strategies for
1mplement1ng new readmg programs (and so cannot _]u%lge their cost-elrectlveness)
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we were able to document the substantial positive influence on readini: that is due
totraining and teacher-to-teacher consultation. Since these approaches can be used
with any readmg program, they ma» present opportunities for school officials to
assist teachersiin implementing a wide range of instructional methods for reading.
"Our findings reg: ndmg the implementation of reading programs reinforce the idea
that how a program is canled out may well be more 1mpoxtdnt thdn its partlcular

“techiigues-and methods.” :

A While the school inputs we have found to be :elated to reading achievement are
significant predictors of reading improvement, tHeir interpret ation depends to some«
extent on our assumptions about the validity of the district’s test scores that we
analyzed. To-show the extent to which the findings are sensitive to our corrections

- for possible invalidity of test scores. Table 3.3 presents separate analyses for three
groups of Black students. First, we performed the analysis of effective reading
factors for all of the Black students in our sample. Second, we obtained results for
the sample excluding students in the six classrooms whére our field research indi-
cated test exposure almost certainly occurred. (This is the sample corrected for
probakle,test exposure that we used as the basis for the analysis discussed above.)
Third. we further exckuded all students in the four classrooms where a’'large propor-
tion of students made very large gains. (We had done additional fieldwork in an
attempt to 'ocate evidence of test exposure in each of the high-gain classrooms but
obtained no additional independent reports of test exposure:) As to be expected, our
results are sensitive to which groups of students are included and which are ex-

cluded; we conducted three analyses to enable us to evaluate the implications of
. ‘ / _ . i '}

. o Table33r

«

COMPAR’a(ﬂ\I OF REGRESSION RFSULTS‘ WITH CORRE(‘TION .

. rOR PossiBLE TEsT ExPosure - Lo .

e .

¥

, ' . Al .2 Exposed™ “Exposed’ and
i - "Blaek Students * _ High-Gain »
o Students Excluded~  Groups Excluded
Pd(‘lm ] Coef t-Stat Coel {-Stat Coel* t-Stat
: "_Di\rupli()ns I -2,02 3.6 —11.75 3.2 =085 -1.6
Number ol parent visits 0.01 0.3 0.05 1.7 0.00:1 0,1
Sense ol eflicacy .41 RIAE 0.31 2.5 0.37 3.5
. Variety of materials, with . {
amount of training 0.95 2,60 0.65 1.8 0.66 1.6
Teacher adaptation of program 0,15 1.9 - 0.11 1. -0.001 --0.01
° Teacher-to-teacher consuitations 0.89 N9 0,66 oo« Q19 0.4
‘ e S 0.67 " 070 0.6
Unconstrained R~ . Lod 008 0,73
N 373 : 356 P66

NOTE: 'Table is based an regression-analises of 6th grade € TBS-Q2 raw reiding score”
on Hth grade CTBS-RL vaw reading score, sex, attendance, health'problems, family status,
father's cecupation, mother’s occupation, age, whether additional services were receivid
untler remedial reading or pilted programs, and theé varinbles displayed above, Uncon-
strained R is based on the equation with I).lcl\gmun(l \mml)h-\ nnl\ (-\(ludlm.. lzmw
. displayed above. . . . « u
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. “a
choosing among them. It-is our judgment that the effect of school factors is most
aceurately captured by using the analysis based on - the second group of'slu?ents
fextluding the six classrooms wilh\direcl field evidenee of test oxposure.)']_x We
regard the sample that excludes classrooms with reports of test exposure as judi-
cinusly correcting our analysis for potential bias: the preceding discussion of effec--

tive school factors is therefore based on it. The other two samples are extreme
, .

compirison cases, representing hypotheses of ""no bias” (the complete sample) and
“worst-case correction” (the sample eliminating all high-gain classrooms). As Table
3.3 shows, the sample excluding all high-gain classrooms exhibits weaker effects
than does the sample excluding only test-exposed claooms. (The complete sample
shows effects that are mostly similar to those of the second, “middle-ground” sam-
pleo The reader who judges that all the classrooms exhibiting high gains ought to
be excluded should exercise caution in regard to our findings. The analysis based on

\“ . . . . v .
rk’ﬁmlddle»gmund sample strongly supports the theory and findings of comparable

ies tparticular’y the Rand study of school innovations, Federal Programs Sup-
porting Educational Cherge. This congruence of findings is, in itself, corroboration
of the validity of our pieierred sample.

~The separate effects of the sehool inputs we found to be important to reading are
small compared with their combined power. As an exercise designedito illustrate the
hypathetical overall effect of the reading approaches we have identified as effective,
we have performed o simulated experiment based on our study results. Table 3.4
presepds the simulation, performed for ra:lmplvsmed on both the middle-ground
and worst-case assumptions regagding test validity, The average student in the
samyprdes had a raw seore of about 36 on the 5th grade CTBS-Form R2. This corre-
sponds to o percentile rank of about 265, Tad this student attended the average school
and average classroom among those we studied, his or her CTBS-Q2 raw score at the,
end of the Gth grade would have been about 51, which would have meant placement
at the 22d pereentile on the national norms for the 6th grade. If, instead, this same
student had been exposed to all of the most effective school and clussromnr,(,hcwrs
we were able to uncover, his or her hypothetical raw score would have been fivrther
increased by between 7 and 1 rew score points idepending on whether-all high-
jruning classrooms are exeluded, or only those in whigh field evidencyg supported the
presumption that test exposure oecurred), These alternative results wduld have
placed the hypothetical stydent at the 32d traw score of' 68) to 43d (raw score of 64)
percentiles. Thus an optimal approach to reading instruction has the potential of
adding 10 (o 20 pereentile poinls to students’ 6th grade reading scores, In the light
of prior research findings one they downward trends in percentile ranks of minority
children as they grow oldes, our results suggest the possibility of reversing the
expected patterns ae e ateing o turnaround in test performance when }nvnsurvd
longritudinally, "

bl

Relating Reading . < hievement o School Decisions

The analysis of the sehool alloration question has focused thus far onidentifying

PR anadysescorreetioonr sianple for the Comitted giriable” of test ox postire; 18 uses the informntion
wo b gathered ahont the netual oecueiences ol test exposure, without ignoring potentisd inaing efliets
G the complete saomple doess, ind withonut unduly resteicting the varinbility of tesn seares in the sumple
coooschudogt Dot the baghoggining <Prisseocne vends o doy,
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AVH{A(‘F AND SIMULATED READING Scom‘s l-‘OR Bl ACK CHILDREN.,. v
FOR ALTERNATE ASSUMPTIONS ON TEST VALIDITY
: Qo ¢ . il
. v . R . Sample Excluding ) .
_ [ oA - —
} ’ Classes Al Cliases
§ e with Verified with Very
Kt'.l(lmu core Test Exposure Hn,h Cains
Hth geade ]
Averageraw score 35,8 376
Average gain : ].) S 13,1 '
6th grade : ' )
Averave raw score : L1.6 010
Hy pothetical Inerease
from cfrective factors 12,6 ST
Hypothetical Gth grade raw ' ’
seore with effective factors 64,2 LS
NOTE: Scores are based on sumples of Black ehildren for whom
complete data-were available, “Classes with verified test exposure™ are co

those six lasses for which there was ficld evidenee of test exposurt,
“All classe€'with very high gains® comprise fouwr more classes for which
there was some statistical evidence thas the distriet's reading scores may
not hive been valid. Hy pothetical scores were computed using regres-
sion coefficients in Table 3.3, Data on “cffective factors' ave the high-
est values on the school inputs that occurred in our sample, ¢

the inputs that are associated with reading achicvement. Ariother approach to the
questicn of how to improve minority students’ reading instruction is to investigate
whether adequate and accurate informaiion is available to administrators at in-
dividual schools, so that they can act to identify and correct instructional weak-
nesses, and can support the strengths of the instructional program. The complexity
and extremely large size of the LAUSD make it unproductive for many important
cducational decisions tobe made centrally. (Our findings regarding teachers’ flexibil-
ity in implementing the reading program cast doubt on the wisdom of'such a policy,
even if it were possible. In fact, the district’s School Preferred Reading Pre ;ram
clearly emphasizes the need for individual schools to have substantial autonomy in
planning their ceading programs.) Therefore, we have attempted to discover
whether principals possess suflicient information to judge the eflectiveness of each
of'thmr teachers.'

We asked prlnupals to describe the performance of their 6th gmde teachers on
several dimensions of classroom style and effectiveness in reading instruction. Their
responses represent what they believe to be the strengths and weaknesses of each
of their teachers, These descriptions, taken as a group, were strongly correlated with
the reading achievement of students in each teacher’s cldssroum Because it was

" This npalyticst approach wis first used in Richard 1 Murnane’s study, The Tmpaet of Sehool
Resourees on the Learning of Tuner Coy Children, Ballinger Publishing (mnpunv, Cambridge, Massa-
chusetts, 1975,
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difficult to identify which dimension best reflected the actual gains made in a teach-
er’s chassroom (because of intercorrélations among the assessments), however, we
combined the multiple measures into a single summary of the principal’s assess-
ment of each teacher. The data indicate that the sum of the principal's descriptions
of each teacher was a very good predictor of students’ reading achievement. (See
Table 3.5); ncte that this analvsis finds that principals’ assessments, both positive
and negatjve, are accurate predictors of readmg outcomea—not that principals’ as-
sessments produce certain outcomes.)

(learly. then, principals have the information and the analyticcapacity to
identify their teachers’ instructional strengths as weil as the problems facing them.
Whether or not they have the time; resources. and desire to act on that knowledge,
we cannot say. Yet one implication of this finding is that principals may have enough
information to make pOllC) decisions at the schoal level.

We found principdls’ assessments to be good predictors of student reddmg out-
comes for both Bluuk_and_Mexlcan American students.(See Table 3.5.) Despite our
inability to identify statistically sigrificant relationships between specific classroom
inputs and the xeadln 7 achievement of Mexican American children. it is clear that
the principals of schuols serving these children are able to identify effective and
ineffective classrooms, based on their observation of each teacher.

Answers to the School Allocation Question

This analysis has attempted to illuminate the central allocation problem con- -
fronting school stafl* How can the school’s finite supply of resources and staff’ energy
be most effectively used to increase reading achievement? We found school factors
that are strongly related ‘o reading achievement, as well as numerous factors that
show no relationship to achieverneni. We regard these findings as oﬂermg sugges-
tions for educational policy decisions.

Teachers matter for reading: their sense of efficacy in tcuchmg mlfwrzfv children
contributes to reading achieveinent. This finding is important both for teachers—
whose investment ot .energy and commitment in the educational process is too
frequently underemphasized—and for school officials who may be able to support
the morale and commmitment of teachers. ‘

Classroom atmosphere affects the reading gains of all of the students in a class.
Our measurements of the classroom setting are not subtle, but they confirm that the
background for.learning can affect teachers' and students’ productivity. Classes with
high levels of disruption had diminished reading achievement; classrooms with
frequent parent visitors had increased reading achievement. Thése measures of the
setting created by the school and the teacher, and probably other aspects of the
classroom setting whose effects we did not measure, are significant determinants of
reading improvemcent, If there are barriers to the improvement of classroom setting
that'are remediable by using scheol resources and staff energies, then principals
may be in a pesition to produce a reading “payofl” by removing the barriers.

