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EVALUATION OF THE EMERGENCY SCHOOE AID ACT.

g

&

“Umder contracts from the U.S, OFfice of Education, System Development Corpora-

. Pilot ,Gj:i:a;itsi are awvarded to 1LEAs for unusually gr@misiﬂé proje

tion (3DC) is conducking an evaluation of two closely related programs author-.
ized undex the Emergency School Add Act (ESAA)=~the Basic Grants Program and
the Pilot Grants Program, The Basic program accounts for 64 percent of the
annual sppropriation for ESAA, and the Pilot program accoumts for 15 percent.

Basic Grants axe awarded to eligible school districts to emcourage the reduc-
Tion of minority-group isolation, to meet the special needs incident to the
elimination of segregation and discrimination; and to assist elementary and
secondaxy schnol childxen in overcorning the educational digadvaﬁtagés° associ=-
ated with minority-group isolatiom. puring fiscal years 1974 and 1975,

_applicants for the grants were encouraged to focus their programs on improving °

pasic skills. Basic Grants are generally avarded (1) to Local Education

Agenciés (LEAs) that are implementing a desegregation plan, or have adopted
and will-implement such a plan if assistance is made available; (2) to LEAs

;"i"‘that_ plan to enroll non-resident childxen in theix schools to reduce minority-

group .isolation; and (3) to iEAs that have no desegregation plan but have
minority-group student enrollment exceeding 50 pexcemt, provided that the: LEAS

establish or maintain at least-one integrated -school.

ts
%)

1]

=
overcome the adverse effeckts of minoxity-gfoup iselation by _i.ini;:r ving the
academic achievement of children in minority-isolated schools. To be eligible
for a Pilot Grant, an LEM must be implementing a de segregation plan or a plan .
to reduce minority=-group isolation that would make it eligiblé’ for a Basic
Grant. - In-addition, at least 15,000 minority-group students must be enrolled
Yn the schools of .the LEB, or minority-group students must constitute more
than 50 percent of the total LEA enrollment. -

by an anpual reservation of up.td one percent of app;apfiatéaﬁsm funds. As
designed by the U.S. Office of Education and conducted by System Development
Corpozation (SDC), the national evaluation effort focuses on the integrated

evaluation of the ESAA Basic and Pilot progtams.

= B

. EVALUATION OBJECTIVES - . .o
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“fhe ESAA Bisic and Pilot

wvhich involve analyses of data collected within'a single achool year, while
others involve,longitudinal analyses and comparisons of data gollected over

" two or three years. The key study objectives ate summarized below. Findings

related to the last objective :are the subject of this report.

b

i

designed to .

The Act authorized a pational evaluation of its programs that may be supported |

Jaluations have several major objectives, some of — -



&

® . Identify and describe the needs of students in or from minority-
) isolated schools; the characteristics of local programs, including
relationships between student needs and resource allocations; and
the 1nt'EIEélEtlQnsh1E§ of student neecﬂs. program charactelestics, .

"and program impact. i L.
, ' - N
" @ Determine the short-term and long-term national impact of the ™~
program xfalative to éangressiﬂnélly Eagtharizeé E:sr@gram c:bjéctivés.
a Determine the reLatlve effectlweness af désegrégaglan, :amgensatgry I

education, and a combination of these, as compared to minority- ;
;sclated schools with no special intervention.

e Investigate the relationships. among regqular school ezﬁperna;tures,

. supplemental ESAA expenditures, and Pragram impaét,

7

e Dgocument and disseminate ;nfarmaﬁlﬁn on 'local p:agrams and prc:gram
‘components that a;gear ielated to success,

3 1

- GENERAL }QE?EHDDQLOGY‘
The basic design of the combined- EaslcfPllat eval‘uatlcm ;LIIVQE.\?EE camparlsan of
treatmefit (ESAA-funded) and cohtrol (non=ESAA~-funded) schools. ' To ‘select thé

treatment and control schcx:\ls, pairs of similar schools were identified in
sample digtricts; .one school of each pair was :andc:mly assigned to the treat~
ment condition and the other to- the contxol condition. Sample students were
then drayn ,randmnly across classes in each sample school in grades 3, 4 and §
in thé elemr;tafy schools; and grades 10, 11, and 12 .Lrl the secondary sr:hr:)c:vls,
“IThe combined Basic/Pilot evaluation imnislves the collection of data in both
—t;h&»t:eatment—and—can{fal schools—over-a-period-of three-years, beginning with. .
the 1973*19‘74 school geaf. Standardized achievement tests arye administered at
the .beginning an@ end of each schovl year to assess gains made in reading and
math by the sample of students participating in -the ESRA evaluation.” Two 5 C e
other student outcome measures also are considexed in the multi-year evaluation:
students' perception of alsczkm;nai;mn (schm:]. climate), ‘and the redu&t;an of
minority-group iselation. ' ! :

Ihfgaddlﬁlal’l to t}le sgtcﬂm measures, quégt;n:nnalres anc] gt]‘zer reca:d;ng fr::rmsa

"~ vhre used once each’'year to cbtain data on the school prograns themse;LVEs fin
Botls treatment and contxel schopls) and about sample students.: These instru~
ments provide data on policies and procedures of the district and school;
class’ and program characteristics; student exposure to reading and math
instruction; resource ale:atlan. and studént and staff background character= ..

LEthS “

i
|
i
|
|
i
!
i
|
|
i
L
i
r : :‘l‘
4
~—
i

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



&

major program emphasis, and funding patterns—-it canrot provide a dets}l iy

student achievement, since it is a ma

=

Data analyses, designed to focus on the major evaluation goals stated above,
have been conducted for the first two years of the ESAA longitudinal evalua-
tion.* The longitudinal evaluation of ESAA will provide a broad descripfion’
of Pilot and Basic treatment and control schools in terms of outcome measures,
X q,
ol.

comprehensive description of each program operation at each g:a,rti«:uiézs‘ :

Therefore, in an attempt to supplement the longitudinal evaluation of ‘i ZSAA.
Grants Programs, the Office of Education has called for an in~depth anu.’ynais
of selected schools to be conducted during the second year (1974-1975) ard
third year (1975-1976) of the ESAA evaluation. The remainder of this overview
describes the 1974+1975 in-depth study. ’ : :

£

IN-DEPTH STUDY OF SUCCESSFUL PROGRAMS

The in-depth examination of selected schools -is intended to provide:

e Detailed documentation of successful gchool programs and the
" contexts in whicH they operate. . —_—
e A description and assessment of program components that

differentially affect s%géléhﬁ academic aghievement.

=

‘e A description of ‘the schools’ environment in texms of desegregation/
segregation (equality of“educational opportunity) . -

e A description of resources used in reading ‘and math program - S
components. - . R .

e Estimates of ‘teading and math program costs. °

. Eive';:érgstrusi:s representing the major components of reading and math programs

.and the context in which they operate were examined in the in=depth study,
Previous research indicates that the variables comprising each construct may
be related to student achievement, One of the constructs, equality of educa-

tional opportunity (EEO), was of ‘interest quite apart from its relation to
jor outcome measure of the ESAA evaluation.
The five constructs that defined the comceptual focud of the in-depth study ares

*Comprehensive Tocamentation of methodology and findings, is contained in:

coulson, J.E., Ozenne, D.G-, Bradford, C., Doherty, W.J., Duck, G.A.,~
Hemenway, J.A., and Van Gelder, N.C. The Second Yeaxr of Emergency School
_Aid Act (ESAA) Implementation. Santa Monica, California: System Development
Corporation, 1976, . ' o

Coulsén, J.E., Ozenne, D.G., Van Gelder, N.C., Inuzuka, D., Bradfoxd, C., L.

s s AN DG LLY.p WaJ-... The First Year of Emergency School. Aid ‘Act (ESAZ) Imple—
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RESEARCH-METHODOLGGY. OF_THE. _IN-DEPTH.STUDY ., - )

mentation. Santa Monica, California: System Development 'EF_:rpgigﬁiéﬁ';""’ig?sﬂ;="=-
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@ Organizational climate

- = . = . : -

¢ Parent and community involvement

1

® Characteristics of reading and math instruction
u!;xggﬁgggsg?usewinﬂ:aaéingﬁand<§§thfinstructinnr e

e Egquality of educational opportunity ’ , -a

Schcal SEIEEtLEH . ' -;“m

Schools selected for in-depth study were VlSled by specially trained inter-
viewer/observers during the spring of the 1974-1975 school year. Consequently,

* the program components of the in-depth schools were analyzed in relation to
1974=1975 achievement ocutceme measures. . However, the schools had to be selected
for study on the basis af 1973-1974 data, gince 1974-1975 bactggcundr pragram.

“and aﬁhlevgmsnt data wafe m&t ava;lable prior ;g the time they were to be - -
visited., e '

1
*1

The ‘schools eligible to be selected for 1n*ﬂegth study consisted of all treatg
ment and control schools for which both pretest and posttest data were available
for 1973-1974, , and that remained in the study for 1974- 1275, This Population
consisted of 22- Secﬂndary schools and 101 eléﬁentary schools. At each grade y
level, an average adjusted posttest score in réading and in,math (based on @ .,
1973-1974 achievement data) was computed using pretest score as a covarliate. o
Reading and math scores were ranked, and the ranks weara ‘averagedacross grade
levels, After the schools were ranked for achievement gain, a three-dimensional
samgl;ng matrix was constructed with tha fcllawzng classlchatlan variables:

urban versus rural location of the school, school. location based on national
geagraphlc sectnr, and Eazceﬂt minority enrollment.
"SuécessfuLﬂ_andﬁ:ngnsucggssﬁulﬂ,s:haals_weze<Lhen_rbegan_b§s d‘en n_three” - o
factors: (1) their proximity to one another within the samgllng matrix, (2)

whethey the predominant nunaﬁlty was the same, and (3) whether the Socioeconomic
level of students was similar. The sampling methodology resulted in the selec~-
tien of 24 ELEmEHtSfY schools, of which 1% schools were ranked in the upper ;

- 40 percént in reading and math, and nine schobls were ranked 1nﬂthe 1éwest

40 percent. The two groups of schools were matched on the basis of s;mllarltv
in percent and- type minority, and sociocegonomic level of students. The
.matchirig_ pr@cedures did not yield a comparablé set of successful/nonsucéessfal

- secandary schools. Consequently, to £ill the sample quota of 30 schools, six

'secondary schaals were selected from-the tap of the ranked order Gf‘Ieaﬂlﬁg
and math a:blevemént.' Schools selectéed for study included both Ereatment and

control~schools. ™.
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Data collection
s o - -

Two interviewex/observers wers assigned two to four schools for study. The
‘interviever/observer teams received no information on the achievement rank of .
the schools they visited. {Achievement rank was not available to any member of
. thé in-depth project until all site data were collected and descriptive analyses
were completed.) Each team made an initial two~day orientation visit to their:

@

T assigned schools, at which time they-scheduled interview appointments, prac-

ticed the use of observational protocols (im classes not selected for study),
and identified the classes that were® to be studied. These wete the  two ’
classes at each grade (third, fourth, and fifth; or tenth, .eléventh, and -
twelfth) that contained the majority of the students who were participating

in the ESAA evaluation., After a f£inal debriefing with training pérébﬁnel (at
sD&), the teams returned to spend two weeks at each school for data collection.

Three typed of instfumentS'waré/uséd to caliegtgdgta'aufigg the two-week school
vigitss »cbsgrvatianal protocols, interview schedules, and self-administered -
gquestionnalres. Ce : -

H - N

Classification of Successful/Nonsuccessful Schools

Although the in-depth study schoold were selected on the basis of  1973-1974

athievement scores, program and contextual data were collected on the schools

" in the spring of 1975, Consequently, schools were classified as égccessful or

nonguccessful on the basis of 1974-1975 achievement gain,

= =3

All schools in the étuay ganmple vere ranked in.terms of the number of grades
tested that showed improvement between pretest and posttest in national pex-
centile ranks, Two separate rankings were derived, one for reading achieve=

" ment and one for math -achievement. A school' was classified as successful ff»l*

at least two of the three grades tested showed improvement in national per-
centile ranks for reading or math.* Nonsuccessful schools yere those that
did not meet” this. criterion. CoL - » - “ :

LI %

—Based-upori_the_criterion noted above, nine elementary schools were classified
- as successful in reading, and those same nine schoals plus five other elemen=-

tary schools were classified as successful in math, Although more elementary.
_sghools mit the criterion of success in math achievement than in reading, the
scores. in reading and math were highly correlated. ' = :

*one exception was iade to the classificatipn_rule. _In_ome school, .two grades
ware tested in reading and three were tested in math. In reading, :one of two
grades tested showed improvement in percentile ranks;.in math all three that
were tested showed improvement. This school was classified as guccessful in

‘ poth reading and math. : ’ .

[y




-7 perceptions of discrimination in the school. ‘When the in-depth study schools

B

3 - 1E

At the secondary level, only one of the six schools selected for study showed
sufficient improvement in reading or math achievement to be classified as
‘sucgessful, This finding; as well as other :harastéri§£ic§ of the secohdary
schools (8.g., in the large schools, ESAA stuédents were distributed over so -
many ¢lasses that only.three or four were in any one reading or math class), -
led t0 a decision to focus the .in-depth analysis exclusively on the 24 elemen=-
tary schools. .

As noted previously, the in-depth study schools were originally. selected in
such a way that higher- and lower-ranking groups of elementary schools were
%imilar in percentage of minority enrollment and socioeconomic status. The
realignment of ' successful/nonsuccessful elementary schools based upon 1974=
1975 .achievement did not seriously distort the comparability of the two groups.
For ‘the reading achievenment criterion; higher~-and .lower-ranked schools were
not staklstically different in terms of perXcent minority enrollment, socio-
economie status, ox 1974 pretest score, For the math achievement criterion, -
the more successful schools tended to have a lower percentage of minority
students and lower pretest scores, In analysis of the math data, the effects
of percent minority student enrollment and pretest score were taken into

, account. - ) : P S . e

B .

(SO . - a s

A second measure of success in the ESAA national evaluation -concerns students' "
were selected, no measure of discrinination was available, .Schools were there#
fore selected on the basis of achievement alone. However, ‘a student question~

- naire to measure student perceéptions of discrimination was developed by a panel
of experts in civi;;zights, in mifiority group rélatiéqs, and in’survey and "
evaluation research (Coulsonh, et 'al, 1976). The resulting School Climate = -

3

’ ewguéstfﬁnmairérwas.admiﬂisﬁereaﬁﬁé'al; students participating in the ESAA evalu-

ation i#n the fall and spring of the 1974-1975 school year, Therefore, a meas-
ure of change in students’ Perceptions of discrimination was available for the
year'in which the in-depth schools were studied (1974-1975)., - -

= = s ) ’ ) . b
:

. In the ¢n-site séuay of the schools, particdular attention was Paid to various
indicew of equality of educational opportunity (EED). - However, since the
indices of EEO compared treatment accorded majority and minority students, and _
students' peyceptions of discrimin ‘tion, the EED ahdlysis wag limited to 16 of

the 24 al&megtarjﬁézhéals that were desegregated (i.e., schools that had less

than 90 Bercent student enrollment of ‘a single racidl/ethniec group).

i . .
gataﬂBﬁalysisﬁgra:gapras, v ' : L e
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-Many of the data in the irf-depth study were obtained at the elassroom level. .
However, the analysis was primarily concerned with examining variations among’
_schools if program characteristics since school-levél patterns are better \
indicators of a coordinated schobl program. - School-level pdtterns are. more ’

=
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1
}‘ .
» amenable to policy intervention than individual c¢lassroom activities; which are -
l1ikely .to result from idiosyncratic teacher characteristics and teachimg styles.

pata collected at the classroom level weye analyzed fox consgnsus, That is,
when two or more observations were made in a class, the data weve averaged to

. obtain a class-level indicator; them class-level indicators were examined to
determine if there was a domindnt pattem that characterized the school. Those
characteristics on which consensus was achieved were presumed to reflect school-
level patterns. . These school-level patterns were analyzed for their relation-
ship to reading and math achievement. ' . :

- The in—aeptb analysis of successful schools made use of several different sta-
tistical techniques. . Due to characteristics of. the data, several nonparametric
tests were used to examine the relationship of. individual progrim components. £o
‘student achievement (e.g., chi-square, phi): 1In addition, disgriminant Functios
analysis was used in a multivariate analysis of school-success to assess the .
relative importance of the program and contextual characteristics that appeared
to differentiate successful from nonsuccessful schools, . > )

e

S ' o . .
MAJOR ¥ INDINGS AND F.ECDL-[I’EI!DA’I‘?DH 5 ' ) ’ )

REBDING AND MATH BCEIEVEME;NT : ) 2
¢ The inedeptﬁ‘gtudg was designed to provide detailed descriptioms of a group of .,
schools participating in the ESAA evaluation, The major objegtive of the atudy
was to identify program and cofitextual components that were related to sﬁuﬁant
achievement, To meet this cbjective, elementary schools that were successful
in reading @rlmath were compared to a group of schools that were lessr : H
successful in reading or math but similar in other respects. successful and
nonsyccessful schools were compared in terms of four major constructs.

7

[

e Organizational climate

e Parent and community involvement

&

s TInstructional practices used in reading and math, and’ v
related teacher attitudes : N )

.o Instructional resources used in reading and math
B Ed

: ‘”iﬁ‘;aéiéiéﬁ}Tébservatiéﬁs'ﬁeféfﬁéaé‘6?”éét;vltiéé“féiﬁtéé‘t@*&@ﬁaiityzaEreduc3*—~ LR
"" tional opportunity.. ' . - ) ) C
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Four of these dimensions were found to be significantly related to redding or
math gain, independent of student background characteristicsi* Moxe specifiéally, "
from the dimension oFf Qrganlzatlgnal climate a composite .index of administrative

. leadarsﬁlg and-a measure of district-level support for new teachers predicted - .

math galﬁ\ Slm;lazly, the analy515 of parent, and community involvement produced
an index of parent partlelpatlanfln the class¥oom that predicted both reading -
an& math gain. The analysis of readlng and math pregram characteristics .resulted

Ln three indices that predicted bbth ,reading and math gain: the yse of kehav-

zaral abject;ves, the adequacy of instructional practice, and less fxequent use

of positive, reinforcement, Finally, the examination of- reading and math resource

use "uncovered a relatlanshlg between Achievement galn and pe:-pupll casts Ear’
remadial sPec;ailsts.

H ) T '%.,

EQGALITSE"’QF E_DUCATIDNAL QPPDRTUNITE' (EEO)

Tha analfSLs af EEO in the in~ dapth study was based prlmarlly on abservad patterns
of lntérgraug relatlaﬁs in 16 desegragated elementa*y schaalg. The major descrip-~
tive flnd;ngs from thisg ana1y51s were as fallgws. - \

» 13513 of the 16 desegregatéd schools no segregated classes Jwere
observed. - . ’

# In 10 of the desegregated schaals no teacher-assigned gegregated ;
seating arrangements within desegregated ciasseq were DbséfVEd : .

El ; - .
@ In nine of the lﬁ desegregatei eleméntary sshacls, at least faur 3
X .of the five or s;g ‘ohserved classes used some multi-ethnic mater;als.
- . - . a o P
" w Teadhers were Gbserveﬂ dlfectlng disprapartianate amount of
& negative behavior (e.g., criticizing, ignoring, isalatlng) towvard
minority students in five schools; majcrlty students were obsexved
to receive a disproportionate share of negatlve teacher béhﬁv;@r
in- two schools,

& Student 1ntgfgraup mixing durlng_recess and lunch was absérved in

e 12 of the 18§ desegregated elementary schools. ;

- Eight of the 16 desegregated elementary schools shawedglmprﬂvemant
in student pEEEEPtans of EEO as measufed b¥ the School Climate

Questionnaire. o .

L

z /

&

*3ignificance was determined by assessing the probability that a relationship
was due to chance. Relationships were considered statistically significant if
_the probability of a chance relatlanshlp was. 10 or less in 100. (chi square test

) with Yate's correctien, Fisher's Exact Test or t-test). While .10 may be a- .

somewhat less tustomary alpha.level than ~05 or .0l, it was used in this study
for' two reasons: one, the small sample size decreased the likelihood of stable
ggstimates of significands: and two, since -this was an exploratory study it was
important to report relationships that might be used to generate hypotheses.