Instructioral programs can contribute to reading success, though merely intro-
ducings a new reading system will not necessarily affect acliievemerit. Reading cuy-
riculit do not, by themselves, determine a program'’s success or failure. Achievement
varies widely among classrooms that have very similar curricula and reading strate-
gies. This may imply that any of the reading programs we studied can be eftective

43
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Table 3.5

PRINCIPALS’ ASSESSMENTS AS PREDICTORS OF
READING ACHIEVEMENT

Mexican
Black American
Item Students ~ Students
CoefTicient of prircipals’ assessments sum 0,22 0.10
t-statistic 3.24 1,90 -
Confidence level for t-statistic p < 0,001 p <0.05
Mean, standard deviation 39.7, 8.8 41,0, 7.4
R2 of equation 0.586 0.665
~Number of cases - 405_~ H00

\IOT 281 Table is based on regression analysis of 6th grade CTBS-Q2
raw reading scove on Hth grade CTBS-Q2 raw reading score, sex, atten-
dance, health problems, family status, father’s occupation, mother’s
occupation, age, whether additional services ‘were received under reme-
dial reading or gifted programs, and the sum of principals’ assessments
of cach child’s classroom teacher.
The principals’ assessment sum includes the following components,
cach measured on a quéintitative scale: .
~—Maintlaining consistent and reasonable control and discipline in the
classroom;
—Planning and exceuting lessons and other cldssn oom .ictlvmcs crea-
tively and thoroughly;
—Creating an atmosphere of excitement and eagerness to learn (“turns
kids on™);
—Implementing the reading program as it was laid out, accourding to
guidelines and on schedule;
—Effectively using a management system to monitor studonts acqui-
sition of reading skills;
—Individualizing reading instruction to address the ncc(ls of cach i
learner (e.g., effective use of flexible grouping); : ¢
—Effectively combining comprehension and skills instruction to. cnc.ltc
a balanced reading curriculum;
—Helping students to develop skills necessary for good performance on
standardized tests; ‘
—Developing effective learning centers in reading and other content
areus,

depending on how it is used; at the same time, it appears to indicate that the
implementation of reading instruction, rather than its substance, affects success.
The curriculum approach that did show a relationship to reading growth was the
use of varied materials for different children at the same time; the effect of this
variable was enhanced when it was combined with increased amounts of teacher
training in how to apply the reading program.

Program implementation affects reading achievement across a range of instruc-
tional methods and school settings. The way in which a reading program is carried
out strongly affects how much students learn. This is true even after taking account
of the impact of curriculum, classroom setting, and teacher attributes. In particular,
the more active teachers were in deciding how to implement the reading program,
the more reading achievement improved. Our findings ti.at both the amount of
training and the extent of’ teacher-to-teacher consultations are related to reading
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achievement may offer opportunities for improving some programs. In general,
implementation strategies are a crucial and often overlooked component of’ eﬂectlve
school programs. :

Principals know which classrooms have problems and whlch are particularly
effective. Our analysis demonstrated that principals’ assessments of teachers accu-
- rately predicted which students improved most in reading. While it is likely that
parents and teachers will also have information about school problems, the prificipal
has a unique opportunity to observe the whole situation at his or her school, and act
to improve it. As the full-time managers of their schools’ educational programs,
principals have the knowledge to decide when and where changes are needed.

These findings show a consistent pattern: the effectweness of a reading program
depends much more heavily on school and classroom policies and decisions than it
does on the packaged contett of the program or on teachers, background character-
istics. The latter two were not among the effective factors we identified. In whatever
reading program is selected, much more important factors appear to be orderliness
in the classroom, teachers’ confidence in their own efficacy, and the adaptation of -
a variety of materials to perceived classroom needs. So are teacher training, infor-
mal consultations among teachers of reading, and flexibility for teachers in"applying
the reading program to their particular classrooms. The most promising avenue for
reading improvement therefore appears to lie in making a reading program effective
at the individual school and classroom level. No one has yet devised a prepackaged
program or set of techniques that will automatically produce gains for all schools,
whether minority or otherwise, merely by being put ‘into operation.

v 4
CONCLUSIONS
This chapter_ has dealt with two issues:

« The management question of the extent to which district-, school-, and
classroom-level decisions have differential effects on reading achievement,
and

o The school allocation question of how a school’s limited resources and
energies can be allocated to produce improved reading.

In our analysis of the management question, we examined whether or not a
student’s school and classroom had an impact on his or her 6th grade reading
achievement. We found that individual schools and classrooms are highly signifi- -
cantly related to students’ reading achievement, for both Black and Mexican Ameri-
can children. In our study of the school allocation question, we analyzed the effects
of a wide variety of factors on achievement. Most of the specific attributes and
programmatic factors had little effect on reading, providing evidence that classroom-
level implementation—rather than any technical solution—is the central factor in
6th graders’ reading progress. Moreover, we were able to identify some particular
school and classroom factors that have substantial power to influence reading
achievement for Biack students. Despite our eflorts to identify such factors for
Mexican American students, our analysis was corfounded by the effects of un-
measured variables (and perhaps by variation in the level of English fluency across
Mexican American children.) Finally, we found taat principals possess accurate

4o
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i—hformation about the relative strengths and weaknesses of their teachers in read-
ing mstructlon -for both Black and.Mexican American students.

Our answers to both the management question and the school allocation ques-
tion tend to reinforce the intent and the policies that make up the district’s School
Preferred Reading Program. The program established substantial local autonomy
for schools in deciding on their instructional package for reading; our analysis of the
management question shows that there are, indeed, important effects on reading
that originate in individual schools and classrcoms. The program emphasizes teach-
er involvement in implementing the reading program; we found that such involve-
ment increases achievement. The program mandates parent involvement in each
school’s reading program; we found that parent visits to the classroom-are associated
with improved reading. The program requires that schools carefully consider the
means they would use to implement their reading program, and in particular to
assure that adequate training and stafl’ development are provided; our analysis
showed the importance to reading achievement of the implementation strategies
selected, not just of the techniques of reading instruction. Finally, the program
places considerable responsibility for reading outcomes in the hands of each school;
we -found that principals’ information about reading instruction in classrooms
matches the actual record of achievement. Our findings show that the policies of the
School Preferred Reading Program are 1mportant ones for the achievement of
‘mmont) students. :
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Chapter 4

ELEMENTS OF A SUCCESSFUL READING PROGRAM:
EFFECTIVE SCHOOL AND CLASSROOM FACTORS
IN PRACTICE

Our statistical analysis has indicated a number of factors that can contribute to
improved reading achievement. However, limits on available resources make it
difficult, if not impossible, to implement school- and classroom-level programs that
will maximize the positive effect of all these factors.' This chapte: describes several
successful techmques implementation strategies, and staff characteristics explored
in our visits to the sample schools. The purpose is to show that, while no single factor
is sufficient to produce notable gains, a combination of selected factors may do so.
Consequently, the schools and classrooms included in this chapter were not chosen
because they were successful in all aspects of their reading programs; rather, certain
elements of their programs illustrate what the positive factors found in our statisti- -
cal analysis look like in practice. We hope this discussion will be useful to principals
and teachers seeking to improve their own schools’ reading programs.

SCHOOL-LEVEL POLICIES AND CHARACTERISTICS

Among school-level factors that affect reading achievement, the leadership role
of the principal is one of'the most lmportant Asagroup, the principals in our sample
knew which classrooms had problems and which were particularly effective. How
an individual principal acts on this kind of information constitutes part of his or her
management task. Principals use a variety of approaches, of course, but the most
effective principals we observed were able to achieve a balance between a strong
leadership role for themselves and maximum autonomy for classroom teachers.
'I‘hefse principals conceived of their role as promoting three broad goals:

+ Tocreate, through example and positive reinforcement, norms that empha-
size hard work and dedication;
. » To establish incentives for greater professxonahcm and classroom- level
innovation; and
o To maintain an environment that supports teacher efforts in the classroom
and minimizes outside factors that can disrupt the learning process.

The principals have worked to achieve these goals in a number of ways. For
example, some principals stress the contribution the school is making to the com-
munity. They continually emphasize to teachers the ways that & hard-working staff
can strengthen the school and, in turn, serve the community well. Principals may

' Recause no se of the classrooms or schools we observed embodied 21l the factors discussed ir this

chapter. we do not know empirically what the effects of all these variables would be il they were sed

simultaneous!y, it were practical to |mplvmunt all of them, however, there is no reason to believe they
would exert .mnhm;. other than a positive effect on reading achievement. .
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try to encourage greater professionalism and classroom-level innovation in‘the way
they allocate extra materials and resources to individual ycl'a‘ssrooms—giving a pro-
portionately larger share to teachers who wish to implement new approaches. Other
principals have used a faculty newsletter to discuss new and effective techniques
that particular teachers are trying, thereby hlghllghtmg innovative approaches and
reinforcing teacher initiative.
Those principals who were most effective in mamtammg a school environment
supportive of teacher efforts visited individual classrooms cfien (perhaps once a
week) and went there with a specific purpose in mind. For example, they might
observe whether learning centers had been established or whethey students had
been given clear guidelines for working independently. On some visits, the principal
was accompanied by the reading coordinator or a reading resource teacher. In any
event, the principal would try to coordinate his or her perceptions of teacher needs
and teacher requests foradditional material or assistance with the reading special-
" ists. The teachers therefore knew there was administrative concern with and inter-
est in what went on in the classroom. These visits also provided-information to
principals about the kinds of support that would be most useful to particular teach-
ers. Our analysis indicated the importance of classroom visits by parents. Here again
principals can take constructive action. They can encourage parental and commun-
ity involvement, and with the right kind of programs can be instrumental in actual-
.ly bringing parents into the school. Principals at several schools we visited have
stimulated parental involvenint in the school by establlshmg extensive activity
programs and by encouraging teachers to seek the involvement of their students’
parents. School choirs and other extracurricular activities have been started for the
students, and a full program of events has been drganized to involve parents, includ-
ing mother-daughter teas and parental participation in school-sponsored athletic
events, such as bowling nights and baseball games. All such activities are designed
to bring parents to the school in an informal and unthreatening way. Principals and
teachers at schools that have used such techniques have found that parental partici-
pation in nonacademic events has often expanded into an interest in the school’s
academic program. (The effectiveness of these approaches is further explored in
Chap. 5, from the perspective of parents.)
Other payoffs from these activity programs can also affect reading achievement.
A well-rounded program of extracurricular activities often motivates more children
to come to school regularly (and thus to reading classes). Principals believe that
these programs raise teacher morale. Teachers see that parents are interested in t}.e
school, sometimes to the point of paying atiention to the maintenance and cleanli-
ness of the school physical plant. Activity programs to involve parents may appear
to be related only indirectly to reading achievement, but they affect such factors as .
parental classroom visits and teacher morale, which affect reading achievement
more directly.

CLASSROOM ATMOSPHERE AND TEACHER ATTRIBUTES ‘

Teacher attributes and general classroom at mosphere are ‘mportant to reading
achievement. As indicated earlier, L.~wever, teacher attitudes are more significant
than their background characteristics. The most effective reading teachers had a
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strong sense of personal efficacy in teaching minority children; they believed they
could "get through” even to children with shaky motivation or-home background.

Their confidence does not mean’'they ignored the ways their students might be
disadvantaged. On the contrary, they were well aware of' socioeconomic problems
and sometimes used them to motivate their students. For example, at the beginning
of the year, one teacher drew bar graphs on the blackboard and indicated where the
class placed in reading based on national norms. He then delivered a pep talk to the
class. "This is where they say you are (near the bottom of the graph) because you're
poor and Black. Can you think of any. reason why you should be down here? I can’t,
and I think you should be up here (close to the mean).” This exercise had a dual -
purpose: to challenge the students to perform better and to show them exactly what
the class goals ware in reading achievement. Throughout the year, the teacher and
students referred to the graph and assessed their progress. Other teachers were less
overt in their efforts to overcome low student motivation and home environment,
but were still aware of these as important factors affecting student performance.
Some teachers, for example, devised a set of classroom games to improve the self-
concept of their students. But whatever technique these teachers chose to deal with
the special needs of their students, they remained confident that their teachmg
would yield positive results.

Another factor found to contribute to improved reading achievement was teach
er visits with parents (either in the classroom or at the students' homes). Most
teachers who worked to maximize the number of these visits believed they served
two purposes. First of all, by meeting with parents, teachers were able to get a better
idea of what made their students “tick"—see the relationship between classroom
behavior and the students’ life outside school. Secondly, these teachers believed that
classroom . discipline was less of' a problem ii’ students knew the teacher was in
contact with their parents and that classrooom discipline would be reinforced in the
home. This reinforcement, however, was not confined to disciplinary matters; for
example, one teacher used letters to parents and an extraordinary number of home
_visits to encourage parents to read with their children. By the end of'the school year,
‘one-third of the parents of this teacher’s :.udents were reading regularly w1th thleir

. children. :

§ As these examples illustrate, the successful teachirs were willing to expend
considerable effort, and the results showed up in the classroorm atmosphere they
created. Their classrooms were well organized and suffered few disruptions, Stu-
dents knew what was expected of them, and knew the purpose of each instructipnal
unit. Above all, these teachers were able to challenge and motivate their studefts
by achieving a balance between positive reinforcement and strict discipline.

READING PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

Another set of significant variables were related to program implementaticn.
One important factor was the use of'school resources for teacher in-service training.
The schocls in our sample varied in the amount and kind of staif’ in-service they
provided. One school, however, devised a plan that provided consistent, ongoing staff
development in a fairly inexpensive way. The school hired a physical education
coach who works with all classes at each grade-level for one period a day. During
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this time, the teachers at a given grade-level attend staff’ development sessions
conducted by the school's math and reading coordinators. These:sessions are orient-
ed to topics and problems that the teachers themselves raise. This type of staff

in-service has the advantage of providing regular and practical staﬁ‘development as

well as physical education instruction for students, all at a relatively low cost. (Of
course,"'we found that other programs of staff development also had positive effects

+ on student achievement.) . -

Another aspect of program implementation is the extent of interaction among
classroom teachers. We found that teachers' informal consultations with other
isachers about the reading program produced significant advances in students’
reading achievement. At some schools this consultation is done on a regular basis
and on the teachers’ own initiative. At one school, for example, the 6th grade
teachers agreed to meet during their lunch hour throughout-the first year of the

school’s Preferred Reading Program. They discussed common prohlems and ex-

changed ideas about the modification and adaption of reading program materials.
At other schools, interaction among faculty members was built into the schools’
in-service program. For example, one set of elementary schools that feed into the
same-junior high school take turns presenting a classroom demonstration of their
reading program, followed hy a workshop two weeks later. At least one teacher from
each school in the complex attends and then reports back to his or her school. This
type of program allows teachers to see how reading instruction is conducted in other
schools and, at the same time, facilitates teacher interaction both with a given school
and across a number of schools. -

Our research also indicates that the more teachers are encouraged to adapt or
"modify the reading program, the greater is the i increase in their students’ reading
achievement. Teachers modified their schools’ reading programs in a variety of

ways. For example, a number of teachers prepared written exercises to correspond

to a reading program’s oral drills, while others used supplementary books and
magazines to apply reading lessons in ways relevant to student experience and
- interest. One aspect of program adaption that several teachers considered important

was their effort to get interesting books into the students’ homes. Although t‘here—

was always the chance that some bocks might not be returned to the school, these
teachers believed the .payolf firom students reading at home. either alone or with
their parents, was well worth any lost books. .

Our study concluded that, at least with regard to the schools in our sample no
. prepackaged reading program or technology will automatically produce effective
results. The significant factor is the manner in which individual schools and teach-
ers adapt a particular program to their students’ needs. We did find, however, that
individualized and diagnostic instruction as a classroom behavior positively affects
reading achievement. But again, individuzlized instruction is a useful technique
only to the extent that teachers understand the underiying basis of individualization

and actually carry it out effectively. For example, we observed severai classrooms

using DRP (Development Reading Program), a program designed as individualized
instruction. In some of these classrooms, however, the teachers essentially did no
more than go through the motions, dispensing a variety of materials and supposedly
dividing students into skill-level groupings; it was clear that these teachers did not
understand the rationale of the program-and were not making adequate distinctions
among. the skill-levels of their students. On the other hand, we observed other
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classrooms where the reading program was primarily oriented toward basal readers,
but the teachers were aware of differences among their students, devised individual-
ized materials, and could target their instruction to specific skill-level groupings.

CONCLUSIONS

As noted elsewhere in this report, neither prepackaged reading *echniques nor
specific teacher background characteristics were amony'the factors found to contrib-
te to improved reading achievement. Instead, we found that policies enhancing the
;J% lementation of wh tever-reading program the school had selected were effective
in guising students’ reading scores. The examples presented in this chapter show
that i dividual principals and teachers can approach the ' ask of reading instruction
ina va\'ety of ways. No school or ¢lassroom maximized all the factors that contrib-
ute to reading achievement, but the schools and classrooms discussed in this chapter
effectively used some of those factors to enhanceé their reading programs. In spite
of the diversity of approaches and techniques we observed, however, one generaliza-
tion can be made about the elements of a successful reading program: in practice,
these factors reflect a belief on the part of principals and teachers that children can
be taught to read. regardless of motivation or background, and that reading instruc-
tion can be orienteﬁt&the needs of individual students.

\
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Chapter 5

PARENT AND COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN THE
SCHOOLS '

The past ten years have witnessed increasing parent and community involve-

ment in the schools. Community involvement is seen both as an end in itself, and

as a way to aﬂeu educational outcomes. Most studies have concentrated on the

former view; to date, no studies have demonstrated that community involvement of’

a certain kind over a prescribed time period affects educational outcomes. Problems
encountered in obtaining comparable experimental .and control populations, in
measuring participation, and in specifying educational outcomes make such studies
difficult. As a result, we are left with case-study information that leads us to believe

that community in volvement in a school is 1mportant without knowing exactly how-

1t is xmportant : e
In this small substudy, with its lxmxted resources, we could not hope to go much
beyond prevxous work in demonstrating the effects of parent and community in-
volvement on educational outcomes—in this case, reading achievement.
Nevertheless, we believed we could obtain @ more complete picture or our 20

‘schools if we analyzed some information about their communities. We therefore

conducted a series of about 40 interviews with parents, community residents, agency

.personnel, and community vrganization people, collecting information about the

role, function, and perceived eflectiveness of parents and community members with-
in the schools.!

METHODS

A largely.open-ended inic,view schedule was designed to assessthe mvolvement
and influence of parents ar4 «»mmunity groups with the schools, -with.particular
emphasis on reading; and to determine the extent of openness of the school to the
community, including activities undertaken by the school to encourage parent and

ecommunity participation. We strove to make the instrument consistent with com-

munity ~nncerns. The instrument was reviewed by community members with
experience in program evaluation, who assured the research team that it was both
comprehensive and sensitive to community variables.
Interviews were limited to a random subsample of ten schools from the ongmal
sam; le: five each from the Mexican American and Black communities. The schools

sele. ted reflected the spectrum of socioeconomic conditions to be found in those

coumrunities. Interviews were conducted by study team members who were ethni-
cally identified with the respective minority communities included in the study.

* A Steeton: Conimittee, made up of representatives of each of the ethnic education commissions,
advised the ves sarch team. This committee consisted of Mrs: Ruby Aguilar, Mexican American Education
Comraission: Mr. Walter Jones, Black Education Commission; Ms. Ann Mikol, American lr‘dmn Fduca-
tion Commission, znd Mrs. Nancy Oda, Asian American Education Commission.

S
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Respondents were sought from among parents groups (both those organized
within the school-and those outside), community groups who come in contact with
the schools, and individual parents and commumty members known to be active in
the schools or in school-related -issues. In general, three respondents were inter-
viewed from each school and several others from the community at large. Those
mterwewed included educational aides, student volunteers. members of community
agencies, and district personnel who worked with the schools through the various
area oflices.” ; A :

LEVEL OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT ST

- The interview data revealed a pattern of active school’ solicitation of parent and
community involvement. However, certain kinds of parent/community efforts ap-
peared to be.much more effective than others. Large school-to-school differences
were found in the amonunt of’ participation by community and parents. These differ-
ences were consnste Méh the extent to which the school structured its relationship
with parénts and comfrfunity to integrate them into the school and its activities.-The
level of involvement did not vary as a simple function of neighborhood stability and

— income level. One of the schools with a lower degree of participation and school/
community integration was in a visibly stable neighborhood of single-family homes,
while one of the schools with a higher participation and integration level was in a
,nenghborhood which was rapidly changing, and in which there were many multiple -
unit dwellmgs generally crowded housing conditions, and high levels of transiency.
It may be nfore difficult to obtain parent involvement in more transient communi-
ties, but the key to such involvement appears to be the leadership both of school
administrators and of concerned community residents.

Based on the data obtained from the respondents, and observations of tangible
physxcal and behavnoral variables within the schools, a picture of community partici-
pation was constructed that is represented by a continuum of school/commumty
integration. Table 5.1 illustrates this continuum, with a range of points from column
1 on the extreme left (a relatively low degree of integration of the community into
the school) to column 5 on the extreme right (a relatively high degree of integration).
Schools in each subsample were then ranked in terms of level of integration.”

The upper row of Table 5.1 represents the various policy stances taken by the
schools relative to community mvblvement Listed directly .below them are exam- *
ples of activities schools may initiate to carry out those policies.