Hawever, most flndlng% reported were in fa:t 51gnlficant at tﬁe .05 level. . |
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B " The EEQ analysi%‘ﬁas also congerned with the intg::élatiénships among the .
wvariables of integest. Several key findings emerged from this analysis: : L
o ] ‘f:‘{-.___\ s ) B L_,:fs;“. . ’ . ’ - < . . - ' N o .

o VStuEant intergraup’mixiﬁb.waéﬂsignifigantli more likely %é ’ R R
. ‘be observed in schools that contained rio segregated seating 7 .

o

patterns withip desegregated ‘classes:t

' -

‘4" Student pgreegé%@ns of teachéf;Stuaent‘}ﬁﬁegaéﬁiég were ‘signifi- - ’
. ' . sankly more likeély to improwa at Bchools ?@é;é;pargntxvisiﬁj weya: -
" | representative of the racial /fethnic composition gf.thé’s%uagnt- 7
body. oo T e . i Tee

, @ Desegregated schools ‘were significantly ‘less likely~tostave a P

i ‘&ispfaparﬁignate’amaunt,affnegéﬁive_behaviﬁﬁ directed. toward A |
minority students when the primcipal ‘placed greater emphasis on ; .
Hocial ‘goals. P o o : _ :

» Desegregatea schools were significantly more likely to use malti- :
ethnic materials when teachers reported, greater participation in =

decisions regarding the imglementatian;éf intercultural curricula,

Y -
A e i
. : . : . . - *

t

"It was also fﬁﬁna,that»désegregatgﬁ_ggh@clg were less likely to show improve~ '
ment in stident perceptions of teacher-student interaction when teachers were ' ° [
. observed directing a éisprapéxtiénatefa@cunt,cf negative behavior to minority. .
gtudents. In addition, study results indicated that desegregated elementary @ '
schools were significantly less likely to show reading achievement gain when’
teachers were observed directing a disproportionate amount pf négative behav~
ior_ toward minority students. s 8 - T T e I

a . | ) o . i - .

- - i
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" . - Y - . .
¥} , = i-

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF SCHOOL SUCCESS™ ' . . ST

£ 3

.The majoxr objective of the in~depth gtudy was to iéent§¥§ program variables =

"that appeared to be related to achievement gain. A final analysis was ccn- s

. . ducted to develop a composite profile. of sucéessful_schaalg“that_aistinguisheé’L{

" them fxom less successful schools. "phis distinction reguired using Several
different program dimensions as predictor variables, in one integrated analysis.

. B R ) - _ A . ,- 5 .5 1 : N ] . o
A stepwise discriminant function aqglysis.* using the critexion categories of ~ - -
N su;ggssﬁulﬂnansagcegsful in reading and math achievement, was selected for Sos

. - &
B i oS

‘*The-qhieatiﬁé'éf ;héréisgriminant function' analysis is t@rﬁréaigtxagfg',iiggi b,
Ce s ’alassiﬁicatianrafzgasés_ieLgLL&auccgssful,gchasls-versus'unsuccggs€ﬁ1,géhﬁgls},*,i

".pased on a linear combination of predictor variables. 'The discrimindnt, RB
analysis performed in this study is similar to.a stepWige;:egrégsign‘aﬁalysig_, "
- in which the dependent vayiable is dichotomized. Each discriminant function
- eoefficient represents the relative ‘contribution of .its-associated variable
to the function in question. o ' o B

a * . 3 ! . B ’
= ) L - e : . 26 =F : ¢ 0 =
b . . ; R =4 £ .o

#

# == -
— - .. - ) A e
I e

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:






i

C o -3
this purpose. The discriminant analysis was ‘ccnducted in two-steps. In the
‘first step, only student background charaeﬁéristi;s (percent minority enroll-
‘ment, socideconomic level of the Student body, and 1974 pretest score) were
entered into the equation. In the second step of the analysis each program |
variable found to be related to achievement gain (in the bivariite analysis) .
was added to the equation in a.stepwise fashion. Variables were entered into
» the equation based on their contributien to the overall prediction capability
of the function, which was determined by the proportion of residual variance
explained by each variable. ‘ '

}s§§ The procedures outlined above were performed separately for'zeaaiﬁg and math

' achievement, For the reading criterion, no significant yelationship was found
between the racial composition of the student body, the pretest score (1974)°

or the socioeconomic level of the student ‘body. However, it was ‘necessary to
consider the effects of student background, on math. achievement, since systematic
differences were foind among succéssful and nonsuccessful schools in racial
compositi%n and pretest score. ) ‘ i ’

. T . : i :

Reading Achievement '

# : '

The Q?timal<combination-afiéragramhvariables for predicting the reéaing cri=
terion, ranked in jorder of their relative contribution ,to the total di'scrimi-
nant function seore, .was: : : :

: | ( e Adequacy éfrinstguationgl'piaégicé

. @7APérenﬁ'inva;vem%nt;iﬁfthe alassroéﬁ

e i ® Use of behavioral obiaétiiez for reading
e, Use of positive rgiﬁfarcément (é negative relaﬁionshfﬁ)

@ Per-pupil costs for remedial reading specialists 2
Based on the information céntained in this equation, all 24 elementary schools
were correctly classified as sucdcessful or nonsuccessful., In shert, schools
sucéessful in raising reading achievement' appeared to provide students with
adequate practice periods and to-involve parents in the classrcoms as volun-
27§teersf visitors or paid aides. ‘°Alsoc important, though somewhat less so, were
. the use of behavioral objectives, and the infrequent use of praise and point-
" ‘ing out students as pasitivg‘mﬁﬁeisg In addition, higher per-pupil costs for
reading specialists was related to reading achievement. - . . )

- -

)
-3,
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Math Achievement ’ -

£
The optimal prediction equation’ for the math criterion combined-five program
and two background components, listed below in order of their relative con--
tribution to the total funcdtion score: ‘

o Percent minority enrollment (a negative relatigﬁship)
se:Pér;gupii costs for remediél math’ specialists |

@ Parent invoivemégg i;ithé sléssr&om ) ‘ . .
e Pretest math score (a negative relationship)
e The use of behavioral objéztivés for maﬁh"
® A@miﬁistra£i§e leade:shig

- e District-level support for new teachers
. 1 A
perfect prediction of ‘the math criterion was obtained from the information con-
tained in this equation; that is, all 24 elementary schools were correctly
.classified as successful or nonsuccessful. Schools successful in raising math
achievement were distinguished most clearly by two variables that were also
important to reading achievement: higher per-pupil costs for remedial special-
ists and parent involvement in the classroom., As was the case with reading
achievement, several additional variables contributed to success, though some-.
. what less so--the use of behavioral objectives, administrative leadership, and
’ district=level support for new teachers  also appeared to.affect math achieve="
ment.

In addition to the accuracy of these prediction equations, one interesting
observation is that both equations contain a similar set of program components,
although the relative contribution of each component differs. from one equation
to the other. Thus, in the ESAA in-depth study, the elements of a composite
© profile of school suCcess common to both reading and math achievemeént included:
e .Parent involvement ip the classroom
é Higher per-pupil costs for remedial specialists

e The use of behavioral objectives
B & _ . / ‘ . L | i
In addition, the following were key program cémponents in the prediction of

reading or math achievement: ‘

28
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« *See, féfméxémple:

o Adegquacy of instructional practices
@ Administrative leadership
@ District-level support for new teachers

@ Less frequent use of positive reinforcement

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

It must be emphasized that the success of the analyses reported above does not
demonstrate causaiity between these program components and student aEhlEVEmEnt
It should be noted that the in-depth sample was not representative of the
total school or student population in the nation. Most of the students in
this "study, as in the overall evaluation sample, fell within the bottom guar-
tile in reading and math achievement scores. Moreover, the in-depth study was

not based on experimental design, and the study sample was relatively small

and non-randomly selected, Thus, one or more of the above findings could be
spurious; resulting from sampling error or systematic "non-program" differences
that existed among the successful and nonsuccessful schools prior to the
in-dapth study. 'On the other hand, it should be noted that the pre-existing

differences that were examined (percent minority enrollment, sogioeconomic

level of the student body, and pretest score) do not appeaf to explaln the
relationships obtained in this analysis,

Y
The impeortance of this study s findings lies in the fact that school program
characteristics dé appear to make a difference in student achievement. If
these findings accurately reflect 'the factors that lead to school success,
interventlgn policies can be 1mp1émented that will have a strong likelihood of
;mprav;ng student achievement in raad;ﬁg and math. ,

i

‘Although the sample of schogls in the 1n=d§pth study was small, the data col-

lection and analysis methodology was relatively more rigorous and non-
subjective than previgus studies thgt attempted to examine :eadlng and math
programs operating in paft;cula: sc 1 contexts. Consequently, it is of
interest that this study’s findings tend to support results of several previous

5 _ *
studies. . . ,

Hawkrldge, D.C., Chalupsky, A. B., and Roberts, A.O0.H. A Study of Selected

Exemplary Programs for the Education of Disadvantaged Children. (Parts I
and II.) Palo Alto, Callfc:nla- American Institutes for Research, 1968.

Wargo, M.J., Tallmadge, G.K., Michaels,’'D.D., Lipe, D., and Morris, sS.J.
ESEA Title I: A Reanalysis and Synthes;g of Evaluation Data ¥rdm Fiscal
Years 1965 thraugh 1970. Palo Alto, California: American Institutes fo:

Resea:ch, March, 1972. o ' ) °
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... In view of the findings reported here, ESAA, as well as other federal grants
programs with similar ocbjectives, should emphasize particular activities that
appear to be related to student achievement. ESAA funds are targeted for
schools that are making efforts to eliminate segregation and discrimination,
and for schools with minority isolated children. The funds are intended to.-
"assist these schools in improving the guality of education they provide to
their students. In terms of this objective, the in-depth study appeared to
confirm the usefulness of two specific activities for which ESAA authorizes
funds: the provision of remedial services; and the preferential hiring of
parents as classroom'aides (P.L. 92-318, Sec 707(a)). 'ESAA also authorizes
funds for inservice teacher training. Although the relative contribution to
academic achievement was somewhat®less than the use of remedial specialists
and parent involvement in the classroom, district-level support for new
teachers-~-which consisted largely of inservice training--was found to be
associated with improvement in math.

{

Several other program variables relgtéd to success in the study schools may not
be ias ‘amenable to legislative action, but might usefully be reflected in future
program guidelines or in the criteria for evaluating grant applications.
Specifically, the fellowing instructional practices appeared to contribute to
success in raising reading and/or math achievement: the use of instructiocnal
‘objectives; the provision of structured practice sessions; deemphasis of praise
and pointing out students as positive role models; and administrative leadership.
that focused on basic instruction and communicated that focus effectively.

=

Because of the important study limitations described above, coriclusions drawn
from this study must be tentative. However, if the 1975-1976 ESAA in=-depth
study offers cross-validation of these findings, we can be reasonably confident
that program variables that make a difference in student achievement have been
identified. { ' :

l

|
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Emergency School Aid Act (ESAR) was enacted into law .in June, 1972 to
provide elementary and secondary school districts with financial assistance
to (1) meet the special needs incident to the elimination of minority-group
segregation and discrimination; (2) encourage the voluntary reduction, elimina-
tion, or prevention of minority-group isolation; and (3) aid ‘children in over="
coming the educational disadvantages of minority-group iseolation (P.L. 92-318,
Sec. 702(b). Wwhile the Act, as amended in 1574 (P.L. 93-380, Sec. 641),
authorized the appropriation of $1 billion each for fiscal years 1973 through .
1976, actual appropriations for those years have amounted to $228 million,

$234 million, $215 million, and. $215 million respectively.. Since funds are
appropriated prior to the fiscal year whieh reguires the expenditures, the

‘major thrust of the Act began during school year 1973-74 and will centinue at

least through school year 1976-77.

ESAA originally granted both statEﬁapp@rtiéned and discretionary grants*. The
state-dpportioned sumsare appropriated annuaily,-and'are divided among states
on the basis of the ratio of their number of minority-group school-aged children
ta the number of such children in all states. Local school districts compete
for the funds apportioned to their state through grant applications to their
HEW Regional Office. In applying for an ESAA grant, a local school district
must demonstrate that it has needs related to the Act's objectives and that it
has designed a program based on authorized activities that show promise of

‘achieving one or more of the Act's objectives.

o

ESCRIPTION OF ESAA EVALUATION

o

y N =

Undér_éontrasts from the U.S. Office of Education, SySteﬁ pDevelopment Corporation
(sbc) is conducting an evaluation of two closely related programs authorized.
under the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA)--the Basic Grants program and the Pilot

Grants program.

*ESAA originally authorized eight subprograms; three state apportionment programs
(Basic Grants, Pilot Grants), and Nonprofit Oiganization Grants); and five dis-
cretionary grant programs ‘(Bilingual Education, Educational Television, Metro-
politan Area, special Projects, and Evaluation). The Metropolitan Area sub-
program and its 3 to 4 percent appropriation from the annual budget was elimin-
ated from the program by Section 642 of P.L. 93-380 in August, 1974. Since
that amendment, and in accordance with statute and regulations, 87 percent of
the annual appropriation is reserved for the state-apportioned programsi 64
percent for Basic Grants; 15 percent for Pilot Prograns; and 8 percent for
Nonprofit Organization Grants. The remainder of the ‘appropriation is reserved
as follows for the discretionary programs: Bilingual Education, not less than
4 percent; Educational Television, 3 to 4 percent; Special Projects, 5 percent;
and Evaluation, up to 1 percent. ’ o
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Pilot Crants are awarded to LEAs for unusually promising préjééts deésigned to

Basic Grants are awarded to eligible s:hcal dlstr;cts to encourage the reductlon
of .minority-group isolation; to meet the special needs incident to the elimina- .
tion of segregation and discrimination, and to assist elementary and secondary
school children”in overcoming the educational disadvantages associated with
minority=-group isolation. During fiscal years 1974 and 1975, applicants for

the grants were encouraged to focus their programs on improving basic skills,
Basic Grants are generally awarided (1) to Local Education Agencies (LEAs) that
are implementing a desegregation plan or have adopted and will implement. such a
plan if assistance is made available; (2) to LEAs that plan to enroll non- -
resident children in their sghools to reduce minority-group isolation; (3) to

‘'LEAs that have no desegregation plan but have minority-group student enrollment

axaeedlng 50 percent, provided that- the LEAs establlsh or maintain at least one
lntégrated school.

overcome the adverse effects of mlnorltY‘gIDuP isolation ‘by improving the
academic achievement of ‘¢hildren in minority-isolated schools. To be eligible
for a Pilot Grant, an LEA must be implementing a desegregation plan or a plan

té reduce minority-group isolation that would make it eligible for a Basic Grant.
In addition, at least 15,000 minority-group students must be enrolled in the
schools of the LEA, or minority=-group studentg must constitute more than 50 per-

cent of the total LEA enrollment.

The Act. authorizes a national evaluation of its programs that may be supported

_ by an annual reservatipn of up to 1 percent of appropriated ESAA funds. As

de51gn¢§ by the U.S. Office of Education and c¢onducted by System-.Development
Corporation, the national evaluation effort focuses on an integrated evaluat;an
of both the ESAA Basic and Pilot programs. The remainder of this chapter sum-
marizes the major evaluation objectives of these programs and épscr;bes the
general ﬂethadolagy being applied to meet thoseg ijectlves.

EVALUATION E)EJECTIVES
The ESAA Basic and Pilot evaluations have several major objectives, some of
which involve aﬂalysas of data collected within a single school year, while

- others involve l@ngltudlnal analyses and comparisons of data collected over two

or three years. The key objectives of both evaluations are summarized below
This report provides information on successful local programs and program com-

" ponents (see objective listed last).

e Identify and describe the needs of students in or from minority-
isolated schools; the characteristics of local programs, in-
cluding the relationships between student needs and resource -

£ ‘allocations ‘in the sample districts; and the interrelationships

of student needs, Pragram characteristics, and program impact.’

82~ .



+ A !

o

Determine the short-term and long-term national impact of

the program relative to congressionally-authorized program
objectives; namely, to reduce minority=group isolation, to
eliminate discrimination, and to improve student basic skills -
in elementarty and secondary schools. . -
® Determine the relative effectiveness of three forms of
educational intervention--(desegregation, compensatory educa-
tion, and a combination of these)--to achieving the stated -
goals, as compared to minority-isolated schools who receive
ao special intervention. :

e Invéstigate the relationships among regular school expendi-
tures, supplemental ESAA expenditures, and program impact, in
an_attempt to determine local program cost-effectiveness and
the minimum supplemental expenditures necessary to ensure
some degree of program Success.

® Document and disseminate information on local programs and
.program components that appear related to success in attaining
the desired goals.

kY
GENERAL METHODOLOGY o

-~ qhe combined Basic/Pilot evaluation involves the collection of data over a
period of three years, beginning with the 1973-1974 school year. This multi-
vear design allows analyses of cumulative program impact and provides-an
opportunity to assess program maturation effects (e.g., greater program imgaétx

- on each successive wave of new students in the second and third years of
operation) . S
‘ For both Pilot and Basic programs, standardized achievement tests are adminis=
tered at the beginning and end of each school year to assess gains made in
reading and math by the sample of students participating in the ESAA projects.
: The same tests are given to samples of students in both treatment (ESAA-funded)
" and control (non-ESAA-Ffunded) schools. To select the treatment and control .
schools, pairs of similar schools were identified in the sample districts; one
school of each pair was randomly assigned to the treatment condition and the
other to the control condition. Sample students were then drawn randomly
across classes in each sample school at the grade levels of interest. Thus,
the experimental or treatment variable in this study is the award or denial of
~F " ESAA Pilot or Basic funds to a school. ’

To properly evaluate the ESAA program, both elementary and secondaty schools
were investigated. ~The Basic Grant program sample ~includes both elementary and
secondary schools; however, the Pilot Grant program sample includes only,

33 |
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elementary schools, since so few Pilot Grants were awarded at the secondary

*+ level, Grades included in the evaluation are elementary grades third, fourth,
and fifth; and secondary grades tenth, eleventh, and twelfth., The use of
three successive grades at each school level allows individual sample students
to be followed longitudinally for up to three years, depending on their grade
placement at the start of the evaluation. ,To be eligible for in:lusian in the
study, the schools selected were required to have sufficiently large nunbers
of ESAA participants (or ESAA-eligible students, in the case of control schools)
to allow for attrition over the evaluation pericd, Toward this end, larger
student samples were initially drawn from grades three and ten than from the
Géher graﬁesi '

Two other majo: outcome measures also are considered in the multi-year evalua-
tion: (1) student perception of discrimination (school climate), and ' (2) ..
reduction of minority-group isolation. School climate-data were not available
in year.one but are included in the year two analysis. Minority=-yroup isola=-
tion is primarily a district-level rather than a school-level variable; which
makes it of little use in school-level impact analyses. At the distriét level,
lsolaLlon data are aValLablé for districts in the 1974 l975 evaluatlan Saﬁi‘npleF
Theref@re,_the ‘major use af theém;narlty g:@ug ;S@lat;an data in tha second
year c¢f the evaluation is an -attempt, to relate district or program characteris-
tiecs to differences in minority-group isolation among the sample districts.

4 -

In addition to the' outcome measures, questionnaires and other recording forms

: are used once each year to obtain data about the school programs themselves
(in both treatment and céntrcl schools) and about the sample students. Near
the end of each school year, a battery of quest;cnnalfes is admlnlsteréd to the
school superintendents, dlgtrlct business managers, local ESAA c@@rd;natars,
prin¢ipals, teachers, and students in the sample. Thasa questionnaires provide
data on district, ;cﬁacl, and class charactarlst;c program operation;
resource allocation; and student and staff backgrﬁunﬂ chara:te:lst;cs. A

%

_student is é}posed t@ d;ffe:ent tyges Qf educatlcnal Exgazlences (e.g., EEEI s
tutoring in math, cultural enrichment programs). . The logs provide a cumulative
record of each student's interactions with the educational system, with emphasis .
on compensatory activities of the sort presumably stressed by ESAA projects.

Data analyses, which will focus on thé major evaluation goals described above,
are designed to.(1l) assess overall gains across both treatment and control A
schgols by date:mlnlng changes in outcome measures through pIEtEStS‘EOSttEEtS,
(2) evaluate the impact of the experimental. variable (ESAA funding) by compar;ng
"pretest—pmsttest gains in the matched” treatment” ‘and control schools; (3) ct <, S
the outcomes associated with different intefvention apprgaches, (4) identify

Par;;aularly successful program characteristics by ranking the impact of local

%
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programs; and (5) analyze the relationships among program features, student

. characteristics, and program impact.
E

In connection with-the second-year evaluation, an in-depth study of 3Q schools
was conducted in an attempt to identify local program components that differ-
entiate successful from nonsuccessful programs. The remainder of this
introduction and the subsequent chapters of this report describe the in=
study. '

depth

. L

IN-DEPTH_STUDY OF SUCCESSFUL PROGRAMS

f pilot.

The longitudinal evaluation of ESAA will provide a broad description o
major

and Basic treatment and cont¥ol schools in terms of ocutcome measures,
program emphasis, and funding pattems. This evaluation, based upon data .
collected from all the schools in the sample (by means of student achievement
tests, student school climate guestionnaires, and self-administered question-
paires completed by school and district personnel), cannot provide a detailed,
comprehensive description of program operation at particular sites. To .
supplement the longitudinal evaluation of the ESAA Grants programs, the Office
of Education has called for an in-depth analysis of selected schools to be
conducted during’ the secornd (1974-1975) and third (1975-1976) years of the
ESAA evalugtion_’ The in-depth examination of selected sites is intended to

provide: . - , .

a. Detailed documentation of successful school programs and the
contexts -in which they operate.

b. Description and assessment of Efcgram components that differ=
entially affect student academic achievement,

Description of the schools' environment in terms of desegregation/
segregation (equality of educational opportunity).

d. Description of resources used in reading and math program
.components. :

‘e, Estimation of reading and, math program costs.

CONCEPTUAL FOCUS OF THE ESAA IN-DEPTH STUDY

- Fivye édnstrucgs represent the major components of reading and math programs and
. the context in which they operate. Previous research indicates ‘that the varia-

bles comprising each construct may be related to student achievement. One

of the constructs, equality of educational opportunity, is of interest
quite apart from its relation 'to student achievement, since it is a @ajar
) a
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Outcome measure of the ESAA evaluation. The five canstructs that define the
cancegtual focus Df the in-depth study are: : -

é Organizational climats

e Parent and community involvement

e Characteristics of Feaﬂing and math instruction
@ Resource use in reading aﬂi‘math instruction

® Equality of educatiocnal opportunity
A brief overview of these program components is provided below. In subsequent
chapters of this report, results" from the in-depth study are presented for

e@ach of these areas.
Ty

Organizational Climate

- Many studies have indicated that the organizational context of school programs
is an important component of school success (Clark, 1972A, 1972B; Cohen and
Bredo, 1974; Levine,-1966; Lutz and Evans, 1968; Weber, 197I). One of the most
prominent areas of research concerns the laﬁg—rangeAabjectives of organizations

| such as schools (Blau and Scott,, K 1962). On the one hand, the scHool must be

concerned with the welfare of its clients=-its misSsion is to teach and prepare
students to become functioning menttrs of society. 'On the other hand, the
§chaal must be concerned with its n Qrganlzatlcnal imperatives for administra=
tive efficiency and with the concern of the professional staff for their own
status and career devalapment It seems reasonable to expeét that schools will
differ in the extent to which.they emphasize institutional, administrative, and
student-oriented goals, and that these ‘differences may be related to academic
achievement. :

3

Another characteristic of school organizations that may be related to student
achievement is the extent to which teachers and administrators are committed,
to similar goals and 1nstructlaﬂal techniques, Clagely related to this notion
is the extent to which teachers gart;:;pate in p@llcy decisions or feel that
their interests are reflected in the. ﬂec151an=mak1ng process (Spillane, 1967),
A case study! of New York City schools -(New York Office of Education Performance
Review, 1974) provides support for-this hypothesis; many factors that acccunted
for school effectiveness in improving reading achievement were closely associated
with administrative behavior, policies, and.practices. This study also found
A that the successful school was one that had identified student achievement -as a
... —problem.arnd had- developed- an- 1ntegrated set-of- pract;ces and procedures to
suppcrt thé classroom teachers. > -

36 .
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The in-depth study examined organizational climate within the context of pre-
vious research. This research identified many different dimensions of organi-
zational climate, the following five of which were investigated: - (1) teacher
participation in policy decisions; (2) long-range objectives of the school;

(3) administrative supervision and guidance; (4) staff support; and (5) teacher

satisfaction,

Pa;en;ﬁani_;dﬁmun;ty:;gvc;vémeng

Concern with the level of parent and community involvement:in school is based
on the belief that parent participation will enhance the effectiveness of the
school and raise student achievement. A recent study in New York (cited ear-
lier) reported that parent involvement was ralated to school success. The fed-
eral government has made parent and community involvement & condition for ob-
taining funds in several cf,iﬁé edycational programs' (e.g., Head Start, Follow
Through, Title I, ESAA). . This requirement has been imposed, in part at least, -
in the belief that parent participation will increase academic achievement.

In this study, particular attention was given ta‘iﬂehtif}ing,thé role of parent
involvement in the selected schools. Specific activities used to promote

- parent involvement were described, as well as the overall effectiveness of

these activities in.promoting community interest in school, The relationship.
between parent involvement and school success was also examined in detail,

£ <

o

Characteristics of Rgaéiggigpa,Mathﬂlngtru;ti;n i o
Previous studies ‘have ﬁhawﬁ that cextain kinds of iqstzuctiénallpractiéés may
be related to successfill learning for particular groups of students (e.g.,

Amidon and Hunter;, 1966;- Averch, carroll, Donaldson, and Kresling, 19725

Berlinger and Gahen}_l%?Bﬁ Domino, 1968; Doty 1967; Feshbach, 1972-1973;
Flanders, 1962; Mann, 1967; Popham and Baker, 1970; Weinter, 1972).

In recent years, several different trends have Pecome evident in instructional’
: [

practices and there is much variation in both the instructional programs used

and the methods of delivery. Some schools place a heavy emphasis upon individ="

ualized instruction by reducing the student-to-instructor ratio through .the use

" of small classes, by using classroom v@lﬁnteers and instructional aides, and
by instituting peer and cross-age tutoring., The attempt hére is gear instruc-

tion to the pace, interests, and needs of the .individual student. By contrast,
certain schools, particularly for low-achieving students, attempt to produce
highly structured and consistent iﬂstzucti@nal,pracciceé through the use of -,

_sprogrammed learning texts. Such programs may allow little room for either

individualized: instruction or teacher innovation.

- T oa +

Some - schools also have implgmgntéa programs that include’ students of several

. age.. groups and grades in the same classes, while others have set up resource

B
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outcomes,
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centers.or learning laboratories., Such centers may serve either as the primary

- means of instruction, or as a supplement to more traditional instructionad

practices, where stuaénts can avail themselves of audiovisual materials and

‘expert help as their needs or ;ntEfestS d;ctate. Yet other variations include

the use of team teachlng or cooperative teaching; some use aides and/or volun=
teers; and some use special, remealal or résaurce teachers,

One of the primary objectives cf the ESAA 1n-depth study was to describe the
reading and math programs at the selected school sites and determine which
configurations of instructienal techniques were most likely to berfefit student
achievement, The conceptdalization of this task, as the above discussion
suggests, invelved considering many different aspects of instructional” programs.
Included among the array of variables 1nvesﬁlgated were the f@llanng majar [
components of readlng and math programs:

a. Teacher attitudes related to reading and math instruetion,

’ including attitudes toward student learning, instructional
objectives, selected instructional techniques, daily lesson
plans, and pzogress tests,

b. Teacher use of specifie lnstructlcnal technigues, ineluding
small-group and individualized instruction, positive instruc-
tional reinforcement, instructional feedback, and d;agnastlc
testing.

¢. Teacher use of specific instructional resources, ineiudiﬁg
support staff, and instructional equipment and materials.
: z ) 9 .

2

Resource Use in Reading and ,Mai;h,,lr;fsi;;u;tién A 7

With the recent decline in the financial base for pur:has;ng instructional
resources, decision-makers and school administrators must determine which of
the available resources are the most effective in centributing to the develop~

ment of basic skills among students, and alsc which stfategles are most produc-

- tive for using these resources in the school and classgmam. Recent research
‘provides some general guidance regardlng effective resource allocations, For
example, on the basis &6f an extensive review of the l;tégature, one study
-(Averch, et al., 1972) proposed that. (l) increased expenditures in the areas

of tradjftional educational practices are not likely to 1mprave educaticnal out--
comes gubstantially, and (2) significant redirections, and in- some cascs even
reductions, in educatiocnal expenditures would not likelysimpair Educat;anal

P .

Merely lncreaSLng the ﬁallar expendltu:es for student services, without .regard

for the resources that make a difference in student performance, will probably
not improve the basic skills of low-achieving students. Some studies (Summers

t
By
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and Wolfe, 1975; Education Turnkey Systems, 1974) have shown that certain
types of resources are far more important in contributing to student ~
achievement «than others. For example, the Michigan study found that the.
cchools with the more successful educational programs spent proportionately
more money on compensatory education teachers, while the leks successful
school programs spent proportionately more money for instructional aides.

L}

tempted to take these prior studies into consideration by

The in-depth stu
in providing read-

focusing on the major types of instructional resources used
ing and math services to students of the observed classes. The primary concern
. was to identify patterns in the way resources were used among successful schools
that set them apart from less successful schools. ! ’

P

gqualipy:aﬁ Educational Gpgé}tyﬁ;ty

/ The promotion of equality of . educatioenal Dgg@rﬁﬁnity (EEO) for minority-group
students is one of the major legislative objectives of the Emergency School
Aid Act.’ r ”
In the in-depth study, desegregated schools were axamined with respect to the
- frequency of segregated classrooms; the existence of racial and athnic seating
-pattemns in class; the amount of classroom material depicting inter-group inter-
action; the frequency with which the school sgénsofé culturalsenrithment
activities; the level of participation in cocurricular activities; and the
amount of 'instructional reinforcement given to majority and minority students.

e

‘areas. of study and involved two outcome measures:

and (2) student achievement. The primary area
of interest was the relationship between the observable measures of*school
diserimination and student perceptions of EEO. sStudent perception measures of
EEO were derived from the School Climate Questiannaire'useé in the ‘combined
Basic/Pilot evaluation. School climate information served as.a useful criterion
to assess one of the main objectives of the ESAA evaluation: the reduction of

N minority-group isolation and discrimination.. The second ar€a of interest was

. the relationship between measures of school discrimination and student achieve-

The objective here was to determine whether observed pattérns of school

dfstuéént achievement in desegregated
dent perceptions of EEO .might

EEQ analyées focused upon two
{1) student perceptions of EEO,

discriminatibn were significantly related to
schools. 1In general, this analysis explored how stu
pe related to school practices and to student achievemént.
OVERVIEW OF RESEARCH METHODOLOGY IN THE IN-DEPTH STUDY

- -

This report probably will have several different audiences, each with its own
particular interests and'knowleéée;f ThEEELEoténtial'audienées inglgae’Congréss’

* and ‘the Office of Education, civil rights and other advocate groups, district-
level program administrators, educational researchers, and evaluaﬁionﬁsgeﬁialistfg

-
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Because the gr;magy goal Qf the in-depth study is to’ pravlde Lnfarﬂatlan that
w1li be helpful to ﬁec;s;cn—makers, rather than te add to the:literature on
evaluation’ methodology, *he major focus throughout this report is on results,

' not techniques., However, since in-depth studies.of suéééssful schools repre-

gent a IFLEthEiY new line of inquiry in national program evaluation, a
discussion of the analytléal teshniqueg that were used is pregented in

® =

" Appendix A,

This section Pﬁesénts ‘a brief overview of thé,méthcéolcgydéméiayéﬂfig,théﬂgtudy,

including. the criteria for school selection, the interviewer-observer selection

and traiﬁiﬁg, data collection, ard general data analysis procedures. ¢
s ’ N

s

School Selection Criteria ‘ N o

i

e

'Schools selected féf;ineaepth'study were visited during the sgringhof the

1974-1975 school year. Consequently;, tlie program components of the in=-depth
sthools were analyzed in relation to 1974-1975 .achievement outcome measures.
However, schools had to be selected for study on the basis of 1973-1974 ‘data,
since the background, program, and achievement data for 1974-1975 were not

available prior to the time schools were to be visited.

]

Schecols eligible to be selected for in-depth study consisted of all treatment
and =zontrol schools for which both pretest and posttest data were available ..
for 1973-1974, and that remained in the study for 1274-1975. ' This eligible
population totaled 22 secondary and 101 elementary schools. At each grade
level, an average adjusted posttest score in reading and in math (based on
1973-1974 achievement data) was computed using the pretest score as a covariate,’
The reading and math scores were ranked, and the ranks were ave:aqed across
grade levels. After the sch@als were ranked for achievement gazn, a three-
dimensional sampling matrix was constructed using the following variables as \

ClﬁsSlflcatlSn factcrs. urban veysus rural 1ocatlan of the school, Schggl
aﬂd percent minority enrollment.

"Successful" and "nansuécesSEul“ schools were then chosen based on three
factors: . (1)° mity to one another within the sampling matrix, (2)
whether the predcm;nant minﬁrithwEs ghé'same, and (3) whether the sociceconomic
level of students was similar, 'Thé sampling methodology resulted in the selec-
tion of 24 elementary 5¢hgals, of which 15 S:haals were ranked in the upper 40 ,
percent in- reading ané'matﬁ, and nine schools were fankeé in the lowest '

40 percent: ‘the two groups of schools were matched on s;milarlty in percent.

.and kind of minority students and socioeconomic level of students. The match- =

ing procedures did not yield a :ampafable .set of successful- n@nsuccessful
secondary schools. Consequently, to £ill the sample quota, six secanﬂary T s
schools were sel&ted from the top of the raﬁkedfarder of reading and math
ach;EVEment., The numbers of successful anﬁ nensuccessfil elementary and
secondary schools are shown:in Table I-1. SEhDBlS sélected for study includ ded’

both treatment and control schools.

I-10 ; o D
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>-Tablé I-1. Number of Su:;essful and Nansuccessﬁul
' S:haols Selected for In-Depfh Study*

Number of Scheols. ’ a
School Level = - - ' .

A Successful Hansuccessfal Total |

Elementary v 15 ' 9 ©24

 Secondary : 6 : 0 1. s

Total o 21 ) 9 oeh.30

* 'sad on 1973-1974 ach;evgmént data.

\m‘

. . ) . . . CA
Stafffagd Trgining for ;ntgx?iéys and Observations .

i . ;

. . . |
To ensure that all néeded data were ccl;egted as ob]ect;vely as p3551ble, a
comprehensive tra;n;ng program was developed spegifically for the in~depth
study data collection requirements. A staff of 16 persons was selected for
the data gathering. 'All field data ;allectﬂrs had. prior academic training in,
education and/or extensive experience in educatlonal sattlngs, -all were. experi-
enced interviewers; and, in addit;an, sevgral haﬁ prlof exper;énce in farmal
observation. ‘ , : - §

— . . P

2 ',’

The training p:agram lasted ene "week and included the féllgWing "activities:’

- observation and analysis of filmed classroom behavior; obs érvaticn of video-
‘taped and filmed ;nstructional programs stressing behaviorally reﬁerenced S

objectives; rolg*@laylng expérienca in "d%pth" ;ﬁtg:Vlew;ng ‘techniques; lesson

~ plan and.student record anaLy51§p and practice in the use of instruments in

"live" 51tuatlons, with suhsequent debrlaflng. ; i SRl
X - AR :.,,'i -' T [‘ ,_’“" = ’ :

Da'gﬂé@ile;tian ’ ¢ : ' ;e )
— - . “ . L . .

Each team of. two lntE£Vlewerf0bSEIVEI5 was asglgnea twa tc four schools for study.
The interviewer/observer teams received no 1nformat;an on the ach;evement :aﬁk

of the schools they visited; school ‘identity and associated achievement rank

were knawn only by the head and the assistant head of SDC's ESAA analy51s

section. Information on achievement rank was not; avallable to any other ESAA

vPrQ]éEt member until all site data were ccllected anﬂ returnea to SDC

.
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: Each team -made an 1@1t al. twa-day orientation’ v151t ta thelrwass;gned schools..

at, which. time they “fden¥ified the classes that were to be studied. These were
the . two classes at each grade level (third, fourth, and fifth, or tanth,

.Eleventh and twelfth) that contained the majozlty of the students who were

partlc;gatlng in the ESAA evaluation. The teams then returnéd to the schools

_far*twa weeks of data eollection.

Three types of lnstruments were used to collect data during the two-week school

" visits: observatlonal pratacalg,rlnterv;ew sehadule;, and self-administered

guestionnaizres. - Structured ocbservational protocols were used to record school
characteristiecs and the activities, behavior and rasourﬁas 'in the two classes
of each ‘grade of interest. Additionally, the school principal and the teache£5
of the observed classes Eo”pleted questlannalres and were 1ntervlewed.

Dbservatlcns are less abtru51ve than dlIELﬁ quastlons, and are especlally useful -
when the respondent is unable to Pr@VldE accurate and/or unbiased information.
Observational protocols were develcped for collecting data in the classroom on .
lesson plans, classroom grouglnq practices, student~teacher interactions,
Engllsh as a second language, student involvement in activity, classroom
instruction, instructignal eguipment, classroom resources, physical characte:—
istics of the Elassraéi? content of materials, and lunchroom and recess activity.
At the school level, observational protocols were used 'to record data on the .
physical conalﬁlan of the schacl 11b:afy use, gargnts' room use, and cocurric-
ular activities.. - . L N 7 o :

Interv;ews are esgeglalLy useful in ebtalnlﬁg information that is not readily
observable, §§ when the respondent's own opinions, values, or assessments are )
of primary interest. Interviews were used in this; study to collect information
from teachers and administrators on the following subjects: long-range objec= N
tives, Pallgy development, administrative control of the c¢lassroom, sugpart for
teachers, staff satisfaction, pagent participation, student recazﬂs, and
discipline of students; , ;

Selﬁ-adm;nlsterad questionnaires were used for teacha;s, principals, and, where
appropriate, other staff members, such as counselors and assistant principals.

‘Items for which considered and/or detailed responses were desired were included
- in the questionnaires. The teacher self-administered questlcnnalre included

items on. philosophy of- instruction, class 1nformatlon, -and resource usej the
prineipal questlannalre ;nqulred about resource availability. ’

Dataiﬁnéﬁlysis Procedures ) ) '

Considerable  data collected for the in-depth study were obtained at the class-"
room level. However, this analysis is primarily Zoncerned with examining
variations -among, schools in program characteristics. As discussed more fully
in Chapter II, school-level patterns are better indicators of an articulated -
school program. ThéSE patterns seem more amenable to p@llcy lnterventlan than

42
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individual classrcom behaviors, which are 11kely to result ‘fro “iriasyncfatls’“M"

/s

£

teacher :hagastérlstlcs and teachlﬁg styles.

o

Data :ollected at the classroom level WEIE analysed for S:hoclaleval consénsus.

-That is; after averaging multiple classroom observations (where necessary) to

obtain class—level indicators, these ;ndlcators were exam;nad to detarmlne if
a dominant pattern characterized ‘the Schoai. Those characteristics on’ wh;ch
consensus was achieved were presumed to reflect school- level patterns. Ler
used in establ;shing COnsensus are desgrlbed in Chapter II. :

_The in-depth analysis of Suzcéssfu;ﬂSEhGElE made use of several different sta-
tlEElCal tEEhnlquEs. Due to the :haracteristicg‘of Lhe data, several nonpara-

tables (e g., chlzsquare, phl) In addltlan, dlscrlmlnant—fuﬁct;an analy5ls

was used in a multivariate analysis of school success to identify program and
school characteristics associated with that suzéesé. Appendix A’ provides a more
detailed discussion of these aﬂalySE, procedures. The methodology used for deter-
mining resource use and calculatlng standardized cost figures for instructional

resources used in the reading and math programs is des&rlbed in Appendix B.