Columns 1 and 2 represent relatively low levels of school/community integra-
tion. The schools that fall into these categories appear to make outreach attempts
in a traditional way. Typically, the school develops a program and asks parents to
become mvolved The midpoint of the continuum (column 3) represents the begin-

* Attempts were made to ldenlllv aspectrum of opinion in the schools. However, this was not always
possible because of the problems presented by respondent identification and selection. Those identified

by the school as active are most likely to be proponents. Dissidents, in general, are either not identified
or no longer involved with the schools. This raises questlons of response bias, which are common to many
research efforts that attempt to determine “community” attitudes vissa-vis some subject. 1t is also

important to recognize that our analysis is based on a small sample of interviews ot each school.,

* The continuum represents only a convenient wayv Lo discuss the schools. Siree schools upon which
the continuum was based were then ranked in terms of the continuum, it shouid not be considered a test
or validation of the approach. :
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ning of a broader approach to outreach; these schools provided programs and ser-
vices for community people as well as parents. Additionally, the school may begin
to have visibility in the neighborhood at community functions not directly related
to the educational program. Columns 4 and 5 represent still higher levels of outreach
and involvement,.to the point that the school makes space available to parents and
community people. The provision of spacé appears to foster a feehng of “belonging”
.among parents and Communlty . : ' “

The schools in our subsample were found on all points of this continuun. Almost
all the schools had some very active parents—but the numbers of parents and
community individuals those parents could in turn mob,lllze or'delegate responsibil-
ity to were much smaller at the schools with a lower uegree of communjty involve-
iment. than at other schools. -

“Issues-and patterns of invuivement varied between tne Black and Mexican
' American subsamples. Different interviewers rated the schools within each subsam-
‘ple; therefore, these ﬁndlngs will be presented sepafately.

“
.

‘ '

THE BLACK COMMUNITY

!
I
! . »
|
i-
|

Schools ' ;

Parents at schools that exhibited low school/community involvement tended to -
_ be proud of the school, and expressed fewer concerns about both their own role in

school decisionmaking and the comnpetence of the school’s staff than was the case at
the higher-involvement schools. Characteristically, they spoke of their schools as

making certain things available to parents, and tended to rely heavily on the school
administration for direction. Community involvement at these schools can best be -

characterized as passive. The schools’ relaionship to the Parent Advisory Councils .

and P.T.A. was supportive and open, but these parents tended to see themselves and/\\

* This provision of space (a5 in categories 4 and 5 on the scul) is modified in our ratings to take into
consideration the contingencies of differing umounts of"available ¢pace among schools. Thus this category
was defin~d as actual space allotted or parents’ and commumtv m(-m‘a( -rs’ perceptions of freedom to move
about in the space of the school. .
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to be seen by the school as tangential to school decisions and activities. Parents were
not generally included in school dec Nonmdkmg councils.

Column 3 in TabkS1 represents’a midpoint of school/community integratics.
Schools at thisptint &yd higher-in the Black communit;es tended 1o have parents

“who had bvvl d(t}(‘ and involved with the school for long periods ot time—say, over |

four years. “hesefparents are knowledgeable about the progress »f the school..and
they are nofably able to mobilize others. Although only a few parents may attend
any given Advisory Council meeting, they know how to mobilize cor: imunity interest
when an important issue arises. Parents in these schools have begun to articulate
their strategies for getting what they want for the school from the Beard of Educa-
tion. The column 3 school in the Black community sponsored & pregram of commun-
ity events, and several parents were intent on bri inging other community groups into
contact with the schools., .

In the schools related to columns 4 and 5 in the Black community subsample,
parents were in and around the building fairly continuously. Theyv. were included on
planning and monitoring committees for all school events and activities, not merely °
those involving compensatory programs or auxiliary services. Although the parents
at one school did not have their o®n room, they were familiar enough with the
school’s physical plan to be able to find a room in which they could talk with our
interviewers in privacy. Attendance at the average Advisory Council meeting was
high—about 40 tcompared with about 15 at column 1 and 2 scheols).

In the Black community school_with the most parert’c: mmunity integration,
parents were organized even before the school was estaulished. They were involved
from its inception and influenced both the naming of the ..ol and the naming of’
the Child Care Center. Children’s Centers in the Los An;.,elea Unified School District
generally assume the names of the schools at which they are located, but in *his case,
the-community residents strongly felt it should have its own name. This school is
distinguished in other ways as well. Classes in sewing, millir: rv design, and typing
are offered to community residents, and the parents have a conference room avail-
able to them at all times. The Parent ‘Advisory Council has - :bcommittess that
monitor such disparate. sub_]ects as curriculum, employmen® ot school staff, and
physical plant mmntenamce ‘Attendance at th.e*Parent Advisory Council meetings
was reported to average around 50. .

Types of Parent and Community Invol\ ement in the Black
Communities -

Nonparents appear to be involved significantly only in the schools scoring mod-
erate and high in community integration. In the most highly integrated schools
tcolumns 4 and 5), there appears to be substantial involvement by students of local
universities, as well as active involvement by nonparent neighborhood residents. In
both schools there is a senior citizens group of volunteers, and in all three an open
environment for volunteer activities.

Involvement with reading was generally low in all schools. In most cases, the
staif'selected the reading program and sought approval of the Advisory Council. In

- some schools patents were asked to approve a fait accompli while in others alterna-

tive programs were presented but the prior preference or selection of teachers was
made clear. In only one school, the one ranking highest in community integration,

.~
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did it appear that the  -ents were objectively educated as to the merits and draw-
backs ot each progran. I allowed to make their own informed decision. Teachers
participated in this r . - 50 the two groups were essentially acting as equals in

the decisionmak . . proces s

THE MEXICAN  MtERICAN COMMUNITY

3
-
e"/')

Schools

The two schools in the Mexican American subsample at the lowest level tcolumn
1) of'school/community integration attempted to interest parents by sending home
notes r ncouraging the parents {o visit the schools. but did not suggest specific roles
for the parents. There was no school-wide policy on the role of parents in the
classrooms: it was left up to the parent to discover whether a particular classroom
teacher was receptive to his or her presence. As in the Biack schools with low levels
of community/school integration. parent participation was characterized by low
levels of awareness of possible parent roles and school issues. Attendance at parent
meetings was low. and the few active parents in the school seemed at a loss as to
how to interest more parents. [n one school. respondents felt the school was doing
all it could to involve parents; in the other school there was a strong feeling that
the school could be deing more. Neithe_r of'these schools enjoyed any significant level .
of involvement by community groups.

Three of the five schools in'the Mexican American subsample were relatively

“high in school/community integration (columns 3, 4 and 5, respectively). In these
schools there was active participation by community agencies and groups and in-
creased visibility of parents at the school. These schools provided services of a
nonschool-related nature aimed at community concerns: workshops on immigration, .
legal services, and welfare right"$, among others. These workshops brought in mem-
bers of the community at large and created an image of the school as a community
resource center. Two of these schools provided physical space for parents and parent
projects. These parents’ rooms functioned as an integrative mechanism, actively
involving those who might otherwise be reluctant to participate because they did not
view such participation as appropriafe -or because of embarrassment at not speak-
ing English. The existence of on- gomg_prOJects that used the special Skl“.: of the
parents helped them to define their roles i in the school. -

One school (column-5) had gone Heyond providing space and parent projects. In
this schrol, sewing machines had been purchased and parents were encouraged to
use them for personal needs or to help make clothing for needy members of the
community. '

While certain issues and cultural charactex istics may bring together members
of the Mexican American community, these same factors, if neglected, may create
barriers to successful school-community relations. One example is language, often
an ohstacle in the .school/community relationship. Many monolingual Spanish-
speaking parents are active and make up a significant number of the parents on
Parent Advisory Councils, yet they may not make informed decisions. Meetings are
conducted in English and often are not translated because parents may be embar-
rassed to admit that they do not understand English. Or, translation may only
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outline the proceedings, and parents may not trust the translator. This problem is
d . so pervasive that the level of awareness of monolingual Spanish-speaking parénts
' can often be used as a gauge of the overall parent awareness in these schools. If
monolingual Dpanish-spenki.g, ‘parents are well apprised of the issues in their
schools, it is likelv that the bChOOl is making a sincere eflort to communicate with
the communiwy and respond t. its needs.

Types of Parent and Communuity Involvement in
the Mexican American Communities

In the Mexican American schools, parents were involved as teacher helpers,
classroom aides, and noon aides, :- 1d worked on special projects. In all of the schools,
there was some paid parent training tied to government sponsored educational
programs, which drew some parenrts into the school. They also participated by sitting

i . on the Parent Advisory Council, P.T.A., or various special programs’ councils te.g.,
Follow Through, Early Childhood Education). In one school, parents were invit«d-to
give workshops or classes on special skills they possessed. They sometimes func-
tioned as representatives of the school at city-wide and district-wide meetings. In the
scheols with the highest levels of community integration, parents participated by
availing themselves of services provided by the school.

The involvement of nonparent, community-based groups in the schools was an
important discriminator between schools with lower and higher levels of integra-
tion. In the East Los Angeles area, community, high school, and university-affiliated
groups have played a significant role in the schools. One organization-based in the
East Los Angeles area has been respon51ble for training cormmunity members in

! techniques for organizing parents in schools. Four of the five schools in the Mexican

! American subsample were recipients of the services of this organization. The schools
that had parent workshops sponsored by the organization were those that ranked
at the higher levels of community/school integration.

An organization affiliated with a local university had presented weekly pro-
grams aimed at etkinic identity and personal growth in several of the 6th grade
classrooms in the three most highly integrated schools in"the sample. \

‘While it is difficult to state whether high levels of'school/community integration
caused a school to have significant participation L, community groups, or whether
the higher levels of community participation was a cause of a strengthened school/

community relationship, it is important to note that the two factors correlated. The

existence of nonparent, community-based groups in the schools was an important
discriminator betw®en low (column 1) and higher (column 3 and above) schools.

l FACTORS IMPORTANT IN SCHOOL COMMUNITY
/ RELATIONS

/ "+ High levels of parent and community activity did not necessarily mean that
Ny ‘ . parents were effective in setting and achieving goals. Those schools with low levels
/\ of'school/cornmunity integration were characterized by few, if'any, demands by the
. \,. community. However, even in some schools with relatively high community involve-
/ h ment and activity, parents could not remember actually having made a demand on
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the school, and there was relatively little awareness of how to go about making
changes or expressing demands. In the schools where persons were most able to
point to parent-initiated or community-initiated accomplishments, the respondents
more readily related minor dissatisfactions and had a.sense that they could create
a climate of productive tension until they got what they wanted. There was a great
deal of awareness in these schools (basically, 4 and 5 on the scale) of the administra-
tive hierarchy, all the way up to the Board of Education. Several of the parents in
these communities had dealt w. I: school administrators at vatious levels in order
to gain satisfaction on an issue ot concern to the community. High parent/commun-
ity efficacy in ali the schools surveyed was characterized by a high leve! of awreness
ol :choel/community issues, familjurity with methods for obtaining satistaction that
transcended the immediate schoot setting, ar . ih:- ability to generate productive
" tersion within the school in order to ensure thu, parent/community concerns were
. acted upon. In schools where parent eflicacy appeared to be low, tensions were
played down and parents exhibited relatively little awareness of alternatives for
effecting change. ' : '
The role of the principal was repeatedly stressed as:important in establishing
a climate for school/community relations. In two schools, the principal’s leadership
was cited as the impetus for community representation on school committees, in-
cluding emplovment screening and the selection of the reading program to be used.
In these schools, the principal took an active stance not only in involving the
parents, but in educating them so that they could make informed choices. As a
result, parents backed the principal to the hilt, even to the extent of going to the
‘Board of Education to push for the favorable resolution of issues perceived to affect
the interest of the school. In the schools characterized by active principal/commun-
ity relations, parents appeared 1o regard the school as theirs, largely open to their
input, and education was seen as the joint responsibility of the parents and school
stafl’ In the schools with less active principal/community relations, there had been
one or more changes of principal in recent years, and it was sometimes the case that
the new principal was struggling to transfctin relative apathy into community
involvement—or had difficulty in mairtaining a previously established high level of
commitment. ‘ - L J Lo

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND lREADING GAINS

While community involvement has Yitrinsic value, the specific relationship
between community involvement and reading scores is also of concern. It does not
necessarily follow that a high level of school involvement by both comnmunity and
parents will influence reading achievement. To roughly assess the relationship be-
tween parent involvement and student gain, we ordered schools in our community
subsample according to both their perceived levels of community involvement and
their percentile gains in reading achievement from grades 4 to 6, and compared the
rank-orderings (See Table 5.2). These orderings suggest that for Black schools, levels
of parent involvement appear to relate rather closely to student reading gains, an
observation consistent with the results of our statistical analysis (Chap. 3), which
found that high levels of teacher-parent contact were associated with reading gains.
No such relationship appears in the Mexican American subsample, although it
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Table 5.2

- ' RANK ORDERING ON LEVEL oF COMMUNITY

~ ‘
INVOLVEMENT AND READING GAINS®
Black Mexican Amerean
Community Subsample Community Subsample
Community Reading Community Reading
School Involvementh Score Gain School  Involvement  Score Gain
B 5 +5 S "o 2
E - ) I 1 18
dJ 3 _ -3 P 3 ]
M 2 -1 C 1,54 A
l 1 11 D 1.5 6 o

(-mdv\ 4 to 6 mean pclcontllv ains.