STUDY LIMITATIONS

The in-depth study was designed as an
ponents .that characterize successful and nonsuccessful schools,
mission is to point to areas that may be fruitful to explore in

ploratary'investigation of program com-
) Eaff“éf“itS"”“

'to'gain a better understanding of the forces that influenceé studaﬁt aEhlEVE-

ment, Findings reporteéed.in this study should be' interpreted with caution,
taking into account certaln limitations imposed by our study des;gﬁ. -

E
~

First, the 1n=degth study was not a true experxment. Neither schoelé nor
students were randomly assigned to the different treatment conditions or pro-
gram approaches being compared; rather, the stgdy depended upon natural program
variations among the selected schools. In such a dEElgﬁ, school outcome
differences attributed to program variations may, in fact, fEflECt uncontralled
differences. in other variables, such as socioceconomic status or other back-
ground characteristics of students. Procedures that adjusted statistically for
non-randomized variations in.certain student and school characteristics other -
than the program variables of interest were used in this study. HEWEVET, these
procedures are 1nherently less effective “than a true exper;mental ‘design. Inter-
pretatlans c@ncernlng causal relationships between program characteristics and
outcome measures must -be tentative. Nevertheless, the study does provide
evidence of Eosslble c¢ausal and policy-relevant relationships 1nvalv1ng school’

EQEEESE .

nd, the in=depth school sample was. in no sense represenﬁatLVE of the total
ol or student population in this country. Mcst stuaents in thls study, as

M Lﬂ\

"
b
1
i



aQw;anklngs An. réaélng and math av ,evement scores.. . Congequently, 5\

schools are actually successful relative to the total evaluation sample an nat

* to the general school papulatlan. Similarly, relatiaﬂshlps found here between
program characteristics and school success can at most be generalized only to
schools like those in the ESAA evaluatlon, and may not apply to schools with
pranounced differences from those stualed. _ C e

L i

Third, "the small number of EEhGQlS in the 1n=depth study 1imited the types of
data analyses that could be performed, and the number of variables that could ,
_be 51mu1taﬂ20usly examined in multivariate analyses. Some of these constraints
~are discussed further in Chapter VIII, in connection with the appllcatlon @f
~dlscr1m;nant functlgn analysls grcgedures. .

other constraints arise in'the study's use of program indices. for which no .
goo'l external benchmarks are available. For instance, one index concérned

the number of classrooms having multi-ethnic materials, while another concerned
the frequency of obsérved ;ntaractléns among students of different racial/
ethnic groups. _SBince no data’ are available on these measures outside the
Aiﬂ—aépth sample schools, there .are no normative or comparative standards; .
‘therefore, the designation of certain ranges of index values as "high" or "low"
must be largely arbitrary. Scale Scores used in this study are used solely to
compare the lh—dEPth schools with one another and carry no.connotation ‘that a
high score is good, or that a high score among the 1nsdepth schools would

be hlgh among all Schoals. ) @
- Finally, the study does not adaress gradeslavel and slass-laval VaflatLOnS in
- +" math and reading program sharacte:;stlgs since the objEEtlvé is *to descr;be
school-level patterns.and relate.them to school success; the larger ESAA ~ “
‘evaluation- study examines class-laval and ggade‘level variations.
V A\
Y
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__ential success in their reading and math programs. This chapter describes the
procedures usedl for classifying successful and nonsuccessful schools in this-

. SCHOOL SUCCESS

'~ Van Gelder, and Cohen, 1974).

Q
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SCHOOL. RANKING: _ CRITERIA AND PROCEDURES .-

The purpose of the study'décumented=heré iz to anél?ge schools' differing

program operations and to determine which variations are associated with differ-

study, and the methods used for aggregating data so that program and contextual
characteristics could be related to school success. '

o

" ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT -

P
o =

academic growth: .. : -

d.

" and-math-problemss——— 7 —- - —-

In elementary schools, the California Achievement Test, Levels

2 and 3, Forms A and B. Subtests focused on redding vocabulary.

reading ' comprehénsion, math computation, math concepts, .and

math problems.

In'éec@nﬂary schools, the Iowa Test of'Basic gkills for reading
vocabulary and reading comprehension; the California Achievement
Test, Level 5, Form A and B for math computation, math concepts,

B e = Vi ~L

" The following achievement tests were used in the ESAA evaluation to assess .

3

R

A "debiased" scoring system (i.e., a scoring system that excludes items that-

are potentially biased against minority students) was developed for thege °
tests; however; it was determined that differences between the full-scale
scores and the debiased scale scores were trivial and non-significant ‘(Ozenne,

= Gk

A As a result, calculations ‘of student achievement
scores were based on ‘the full set of items originally included in the test
battery (Tiegs and Clark, 1970). ’ : '

Gy

It was noted in Chapter I that schools were selected for in-dépthvétudy on the

‘basis of reading and math achievement gain for 1973-1974.
‘schoolsawere selected from'the top 40 percent in achievement gain in reading
A comparison group of nine.schools were selected from the bottom
ranked schools in
The same procedure

and math. _
40 percent; these nine schools were similar to the higher-
percentage minority enrollment and sdtioeconomic status.

Fifteen elementary

_gould not be followed in selecting secondafyrs:haols‘fﬁ§ the study sample.
since reasonable matches between high-ranked and low-ranked schools could not
be found. Therefore, since the primary interest of the study was on the

characteristics of successful scho

= N = s . s ¥ N
selected for description and comparison.

ols, six high-ranked secondary schools were

‘Although tﬁe’iﬁsdepth study schools were selected oh the basis of 1973-1974
‘achievement scores, program and contextual data were collected on the schools

457
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'in the Epriﬁg of 1975, Eansequent;y, schaals were éla551fled as successful
‘or nonsuccessful on tha bas;s cf 1974 1975 a levement galn..a :

percent;le ranks, ng sepafate ranklngs were derlveﬂ one for reaa;ng achieve-
ment, and one for math achievement. A school was classified as successful if at
Teast two of the three grades tested showed improvement in national pegcentllé -
ranks for reading or math. Nonsuccessful schools were those that did not meet
this griterion. . N S T - '

i=

:One eg;eptian was made to the two-of-three grades rule. In one schaal two

-‘graﬂes ware tested in reading and thrée were tested in math. 1In reading, oné

of the two grades showed improvement in Eercantlla ranks; in math all three
-showed improvement. This school was classified as successful in both reading

"Baéeg upon the criterion noted above, nine elementary Schools were classified

‘as successful in reading, and-the same nine schools plus five other elementary
schools were classified as successful in math. Although more elementary schools
met the criterion of success in math achievement than in reading, the scores in
reading and math .were highly correldted (r = .76). Table II-1 shows the
4d;strlbutlgn of aleﬁentary schools that improved in natlonal percentile ranks

__far readlng and math aehlevement

R

At the secanaary level, anly’sne of the six schools selected for study shQWed3
sufficient improvement in reaéiﬁgwéfﬂmath achievement to be clascified as -
successful. 'This finding, as well as other characteristics of the secondary .
schools (e@g., five of the six schools were segreg: ed; and in the large schools,
ESAA students were distributed over so many classes®that only three or four were
in any one .reading or math class), led to a decision to focus thé in-depth
analysis Exclus;vely on the 24 elementary schools. ' o

As noted prevlously, the in-depth Study schaol% ‘were Drlglnally selected in such
a way that higher— and lower=ranking groups of elementary schools were similar
in percentage of minority enrollment and sociceconomic status. As one might,
expect, the ranking of SEhQOlS for the 1974-1975 achleéément gain differed 'some-

- what  from the, l973 =1974 rank;ng Changgs in faﬂk‘?@%ltl@n ‘likely resulted from

a number of causes, lneludlng the fall@w1ng*‘ some sehcols may have résgondéé
l975 rankings ware,baséd én a more str;ngent crlterlan (PEIEEﬁtllE galn) than
1973-1974 rankings; and, in dealing with such small samples, thera is a strong

; pass;b;llty Qf some measurement error. , ,

s
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Table II-1. Number of Elem&ﬁﬁary Schools Showing Improvement in National
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Percentile Ranks for Reading and Math During 1974-1975
— e R ‘i’éj e e ‘u e ———— '
Reading Achievement- ) Math Achievement
Percentage a§ Grades . Percentagékaf Grades
Tested Showing : 3 « .+ *| Tested showing : )
Improvement in . " Number of Improvement in Number of
Percentile -Ranks Schools Percentile Ranks : schools
Suécégsful;'_ T : | ‘Successful:
100% (3/3) - . 3(12.5) 100% (3/3) 7(29.2)
668 (2/3) - 5(20.9) . 66%  (2/3) : 7(29.2)
.08 (1/2)* S 1(4.2) |
Nansucce ssfu 1 - ;Nansﬁc:éssfulz 7
338 (1/3) 11(45.8) o 33% (1/3) ‘ 8(33.3) -
0% . (0/3)° .. 4(16.6) 0% (0/3) ~2(8.3)
E 24 (100%) o 24(100%)

" *0One school was tested for reading achievement in twe grades only.

=

" As shown in Table II-2, 12 of the 24 elehénta:y schools maintained their position

in reading (six of 15 stayed successful, six of nine stayed nonsuccessful). 1In
math, nine of the 24 schools maintained their position  (seven stayed in the
successful category and two remained in their original nonsuccessful Pasgt;an)

£5 : .
The realignment of successful/nonsuccessful,elementary schools based upon- 1974~
197% achievement €1 not sezlously distort the comparability of the two groups,
For the reading achievement crlter;an, higher- and lower-ranked schools were nbt

. statistically different in terms of parcent minority enrollment, soc;oecangmle

status, or 1974 pretest score. ‘For the math achievement crlterlon, the more

- successful schools ténded to have a lower percentage of minority students and

lower pretest scores. In the diseriminant function analysis of the math data
(reported in Chapter VITI), statistical .adjustments waere made for these latter
différences. .In add;tlan, it should be noted that the results reported in

- Chapter III thraugh VII are strongly supported in the discriminant function

analysis, thus ;ndlcatlng that these student background characteristics were
probably not a source of sgp;%ous correlation in the in-depth study.

£ =
=

II-3



Table IZ-2.

Number of Elementary Sghaals That Ma;ntalnea Their
Relative Ranking Between 1973-1974 and 1974—1575 . )
1; S a
1974-1975 Reading Rank
g - : - . High Low
. High | 6(40.0) | 9(60.0) 15(62.5)
Low | 3(33.3). | 6(66.7) . 9(37.5) ’
i '9(37.5) 15(62.5) 24 (100%)
1974~1975 Math Rank
High - Low . 1 .
1973-1974 High 7(46.7) 8(53.3) 15(62.5)
Math Rank ) — N P
T Low 7(77.8) 2(22,2) . 79.37.5)
T 14(58.3) iﬁ(iif?f 2400w |
a;,SCHQDL CLIMAfE AND EQUALITY OF EDUCATIGNAL bPPQRTUNiTY
A second measure of success in thé ESAA national evaluat;on concerns stuaents : ;{_,

perceptions of discrimination in the school. A student questionnaire was
developed for the evaluation by a panel of experts in the fields of civil
rights, minority-group relations, and survey and evaluation research (Coulson,
Ozenne, Bradford, Doherty, Duck, Hemenway, Van Gelder, 1976). The resulting
School Cllmate Quéstionnaire was administered to all. students participating in
the EEAA evaluation in the fall and spring of the 1974—1975 school year. -

When . thé in-depth study schaals were selected, no )_Pretest and posttest measure
of discrimination was available; schools were tharefg:e selezted on the basis
of achievement alone. However, for the year in which the séhoals were studied
(1974~ 1975), the measure of change in students' perceptions of alsérimlnatlon
was tha;ned In the on-site study of the schools, particular attention was
paid to various indices of equallty of eﬂueatlanal opportunity (EED). In the

| 423
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analyses reported in thls?dacument, results from the 1nvestigat1an af EEO were

related to flnalngs from the School Climate Questlannalre. u E

SE§araté szhogl c;;mate lnsﬁruments were ﬂeveloped for éleméntary ana 5econdary
schools. Tﬁ addition, two forms were developed for each level. Form A was .
deslgned to be administered in desegregated schools (less than 90 percent minor-
ity or majority enrollment), while Form B was designea for segregated schools
{maré thaﬁ §D percent enréllment of one racial/ethnie group) . ' :

‘EEO data Galléatéd from the in-depth study Echaﬂls weré analyzed by camparlng
the treatment accorded to minority. and to majority students. Consequently,
findings on EEO are almost entirely restricted 'to- the 16 élementary schools that
had less than 90 percent of one racial/ethnic. group of studentg, and relational
‘Enalyses were canducted with Form A of the School Climate Questionnalre.

“Two multiple-item 1nd;ces of student perceptions were derlved from the School
Climate Questionnaire, one: can51st1ng of six items that dealt with student
perceptions~of classroom teacher-student interactions, and the second consist-

. ing of three items that concerned students' perceptions of the principal.*

It should be noted that the psychometric properties of these-scales are some=
what problematic. For example, all scale items were pretested for test-retest
reliability during the summer of 1974. Tést-retest reliability was estimated
from two test admlnlstrat;ans, harély one week apart. The percentage of elemen-
tary students (N =" 750) giving the same response averageé around 67 percent for
the Teaaher-;tudant Interaction Scale items, and.78 Parﬁént for the items in the

the Teacher—Stuaent Interaction Scale was 17, while the Treatment by Prinecipal .
Scale fared somewhat better in averaging .34, The alpha coefficients for the
internal consistency averaged around .58 for each scale. Although both of the
student perception scales lack a strong psychometric foundation, - théy appear
to have high face validity. Furthermore, as will be indicated in Chapter VII,,
the Teacher-Student Interaction Scale was found to be correlated with the on~
site observational measure of teacher-student interaction, which covered the’

‘same areas.

*The Teacher-Student Interaction. Scale covers the f@llowing five areas of

. interaction:- how often the teacher says something nice to the student; how:
often the teacher calls on°the student in class; whether the teacher gives
the student- sufficient time to respond to questions; how often the teacher
extends prlvlléges to the studeat: how much respgnsib;lity the student is
glven. ] . “ ‘

=

‘The Treatment by Principal Scale includes .items ﬁhat coveri’ whether the
principal knows the student by name; whether the Eringlgal is friendly to
the student; and whether the principal treats the -student fairly.

49

APrlnc;pal -Scale.--Moreover,—the— averagewinter—;tém carre;at;anﬁfat_
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Stuaaﬁt ;hange sc@res for the 1974-1975- schaal year were ealculatea for both
- of thé student perception scales, The amount of individual student change on
.each.scale. was._ then averaged,.providing.a. school-level-measure-of-aggregate -
change. On the Teacher-Studeﬂt Interaétion Scale, eight desegregated elemen-
tary scheals shawedftéﬂugtlan in perceived discrimination and seven showed no
change or increased’ perception of dlscr;mlnatlan; data were missing for one
school. The Treatment by Principal Scale shows the same breakdéwn. eight
sshscls showed less perceived alscrlmlnatlon, seven schools showed the same
or increased Bﬁrce;vea dlactlm;ﬂatlan, and the data wera m1551ng far one
school. - : :

“u

A
H

AGGREGATION OF CLAESEL’EVEL' DATA TO 'THE UNIT OF THE SCHOOL

Many . types of data collected in the in-depth study were obtained at the class=~
room level. However, for several reasons this analysis.is primarily concerned
with examining school-level variations in program characteristics rather than
class~ or grade-level variations. ‘Reasons for using the school as the basic
unlt of analys;s ;ncluﬂe the fallgw1ng'

) ¥

a. Schools were selected for in-depth Study on the basis of
- school-level achievement ranking. Students gualifying. for
ESAA-funded services within a school were relatively homo-
geneous in terms of the crlter;a used to establish ESAA
eligibility (e.dq., a;a&emlc need) » Thus, when the in-depth
study sample of schools was originally selected, little
" W1th1n§5ghcal variability in achievement was found among -

the grades selected for study in the national evaluation
{grades 3, 4, and 5 in the elementary schools; and grades
’ 1o, 11, and 12 in the secondary schools). Since schools
: were selected on the basis of school-level cutcam&, it
o seemed appfapr;ats in the ana1y51s to look at séhgcl-level
1nﬁépenaent var*ables. N
: . b, A grimary’cbjectivé of the total ESAA evaluation, including
e the in-depth study, is.to identify manipulable variables *

' " that,are related to student achievement. In working with
characteristics of the school, ncnﬁmanlpulable idiosyncratic
teacher ,characteristics are thus given less analytic
_attention. - , o

c. ESAA grant funds were provided to the schools, in most cases,

to implement programs that affected all or many of the gra&as

" ~ in the schodol. In all but one of the study schools, at ast
! " the third, fourth, and fifth grides were targeted for ESAA

services. The fact that school-level programs were sugpartaa

o with ESAA funds 'arques for describing the nggrams at the ]

: achool level,. ) C .

Q
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The -data collected at the classroom level were aggregated to the school level *
in the following manner. First, classroom observations of specific behaviors
(e.g., amount of positive instguetianal reinforcement) that were made more than
e QIGE-Ware—averaged--to-obtain--a-class-level- indicator.--Then, the class=level - —w—-
.indicators were aggregated to the school level. The extent of response agree-
ment at the school level was then determined for each indicator. The criteria
used for determining school~level consensus are shown in Table II-3, :

Table II-3. Consensus Criteria for_pétefmining School~Level
' Indicators from Classroom-Level  Responses

Number of Agzééing Responses o Total Number of Responses

N Bt Least A . Qut of

-~
i
;
)
-
"
»
K
"
»
¥
"
.-
»
-
L3
-
.
»
.
-
L3
"
w
-
-
[
-
w
M

Mmoo b W NN
L]
L]
L1
L1
L1
w
L]
-
L]
-
L
L]
o

“If scheol-level consensus was obtained, the school was assigned the agreed-
ypon item value.” If consensus was not obtained; the school was scored NC (no
consensus) and given a "low" score on the attribute of interest. Items scored
for consensus; donsisted almost entirely of classroom observation items and _

=, _ items reported on the structured response forms for the teacher interviews, .

‘ It should be fioted that very few items in this analysis failed to reach consesus.

&
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Thus, ane very lmpartant flndlng frcm the ln—depth studg is, that tha students :

e Exper;enées w1th1n a sghagl . o . o L S

One lmpgrtant exception to the consensus rule should be notegl.. In the analysls
. of equal educational opportunity, class- level variations have been reported )

because ;ngtances of inegquality in one or twaeaf the observed classes within

a school were considered ;mgagtantg even. thcugh in terms of the consensus cri-

teria described ab@va, this wculﬂ not genstitute a school-level. 1nd;cat@r. -
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CHAPTER III . = : e
ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE e T

The assumptign underlylng the examlnat;an gf organ;gat;enal cllmate in the

in- dépth study schools is that schools vary substant;ally in the way they are

organized and in the way their organlsatlanal patterns afe perce;ved by the
school .staff. Moreover, it is assumed that certain aspects of school QEQED;*

& =

zation may be related to studeft achievement. v ., .

- s

Five major dimensions of Qrgan;zatlanal climate ‘have been éxamlned, and are

‘reported on in this chapter:. Some of the issues addresséd in the analysis of
+ sach dimension are SPEElfled balgw,

e Eallcy Development: TD what extent are deg;s;ans shared by adm;nls—
trators and teachers? What.are the consequences-of greater or lesser
;nvslvement in particular decision areas, especially the ones that
teachers regard as more important? To what extent do the adminis- .
trata:s share IeEPDﬁElbLllﬁy far pallcy déclSlGnS in successful schools .

with teachers?

' LQ§Q5§§§ge_Q§jg;tivé5: ko schagls béﬂEth when teachers and adm;n=
istrators share goals? Does , the’ type af gaal make a difference? : -
oy .
° Admln;stratlve Guidance and Eupe:VLE;gn- Is sugerv;slgn and guidance
by administrators relevani; to school success? Does promotion by the
administration of an instructional E?;losaphy and . pragram relate “to

s,

student ashlevement? » w \
. B N

N

- . ngggrt For Teachers., Do schcals where tgaghers have ‘greater access
" to specialists and resources for Frcf2551anal devela@ment produce
more academically successful clildren? Do policies and P:éceduxes to
aid new teachers have an effect on student ach;evement?

= g

-

" ® Teacher Satlsfactlaﬁ*~ Teaaher satisfaction, along with effective <
learnlngi;iéuvlewea as a basic indicator of a, "healthy"-school climate.
».Such satisfaction, it may be sgeculated results in academic achieve- |
ment, results fr@m the same conditions that 1€ad to achievement, and
results from student achievement itself, as well. Is:teacher satis= .
faction associated with other characteristics of afganizaﬁ;onal )
climate; in particulaw, to tea;hér participation in decision-making,

administrative guidancei and professional support?

[

The 1nfarmat1an contained \in this chapter bears directly on each of the above
issues., Scoring pracedures and analysis tables are found in -dppendix C. Refer-

" ences to the tables are g;ven parenthetlcally in the text of this chapte:, for

example: '(C-1) or (C-15."¢ = .49, a = .02), where "C" indicates :the section of
.the appendix and the number, "1" Qr "15", indicates the 5§e:1f¥§'table.

L .53
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VARTABLE DEFINITION AND SOURCE; AND DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS - )
0 - T - '*" T I o N - T o - N .
PGLIcz DEVELOPMENT N - .

A , o
The - tyge of pal;cy development Dccurrlng w1th;n the 1n—depth study schaals was
1nvest1gated ln two asgegts.

y ,
. The extent £6 which- teachers partlclpate in ﬂéclSiGﬂE, relative . - P
to admlnlstratars, a . - : : '

B The agreement amsﬁg staff aﬂ the relatlve 1mgg§tan§e of pallcy e
e decision_areas, iy A L
. L L. Lo : N e ‘ ‘
: 'ﬂf’tiaipatién in Eecisicngv R

&
f.

The extEQt to whlch teache:s part;clpate in Eal;cy ﬂéG;SlGﬂS was determined. by e

Present;ng teachers and principals with seven decision- areas.’ Fespandents '
- were ‘asked to rate each area for amount of teacher participation, using a- five-
point scale, where a rating of 1 indicated that dec151§ns were made %y adminis=:
trators with little or no 1nput from teachers, and a rating of 5. indicated .that
dé§151§ns wereg” ‘made by teachers with' llttle or no assistance from admlnlstrators.‘
Table III-1 shows the nurber of 'schools giving low, meﬂlum, and hlgh estlmates
of tea@her part;:;pat;gn for. each Gf the seven 3321s;cn areas. . : _ P

i

1

" As can’ be sean fram the table, tharé was a tendency for Princ1§al EStlmatEE af
teacller participation to be greater than teacher estimates. In some areas,
such as student grouping procedures, the difference was slight. . But in one

) .area, school-community interaction, the difference was subStantlal teachers- -
'**f’mﬁieéﬁiﬁétéd that they participated Tittle and principals e é‘fiﬁ§ffa tHEt teagﬁé‘sf’
Partlclpated a great deal. Not only were principal estimates c@ns;stently _—
. higher than teacher estimates, but, in aadltlan, teacher and prlﬁélpal esti~-
. mates were not parallel,” That is, comparing one school with another, where a
. .principal gave a hlgh Aor low) estlmate compared to other pr;ﬁc;Pals teachers _
‘ / showed no partlcular tendency to give a similarly high - (ar low) esﬁlmate com— -~ -
pazeé to teachers at other schools-..  Since there. is considerable d;fferenﬁe,w o
"between principal and téacher ‘responsges, this report distinguishes clearly . TR
) whether teacher or PflnCLPal estimates are be;ng used in analyses cf teachnr T
' partlzlpatlcn.-

<
[

Téachers‘ln a majaflty af ségaals estinated th31: partlclpatlan to-bhe low in
two areas . (focus and ellglblllty requlrements for teacher inservice traln;ng, »
and schoslicgmmunlty 1nﬁeﬁactlcn), mcderaté in three areas (selectlan of basic

.
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Table III-1: Amount of Teacher Participatio

n in Policy Development

becision Area

Number of Schools

Ratings By
- Teachers

e

4

Ratings By

~.._ 'Principals

| Low |Med |High Low |Med [High | MD

selaction of basic instruc-
tj onal materials

stadent grouping procedures
Student grading préceaufés
Kinds and availability of

co-curricular activities

Focus and eligibility require-
ments for teacher inservice
training

School-community interaction

Implementing intercultural
curricula

" Average for all areas combined

b

b

16

=
0

[

10

el
=3

=
o]
L]

19

16,

15

Low =

=

W

o
[}

d = 3.0 to 3.9

= 4,0 to 5.0

pent

o

=3
W,

Missing Data

Ratings by teachers were .averages of all sample teach

gchool.

ars at a

RIC

[}
(g}

318
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instructional materials, student grading proceduxres, and kinds and availability
of co-curricular activities); high in one area (student grouping procedures) ;
and moderate or high in one area (implementing intercultural curricula).
Principals in a majar;ty of schools estimated teacher participation high

-in all areas except one (focus and eligibility requirements for teacher

inservice training), where the amount was judged low as often as high. The
average amount of participation for all areas was moderate in a large
majority of schools, as calculated from eithexr teachers' ox PflnClpalS
astxmates

Importance of Decision Areas and Agreement Among Staff

- In addition to estimating the extent to which decisions are shared, teachers

and principals also ranked the seven decision areas from most important through
least important. The rankings were analyzed to determine the ampunt of agréEE
ment they implied. It was found that teachers agreed among themselves on the

overall relative imp@rtanee of decision areas in nearly all schools (22’ of the

* 24 elementary schools). Not only was there agreement within schools, but it
”LS evident that teachers. in general, irrespective of the school,. shared similar

viéws of which decision involved in their work- was most important. The decision
area of selection of basic instructional materials, was ranked first by most
teachEES’in‘an overwhelming maj@ritg of sthoels. :

Principals, howvever, differed amang themselves regarding which dee;s;an area
was most important. In 15 eleménta:y schools, selecting basic instructional

. materials was most important to principals. In the remaining nine schools,

one of the other areas was considered most important.

Agreement between teachers and principals occurred much less Eréquéntly than

among teachers al@nei Agreement between teachers and principals was significant
in. 21ght elementary SChDElS and approached significance in ancther three _ .
schools .” :

Two particular ﬂéélSlGﬁ areas bear special mention as they relate to major

‘issues in this stuéy, A sumnary of each is presented below.

*Agreement among teachers within a school was determined by usinhg Kendall's
coefficient of concordance with a ¢ .05 (see Appendix a). :
**agreement between teachers and principals vas determined by using Spearman's

-+ rank order correlation coefficient with a < .05 (see Appendix A).

i
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a. ImplemEﬁt;vgvIntercultufal Currlcula—swfu§1é23151aﬂ area was ranked least
important among the seven areas by a majority of both teachers (zixth or
seventh in 21 schools) and principals (fifth, sixth, or seventh in 22
‘schools). fTeachers and Ef;nc;pals tended to agree on its relative
importance (p =.35, a = .06) . Teacher participation was estimated by
‘both teachers and principals as ‘modexate or high in nearly all schools.

b. School/Community Intéfactlﬂn! -This area was ranked lmpaztant (first, second,
‘third) by nine prlnCLpaLS moderate (fourth) by another nine’, but of little
importance (£ifth, sixth, seventh) to teachers in 22 schools. Teachers
and principals did not agree on its importance. Principals estimated
teacher participation to be high or moderate in 21 schools. In contrast,
teachers estimated their participation to be Jow or moderate in 20 schools.

LONG-RANGE OBJECTIVES

Eléhentary'schaél teachers aﬁdapiincigals were presented with 13 l@hgéraﬂge
objectives for schools. Table III-2 shows these goals grouped according to
type.** However, type ¢f goal was not indicated to the respondents and the
goals vere presented in random oxder.

Teachers and principals were asked to make selections among the goals in two
Ways. In éhe asarzise, respén§EﬂtE were askéa fgr their oOwn ranking, in a

wauld be 5351gned by the ethEr(S), princhal ox téa:hérs, whlchave; was the
case. Each raspcndent ‘was asked to select five of the alternatives and rank
them from most important through least important. Results of the selectioen

- and ranking process were analyzed for agreement among school staff and for the

relative emphasis placed on type of goal: institutional, academic, social,
and psycho=emotional.

Agreement on School Goals .

Teachers almost always agyeed among themselves on the IElEtLVé importance .of
school objectives. However, agreement between teachezs\anﬂ PrlﬂElEalS occurred

.
N
AN
"
“

*Phi (¢) measures the strength of a relationship and assumes values ffam 0 (no
relaticnship) to 1 (the strongest relationship possible). Alpha (a) neasures
the significance of a relationship; that is, the ‘probability that a re;atian*%
sh;p was due to chance (e.g., o = .05 indicates the probability was 5 in 100), -

Iyge was determined by agreement on face validity aﬁang independent judgés,
57
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Table III-2: Long-Range Objectives Ranked by Teachers and Princ

ipals

Academic_Goals

e Transmitting a thorough knowledge of subject matter to
students who are motivated to learn -

e Helping students acquire basic skills

e Responding to the individual academic needs of students

gggsﬁﬂﬁﬁmcﬁi§hali§g§;s

® Increasing students' motivation and desire to learn

e Impxoving the self-image of students

Social Goals

e Helping students learn to live with persons who are of
different racial or ethnic background

@ Developing students'' concern for others

& Helping students to éppieeiate the contributions of different

) cultureas

@ Developing curriculum which provides opportunities for meaningful
interaction with persons of varied ethnic and racial backgrounds

Institutional Goals

@ Inproving the school buildings, grounds, facilities and equipment

 Developing an atmosphere of order and guiet in the school

@ Developing an efficient administrative system in the school

Developing an outstanding athletic and physical education program




in only eight schools.* The dlfferanﬁe in Eerceptlons of teachers and theizx
principals is not surpzlslng since, although they both work in the same insti-
tution and share responsibility for student learning, their daily tasks differ.
In the same light, it is not surprising that teachers and principals were not
very accurate in estimating how the other (teachexs or principal) would rank
school geals. Principals tended to perceive somewhat more congruence between
themselves and their teachers than did teachers.

As part of the interview dealing with administrative guidance in instructional
practices, teachers and principals were asked whether many faculty meetings
‘were devoted to a discussion of instructiohal goals and methods. Teachers -
and principals were highly consistent in their responses to this question; in
only. four schools were. their reports contradictory. In 12 schools teachers i
and principals both reported many such meetings. Schools in which teachers
and principals agreed on long-range objectives were neither more nor less
likely to have many faculty discussions of instructional goals. In addition
to agreement on long-range obijectives, agreement on the relative importance of
decision areas was also examined. A pattexn of agreement did not emerge: |
overall agreement between teachers and principals on particulaxr long—term i
objectives was not associated with agreement on the relative importance of
decision areas. v

Relative Egphasis on School Goals

Teachers consistently ranked psycho-emotional goals as most important, academic
goals second, Social goals third, and institutional goals as least important

{C-1). Principals displayed greater variability; that is, they were more’ likely .
than teachers to place some emphasis on all types of goals.

Psycho-emotional goals received the most emphasis in nearly all schoals. At
least two psycho-emotional goals were picked by principals in 13 and by teachers
in 20 schools. Academic goals were emphasized to the extent that at least one
such goal was ranked third or higher by principals in 16 and by teachexs in all
24 elementary schools. At least one social goal was ranked third or higher by
principals in 15 and by teachers in four schools. Institutional goals were
ranked as least important; teachers in 18 and principals in 15 schools chose no
institutional goals. '

No patterns were evident Letween the rankings assigned by principals to long--
range objectives and to decision areas. Exin:ipéis who stressed academic goals
were neither more nor less likely to be among the 15 who zlslmed that the

i

ngréement ariong teachers within a schogl was determined by wusing Kendall's
coefficient of concordance with a4 7 .05. Agreement hetween teachers and ¢
principals was determined by using @ﬁeaﬁman rank order correlation

" coefficient with a < .05. (See Appendix A.) '
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selection of basic instxuctional materials was most important among dEGlS;Gﬁ 1
areas, Similarly, prlnclpals who emphasized social goals were not necessarily
those who placed greater emphasis on implementing intexcultural curricula,

as an issue of policy development.

ADMINISTRATIVE GUIDANCE AND SUPERVISION

3

In analyzing the influence administrators exerted on iﬂStEuEtiDnal‘PfaétiEES

in the classroom, a distinction was made between what we have called specific
supervision and general guidance, In addition, the effectiveness of such
efforts was assessed by determining how well teachezs Pe:ie;vaé 1nstruct13naL
norms held by admlnlstratars_

General Administrative Guidance

Items used to assess gemeral guidance on instructional practices were:

a. Whether mahy faculty meetings were devoted to a discussion
of goals and methods. ‘ '

b. Whether. the administration arranged to have insexvice training
programs that stressed the kinds of teacher behavior desired
by the administration.

&, Whether teachers were encouraged to discuss their teaching

problems with the administrative staff.*

Correlational analysis strongly supported the constriction of a composite
measure of instructional guidance (C-2). According to teachers, of the 13
schools vhere the administration arranged to have inservice training programs

stressing the kinds of teacher behavior it desired, nine ‘also devoted many
faculty meetlngs to instructional goals and methods., Conversely, of the 11

schools where such’ inservice training did not take place, only three schools

spent many faculty meetings discussing goals and methods . Principals reported
on these acktivities in similar numbers and proportions. In fact, the associa-
tion between teacher and principal responses was even stronger than the inter-
item associations. ~When the two items were combined into a score with a range
of values from zero to eight, 13 out of 24 schools scored high (scale score =
6 to 8). Most of the remaining schools could be considered to provide a
moderate amount af’instiuctlgnal guidance, w;th only three schools scoring
low. (scale score = 0 to 2) :

*This item was not used in sca;e construction due to a skevwed response distri-
‘bution. Nearly averYWEe:a, teachers weare enanurage& to discuss problems.

III-8
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Egg§i£i§~3§mi§istrat;ve Supervision -.

Correlational analysis did not support a composite measure of supervision as
it did with instructional guidance. Supervision was therefore analyzed by
individual items that were coded from the teacher and principal inteérviews.
These items were:

a. The frequency of visits to the classroom by an administrator, -
i . ’
b. whepher’geéchers were aexpected to send in special reports on
students who could not keep up.

c. Whether the principal sent memoranda or directives to teachers
stressing the kinds of things he/she wanted the teachers to
do in class,

d. Whether the principal scheduled visits to classrooms in
advarice. '

No inter-item associations were strongly positive. Principals, hovever, were
consistent from one item to another; for instance, where they reportedly

visited rlassrooms frequently, they also claimed to send memos stressing the
kinds of things they wanted done in class.
rvision. In only

Teachers appeared to have a different view of classroom supe
four of the fifteen schools where teachexs reported sending in special reports
on students did they also report that the principal sent memoranda stressing
the kinds of things to be done in class. Conversely, of the nine schools
where they did not send in special reports, more than half reported that -
principals sent these directives. - o - o

Teacheys and principals were highly consistent regarding the frequency of the
principal's visits to the classroom. Frequency was considered low if less
than once a month, moderate if once a weak to once a month ,* and high if more
than once a week. Although principals tended to report a high frequency more
often than teachers, in only three schools were principals and teachers
strongly contradictory; that is, one reporting less than once a month and the
other more than once a week. In 15 schools they were fully consistent.
Because teachers and principals agreed on the frequency of the principals’
visits to classrooms, this item was singled out as a measure of supervision.
Frequency of visits was low in seven elementary schools according to teachers
and in six according to principals. The frequency was reported high in one
school by teachers and high in seven schools by principals. In the remaining
schools, visits were moderately frequent, oOnce a week to once a month.

*also, in the case of teachers, if consensus was lacking.
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Accuracy of Teachers' Perception of Principals' Instructional Norms .

The effectiveness of attempts to influence teachers depends in part on how well
the desires of the principal (or other administrators) are known and understood.
Five specific instructional practices were presented to principals, who were
asked to indicate which ones they espoused. Teachers were presented with the
same items and asked to indicate which ones they believed to represent the
principal's thinking. These items were:

a. With many students, basic skills should be set aside until the

students are ready to learn.

b. Teachers should carefully plan their instruction in terms of
specific short-term cbjectives. i

H

c. Teachers should try to tailor ;nstructlgn to the needs o
individual students. “

d. Teachers should use diagnostic testing and concentrate on -
students' weak areas. '

e. Teachers should avail themselves of special help where needed,
e.qg., rem&dial teachers, counselors.
In a large maijority of the schools, principals claimed to ésgause all of these
instructional practices; however, 'the number of schools in whisch teachers

‘reported that principals believed in these practices was Smaller. Disparities

occurred most often an the practices of setting aside basic skills, and the use
of short-term objectives. - ) -

A scale éaﬂgisti%g of the number of times at least twa—thirés of the teachers
accurately perceived the principal's agreement or disagreement with each of the
five above practlgéa (items a thrcugh e} was constructed (C-3). We have lntEI—
preted this as a measuYe of the extent to which the principal effectively

promotes the administrative point of- view regarding 1nstru:t1§nal pract;ées.
In 14 Schaals, tea:herg ar:urately pEf321wed the adm;nlstratlve pg;nt sf view on

léss a:curate. .
SUPPORT FOR TEACHERS
Three ways in which a school might support its teachers wafékanalgzed:
° Pr@céaures to integrate new teachers - i |
o Availability of math and reading specialists
@ Promotion of professional development |
62 . .
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Teachers and prineipals were interviewed ambout a number of specific activities,
facilities, resources, practices, and procedures to determine the extent to
which a school engaged in support of each kind. Their responses are described
below. ’

Integration of New Teachers a

Te;chezs and prineipals were asked whether procedures for integrating new
teachers existed at the school level and at the district lavel (C~4). Accord-
ing to both teachers and principals, orientati-n courses were given more by
the district than.by the school. Inservice ' _-aining was provided with egual =

B frequency by schools and districts. Aall ot .r procedures were typically,
‘though not exclusively, the domain of schouls. The number of proceduresz
claimed at either school- or district~level were not generally high. Teachers
in 11 schools claimed no more than one at the district level. Nearly every
procedure was claimed to exist by principals more often than by teachers. The
number of inconsistent responses was gquite high in a majority of schools: three
or more for district-level procedures in 18 SﬁhGDlS, and three or more for
school=level Eracedures in 22 sahéals (C-5).

Specialist Availability

Teacher andrgrinQiPal interview reports of whether reaﬂing and math specialists
. were available rarely conflicted. Both claimed that reading specialists were
pzav1dea more often (in 21 elementary schools) than math speclalists (in 10

Eive-ways that contact between teachers and a specialist could ogcur were also

'« .presented to the wespondents in the in~depth study (e.g., teacher sends students
to specialist, specialist confers with teacher) (C-6). Principals typically -
confirmed a larger number of such contacts than did teachers, but comparing one
school with anothex, in each school /the teachers and principal were generally
in agreement. The only configuration of contact with specialists that emerged
was that teachers who conferred regularly with the specialist on instructional
methods and materials were also able to send their students to the spﬂclal;st

at any tlme.

P;omatiag,gfw§§p§$ssianal ngel@gmgn%
o A LAz U = ,

" To- assess how active schools were in EIOVLﬂlng opportunities for teachers to
improve their professional skills and’ knowledge, both teachers and principals.
. were asked whetheyr the school did such things as subscribe to educational
journais, provide special courses, or support.attendance at professional

méetings (c-=7). a .
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Differences between teacher and principal reports were apparent, but were
generally modest. 1In only three schools were there differences on more than
two of the 10 activities inguired about. Such differences may indicate poor
use of resources and opportunities, as well as poor communication. The most
glaring example was the item asking whether or not a school provided summer
courses. In only five schools were at least two-thirds of the teachers aware
of summer courses, whexeas principals in 19 said the school provided them.

* Teachers tended to be uninformed about weekend courses as well. Since the
value: of these professional resources lies ‘largely in their use, the teachers’
responses were given somewhat more consideration in analysis. 1In spite of
these differences, teacher and principal judgments on amount of professional
oppertunity were parallel; teachers affirmed a relatively greater number of
opportunities at schools where the principal did likewise. This lent con-~
fidence to judgments about degree of professional development in the in- depth
schools. Principals in 15 and teachers in 11 schools feparted a large number
(8 to 10) of opportunities far Pf@fésslaﬁal growth.

TEACHER SATISFACTION

Measures of teacher satisfaction were derived from the following five "yes-no"
questions asked in interviews w;th principals and teachers: )
@ The teaﬁhérs and schﬁsl staff are a team working together

to solve problems. :

=, @ The SEhQDl has a good reputation; téachers want to come
to the school, '

lThe problems are overwhelming; little can be accomplished.

Y

S M@s§ teachers stay in the school because they have no choice

The preponderance of responses indicated satisfaction. In elght schools, both
teachers and principals gave responses indicating satisfaction on all Ffive
items. 1In 10, either principals or teachers did so. In only six schools did
both teachers and prineipals indicate less than 100 percent satisfaction. A
comparison of teachers' and principals' responses indicated that teachers
reported dissatisfaction more frequently; that is, where discrepancies betwean
teachers' and principals' regponses occurred, teachers usually wgave fewer
responses indicating satisfaction than principals.