!hv highest rank is 5.

Gain scores at this school were judged invalid because ol test (\poxuu-
problems, Since this school was-eliminated from the .uml\ sis in Chap. 2,
we have eliminated the gain score from this table. However, the pattern

ol community \‘nml)lv.s for this school was consistent with the findings lor
other schools in the Black subsamploe.

d'l‘icd ranking.

should be noted that the school that was most effective in that subsample, if not in
producing reading gains, then in holding back losses, was also the school with the -
highest level of community/school integration and awareness among monolingual
Spanish-speaking parents. This of course does not explain the absence of a relation-
ship between reading scores and school/community integration rankings in the
remaining schools in the sample.

On the bagis of the data we collected and our experience in related research, we

_ can speculate on some possible reasons for the apparent relationship between parent

and community involvement and student reading gains in the Black sample, and the
lack of such a relationship in the Mexican American sample. We noted earlier that
level-of-parent/community activity-cannot be equated-with-eflicacy in influencing .
reading achievement. This is particularly so in Mexican American communities.
Language (and other factors) may be creating barriers to parent/community effec-
tiveness; we may well be observing parallel processes in the classroom and commun-
ity. In addition, the immediate needs of the community may at times be more salien\t
than the specific concerns of classroom instruction. Quireach programs that oﬁer"-.,
services may increase the level of school/community integration and beneht partici-
pants without strongly:affecting educational programs or outcomes.

Outreach programs in, the Black communities that provide services are less
likely to be the initial attraction for parent involvement in the schools. Such pro-
grams increase the level of school/community integration and help to meet com-
munity needs and concerns but are more likely to include an educational orienta-
tion.

o
o~
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Wesay little about causality, of course. At the same time, the pattern of findings
presents some implications for policy. It appears that in Black communities, level
of involvement in the schools may be related to reading gains. No such relationship

was found in the Mexican American communities. The mixed pattern of effect in our
" sample of Mexican American schools suggests the possibility of more complex rela-

tionships that are obscured by the presence of variables we did no} measure. 1t is
the judgment of the interviewers that if community needs and proCesses were better
understood, a relationship between level of involvement and gains might be found
in Mexican American as well as Black communities. We believe that parent-com-
munity involvement should continue to be strongly encouraged in both communities
and that further efforts to clarify the relationships in the Mexican American com-
munity should be considered. .

. C“



4 Chaptér 6
CONCLUSIONS

OVERALL ASSESSMENT

In general, our findings confirm the appropriateness of the current district
reading program policies of school-level goal setting, teacher involvement in pro-
gram planning,and the allocation of important decisionmaking authority to schools
and teachers. We found that for both Black and Mexican American students, school
and classroom inputs were directly responsible for significant changes in students’
reading achievement. In other words, school and classroom decisions matter for the
" education of the minority students we studied, over and above the importance of
student background charactenstlcs such as socioeconomic status and pnor reading
knowledge.

We also identified specific classroom and school factors that were related to

réadmg achievement in our sample of Black children, though the strength of these .

findings depends on assumptions about the validity of test resuits arising from
evidence of test exposure. We were unable to identify specific school or programmat-
ic factors related to the real gains we discovered for Mexican American children,
even though the evidence is clear that school and classroom inputs do in fact matter
for the Mexican American sample.

Our limited analysns of the effects of parent ard community involvement on"
education leads us to believe that such involvement should be encouraged. Although
our findings are only suggestive, it appears that vigorous school efforts to involve the
community are often associated with improved outcomes for children’s education.

The following discussion details this overall assessment by summarizing the
specific findings for our sample. We then consider the applicability of these hndmgs
to other schools and to future policies. .

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Reliability of Test Results

Reliability analysis is performed 'to‘assess whether test results are internally
consistent and reasonably free from random errors and other inaccuracies. We
found solid evidence in our data that the reading tests used by the LAUSD meet
established reliability standards. Reliabilities were high for both the large sample
" of student records we analyzed, and for each school.

- Validity of Test Results

Our analysis of test validity is relevant both to the interpretation of our findings
on effective school policies and to the district’s methods of assessing school-by-school
changes in reading achievement. Our first point concerns the way that reading gains

50
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are measured. The current policy is to report cross-sectional change. that is, to
compare different groups of students {from one year to the next. But year-to-year
‘differences can be largely due to differences in the ability and composition of succes-
sive groups of students and therefore are not a truly valid measure of improvement.
To test this, we compared changes in successive 6th grade median scores (the dis-
trict’s measure) with changes in individual children’s scores over {ime, and found
only a moderate rank order correlation. To assess true change, we must compare the
performance’ of the same group of students between, say, 1974 and 1975 as they
passed through the 5th and 6th grades. For that reason, we recommend that the
district consider the use of longitudinal cohort analysis like the one performed for
this study. This involves collecting und reporting data on the progress of individual
students over time, rather than grade level data on successive cohorts.

Our second set of comments concerns test p“eparatlon Used appropnately test .
preparation enhances the validity of test.scores and allows meaningful cross-school
and cross-classroom comparisons. However, overzealous test preparation can pro-
duce invalid scores and mask failures to educate. Our findings indicate that the level

. and range of test preparation activity varied widely. Many teachers reported consid- -
erable pressure i0 show test score gains, and few saw much utility in test scores as

indicators of students’ performance. This coinbinatior, creates an environment that

is ripe for oviizealous preparation. Exposure of children to-tests or at least intensive

drilling on material likely to be covered on upcoming tests can—and we believe

sometimes did—occur in a few classrooms. We emphasize, however, that for about

90 percent of the teachers wé surveyed no such questions as to the validity of
measured gains are warranted. '

Effect of School and Classroom Factors on Reading Achievement

Students who had similar backgrounds and prior achievement levels, but who
had different school and classroom experiences, achieved different rates of reading
jnizaress. That is, some schools and some classrooms within a school contributed
more to their student’s achievement than did others. This result held for k.th
Mexican American and Black children, and did not change when we excluded test
outcome data that may have been spurious as a result of test exposure.

We infer that school and classroom effects on reading progress were strong
because very different kinds of influences—school policies and.classroom settings—
were received by children deperding on where they were enrolled. This finding lends
support to district policy, which grants authority and resources to local schools to
design and operate reading programs. .

We also found that at both predominantly Black and Mexican American schools,
principals can make highly accurate assessments of the instructional ability of their
tenchers. This suggests that principals are indeed an appropriate locus for school-
level instructional pelicy decisions, at least in our 20 schools.

" 'As we discuss below, there are no fixed programs or single strategies that can
raise reading scores all at once. But it does appear that reading instruction can be
improved on a school-by-school and classroom-by-classroom basis when individual
~ programs are carefully planned adapted to local circumstances, and implemented
~ effectively. :
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Factors Affecting Reading Achievement for Black Children

On the basis of our analysis we conclude that three broad categories of factors
produce improved reading achievement for Black childrer: program content, im-
plenientdtion strategies. and classroom atmosphere. These relationships were strong,
and remained consistent even when we zxcluded teist scores for classrooms where
there was strong evidence of prior test exposure. When we further excluded test
scores for additional classrooms shewing unusuaily large gains, some of the associa-
tions we report here became weal-er. Confidence in the soundness of our results must

therefore be tempered by the reader's judgment about how.much test exposure

actually occurred. We believe that the middle-ground position we used in generating
the results we report here is at least reasonable.

We found that reading achievement improved when the reading. program used
varied materials for different students at the same time. Other more novel ap-
proaches to instruction;such as open classrooms and team teaching, were not consis-
tently related to measured gains on standardized reading tests. Qur analysis of other-
program content measures also supported the conclusion that reading curricila do
not, by themselves, determine the success or failure of a school’s seading program. In -
fact, there is wide variation if average student progress among classrooms that have
very similar curricula and reading strategies. This may imply that any of the
reading programs we studied can be effective depending on how well it is implement-
ed and taught. Principals may wish to consider \xb ather an effective program of
individualization—such as the one measured by our “use of varied materials” ques-

. ticn—can be appropriately used in their schools, as well as the question of how such

a program could be implemented. Additional teacher training, and visits by resource
stafl’ to individual classrooms to observe and suggest activities that will strengthen
teachers’ use of individualized techniques, may be-useful in pursuing this goal.
We :ound that program .implementation affects reading achievement across a
range of instructional methods and school settings. The implementation strategies
chosen by a school tosupport its reading program are crucial, because how a reading
program is carried out strongly affects how much studehft’s'learn. The importance
of implementationtrategies is very great even after takifig intu account the impact
of curriculum, classroom setting, and teacher attributes. Successful implementation .
strategies in our sample included adequate teacher training (especially with respect
to the use of varied materials), a high level of informal consultation among staff, and
freedom on the part of teachers to make modifications in the reading program that
increasc its -pertinence to the practical situations thev encounter in their class-

- ——--—-—rooms:-In—generalthe-more-active was the role of teachers in implementing the"
p L

reading program. the more reading achievement improved.

Classroom atmosphere factors that affected reading included an absence of dis-
ruption, frequent contact between teachers and parents, and «a feeling of efficacy on
the puart of teachers. Our measurements of the classroom setting are not subtle, but
thev confirm the hypothesis that the background for learning can affect teachers’
and students’ productlwty Moreover, we found that teachers matter for reading:
their sense of being able to “get through” to studcnts their commitment and morale
help to determine how much children learn. We were surprised to find little br no
association between teachers’ background attributes and reading progress in their
classrooms. Years of experience, ethnicity, college major, or place where the under--

graduate degree was obtained appeared to have little influence.
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Polmes that strengthen teachers’ commitment and provide them with the Sl\l]]S
and resources necessary for them to perform well in difticuit circumstances may
contribute to improved classroom settings, and thus to improved reading achieve-
ment. ' v

As an illustration of the quantitative importance of>the various specific factors
that we have identified as -mpml(ml we estimate that exposing the average student
in our sample to ali of the approaches found to be eﬂeclwe would have resulted in
a 107t 20 point pvr(entlle gain for that student over the course of the 6th grade,
instead of the decline of 3 percentile points that actualiv occurred.