&N
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Tn addition to the data obtained through interviews, a qﬁéstiénnaire item
descriptive of a teacher's classroom experience was used to assess Jjob satig=
faction. Teachers rated options to the item on a five-point scale from very
characteristic to very uncharacteristic. The questionnaire item read as
follows: ;

“"Basically, my classroom experience is characterized by:
- Many discipline problems
. - IﬁSuffiEieﬁt staff for the hﬁmber of students
- Satisfaction and enjoyment
-~ Frustration and worxy N

- Thadequate or inappropriate materials” -

Five elementary schools saateﬂ-ﬂistingtiy high on job satisfaction as assessed
by responses to the options; nine schocls scored low. The remaining 10 schools
fell within the moderage range.*

Questionnaire responses relating to satisfaction were consistent with inter=-
view responses, discussed earlier, so the +wo were combined by summing the
coded. scores for each source. The distribution of these scores is shown in
Table III~3. , . : B '
As can be seen in the tablé,~tééchérs in 15 schools were moderately to highly
satisfied, while teachers. in nine schools expressed soms dissatisfaction,

FScares raﬂgéérfién{:éé't@ .72 on a scale having a range of + 1.0, with
high » ,50, moderate = .30 to .49 and low < .29,

g My
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Table I1I-3: Distribution of Scores on the Teacher Satisfaction Scale

Scale Score Number of Schools
0 Low 3(12.5)
o . | 6(25.0)
2 6(25.0)
3 - 8(33.3)
/4 #High ‘ 104:2)
24 (100%)

Operational Definitions:

Scores were obtained by summing teachers' and principals' responses to°
interview items.and teachers' responses to questionnaire items, which

Jwere coded as follows:

Interview Items

2

B

ALl item responses for teacher and principal indicate satisfaction.

1

#

All item responses for teachers or principal imdicate satisfaction

#

Teacheys and principals do not indicate satisfaction on all item
responses .

-0

Questionnaire Ttems

2 2 .50

1= .30 te .49

0 < .29

Scores Eéﬂgﬁﬁ from .05 to .72 on a scale héving a range bf +1.0, =
with high » .50, moderate = .30 to .49, and low < .29.

66
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L. Schcals where PrlhEiEalS gave first priority to’ ﬂéclslans JEDGQ the

RELATIDNAL BNAQESIE

As described in the prev1cus section, variation in most, though not all, of

the dimensions of organizational climate was substantial. This variation was
examined for a relation to success in raising the reading and math ach;evenent

" of students. Some of the data on policy development and long-rangeé SagectlvEs_

concerned racial equality. Findings relating these aspects of organizational
climate to equal educational opportunity have been reported in Chapter VII.
Findings related to parent and community involvement ‘have bBeen reported in
Chapter 1IV. . :

Each of the f;ve majcr dimensions of organizational climate was ExamlﬁEQ lﬁ’
relation to student achievement. Results from thece analyses yielded three
convergent findings that suggest the importance af adm;nlsﬁratlve leaﬂershlp
to school success in the in-depth study. ' - : -

4

eiéhtian Df basic 1nstructLanal mater;als sgﬂceeﬂed in razs;ng student
achlevemant in math (Caa ¢ 48 o = DZ)L but not in readlnat*

hl

A related item, dealing with the degree of emphasis that principals assigned

to long-range academic goals, was also examined in this context. It was found

that an emphasis by principals on. long=-range academic goals was anly slightly -
related to reading achievement and unralated to math achievement. Thus, while
the degree of emphasis placed on the EElEEtLEﬂ of basic instructional materials
were strongly related to math achievement, ‘a similar erphasis'on a conceptually
related item, long-range academic goals, was unrelated to achievement gain.
These results may indicate that to value an action leading to a goal . (i.e.,
selecting basic instructional materials) may be more—important to school success:
than merely placing a high wvalue on the gﬁﬁl itselfl (; e., long-range academic
goals). Perhaps the long-range goals of tha schocl are too abstract to have a

_significant influence on achievement while the decizion-naking activity, being

more bghavlgrally specific, provides a better index for Judginy thé school's
administratiVE orientation. In cther words, how important are loug-range
academic goals if decisions leading to those goals are not emphasized by the

administration? -~

*First Priorit?liéiaéfineé as ranked first among the seven decision areas.

67
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1

“w2., Schools whers adm;n;strators _assumed more réspan51b11lty for dE:lElans in '

‘selectlng baSLC ‘nstruct;aggl mater;als succeeded in ra;s;ng student
achlevement in ma h {C=9: ¢Af:f42 o= . Gé), but not_ 1n feadlng

5
3

Although judgments abdut the sharing of decision-making included two extremas -~
(1) that éEGLSJ&nS are made witii 11ttla or no input from teachers, and (2)

that they, are made with little or no assistance from admihistraters--only yaraly
did an individual teacher or principal report elther extreme. Scores were
distributed evenly ‘through a narrow range. Thus, it is not possible to say that
admlnlstrata;s assumed an identifiable and distinetly large amount of respon~
sibility at schools in which achievement gains occurred. Furthermore, it is
difficult to attribute the lack of achievement gains when teachers sharad more
in decisions to their poor judgment, or conversely, o believe that adminig-—
trators were better at. selecting instructional materials, Variabilify of scores
may indicate greater or lesser involvement by administrators in the decisiom~
making process rather than the exclusion of teachers.. In schools where adminis-
trators were more responsible for choosing materials, it may be that a
coordinated school-wide instructional approach was operating to enhance math
achievement. o _ \

Teachers' accurate perception af administrators’ ;nstzuctlanal views was

3. nal v
assac;ated with azh;evament gains in math [c~10: ¢ = .40, a = QS), a@ﬁ_
to a léssegrg§*ent in reading (C-10: 4 = 3?,—351,** } . o

7

It was found that an accurate perception by teachers of views held by the
adm;nlstratlﬁn on ﬂEn*ln%thEtlénal matters (such-as long-range Oobjectives), or

'an accurate knowledge of school activities and resources, was not associated

with achievement galng. The instructional norms on which teacher perception

was important contern teaching practices that are béhavlarally specific. An
accurate understandlng of the administrator's views on these practices may bhe
more relevant to implementing an instructional program than to comprehetision )
of long-range objectives, which are nearly always qehaV1Grally vague. /Similarly,
to be well informed on matters less dlrectly concerned w1th instruction may

have little effect on the instructional program. :

The methods used by effective administrators to communicate their views remain
unclear. Analysis showed that the accurate perception by teachers of the
1ﬂstruct13nal norms espoused by the panélpal cannot be attributed to the

E3

Whiore responsibility is defined as at or below the median (3.4) on a five-
point scale. - - ‘ : : .

- **High accuracy is defined as perception of the principal's point of view .

.on four or five of the five specific teaching practices presented.
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Eending of .memoranda or directives regarding classroom practices; nox can.it

be attributed to discussions of goals and methods at fa;ulty meetings, freguept

classroom visits, or a combination of these and other channels. P
¢

Ty

\ A high level of communication in general--that is, sending many directives,

' visiﬁiﬂg classrooms frequently, and so forth--was not associated with achieve-
meft.. Nevertheless, it is presumed that for teachers to be aware of instrug-=
tional norms, some form of communication is necessary and is effectively
taking place. ' ‘

Not only were the above three vatiableé:reiated to math achievement, but th;g
were dlso intercorrelated. More specifically, it was found thaﬁ: '

e Principals assumed greater responsibility for selecting basic . \
instructional materials where they ranked this selection first in

importance (C-11: ¢ = .34, 0 = .10). '

#  Where teachers accu:atel& perceived the principal's instructional
norms, principals assumed greater responsibility fo- selecting:

.005) .

basic instructional materials (C-12: ¢ = .59, &
’ . ", :
¢ VWhere a principal gave greatest priégity to the selection of instruc-—
tional materials, teachers accurately perceived the principal’s
instructional norms (C-13: ¢ = .48, a = .02).

The styong correlations among these key dimensions of an effective adminis-
tration confirmed the usefulness of conceiving them as an integrated whole--as
leadership. - Leadership is an abistraction, but in the case of school adminis—
trators, one with tangible referents: responsibility, focus on instruction,
and the ability to communicate that fggus_effectivalyg
L composite index of leadership was constructed using tha thrize ey dimensions
descimled above, Index scores were obtained by summing cods values ‘assigned
to ea limension. A value of 1 was assigned where princip gave First

o decisions about the selection of bazic instruct { materials, -
‘eyrators assumed more responsibliity foxr the stlection of basic
materials, and where teachers -correctly perceived four ox
~incipal. Figure

j )

=

-Q

pricrity
where =i
instructionit
five of the five instructional practices favored@ by the
[II-1 shows the distribution of cthese composite indsx s

L 2.

a

R
)
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Figure III-1l: Distribution of Scores on the Administrative
Leadership Index g ’

Mumhﬂt‘uf Schools
un
]

/

As shown in F;gu:e III“l?_thé distiribution of scores formed a bimodal curve
where 11 of the 24 schools scored low (0 or 1) and 10 of the schools scored.
high (3). 1In V1ew of the strong inter-item associations, the bimodal distri-
"bution was espe&ted. The bimodal curve is graphic evidence of the integral
nature of leaiershlp, in only three\out of 24 elementary schoéols did aémlnls—
trators appear tG be uncertain leadeYs (scale score :'2)

J

7 Lo )
\ BAs shown. in Table ITI- 4, a crosstabulation of these 1eader ship scores with
‘achievement Erav1§ad the Ecllcw;ng fln?ﬁﬁg' ; :

|
4, Aﬂm;nlst:atlvg leadership in ;nstructlan was strongly associated with
success 1n rals;ng academic achléveﬁsnt
' \ \\ ! ’
* i I : A -
The relation of a&%;nl;tratlve 1eadarshlp%1n instruction with math gains was

very strxong (¢ = .49, « = .02), and the & 1at1ﬁﬁ:n1p with reading gains was
worth noting (9 JEB, NS) .
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\K\\\ Table III-4: Crosstabulation of Administrative Leadership .

_“\\A

Index by Achievement Gain

Math Achievement Ga.n

High

Low

Administrative Leadership

2(15.4)

Index Scores

8(72.7)

BYGEED

¢ = .49

a < .02

oW

v fem A
Administrative Leadership 7460.0)

6(40.9]

Index Scores

2(21.4)

a(78.8)

9(37.5)

" 15(62.5)

13(54, 2)
11¢45. 8)
24(100%)

13(54, 2)

11(45.8) .

24(100%)

Operational Definitions:

1. ‘Administrative Leadexship Index

High

[

2, 3 on three point scale

—- Low' = 0, 1 on three point scale
2. Reading and nath achievement gain'1974-1375

High

1]

Low

At least two of three grades tested showed
improvement in national percentile ranks,

At least two of three grades tested showed

no improvement in national percentile ranks.
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It was noted at the beginning of this chapter that f:.ve majox ﬂllﬂEﬂSLénS of.
organizational climate Wwere examined. The Administrative Leadership S;aLe
cornisisted of items drawn from the arsas of Policy Development (e.q,. adminis-
trative participation in pal;u:y decisions}) and Administrative Comtrol (e.g.,
teachers' accuracy in pE!‘,ff‘u‘VJﬁng Principal's ;nstrur:tlanal norms). Teacher
satisfaction was not found to be related to student achievement; however, this

may have resulted from the fact that only small differences existed among the

in-depth elemgntary schc:@;s regarding this dlzrenslan of DIgaﬂlEatlcnal climate.

Similarly, examination of the long-range c:bject;va\s of the school did not |
vield significant relationships with student ach:_evement The lack of findings
in this area might also be attributable to insufficient var.ation, since the
majox goal ar;éni:atz,an in the in-depth s;hcﬁls faeusea on psfc}m-—emtlcﬂal

goals,

However, one add;,tj.zmal finding did emerge from the area involving support for
teachers, Achievement gains were wore likely to occur in schools where there
was greater district-level sypport for new teachers; that is, where teachers
reported districts provided two or more of the ;I.D forms of suj;pazt 1nqu:_red
about: (C-14: ¢ = ,49, o % .02 for math; ¢ = ,28, NS for reading).

This finding might suggest the significance of th;‘:se forms of support moest
Prevalent at the district level. Orientation courses, inservice training,
and special documents on procedures and regulations were those most
fr:equerltly offered by the distxict., The two most common district pro-
cedures, oxientation courses and inservice training, were associated with
math achievement gain, th@ugh neither as strongly as when combined with all

other procedures. : .

SUKMARY

The ci;éha;—ail task undertaken in the study of organizationil climate in the 24
in-depth schools was to identify the components of organizational climate that
were related to student achievement., Three key fipdings suggest the importance
of leadership in instruction. Gains in math achievement were more likely to
ogeur in schools where:
¢ Administrators emphaSLEaé the importance of selecting. basic
instructional materials.

¢ Administrators assumed more responsibility for ths selection
af basic instructional mate;rials.

® Administrators effectively cc:rnmunlzater:i a point of view con-
cerning teaching practices.

/f .
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These findings were so clearly identified as essential to an effective oxgarzi~.
zational climate in the in-depth study schools, and vere so strongly’ assa:;ated
one with amjther, that: they ¢an be summarized as a single finding:

@ Schools that were successful in rals:l.ng math ac::hlevemeat were
' characterized by administrative leadership in instruction.

This same -finding can be applied to reading achievement, as well as to math
achievement, altnur;nh the results were less striking.

I1i-21 &
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CHAPTER IV

PARENT AND COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

o

_Interest in the level of parent and :ammﬁnity involvement with school is in

part baséd on the belief that parental support enhances the effectiveness of
the school in raising student achievement. Furthermore, it is believed that
involvement may be increased by the Kind and amount of promotional activity
in which the school engages. : ' ’

Three ké? questions~have guided the in-depth anal@s/af parent and community
involvement: '

@ How much have the schools attempted to involve pareénts by sponsoring
parent-teacher meetings and other promotional activities?

® How much are paxents involved with the school, and to what degree
does the extent of involvement relate to the extent of schools'
promotional activities?

'@ Are differences in parent involvement associated with differences

The results zeported in this chaptey bear on each of these gquestions. ‘Analysis
tables and cther supporting material can be found in Appendix D. References to
these tables are given parenthetically in the text, for example: (D=1l: ¢ = .50,
s = .02), where "D indicates the section of the appendix and "1" the specific
table within that apgendix.

VARIABLE DEFINITION AND SOURCE, BND DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSES

3

PROMOTION OF PARENT AND COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Effarts to involve parents and other community members in schools were assessed
by several items from interviews with principals. These questions concerned
administrative policy reflected in the school's efforts to promote parent
involvement; measures of such efforts included (1) the frequency of parent—.
teacher association meetings, and (2) the pumbers and kinds of activities con=
ducted by the school. These activities were: notifying all parents of open
house for visiting classes; sending home newsletters and other communications;
holding pot-luck dinners; opening the school in the evenings for community
discussions of civic interest; sponsoring guest speakers for evening forums;
providing evening entertainment (e.g., £ilms, plays, dance, music); and pro-
viding classes for parents.

An index combining the number and frequency of specific promutional activities
was created by summing the affirmative responses to these activities in the
following manner: affirmative responses to the first and.second activity
listed above received a score of L, while a value of 2 was assigned to affirwa-
tive responses for the remaining Five activities (which xefer to promotional

. Iv-1 S F
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- activities that are presumed to be moxre innovative;..

Each score was then -
welghted according to the frequency with which the school promoted each
activity; ‘if the activity occurred once a year it received a weight of 1, and
if more than once a year it received a welght of 2,  The Parent Promotion Index
has " a range of values extending from O to,24. As shown in Table IV-1, the in-
depth study elementary schools scored thé full range @f values on the Promotion
Index. In subsequent analyses, scores of 10 or higher are considered to be
indicative-of a relatively high level of promotional activity.

Table IV-l: Distribution of Scores on the Parent Promotion Index

Number of Schools |

5(20.8)
6(25.0)
6(25.0)
 5(20,8)
- 24 (100%)

A related form of promotional activity was assessed by asking the principal
the number of parent-teacher meetings that are sponsored esach year by the
school. Considerable variability in the frequency of parent-teacher meetings
was found, ranging from none to more than®20 such meetings per year, Ten of
the 24 elementary schools held nine or more parent-teacher meetings per year, .
and at least five such meetings occurred in 19 schools, For comparative
purposes, nirne or more meetings per Year -is considered to be relatively high,
while anything less than that is considered relatively low.

As one might expect, the frequency of school-sponsored parent-teacher meetings
was Ffound to be strongly associated with the Parent Promotion Index
(Bnl= ¢ = gSE' - i ia?)i N ’

In addition to guestioning principals abeout the promotional activities just
described, teachers and principals were asked how school-community interaction
ig handled as a policy decision area. Specifically, each respondent was asked
how important this area was relative to six other areas of school policy, and
to what extent teachers partidipate in this decision area.* The rank assigned
by teachers in a school was determined by averaging the rank choices made by
each of the teachers. '

*The specific policy decision areas investigated in the in-depth study are
described in Chapter III. : .



i

Principals tended to place somewhat more importance on decisions affecting
school-community interaction than did teachers, ranking it fourth in most of
the schools; teachers in a plurality of schools ranked the area fifth or gixth.
A greater or lesser emphasis by teachers in a school was not associated with

a similar emphasis by the principal. :

. Teachers and principals clearly differed in their estimates of how much
teachers contribute to decisions in this area. A comparison of teacher and
principal estimates (based on a five point scale) is shown in Table IV-2.

‘“ Table IV-2: Participation in Decisions Concerning

SRR School-Community Interaction.

- 1 Number of Schools - 7

_ . Administrators .
Administratorxs and Teachers Teachers

of - , Make More Share Equally " Make More
Estimate . Degcisions in Decisions Decisions
(Range = 1,0-2,9) | (Range = 3.0~3.9) | (Range ="4.0-5.0)

Source

1

Principal 3 & 15
Teachc s 12 ' 8 4

As can be seen in Table IV-2, nearly two-thirds of the principals viewed
teacher participation as substantial. By contrast, teachexs "in most schools
reported that administrators assumed a larger share of responsibility for
decisions regarding school-community interaction.

PARENT AND CQMMﬂNlTY PARTICIPATION IN THE SCHOOL

To assess the extent of parent and community involvement, and to investigate
the relationship between promotion and participation, the following items from
_interviews with principals and teachers were examined: ’ .
a. Whether most parents visit at least once.a year,
b. Attendance at garentateacher association meetings. '

c.. The capacities in which parents work at the school (e.g., clerk,
~teacher aide, volunteer, or member of the advisory committee).

Iv=3
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d. The decision areas at school in-which parents are involved (cLzss
currlculum, budget; o+ hiring and firing of teachers}.

e. The number of homes teachers visiﬁ each month (for report card confer-
ences, begause the student is having diffieculty, or for othér reasons).

f. The ratio ¢f parent c;assraam volunteers to total numbef of
students observed. . : _ -

g. .Whether or not paid parent aides are. in the classroom.

h. Whether‘pérants visit the classroom at the teacher's request.,

i. Whether parents visit the classroom on.their own -initiative,

Three types of parent participation were analysed from these items: partici-
pation that was parfunctory or passive, participation that involved interacting.
with teachers and administrators, and parent participation that took place in
the classroom. = -

The measure of perfunctory or passive participation used items a and b listed
above. Attendance at meetings, where only listening and looking may be
expected, indicates no more than the presence of parents at school. S;m;larly,
whether most parents v;s;t at least once a year (principal and teacher judgment)
indicates nothing about the kind of involvement, or the extent.to whlth there -
is interaction between parents anﬂ school personnel.

The remaining items on parent participation, c¢ through i above, contain elements
of school promotion of parent involvement. For example, parents are involved

in school if they are serving on an advisory committee or are employed as
teacher aides, but contained within this kind of involvement is school promotioen
of parent involvement. Involvement of this type was presumed to be interactive
in nature.

Items f through i abové concern parents in the classroom--as volunteers, teacher
aides and as visitors, The items concerning vieits to the classroom provided
information on who lnlt;atéd the visit~=parent or teaéher—=and the nunber of
Earents who visited.

Pesgcnses to individual items indicated that interactive participation occurred

to a fairly large extent in a majority of the in~depth schools. ‘Parents in 14

of the elementary s¢hools worked in three or four of the four .capacities that

were examined (i, a.,_clerk, volunteer, paid aide, member of advisory council).

In 20 of the 24 schools they worked in at least two capacities. " Similarly,
parents participated in at least two or three decision-making areas (i.e.,
éurriéulum,:budget, staffing) in slightly more than half the schoeols, and in =l
one or more of the decision areas in 18 schools. Paid parent aides were in

at least one of the observed classrooms in 18 of the 24 elementary schools.

T
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H;gh 1nvalvement of ‘a more perfunctcry, passive type occurred in a m;ngrlty

of schools. In only eight elementary schools did at least two-thirds of tha

teachers claim that most parants visited at least once a year, whereas in 18

schools teachers claimed most parents did not visit that often, Attendance at
- parent-teacher meetings IEPIESEﬁtea 11 percent or more of the student body in
only nine sghaals. . ‘

The seven items -indicating interactive Partlclpatian displayed PGELthE assooi=
ations among all possible pairs of items. The inter=item associations included
the EalléW1ng- the number of decision areas in.which Earents participated was
PQQJtiV&lY associated with the number of paid parent aides (D-2: ¢ = .34,

o < ,10) and the numbex of Eapaﬂlties in which parents worked at school

(D-3: ¢ = .33, NS); the number of capacities in whish parents worked at school
was positively associated thh the number of homes feachers visited (B—4 ¢ =..39,
a < ,05). . , ’

b . )
Two scales were created to assess the interactive type of parent involvement.
The First scale measures ihteractive participation and uses all seven items

. dealing with parent—sghaul interaction (Table IV-3). The second scale measures
pa:eat involvement in thw c¢lassroom and uses the last four items (Flgure Iv=1).

RELATIONAL ANALYSES _ ' )

Analysls of'parent 1nv¢lvem&nt centered on two main issues: whether certain
activities of the in~depth schools were related to the level of parent part;cl-
pation, and whether parent involvement was relateé to academic Success.

tgachers indicated that admlnlstrata:s assumea more fespaﬂsiblllty for .

far pallcy ﬂéclleﬁSCD*E $ = 34 o= .09).

1.  Parents were significantly more llkely to participate in schools where

This reélation obtained for policy decisions in. general and for two particular
areas: (1) the area of seléction of basic instructional materials (D-6: ¢ = ,43,
a = .04}, and (2) the area of parent involvement (D-7: ¢ .33, NS).

There was also a tendency f@r those schools where administrators assume a gréater
sharxe of the respansibll;ty for decisions concerning school-community interaction

' (according to teachexs) %o engage in more Pfﬂﬂﬂt;@nal dctivities and to holdl parént--
teacher meetings more freguently (¢ = .29, NS for both relations).,

Parent/cammunlty ;nvalvement in the sc¢iigol was unrélatea _to the frequenqy

ai the schoal =] pram@txanal aGtLVltles ana meetlngs. -

3. 'Echaals where garents ware ;nvclved in the classroom were ;elatlvely more
SDEGESSEUL in raising academic achlevement (Tabla TV=4)

© 78

1vy-5

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



e ameae e e = = s e me— s e, A AL S e nd WS RSSO BALASLIL l kAR RS s kAR bebsds CRs bk LA sk ARREWFIAR

Scale Scores Number of Schools
0-3 (low) . 2 (8.3) '
4-6 _ 2 (8.3)
7-9 i 8(33.3)
10 12 . : 7(29.2)
) , 13 15 (high) . " 5(20.8)
) 24(10@%)

'\
1

Déax,atienal Definitions:

Index was created by summing scores to the, fallow1ng items:

s N
1. Number of capac;ﬁ;es (out "four listed) in which parents worked at
. school., Sccres ware summed across each capaglty, where: :
’ 1= Yes '
0 = No

2, MNuwber af decision areas (out of three listed) in whlch parents were
- inveolved., Scores were summed across each decision area, where:

1 =Yes : é

0 = No \ ’ 5

3. Number of homes teacher’visits per month for each of three reasons (i.e.;.
student difficulty, report card conferences, other reasons). Scores
were summed across each reasan, wheres

1 = visit at least one student's home per month
, 0 = visit less than one student s home per m@nth
o 4, Ratic of parent classroom volunteers to~total number of students @bserveﬁ
~at school: E o _
. 1 = at least one parent volunteer per 25 students observed .
"0 = less than one parent volunteer per 25 students observed
5, Dces the school-employ pa;d parent classroom aidest - ¥
: ) 1 = Yes - T ' :
- 0 = No

6, Do parents visit the classroom at teacher's request:

2 = Yes, two or more parents visit per month

1l = Yes, once per. mon th Cs T 1]
0 = No, less than once per month = ' Coa
gi 7, Dbo paténtsiv151t Ehé classr@om at their own ;nlt;atlve.. e
2 = Yes, two or more parents visit per month ’
1 = Yes, one parent visits per month '
- .0 g’NQ, parents d@ not visit on @wn 1n1t1atlve
Iv-6
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Flgura‘IV**”‘”Distrfﬁﬁtiﬁn of Scores on the Parent .
Involvement in Classzcam lndex '

\

% A

(2)

(5)

Parent Involvement in Classroom Index HFuore$

A
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Operational Refinitions: S

- o
Iﬂaex was craated by summing scores to the follewing items:

1. F

2!

3.

4i

Bt

cbserva& at sch@al-

2 = att least one parent valuntéer per 25 students observed
lass than one parent: valunteaz per 25 students ochserved

,‘v

boes the school employ paid parant classroom aides

\ 2 '= Yas

0 = HNo
parents viait the :lassraam at teacher = fequest‘

A = Yasp two or more at least once per month
1L = ¥es, once per month

‘ 0 = Mo, less than once ‘per manth

Do parents visit the elassragm at the1x own 1n1t;at1ve~

2= Y&s, two or more parents visit per month
. 1 + Yes, one parent visits per month '
0 ~ Nw, parents do nat vlsit on own 1n;tlat1ve

Iv=7
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~Crosstabulation of Parent Involvement in the

Table IV-4:
'~ Classroom Index by Achievement Gain

- e Math Achievement 1,

Parent Involvement

in ,the Classroom . .

P

Classroom

arent Involvement
in ;th

High

Low

High

High

Low

9(81.8)

2(18.2)

5(38 5]

8(61.5)

14(58 3) -

% =

.44, o < .04

Reading

High

_Achievement

Low

13?4_

o

6(54.5)

5(45.5) -

3(23.1)

10(76.9)

© 9(37.5)

¢ =

.32, NS

15(62.5)

11(45,8)
by

24 (100%)

11(45.8)
13(54.2) .

24 (100%)

F . w;f i

initions:

Ld

ant Involvement in

2.

High
Low

: scale

scale

the. Classroom (sae‘Figuré Iv-1).

score:

sCore:,

& to B
0 to 5

=,
=

-

Math/Reading Achievement: .

High

Low

i

*

2 of 3 classes tested showed ;mpravemant 1n
national percentlle ranks..

2 of 3 classes tested did ngt show ;mpraveménh
in national percentile ranks.

L2
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Schools where paid parent aides and parent volunteers worked in the classroom
‘and where more parents visited the classrcom more often, either at the reguest
of the teacher or on their own: ;nltlatlvg¢ ware the schggls that made’ ga;ns in
math achlevement. ) : . -
/ .
,Df the’ items composing the measure of Parent Involvement in the Classr@om, the
use of paid parent aides in the classroom was most. strongly associated with
“ math achievement. When a subset peasure wds constructed that combined paid
.parent aides in the classroom with- the two items concerning parent visits to

. the classroom, but without the item on Fagént“vglunteezs (D-9), a stronger .

3 relation with math aehievameﬁt was obtained (D~8: ¢ = .49, a = ,0l).  Reading
§$ gains also tended to occur in schaalg scoring high on this measure

(D=8:.¢ = .28, NS). e . o . : o ok

E:Dsstabulat;ans of a:hievament with measures ‘of parent lnvolvemant that
inecluded school-level participation yielded no such ESSDCLatanE_ The flnﬂing

.is spec;fi: to Parént lnvalvement in the clasgraam.

Many - s:hcals have pald ;ﬁstructlonal alﬂes who are not parents. " In Chapter VI,
hours—~per-week are reported for instructional aides of all types.. Some use of .-
" paid aides is found in at least half of the observed classes in about half of
- the elementary schools. - However, the number of hours of paid instructional '
‘aides is inve;sely correlated with achievement. . Achievement gains were mara
11kaly to occur in precisely those schools using gala aides the least number \,
of hours, While this finding was surprising, it suggesta that the (presumed} v
effect of paid parent aides in; the classroom cannot be Explalned in terms of
sheer manpower., Careful examination of the data revaaleﬂ ne inconsistencies;
in schools with no paid parent aides, the haur—permwaek use of paid aides {non-
BaIEHES) ‘was high; and in schools with-paid Earent aides, the number of hours
per week that they were emPlayéd was low. . T A
" Two features of the felat;an of pa:éﬂt involvement ta ach/ament should be
_unﬁerllneé‘ f;fst, that 1nvalvem2ﬁt ln the g assroom e than in tﬁe

ment SEEGlflGallY, and ngt the use-. gf 1nstru;tlanal a;des in genéral, is
associated with s:hacl success in the lﬁ-dégth study, IR - s

£

'SUMmARE S ' . . R _ C

Parent support and ‘participation at school was related to sfudgnt ach;evem&ﬁti'
Suscessful schools were more likely to have ‘parents in the classroom as a;das,;
visitors, and as volunteers. It is not clear which partlcular -promotional
activities are most effective in raising or maintalnlng a high level of parent
involvement "in school, but it was found that administrative réspansiblllty for
school~community lntefaétlcn was :élatgd to parent ;nvglvament._

7 A
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- CHAPTER V

READING AND MATH INSTRUC1IONAL PRACTICES AND TEACHER ATTITUDES

As nated in Chanter I, the analytlc focus of the in=depth study wnn to concen-
trate on thosz aspects of a school program that are mcst amenable to policy
intervention. -~ “hough virtually all facets of an educational program are
1nfluen;ed to suwe extent by school policy, the activiiies, pracéu,fesp and
‘w rrsources used to provide instruction seem particularly relevant to this
Y Eesear:h ObjECthE - school's reading and math programs are largely under
Le direct control or school administrators and teachars.—theg are shaped
v whe allocation of school expenditures, and can be influerced by federal or
ZC't;iﬁfﬁglde that provide financial or other forms of assistance te the

Much of the datai;ollertéd in the in=depth study focused on policy-relevant
characteristics of r;adiﬂg and math programs a* the selected sites. Two
general categories of ﬁar les were 1nvest1gated (1) the use of lnStIUC—
t;anal techniques and Pga ices, as well as teacher attitudes relevant to
struction; and (2} the use™af instructicnal resources and their associated
:osts This chapter reports tﬁazresults obtained from the analysis of reading
and math instructiornal practices arnw, related teacher attitudes. BAdditional’
analysis tables and other supporting material are found in Appendix E. Refer-

' ences to the tables are given parenti.etie lly, for erample (E-l: ¢ = .50,
a = .01), where "E" indicates the appenﬂ;x¥and 1" the specific table.
i . E&

VARIABLE DEFINITION AND aDURCE AND. DESCRiPTIVE‘ﬁNALY%IQ .

Tea chjnq practices =xamined in the in-depth studyxxnc vded the following:
g k

e Use of lesson plans ard instructional objective

Amount of practice and guidance provided to student

Use of instructional feedback, inciuding
reinforcement

L]
W
"U
r‘ﬂ'
[y
<
o
ol
=
u
!
m
jia]
ja]
e
-
<
i

e Size of instructional groups, and the extent to which ins ruction

was individualiized
& Studeni discipline technigues

instructional
shilosophy,

These practices were examined in two ways: (1) Ehrougb teachers'
techniques, by observation, and (2) ihrough teache¥s® instructional
by means of a self-administered questionnaire and interview items.

I
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Teacher: attitudes that were considered img@ﬁtant included teacher expectations
regarding student achievement and teacher per:ept;ans of their own role and .
responsibility f@ student learning.

| : \

TEACHER PRACTICES AND INSTRUCTIONAL PHILOSOPHY . \

Use of Lesson 1 ians and Inst ru uctional D’j ctives |

- - AY j - - 3
k ! Y

Teachers were askdd about their use of instructional objectives and how much
i importanc they placed on cbjectives, in a number of différént contexts. In
addition, the freguercy and manner in which they used objectives during in-
structicn were observed. Specifically, observers noted wheﬁhér cbjectives
were: : '

a. Included in writter ° sson plans. ‘

b. Interrelated in-thj lessca plans. -

c. Stated orally during instruction,

. ; : / X . ; . . - . .
Table V=1 reparts the n mbgr of schools observed using instructional objectives

“in these different cante$§5,
3 \

1

; : éﬂ%ﬁelar maty lessan Qlansg and were judged to be *'.erxelated in
pgarly the sam apa ion of schools. However, very few schaalsﬁhad teachers

Ss§3§§Wh® consistentlyh
_ \} |

In addition to ¢las ;}Gam observations regard;nq the use af ln%tfuétlDﬂEl
objectives, teachers campleted gquestionnaire and interview items that asked
about: ‘ h ) | ;
& out: Y i

thted these objectives aloud to the students.

|

P ) ; : , < : , |
a. The importhnce“of using behavioral objectives. t
!
: ) . . . ! .
b. Whether the teacher had records that listed specific 1nstquctlénal
_ objectives ar& showed the number' of students who had attained them.
v ‘ c. The importance gf revising lesson plans when students hgve‘nct

attained 1nstructlana1 objectives.

! i
.

Teacherg philosophy regarding the importance of using behavieoral aﬁjact*ves

was determined by p:esen*lng teachers w;th the following list of Euh)ect areas:
i

84 -
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Number of Schoecls Obser
Objectives During Readi.

Table V-=1.

zihg Instructional
i Math Instruction

Number of Schools

Observer Judgment of
Instructional Objectives

ijéitiVES were included in written
lesson plans for:

Reading
Math
Reading and Math
Dbjectiveé in written lesson plans
were judged interrelated for:
Reading
Math
Readinr .7 ""ath
Teachers Stated objectives aloud
prior to instruction for:
Reading
Math

Reading and Math

13(54.2) 11(45.8)
12(50.0) 12(50.0)

9(37.5) 15(e..5)

12(50.0) 12(50.0)
l0(41.7}

8(33.3)

7(29.2) 17(70.8)

i

3(12.5) 1(87.5)

2(8.3) 22(91.7)
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reading, social studies, math, art, and physical education. Teachers wers then

asked to rate (on a five-point scale) whether behaviorally-indexed obijecrives
were important in their lesson plans for each of these instructional ar.
Scores were then summed and averaged cto provide a school-level index with a
possible range of scores of +1.0.

Inspection of the marginal d.stribuf:ions indicated that 10 schools plaééd some-
what greater relative emphaiis on the importance »f bhehaviorally-specifiec i1 -
structior.al objectives (scale score = .40 to .68), while two schools discounte:

their importance to instruction (scale secore = .05 and -.13). The reaining
12 schools fell within the middle rance, possibly indicating a slight-to-mod-

them. Teachers conusistently reported such records for reading in 11 elementary

. schools, and for math in 10 schools.

The final item, drawn from the gquestionnaire, asked teachers to rate each of the
following methods for hand] ng instructional objectives that prove difficult

for students: 'repeating the lesson,"” and "using alternative teaching techniques
(e.. ., audiovisual equipment, games, puzzles, etc.)." All ratings were based

on a five-point scale ranging from most important to least importzat. To assess
teachers' flexibility ir revising lesson plans, an inde< was created by averaging
the scores assigned to "respeating the lesson" and "changing or eliminating the
chjective," and subtracting this value from the corresponding value placed on

‘"revising the lesson plan" and "using alternative teaching techniques."

Although the resulting index had a pcssible range of values of +1.0, no school
scored at either end of the continuum. Fourteen of the 24 schools fell within
the narrow range of .30 to .42, suggesting slight to moderate teacher flexibili-
ty in revising lesson plans. The remaining 10 schools fell within the range of

-.11 to .29 and were scored low.

n the
n

e

Several interesting interrelationships among these items also were found.
analysis. For example, in schools where reading records were maintained
terms of specific instructional objectives, teachers were more likely to have
interrelated objectives in lessdn plans (E-l: ¢ = .50, a = .0l), and more
likely to believe in the importance of behavioral objectives (E-2: ¢ = .33,

¢ = .10). Similarly, keeping records of students' attainment of instructional
objectives was associated with a greater emphasis on revising lesson plans when
students failed to attain ocbjectives (E-3: ¢ = .33, NS for reading records; .
= .40; o < .05 for math records). These associated items were combined into
a composite index assessing the use of instructional objectives. " Table V-2
reports the scoring techniques and marginal distributions for this scale.

-
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Table V-2:

Distributici. of Scores on Use of
Instructional Objectives Index

Number of Schools
Scals S5cores _ - _ _
Rezuing Mat:
0 (low) 6(25.0) 617 .0)
' 1 6{25.0) e 2)
2 7(29.2) - (25.0)
3 (high) _5(20.8) EEJEDiE)
24 (100%) 24 {100%)

Operational Definitions:

Scale was created by summing the scores to each of the following items:

1. Teachers maint

o
I

2. Importance of revising
attained
1
0 -

in reading/math records showing students who have
bj

= Yes

Mo

tesson plans when objectives have nct been

Greater importance
ILesser importance

3. Importance of using behavioral objectives:

1 =
0. =

[

reater importance
esser importance

—

<
I
(¥
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Amount of Practice and Guidance

Obs:.rvers rated reading and math instructio. for adequacy of practice periods.
This included a four-point rating of whether the steps and the order in which
they should be taken were indizated to the students. Practice during reading
instruction was rated adequate (item score = 3 or 4) in 19 schools: during
math instruction it was rated adequate in 18 schools. Where practice was
adequate in reading, it tended also to be adequate in math (¢ = .30, NS).

Observers also rated the a
practice perieds for readi
received little or no help; in-others, students gought out the tsacher or the
teacher responded to students requesting help; in still others, the teacher

circulated among the students to identify those who needed help. Nine elemen-
tary schools provided little guidance in reading; 10 schools provided little

guidance in math. The amount of reading guidance correlated strongly with thé
amount of math guidancé; thirteen schools wers high in both =unhjects and eight

schools were low in both (¢ = .65, o = .001).

mount Of guidance provided by the teacher during
ng and math instruction. In some classrooms, students

No relation was found between adequacy of practi-e and the amount of guidance
available to students needing help.

Use of Instructional Feedback and Positive and Negative Reinforcement
Tenchers were asiked during the interview and thro:ur £ : self-administered

questionnaire to indicate the kinds of instructi~n«! f-edback they provided to
students. Observert made similar judgments during thuir observation of class-
room behavdor. Two basic types of instructional feedback were examined. The
first type involved providing students with task-oriented information regard-
ing their specific strengths and weaknesses in reading and math. The second
type of feedback involved providing students with gerieralized expressions of
approval or disapproval. This classification of in uctional feedback draws
upon Bales' (1950) classic distinction between task-oriented interaction and
socio-emotional (or psycho-emotional) interaction.

Three interview items were used to assess the amount of task-oriented feedback
provided to students. Teachers were asked whether they provided students with
(1) written feedback regarding specific strengths, (2) written feedback regard=
ing specific weaknesses, and (3) oral feedback regariing specific strengths

and weaknesses. These items were then combined into an index of task-oriented
feedback. Schools scoring high on this index were those in which teachers con-
sistently reported using all three forms of feedback; schools classified as
moderate had teachers who reported using two of the three methods; while schools
scoring low were characterized by tea~“ers who consistently reported using none
or only one of the listed methods. Using these definitions of tas%-oriented
feedback, 16 schools were classified as high--indicating that they provided

many opportunities for this type of instructional feedback; five schools were

scored moderate, and three schools were scored low.

F

V=6
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Data regarding positive and negative reinforcement thai was more psycho-
emotional in orientation were derived from observations of classroom behavior.
Observers recorded the number of times the teacher praised and complimented
students, made positive contact with students, and granted privileges. Obser-
vations were also made regarding the frequency with which teachers criticized,
scolded, or limited the activities of students. ’

The percentage of observed reinforcement that was positive ranged from 50 per-
cent to nearly 100 percent. A larger proportion of positive ra2inforcement
generally was dssociated with a larger absolute amount as well, since the
amount of negatlv reinforcement varied little from school to school. In

12 schools, BQ percent or more of all observed reinforcement was rated pasltlvh;

Using a four-point scale, observers also rated the extent to which teachers
used praise and pointed out studznts as positive rcle models during instruectiomn.
Teachers were observed using praise frequently in 10 schools, and peointing out

individual students as positive models in 12 schools (item score = 3 or 4) .