As we stated earlier, our analysis demonstrated that principals’ assessments of

likely that parents and teachers alsstave valuable information about scf\ool prob-
lems. the principal has o uniiue opportunity to observe the whole situation at his
or her schoolaand to act 1. .:aprove it. Principals can exercise their leadership in

teachérs accurately predict how muzkst.udents will gain in reading. While it is

"a number of ways that may help produce reading gains, by observing teachers and

making specific recommendations for change. Principals can fafilitate successful
program implementation by working to provide adequate training for teachers, and
thev can encourage teachers to consult with each other and to modify their pro-
grams to meet their students’ needs more fully. -

For the predominantly Black schools in our sample, high levels of parent and .
community involvement appeared to be associated with better reading outcomes."

Although our study of this relatlonshlp was constrained by resource limitations, and

" although no similar finding was derivéd for Mexican American schools, we suggest

that the current district policy is sound in encouraging schools to involve the com-
munity in the educational process.
In summing up our substantive findings, it is important to emphasue that no

single school or classroom factor. taken by 1t.self. is likely to produce large 1rcreases

in reading achievement. We found many school and 51assroom factors that were
strongly related to reading performance, but no one factor or small group of factors

dominated our findings. We believe this is to be expected. Reading inst ruction is far.

too complex to allow for simple policies or “quick fixes.”

Our findings suggest that continuation of the district’s policy of school- level.

goal-setting for reading, and delegation of authority to schools and teachers to inake

program planning and implementation decisions. is appropriate for the sample of

selected schools.

-

L

~ APPLICABILITY OF THE FINDINGS TO OTHER SCHOO

AND FUTURE POLICIES

In considering the degree to which.our findings may be applicable to other
educational settings, we must repeat the caveats we have stressed in this report: we
worked with a nonrandom sample of prédominantly Black and Mexican American
schools in Los Angeles, and studied intensively only what occurred in the 6th grade

in those schools. Consequently, generalizations to other minority schools, to’

predominantly Angloschools, to other ditr 1cts and to other grade levels can be only

suggestive.

With those caveats in mind, we oﬂer the following pollcles as general guidelines:

6 i
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Because our analysis illuminated the importance of particular schools and

classrooms within schools for reading progress, a good measure of local

o school autonomy seems warranted, particularly in large districts. This
suggestion is bolstered by the conformity of'our results to previous research
in the field and by our finding that principals we queried have accurate
knowledge of their teachers’ relative effectiveness in the classroom.

« Thoughthe specific factors we identified as efficacious were associated only
with reading gains for Black students, they too are confirmed by other
research on both majority and mincrity schools. Teacher flexibility, -in-’
dividualized approaches, teacher-to-teacher consultation, training and
morale enhancement for teachers, and involvement of parents and com-

~  Munity members in the educational process all appear to have payoffs—
and all point again toward the desirability of school-level decisionmaking.

« Therefore, the national trend we pbserve toward central direction in school

districts may nct be very proddctive, at least for large, complex school
systems. s ’

el

To the extent permitted by local resources. school district research staff should
attempt to replicate and extend*the findings cf'this limited study, and should pursue
issues that we were unable to resolve adequately. These include: the utility of
standardized tests for gauging reading achievement, the relevance of national norm
criteria to minority children, the consequences of the growing emphasis on test
scores as measures of success, and the factors associated with true reading achieve-
ment for students from non-English-speaking backgrounds. Further research of this

‘kind is likely to pfrovide useful information for policy decisions.




Appendix A
SAMPLE DESIGN AND DATA COLLECTION

This appéndix describes various technical aspects of the study performed. We
first outline tl}e procedures used to select the elementary schools included in our
sample. We then discuss how we traced students from the 6th grade classes of 1974
and 1975 to the junior high schools they attended in February and March 1976
where their cumulative records were lodged, and the extent to. which the sample of
students for whom data were obtained are representative of’ the population of 6th
grade students in the selected elementary schools. We also describe the methods we
used to collect data on school and classroom factors. |

SELECTION OF THE SAMPLE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

Criteria Used

\

The criteria used in selecting the 20 sa:nple schools ?‘were that each school should
demonstrate substantial or consistent test score gains, a predominantly minority
enrollment, and enough 6th grade classrooms to exhibit variation in reading ap-
proach, and that each should serve a population that is low in socioeconomic status.

The LAUSD’s Request for Proposal criteria for the sample schools were that
each should have a predominantly minority enrollment and substantial and consis-
tent test score gains on the 6th grade reading test. These criteria relate to the
purpose of the study, which was to identify those elements of the reading program
that improved reading achievement in minority schools.

~ To further define an appropriate population, Rand added two more :viteria.-
Some schools are extremely small (for example, Solano}, with only one or two class-

- rooms at each grade level; the schoolssize criterion was formulated to ensure a

sufficient sample of students from each school so that we could measure variation
in school-determined aspects of the reading program. In addition, a few predomi-
nantly minority schools serve populations of relatively high socioeconomic status
(for example, Windsor Hills). Because children there were expected to outperf‘orm
minority children elsewhere, we added a criterion for socioeconomic status.
To_quantify_these criteria, we used the following definitions:

Substantial Gains: An increase in the 6th grade class total reading test score
median (national norm percentiie for the school) of 15 or more percentile points from

- Fall 1972 to Spring 1975. Schools with substantial gains were not required to have

consistent. gains.

Consistent Gains: Nogain inany one intermediate year greater than two-thirds
of the total gain, Fall 1972 to Spring 1975.

Minority Enrollment: At least 60 percent nonwhite enrollment Fall 1972, and
at least 80 percent nonwhite enrollment, Fall 1974. (Nonwhite enrollment includes

- Black, Mexican American, Native American, Asian American, Filipinc, and other.)

- 55
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Noschool was to be selected that derived more than one-half'its minority enrollment
from the Asian American population. (This !imitation was included because Asian
Americans normally have higher achievement levels.)
" School Size: Enrullment of at least 400. v . :
Sociveconomic Status: Title I rank of 200 or lower. Of the istrict’s 436 elemen-
tary schools, ranks 1 to, 200 represent the “most disadvantage.” schools. The Title
[ rank is based on AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent Children), free lunch
program participation, the distribution of family income in the 1970 Census of’
Pepuiation, and the distribution of assessed values for smgle family :esxdentlal
properties. )

, Toselect the schools. we first identified the 200 that qualified on the basis of
socioeconomic status. We then reduced this list by the school-size and minority
. enrollment criteria, wi left 87 schools for consideration. The test-score changes
(5th grade to 6th grade e examined for all of these schools, and the 8 schools with
substantial gains (15 or more pexcentlle points) were selected for the sample..(These
schoois did not necessarily have consistent test score changes.) We also identified 19
schools that registered consistent test-score changes. and divided. them into two
groups: those with less than a 10 percentile point gain and those with gains of
between 10 and 14 percentile points. We selected 6 schools from each group. so as
to maintain a balance in the sample between predominantly Black and predomi-
aantly Mexican American schools. Table A.1 pxesenta the sample schools and their
values on cach of the selectu{n criteria.

Comparison of the Samplle Schools with All LAUSD Schols

In comparison with all LAUSD schools. the-20 sample schools have a higher |
percentage of minority students, larger size, lower socioeconomic status, and larger .
gains on 6th grade reading test scores. (See Table A.2.) '

-Although the sample schools were constrained by study objectives to have at’
least 80 percent minority enrollment, the rativ between Black and Mexican Ameri-
can'students in the sample is the same as their ratio in the district. Asian American
and Native American students, however, are not represented in the sample in
proportion to their ethnic distribution in the school district. The two schools with
the highest proportions of Asian Americans were excluded from the sample. Caste-
lar was excluded because its enrollment was more than 50 percent Asian American;
Coliseum Street. which has-an Asian American enroliment of 46 percent, was ex-
cluded because its Title [ rank was greater than 200. The two schools with the largest
shares of Native Americans (Park and Woodlawn) have more than 20 percent non- -
minority enrollments.

Because the sample schools had to have at least 400 students, they are 70 percent
larger on average than other district schools. There were 146 schools in the district
Smu”el than the smallest school (enrollment of 591) in the sample.

The district-wide gain in median national norm percentiles on the reading test
for 6th grade between 1972 and 1975 was 5 percentile points, or 15 percent of the
base-year score. The sample schools, which k. considerably lower mean score in
1972, had increased their scores during the period of the study to the extent that
their mean score was closer to the district median by 1975.

Sample schools were lower in socioeconomic status than the mean for the dis-
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Table A;2'

CoMPARISON OF SAMPLE ScHooLs wiTH ALL LAUSD ScHooLs

Characteristic All Schools Sample Schools
AFDC Rank, 197+ -
Range : 1-136 o 11-159
Mean 218 -

“Ethnic Distribution,
Fall 1971 (%)
Black 248

11,7
Mexican American 31.8 53,1
Asian American : 1.9 2.7
Native American 0.3 0.1
Other ] 38.2 2.4
" Reading test scores,
C I'BS-Q2, Grade 64 )

1972 33 15

. ) 1973 33 18
197 , 33 23
1975 38 31
Gain. 1972-75 H ) 16

Enrollment, fall 1971

Range 116-1611 591-1.162
Mean . 736 1030

IMedian national norm percentile for the district, mean of the
median national norm percentiles for the sample schools, A med-
ian is published for the entire district and for each school for cach
yvear. Without the raw data, it is impossible to construct¥nedians
for groups of schools; therefore, the mean of the medians for the
sample schools is used,

trict. This means that the typical sample school had a Title I rank closer to the most
“disadvantaged” and lowest in socioeconomic status than that of the typical school
in the district.

Comparison with Minority Schools in the LAUSD

The 20 schools had lower median national norm percentile reading test scores
in 1972 than the average school with at least 80 percent minority enrollment. They
also had greater gains than the average minority schools, and in 1975 had higher
test scores. {See Table A.3.) During this period the 80-percent-minority schools had
gains in median national norm percentiles higher than the district’s gain for all
students. )

The sample schools were larger on the average than the typical minority school
in the district,.and had slightly more Mexican American and fewer Black, Asian,
and other ¢thnic students enrolled than the average minority school. The sample
schools had « lightly lower Title I rank than the average minority school in the
district. This means that sainple schools were sllghtly lower in socioeconomic status
than the average minority school.
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| |-Table A.3

e

S | '
COMPARISON OF SAMPLE SCHOOLS WITH ALL
80-PERCENT MINORITY ScHooLS IN THE LAUSD

All 80-Percent

" Characteristic . Minority Schools Sample 3cliools
AFDC Rank (1.97.1) )
Range \‘ 1-396 j 11-159
Mean } 100 )
Ethnic Distribution, ‘ ;
Fall 1974 (5) ; J
Black 50.7 41,
Mexican American 41,9 3.1
Asian American 3.9 2.7
Native American 0.1 0.‘/‘1
Other 3.1 241
!
Reaaing Test Scores, - ° ’
CTBS-Q2, Grade 6" ;
1972 | 15 5
1973 ‘ .19 18
19741 | 23 o 22
1975 28 {31
Gain, 1972-1975’ 10 116
Enrollment, Fall 1971° . "
Rnnge ‘ 146-1641 591-1462
’ Mean 851 1030

T
Mean of school median national norm percenfile. A median is
' published cach year for the district as a whole ang for each school
) in the district. Withoul the raw data, it is impossible to contruct
medians for groups of schools; therefore, the mcall of the school
medians is used. '

DATA COLLECTION " y \

Student Cumulative Records

To collect historical data on the 1974 and 1975 graduate of the 20 schools, it'/

was necessqry to locate their elementary cumulative record folders at the students’
current JunLor high schools. At the completlon of 6th grade, the elementary school
records are $ent to the junior high school where the student is e)‘ﬁ)ected to enroll the

~ following year. If the student does not, tI - records may be returi‘ed to the elemeh-

tary school, or sent to another junior high school that requests th records, or filed

in an inactive file. Records are sent to other Califorria school districts when request- -

ed by the receiving schools for trar '%ferr-ng students.

To identify the junior high schools that the graduates of our 20 schools would
be expected to attend, we used the Céntnbutmg Schools Report (prepared each fall
by the Maps and Boundaries Section, Educational Housing Branch, Sthool Bu1ldmg
Planning Division) and the Permits with Transportation (PWT) Statistical Informa-
tion Report (prepared by the Permits with-Transportation Office). The ontrlbutmg

Schools Report identifies the elementa,ry schools that contribute to eack Jumor high
] .

(@ / \
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school. The junior Lig" schodls identified as receiving schools for our 20 schools are
histed in Table A.4. Most of these schools are sending schools in the Permits with
Transportation Program (PWT); that is, some of their students are transferred to
other junior high schools. (Table A.5 is a list of the receiving PWT junior high schools
for each sending junior high school in Table A.4.) The Permits with Transportation
Program was designed to relieve « rowding i inner city schools and to meet earth-
quake safety standards oy transferring students by bus to less crowded, new-schools.

The junior high schools listed in the Contributing Schools Report were reviewed
to ensure that a substantial proportion of each graduating class could be expected
to be found. After data collection activities were conducted at each Jjunior high
school, the number of records found from each elementary school waos compared
with the number expected. If the number of records found was significantly less than
expected, the PWT schools for that junior high school were checked and added to

the data collection schedule if the school had enrolled a reasonable number of

students from the elementary school in question. This process continued throughout
the period of data collection activity to ensure that an adequate number of cases
from each school were located. Table A.6 lists 6th grade sizes and numberq of cases
for the 20 = aple schools..

We idenitied 37 receiving junior high schools where gr aduates of the 20 sample
schouls were e\(pected tc matriculate. We collected data af 32 of these schools,

Table A.4

REcEIVING JUNIOR HigH ScHooLs FOR
SamprLE ELEMENTARY ScHOOLS

School Name School Name

Adams nghestt
Aucdubon long
Belvedere Maclay
Berendo Mann
Bethune Markham
Burbank® Mount Vernon
" Burroughs' Muir
Carver Nightingale
Clay Nohelis €
Drew Facoima
Edison Pasteur
El Sereno . Portola®
Foshay ReverecC
Fulton™¢ San Fernando
Gaget Sepulvedaits©
Gompers Stevenson
GrilTith ' Virgil
Harte Webster ¢

Hollenbeck

"R(‘('(-ivinu junior high school, class of 1975H
only.

| .. . . . . . -
"Receiving. junior high school, elass of 1971
only, "

“Not cending school in the PW'T progrant.

‘IB(»(I\ sending and receiving school in PWT
program,

Ty
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Table A5

: , \ ,
“PERMITs WITH TRANSPORTATION" JuNior HigH ScHooLs, 1975

I \
Sending Receiving No, of Sending Receiving No, of
School School Pupils School School Pupils

Adims Fulton i Fulton 1
' Holmes 2 Holmes 2
. Revere 2 Hughes 15
Audubon Bancroft k] A\]il(ll.\‘().l] . 5
Columbus 3 Northridge ‘ ‘
Emerson 40 F:m'km;m 6
’ Henry 3 l‘m‘l(-r l‘fl
Holmes 3 l,\ evere i
Hughes 9 'ijOpnlv.(-(lu il

Madison 3 b,:'(““”” fl
Millikan 2 Sutter !
Nobel 5 Van Nuys 3
Palms 3 Wh.i“' ’,l
Revere 8G Wright 3
Sutter 3 Drew Madison b
Tveodor R . Mulholland 1
Belvederc Portola 37 Parkman 3
Berendo Banceroft 1 nevere ]
};Ulm(‘:_‘ A Edison Baneroft, B}
ughes 1 N 9
Reed 15 le.xs()n 9
Sequoia 11 M:.ld.lson !
Millikan 1
Bethune Emerson 2 Muthollund 1
‘ Fulton 6 Parkman 1
Holmes 2 Revere D

Hngl.w.s ,1 El Sereno: Millikan ¥
Madison : Portoln | 9]

Nobel 2 -
Parkman 1 Foshay Carnegie 7
Sepulveda 11 " Columbus 7
Sequoia 6 Emerson 9
Burbank Millikan 5 Henry 3
Holmes !
Burroughs Bancroft 1 Hughes 1
Emerson 2 Madison 1
Madison 1 Millikan 2
Pulms 2 Nobel 2
Revere 1 Northridge 2
Carver Bancroft 16 Porter 3_;
Columbus i l‘(ovm'(r o
Emerson 12 Sequota !
Fulton 2 Gompers Dana 8
Henry ©o 1 Emerson 2
Madison K Fleming 15
Revere 29 Madison 4
. Sepulveda 13 Revere 6
Clay Carnegic 14 'S('I’,"IVN“" |
) ¥merson 1 White i
Fleming 2 Griffith Portola 70

.
M2
O
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Table A.5 (CONTINUED)

Sénding ) Receiving No. of Sending Receiving "No. of
School School Pupils School School Pupils
Harte Carnegic . 17 Carnegice 2
Fleming 17 Emerson 22
Fulton 109 Frost 39
Holmes 5 Henry 46
Hughes -4 Holmes 4
Madison 14 Mnd/ison 1
Mulholland 81 Mithikan 21
Northridge 644 Nobel 1
Parkman S1 Palms 20
Reed 1 Porter 3
Revere 4 Reed 4
Sepulveda 99 Revere 33
Sequoia 13 Sequoin 1
Van Nuys 16 . e
V e 4 3 S ) N
| Wright 9 Henry- 1
Hollenbecek Portola 6 Holmes 12
. - - Hughes 1
King Millik: .
ing Millikan 17 Le Conto' 15
Maclay - Portola 1 Madison 16
Van Nuys 16 Mulholland 2
Mann Carnegic 1 Nobel -
e 5 Palms 1
Emerson 21
Fulton 1 Reed 1.
Henry 1 l‘{(-\'(-r(- ")'
Holnes 121 Sepulveda 3
tHughes 131 hullvr{ ) }
Madison 53 V“f] Nuys 2
Millikan 1 Wright !
Mulholland 1 Nightingale Millikan 1.
Nobel 117
Northridge 5 Pacoima Portola L
ark e D) . .
Parkman N Pasteur Bancrotlt 26
Porter ! Carnegic 1
Revere 29 . .
. Columbus 1
Sepulveda 2 Fomers 99
. . L merson. 22
Sequoia . Henry 5
bu%lcr 18" Palms 36
Wright 24 Porter 8
Markham Carnegie 1 3 Revere 36
Emerson 0 K ) Sepulveda 2
Fleming ! San }\'crnnn(lu Portola 1
Fulton 1 } )
Holmes 2 v Stevenson Portola 4
Mutholland 2 L a s
Rovere 9 Virgil »ilikan 1 2‘1)
White 1 ite-d 2
Mt Vernon Buancroft v L Webster Palms 2
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Table A.6

Size oF 6TH GRADE BY SCHOOL AND CasEs IN STUDY,
CrLassEs OF 1974 aND 1975

1974 1975

_ Size of % of  Sizo of % of
School 6th Grade Casces Class 6th Grade Cases Class
Alta Loma 125 82 606 110 88 80
Angeles Mesa 152 101 68 117 89 76
Ascot Avenue 114~ .90 79 103 93 90
Dacotah Strect 113 S0 71 98 76 78
Eastman Avenue 176 146 83 171 152 89
Ford Boulevard 153 109 71 99 K 76
Harrison . 86 66 T T 65 88
Hillside 72 58 89 77, 61 - 19
Manhattan Place 148 - 92 62 16 119 72
McKinley Avenue 115 95 83 106 79 68
Miller 153 113 74 114 #Y 77
" 118th Street 93 60 61 90 71 79
112th Street 109 76 70 89 71 80
Pacoima e 189 121 61" 183 154 54
. Rosemont Avenue 1.41 88 . 61 121 103 . 83
Rowan Avenue 162 1.6 90 - 179 1.6 82
. Siérra Park 157 141 90 163 115 89
10th Street 146 116 79 138 125 90
~ 28th Street 133 93 70 122 95 78
- Vermont Avenue 126 110 87 124 102 82 -
Total 2666 2666 74 BEEED)] 1990 31

including 4 that received students in the PWT program. The aim was to find records
for at least 80 percent of each graduating class. Initially, 27 schools were scheduled
for data collection; 5 more were scheduled to increase the proportion of records
found from the 20 sample schools. Table A.7 describes the kinds of information
collected in the 20 schools; Table A.8 and A.9 present the number of records located
at the junior high schools for the Classes of 1974 and 1975. .

The data items recorded on prepared coding forms from the cumulative record
files located in the junior high schools were:

« Elementary school attended _

. Student’s name (for coding verification; student identirication by name has
not been retained in our data files)

. Sex )

« Ethnic background (as determined from name, birthplace, parent’s photo,
and language spoken in the home) '

. Presence of parents in the home (from listing of guardians, step-parents,
comparison of student’s and parents’ names and person responsible),

o Parents’ occupations

« 1st grade reading test'score (Cooperative Primary) (Class of 1975 only)

.« 3d grade reading test score (Stanford or Cooperative Primary)

. 4th grade Spring reading test score (CTBS-Q2 or R2)

71 ’
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Table A.7

"‘DescripTioNs OF DaTa CoLLECTED IN THE 20 ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

[nformation Source of Information - Examples
School Data Sheet Principal/Office Manager Enrollment, turnover, specialists,
. - ' aides
Principal interview ) Principal Activities to support program im-

plementation; teacher reactions to
program; community involvement;:

reasons for nc.uhm.' 1ains: pnol)lvms
encountered in lmplement.ntnon

Principal assessment Principal Use of munagement system: combining
~of teacher skills i ) teaching of skills and comprehension:
‘maintiaining reasonable discipline
Reading Coordinator i Reading Coordinator Components of reading program:
interview or equivalent suecessful instruetional techniques: -
. . . ] community involvement; problems
cncountered in implementation
" Teacher questionnaire Gth grade teachers, Methods of reading instruction;
197.4-75H ) emphasis on test-taking skills:

training received: resources,

aides, parent involvement; support’
from staff, specialists, principal:
problems encounteréd: results ol
reading program

Checklist for 6th graders 6th grade teachers, Special services received; parent .
1974-75 contact; motivation - .

+ 5th grade Spring reading test score (CTBS-Q2 or R2)

+ 6th grade Spring reading test score (CTBS-Q2)

s+ 6th grade Spring math test score (CTBS-Q2) (Class of 1975 only)

o 6th grade Spring reading test score (CTBS-52) (Class of 1975 only)
«* Date’of continuous enrollment in sample school

+ 6th'grade teacher's name

o Days absent, 4th, 5th, and 6th grades

« Names of two 6th gradeareading textbooks (Class of 1975 only:

o Number of reading textbooks listed (Class of 1975 only)

Information on the junior high school cumulaiive record folders was used only
where photograr,’ s were needed for ethnic 1dent1hcatlon or for clarification of infor-
mation on the -lementary folder.

Two teams of specially -trained coders reccrded fhe information. They worked
at the junior high schools under arrangements made with the principal,-head coun-
selor, and cre *it clerk. The ¢ Zers sea.chad the 7th and 8th grade files for records
of graduates of any one of the 20 schouls. Because the junior high schools organize
their cumulative record files in various ways, the tesnis checked any®pecial files
(Title I, Mentally Gifted Minors, Engli-l: as a Second Lunguage, Educable Mentally
Retarded) and inactive files 50 us to locate all tvpes of students from each of thev
sample schoels.

7o
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Y
\

- Test scoke datafor the Class of 1975 from the sample schools-were also-obtained
for 4th, 5th)iand 6th grades using computer-printed test scores for students by
school. To acquire information on the 6th grade test results for each school, and to
compute chané\es for each school, 1t was, necessary to do a hand match of the comput-
er recoxd.us_'_lth\the information coded from the cumuylative records. (Test scores for
“each grade werq not on the cumulatlve record files for each year for each school.)
For grades % and 5. these printouts were obtained from the Title | Research and
Evaluation thcé and for grade 6 from the Research-and Evaluation Office of the
District. These printouts were matched by name and birthdate to information col-
lected on the cur'n lative record coding:form. The name was not included in any
computerized records created at Rand, so this matching was carried out by clerks
on the individua! records. Added to the basic data records were 540 grade 4 scores,
399 grade 5 scores, and 205 grade 6 scores.

-

pre: \pn the Sample

To ascertain whetlr\;er the sample ol students for whom we found cumulative
records ig representative of all students who took the 6th grade reading test (CTBS-

L
Q2), we made a compargson of test results for the graduating Class of 1975. This

comparison was dee p fSlb]e by hand-matching the 6th grade computer printout
of the CTBS-Q2 results to the data recorded from the cumulative record folders to
ensure there was complete information on the 6th grade scores.

The sample of the Class of 1975 included 76 percent of all test-takers in the 20
schools. The mean raw score on the CTBS-Q2 was 54 for both the s.mple and all
test-takers. At the school level nine of the schools had exactly the sahe mean raw
score in the sample and for all test-takers. I eight schools the difference was only
1 between the mean raw scores of the sample and all test:takers. In two schools
{Dacotah Street and Pacoima) the difference in mean raw scores was 2, and in one
school (118th' Street) the différence was 3. Thus we have strong evidence that the

L
students for whom.if was possible to build longitudinal records of test-score results

constltuted a xepresentatlve s"‘mple of all test-takers in the student population.

Collectlon of Data or: School and Classroom Factors

We conducted two kinds of studles in our 20 schools. We wanted, first, to get a
full picture of how reading programs fit into the larger world of the school. Second,
we wanted to conduct a comprehensive survey of reading instruction at each of the

schools. We began by studying three schools in detail, to ascertain the kinds of

differences among reading programs that should merit our attention in all of the
sumple schools. We also tried to discover how schools'act as the setting for a reading
progmm—for example, how special progriims such as Title affect reading, how a
new math curriculum might consume more teacher time and therefore affect read-
" ing, or how the school’s plannirig and problem-solving procedures are applied to the
reading program. We accomplished this b :neans of personal mtervxews with school
people.

The other phase of our work in the 20 schools ‘argely consisted of the administra-
tion of a series of questionnaires. Using the ininrmation and understandmg we
gained in the three detailed studies, we constructed a group of’ interview forms and
questlonnalres to enable us to gather quantifiable information that would be compa-

30
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rable across all the schools in our sample. We interviewed several staff' members at
each school, because we believe that people with different roles in the reading
program—teachers. as compa(red with principals, for instance—have different in-
sights into how it worked. . .

We received remarkably full cooperation from the administration, staff, and
faculty of all 20 schools. All principals and all reading coordinators agreed to be -
interviewed or completed questionnaires. Of the 83 teachers who were responsible
for 6th grade classes in 1974 and 1975, 81 completed questionnaires, even though
many were teaching in other schools by the time we traced them, and one was
teaching in another state. Our access to school personnel and records was consis-
tently facilitated.
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- SIXTH GRADE READING ACHIEV EMENT AS A FUNCTIOL\ :

OF INITIAL ACHIEVEMENT AND BACKGROUND

’ Mexican
[ Black . American o
Variable Children Chiltlren
Fifth grade score 2° LT (15,32) '.7-#(21.9())“
Male .66 (4.5 1) PRl 1.56)
B Lt ~
* Days.absent . S 19 (- 2,98) 030 90 ~q.
Health factors cited 298 ( 1.8%) =-.h2 (' ~.53) £ .
Family: mother, father A6 L 18) S 1,65 ¢ W8
mother only- A3 01D [Ta( ~.34)0 .
* guardians ;--..'7 ( .68) 26207 .
Father: professional, techiical 2B (138 7 D03 {, -3‘)), : *‘c\: :
g ' , white collaf =~ TS (- 10T) 320 .10 3
craft workt_-r ) - l A1 (- 1,26) OG0 05D)
“gperative e a . 7 10.1() (2,9 L0201 .
laborer ~6.69 (< 2.12) b ( .73)
. service worker =581 (- 1.78) W33 L1 ¥
3 occu‘puliopal)lunk . L84 (- 1LbT) 3308
Mother: white collar -2.40( -.61) 7 3.05 (.90
, . i ’ service worker 127 (- 1.15) .92 ( .66)
: . _operative 1.66 (.10} 3.7 (. 1.A8)
¢ hoysewile -1.06 ( -.33) A1 2D
’ oceupatioh blank =58 ( . 18) -1.60( -.73)
1
) ©OAge in months “u31 (221 16 (- 1,79)
Remedial reading pullout =10,21 (-5, E‘Z 4 \ 3.1 3( 1.89)
Gifted program pullout 2,08 (- .H8) 1.61 , 1.03)
Constant i S1I3( 3351) L A033 (3,62 )
*)
R~ .581 675 . .
Number of ol)éervzllion.{_ ] 356 3C.1~
- = .
NOTES: Entries are regression coefficients, with L-statistics in parentheses,
Exeludes observations obtained from (.ldssrooms in Wthh test exposure was
reported or indicated by field reséarch, .
Because of the varying guality of some of the backgr ound data, .md because
] of the substantial n]\llllCOlllncdl‘ll) in the sample? it is unwise to intérpret the
, size and direction of individual coefficients. These u-m ession i(]\hﬂl()nb are
| S simply designed to control for as much of. the pre- Gth- -grade background of each
’ child as possible: no further inference is intended.
S / .
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‘Appendix C ,

VARIABLES IN REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF READING
ACHIEVEMENT FOR BLACK CHILDREN

I. BACKGROUND VARIABLES

6TH GKADE SCORE. Raw score on CTBS-Q2, given May 1975..

STH GRADF SCORE. Kaw score on ('TBS-R2, given May 1974. -

Sex. Demmy variable for nuale student. /

ATTENDANCE. Days absent during 1974-75.

Hearth prOBLEMS. Dummy variable for whether any “significant health factors”
were noted on chiid’s record. _

FAmiLy status. Dummy variables for mother and father present; mother only
present: gu~rdians present, from child's record.

Fatnrr’s occupaTionN. Dummy variables for selected occupations: professional, tech-

tnical, and kindred worker; white-collar worker; craft worker; operative; labor-
er; service worker; father’s occupation missing.

MoTHER'S ocCcUPATION. Dummy variables for selected occupations: white-collar
worker; operative; service worker; housewife; mothers occupation missing.

AGEe. Age in months.

REMEDIAL READING. Dummy variable for vhether child was “pulled out” of regular
classroom for supplementary inctruction in reading by a teacher other than the
regular tezcher.

GreTep PROGRAM. Dummy variable for whether child was “pulled out" of the regular
program to participate in special activities for gifted children.

' \S CLASSROOM VARIABLES (REPRODUCED FROM THE
TEA

SHER QUESTIONNAIRE)

DisrupTIONS. In a typical month last year, how often did you have severe disruptions
(fights, loud or boisterous play, vandalism) in your classroom?

Never. . ........ e 1
° Onceortwice . ........ 2
3=5times ... 3
6—10times. . ..o A
Moreithan 10 times .. ... 5

NUMBH{ OF PARENT VisITs. About how many of your students’ parents came mto the
classroom for a visit last year?
SENSE oF EFFicacy. Product of

i

- Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each of the foilowing
statements about this district, this school, and abvut teaching.

12
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S
Neither E
Strongly Apree Nor Strangly \‘\
“Apree Agree Disagree  Disagree Disiauree \\
When it comes right down'to it, \
a teacher really can't do nmyuch— )
most of a student’s motivation 1 ) 3 1 5
and performance depends on his . i
or her home environment ' \
I 1 try really hard, 1 cian get through ; . \\
to even the most difficult or un- 3 -1 3 2 J \
motivated students \
: \
' \
t , ) ‘ \‘\

VARIETY OF MATER}ALS’,' WITH AMOUNT OF TRAINING. Linear combination of: "

Please indicate the extent to which your school’s reading program affected
the following aspects of your teaching practices.

Your use of a greater variety of materiais for different children at any one time:
7 ) 3 2 1

[ 1 1 ] 1 | ]
Great impact

N

No impaet

About how many hours of training sessions (lectures or workshops) did you
attend before you began implementing the reading program in your class-

.
| . room?
. ‘ i
! N T T P !
) 6 or fewer hours (consider 6 hours -
onework dav). ... i o 2
7 to 18 hours (consider 18 hours
three work davs) «.......... e 3
N 19 to 30 hours (consider 30 hours
one work week) ... o i 1
! - Morethan30hours ... Lo L oL, 5

TEACHER ADAPTATION OF PROGRAM. Product of:

!

To what extent were teachers encouraged to adapt or modlfy the reading
program on an individual classroom basis?

] 6 D B! 3 2 1
L 1 1 1 1 ) pE— |
TG a pgreat extent Not at all

Q ' . ‘ ‘ 81
ERIC ’

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

74

Please indicate whether vou agree. or disagree with each of the following
statments about this district, this school, and about teaching.

Neither
Strongly - Agree Nor Strongly
Agree \gree Disagree ™ Disagree Disagree
Ateacher's reading instruciions
“was expected 1o conform closely
to the school's reading program | " 3 | 5

cuidelines: making one's own
modifications in reading instruy-
tion was discouraged

TEACHER-TO-TEACHER CONSUL.TATIONS.

How much did you consult with other teachers on an informal basis about
the reading program and your work with it?

T 6 b 4 3 2 1
L | 1 { | | J
A great deal b Notat all
3o