Size of Instructional Group and Extent to Which Instruction Is Individualized

Observers rated the frequency with which teachers directed -instruction to in-~
dividuals, small groups, or the whole class, using a rating criteria of most
often, sometimes, or never. The number of elementary schools ohserved using
the whole class, small groups, or individual students as the most frequent

instructional group is shown in Table V-3. 1In very few schools were either

small groups ¢- individualized instruction the most frequent grouping proce-
dure. In l& of the 24 schools, the entire class was the must frequent group-

ing or was as frequen: as the other two groupings.

Tal. ° .=3: Size of Instructiona 1 Groups
Used by Schools

ﬁgét Freqﬁ;nﬁiggaupigg P?Gzedufé o Nuﬁber afréchéaigr ]
Whole Class . 9(37.5)
Small Groups 5(20.8)
Individual Students : 1( 4.2)
Mixé&* 9(37.5)
24 (100%)

*"Mixed" includes each of the three methods of instruction with
approximately the same frequency.
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Student Discipline

ccntrolling Students wha cause Prablems in the clagazaam; ;Salat;ng the Stu—
dent, using physical punishment, providing alternate activity, changing stu-
tent's seat, and sending student to higher authority. In the analysis, these
disciplinary techniques were grouped into two categories. The first category
consisted of those disciplinary measures that either removed the student from
the activity of instruction (i.=2., sending student to higher authority or
isolating student) or implied a relatively more severe disciplinary response
by the teacher (i.e., physical punishmer ). The second category consisted of
those terli.igues thnt maintained the continuity of the student's instruction
(i.e., changing student's seat and providing alternative activity).

An index was created to describe teachers' assessment of the relative impor-:
tance of student disciplinary methods. The Student Discip! =e Index was
calculated by summing the scores for each of the more seve:: disciplinary tech-

- nigues, and subtracting this figure from the corresponding value calculated for

the less severe methods. Scores were then standardized so that the range of
values extended from +1.0, where a positive number indicated that the teacher
attached more importance to the less severe methods and a razgative score indi-
r2re methods.

cated that th.«: teacher attached more ;mpartan:e to the more se&

The Student Discipline Tndex was found to have . _ontinuous distribution
on khe positive side, ex:2nding from .04 to .ZI3, : ng that in all of the
in-depth elementary schools, teachers attached m ‘mportance to less severe
disciplinary methods. To permit comparative ara”. =~ ., the index was dichoto-

mized at the medizn (scale score = .28).

ATTITUDES TOWARD STUDENTS AND TEACHIHNG

1everal atiitudes related to teaching were investigated in the in-depth study
However, most of the attitudinal wmeasures did not yield sufficient varlablllty
to permit comparative analysis. For example, teachers were asked abgut student
personality bhoth in regard to their preferences and which qualities they be-
lieved characterized better learners. Teacher= in all schools felt that in-
volved, motivated, creative, and intelligent children were likely to perform ,
better than obedient, aittentive, neat, and honest ones, and expressed a per-
sonal preference for children of a very similar des:rlptlcn in all but three
schools. “



more likely tn promote
v, atudent ahiiity, easy

&

3

Teachers were alse aske!
scademic achievement: family suppc
tarks that guarantee success, raae sthnicity =l the gitudent, sex of the
student, or luck. Of those lisiuad, effort and ability were consistently rated
mor » important by teachers in ali siaple schools. :

Loehoofn ot

:Two attitudinal scales did yield swufficient variability among the schools to
pernit closer examination. The f.rsi scale is a measure of teacher expecta=-

Teacher Expectations

E—— e

| Two questionnaire items were used to assecs teacher expectations. Teachers
were asked to indicate on a five-point scale whether they expected their stu-
dents to obtain a high school diploma, and to read and solve math problems at
g?ade level oxr above. Average scores were calculated for each school by summing
dcross all teacher responses and dividing by the number of teachers. Although
—~"the range of scores possible for these two itews extended from +2.0 to -2.0,
the obtained distribution of scores actually ranged from 2.0 to 0 where a higher
score indicated higher teacher expectations. However, variability in teacher
expectations .ags nresent among the in-depth elementary schools: the 16 highest-
ranked schools or :the item réf%rring to high school diplomas were distinctly
grouped at one end of the continuum (scale score = 2.0 to 1.,0), and were there-
fore classified as having relatively high teacher expectations. The remaining
schools were classified as low (scale scores = ,83 to 0).

A similar grouping of schools existed for the item dealing with grade-level
achievement: fifteen schools were classified as relatively high in teacher
expectations (scale score = 2.0 to 1.0) and nine schools -were classified as
low (scale score = .83 to 0). :

Teacher Estimates of Their Own Role and Responsibility in Student Lear:iing

Teachers were asked two questions regarding their role and responsibility in
student i2arning. In the first question, teachers used a five=point scale to
rate thia importance of competent teachers as a determinant of academic achieve-
ment; relative to student motivation. This scale had a range aof values extend-
ing from +2.0 to -2.0, where a positive score indicated more teacher responsi-
bility for student learning (relative to student motivation) and'a negative
score indicated less teacher responsibility.

91
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In two schools. teachers appeared to reject clearly their own role in instruc-’
tion (scale scere = -.83 and -.75); in eight schools, competent teachers were
considered =zhout as important as motivated students (scale score = + .10); and
in another t.nn schools, teachers thought their own competency-had agiy slightly
more impact than motivated students (scale score = .19 to .25). In the re-
maining 12 z7hools, teachers claimed a somewhat higher degree of regponsibility
for student learning relative to well-motivated students (scale score = .32 to
.83). However, at no school did teachers believe that competent teaching was
of such great importance that it overshadowed student motivation (scale score

= 1.0 to 2.0).

The second gquestion asked teachers to rate the following factors on.a five-
point scale according to how much they contribute to academic failure: low
income; family problems; inadequate ability of student; lack of student motiva-
tion; inadequate materials; and inadequate teachers. . i

The importance attached to "inadequate teachers" was then compared to the
average importance attributed to all of the other factors combined. This scale
ranged from +1.0 to -1.0, where a positive score indicated that more importance
was attached to inadequate teachers, and a negative score indicated less impor-
tance. .

Teachers in 10 schools believed that inadequate teachers were about as impor-
tant as the other factors in contributing to academic failure (scale score =
+.10). In the remaining 14 schools, teachers considered their own role some-
what less important (scale score = -.14 to -.47). There were no schools in

_the in-depth study in which teachers believed inadequate teaching was con-

siderably more cr less important than the other factors listed abocve.

RELAT IONAL ANALYSIS

As described in the previous section, the use of instructional practices varied
more i:: the in=depth schools than teachers' beliefs and attitudes regarding
these practices.” DPractices uid heliefs chat did show sufficient variction were
examinédkfci their resnticnship to resd:ing and math achievement. The findings
are presented in this section. :

Instructjonal practices concerning the size of the instructional group or the
amount of individualized instruction did not appear to be related to achieve-
ment; nor was achievement related to the provision of instructional guidance.
With, regarxd to tes ther attitudes, neither the importance teachers attached to
their own role and responsibility in student learning, nor their expectations
for student &-hieveuent were found to be sig "ficantly related to reading or
math achievement. ’

v-10



The practices and bellefs that d;ﬁ snow a relationshipr ta achievement were
involved with the foldowing instructional variables:

Six findings resulted fro.
are listed below under the ¢ .

& Objectives

& Practice

g Feedback

@ Reinforcement

INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES

nvestigation of these variables.
=riate major headings.

The findings

o

A composite index of the Use of Instructional Objectives was created for both

reading and math instruction.

to each of che following items:

The relation of this
significant for both

gt
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This scale was created by summing the responses

a. Teachers maintained reading/math records showing whether’
students had attained specific objectives. :

b. When objectives were not attained, teachers believed it was
more important to revise lesson plans than to abandon the

objectives or repeat the lesson unchanged.

c. Tea
subj ect areas.

reading and math:

'index to achievement gain was found to be statistic

téachers made greater

iy

chers valued the use of pehavioral objectives in different

ally

use of instructional objectives for

in readlng (E“Q’,,Q,é

.52, a < .01).

Schools in which tea:hérs made greater

use of instructional objectives for

math were marérllkély to_show galns in math (E-4: ¢ = .52, o < .01).
V=11 /
, /
9 3 A )



The key item in this index was the use Jf student records that showed attain-
ment of specific irstryctional objectives. This item was significantly related
to achievement in both reading (E-5: ¢ = .41, 1 < .04) and math (E-5: ¢ = .46,
a < .03). Although the other two items in this index were not signif cantly
related to achievement gain, both wars related to reading and vatn achievement
in the same (i.e., positive) direction.

INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICE . ' -
A related finding concerned the relatiorsh, Letween the provision of instruc-
tional practice and student ash;evement ’

/

* 3. Schools in which practice seszions lnﬁlLaed many of the steps necessary

for mastery of the lesson objective (observer judgment), and teachers in-
formed students of the sequence of steps to be follpwed dar;ngﬁp:a:tlée,

were more kgly to_show feadlngfachleyement ga;ns ¥.lan schools in wh;ch

practice relevant to the instructional obijectives was not as éVléent

(E-6: & = .46, a < .03).

INSTRUCTIONAL fEEDBA X

A third dimension of reading and math Ts ]
volved the relationship between task-oriented instructional feedback and stu-
dent achievement. There was a tendency for schools to show improved achieve- -
ment when teachers reported that it was important to provide feedback redard-
ing students' specific strengths and weaknesses' (E<7: ¢ = .27, Ns for reading;
¢ = .21, NS for math). '

Instructional Objectives, Practice, and Feedback

Up to this point the relationships with student achievenent have'f@cuéed on
three sepcrave dimensions of reading and math instruction: using behavioral
objectives during readina and math, providing instructional practice in
relation co these objectives, and informing students of their attainment of
these objectives. However, it might be mcre appropriate to consider these
aspects of i.struction within a larger conceptual framework. For example, in=-
structional act1v1ty mlqht be seen ag a dynamic, on-going process in which
instruction moves from the pldnnlng stage (i.e., lesson plans and instructional
objectives), to instructional practice, to.the provision of feedback, and back
again to the planning stage, where lesson plans ave revised on the baﬁla of o

student performance. "his hypothetical model-of the- 1n;tructlaﬂal seauenae
is shown in Figure V-1. 7 ) R
/
& .
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. . Figure V=1:

$
Three-Step Model of the Instructional Process

Instruction is planned on the
basis of behavioral ohijectives
and revised in relation to

Instructional practice is pro-
vided for attainment of these .
objectives

; C. 3t

" the high end of phe continuum.
‘ dichotomized at the midpoint:

student performance

©)

.Students are infoxmed
‘of their perform:ince

student ‘achievement (at various levels of
vided only a partial view of the instruct:
separately. .Tiwe, the effect of providi
achievement might have depended on the extent to which instructioral practice
was PEDVlﬂEﬂ or' on the‘decree to which teachers maintained student records
that showed obje§tlve fEfEfEnCad task p-rformance.

Lnstruétlgnal feedback on stuﬂenz

Y
5 kS

floncelivin.
7ol lowing

nf readlng anﬁ ﬂath instructizn in this way allowed us to test the
rypothasis:

The more:clozely a school approximates the instructional sequernce
shown in Figure V-1, the more likely it will be to raise reading
and math ;achievement. -

i

this hypﬁth551s, a combined measure of the 1ﬁ5tfuct;anal sequence was
d by éumm;ng the scores for éash of the individual 1tems shown in

Figure V-1, Table V-4 pvesents the ﬁlstrlbutlgn of scores and Dperat;anal
definitions for ths index.

It: can be seen fq@m "Table V=4 that the scores to the instructlanal Prccass
Tndex formed a cantlanus distribution, with a slight'clustering of valuez ac
To permit comparative aﬂalysgs the scale was
schools that scored 0, 1, and 2 were classified
as being relatlvély low in aPperimatlng the proposed lnstruitlanal mcdel

|
; o 95
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L ’ o
7 Table®V~4:- Distribution of Scores on the
Instructional Process Index
=ale’ Scores X
.0 (low)
1
E_;
3
.
5 (high) ' ) _=1.8.3) 20
. ) 24(100%) 24 (100%)

1.

P

~informed-of the.steps to be peﬁfatmegi

P ree o uss fp the fallnw;ng items: .

Teacher's rating of meﬁltanﬁe of behavioral objectives in different
subject areas: . Y

et

. High = ‘

Low = 0 __— -
Teachers maintained st dent records that showed aﬁtainmént of instruc-
ticnal objectives

"Yeas = 1
" No =0

m

neluded many of: the

Observer judgment that.instructional.practice ir
steps necessary for mastery of lesson objective, and studants were

Yes = 1

B s No =0 -~ ' 7 .
.é = » V A ) .
4. Teachers indicated that written and oral feedback on specific surengths
and weaknesses was provided to students: .
) : ' Yes = 1
5. Teachers' rating of importince of revis! : slans when obiec-
tives were not attgjn§d; ) :
- High = 1 = .
T T T T T Tow = O : ]
- v-14 i






while schools that scored 3, 4, and 5 were classified as relatively high. The
crosstabulation of this index with reading and math achievement supported the
hypothesis, as shown in Table V=5. Schools that wexe higher on the Instructional
Process Index, as shown in Figure V-1, were significantly more likely to show
gain in reading and math achievement.

- INSTRUCTIONAL REINFORCEMENT

ata in the in-depth study did not detail the precise circumstances of teachers'
e of praise, but it seems reasonable to suppose that teachers used praisdfgo
reinforce successful performance and/or to help the student develop a more

positive self-image. However, in the in-depth study it was found that-:

4. Schgals where teachers vere observed tG<Er§lSE students LESS frequently

tended to ralse stuﬁent ach;evement in :eaalnq (E= E* b = .39, a = -DS)-

5. Schoels where teachers were NOT obsexved to point out students frequently
as‘pasltLve m@dals tended té ra;se student achlevement Lﬂ readlng (E-9:
4 = .34, afér.ﬂg) and math (¢ ;.25 NS)

When these two items were combined, the relationship with reading achievement
was strong and statistically 51qm1f1cant, and the relationship 'with math:
achievement was worth natlng- : :

6. Schools in which teachers made LESS freguent use of praise and pointing
out students aEAPQSLthE fale models were slgnlflaantiy more llkEJI_tD

make gains in reading (E— ¢ = ,487g_§ DZ) ana tenaéd to make qalhs in

‘math (E-10: ¢ = .29, Ns).

Items pertaining _to positive reinforcement were trichotomized to test for a - - .-

curvilinear relationship withsmachievement (i.e., to determine whether a
5 relatlvely moderate amount of positive reinforcement was associated with
achievement gain, while a relatively low or high amount of positive reinforce—
ment was unrelated or negatively related to achievement). No evidence was
found to support this hypothesis; that is, as the level of positive reinforce-
. ment increased, the Prcbabll;ty of school success in féad;ng and math achieve-
. ment decreased. :

One possible: interpretation of the inverse rélatianshlp between PDSlthE
reinforcement and achievement gain is that teachers were using positive rein-
forcement in response to low achievement.. For example, “teachers may have
provided psycho-emotlonal support when they believed that their students were.
unable to make academic progress in a more task-oriented environment. Thus,
teachers may have temporarily §e=emph351@ed instruction in basit skills, so

Q
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Crosstzbulation of the Instructional
Process Index by Achievement Gain

r:%‘
I _ . —— — R
Reading Achievement -
Eiqh Low .
Instructanal High 8(57 1) 6(42.9) 14 (58. 3)
Prcn:ezs Index . ' - e i
Iow L(lﬂ;@) ‘ 9(9G.0) 10(41.7)
9(3‘7 5) "15(62.5) 24 (100%)
¢ = .39 a <-.05
Math Achievement
High Low
Instructional High | 12(80.0) 3(20.0) 15(62.5)
Era:ess Inaex e —_—
Low 2(22.2) 7477 .8) 9(37.5)
. 14(58.3) 10(41.7) 24 (100%)
¢ = .48 a < .92
- _ R 13 = — -
. A _
Qpe:a;igga%rpef;g;§i@gs:
1. Instructional Process Index (see Table VI-4):
High = 3, 4, 5 on 5-point scale

Low =

2. Reading and math achi

-0, 1, 2 on 5-point scale

evement gain:

High = At least two of three grades tested showed
lﬁ@ravgmemt ;n national pgrcent;le ranks.
Low = At least twa of three grades tested showed -
no 1mpIavemEﬁt in national percentile ranks-
T V=16 .




that they could concentrate on improving students' self-image, which is often
/. seen as a prerequisite to academic growth. This hypothesis was examined sta-=
‘ tistically in several different ways.

" One such test involwved correlating 1974 pretest scores and teacher expectations
for student achievement with the use of positive reinforcement., The results
indicated that teachers used more positive reinforcement when they reported
lower expectations £or their students. Teachexs who consistently reported
lower expectations £or g¢rade level achievement were” Tore likely to use praise
(E-1l: ¢ = .31, NS) and point out students as positive role models (E~l1= .
6 = .34, = .09), However, no relationship was found between 1974 pretest Ca
seores* and teachers' use of positive reinforcement.

A second test of the hypothesis was to investigate whether teachexs who placed
greater relative emphasis on psycho—emotional goals would be more likely to use
praise and positive reinforcement. This would imply that greater use of posi-
tive reinforcement reflected a policy decision to concentrate on the psycho- °
emotional domain of the students. '

As will be recalled from Chapter III, teachers were presented during the inter-
view with 12 long-range objectives for the school and asked tc pick and rank
five in terms of their importance to school policy.: Two of these goals vere
des ignated psycho-emotional (but were not identified to teachers in this way):
(1) increasing students' motivation and desire to learn, ‘and (2) improving the
sel f~image of students.. '

In nearly all schools, psycho-emotional godls vere moye important than academic,
social or institutional goals. Teachers picked the two psycho-emotional goals
and ranked one first and the other second or third in 13 schools; teachers
emphasized these two goals somewhat less in 11 schools. It was found that
schools where teachers placed less emphasis on psychc-emotional goals tended
to show gains in math achievement (E-12: ¢ = .35,/ a = .08). Of the 1l schools
where emphasis was less, nine improved in math., A much smaller proportion,
five out of thirteen, improved where greater emphasis was placed on paycho-
emGtional goals. No relation was.found between the degree of emphasis on
psycho-emotional goals and reading achievement, However, a greater emphasis
on psycho-emotional goals was agsociated to a slight extent with frequent use
of praise and pointing out students as positive models (¢ = .24, NS). '

A third test of the hypothesis involved corzelating the use of positive rein-
forcement with other aspects of reading and nath instruction that were found
to’ be- significantly related to achievement gain. Thus, emphasis on providing
positive reinforcement may imply de—emphasis of other instructional activities

*pretest scores yere dichotomized (high/1ow) at the median, »
"o u-17 _ Y =
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- ,
that were associated with acader:ic impro-vermen<t. 0% tke three msjox variables
shown to be related to student achievement (i .. , the Us e of Zehavieral objec-
tives, the provision of practice time , and the pIrowisdon of imstructional feed—
back), two were inversely related to gos itdve re inBreement. That is, when
teachers were observed providing more adeqiute placti<e, they also praised
students less frequently (B-13: ¢ = 39,= £ .06) . Similarly, in schools
where teachers used positive zeimforcenent less frequently, they were signif--
icantly more likely to stress the impart ance of proviclin g students with feed-
back (E-14: ¢ =..44, o < -03). - - ,
It is also interesting to rote that when teacher § zgport ed hicher éxpectatiﬂns
for student achievement, they wers noZe llEﬁel;{ E-0 attAch gxreater immpo rtarce to

the use of behavioral ob je::tlwag (B=13: ¢ = .13, M)~ an d pro-wide both ac;?e::luate
practice sessions and task ordiented Eée@ae:k (E-=16= o= .38, o 2 06).
ij‘? .

These data seem to suggest that the rela ticnship bhetween positive rei nforcement
and student achievement may be very comp lext, In partdcu lax, -the use of posi-
tive reinforcemert may impede acadeni< giosath by de- ertfh asizimg a task-oxriented
approach to instruction (e.-g. , prowiding suaffici<nt pxac tice time or mf«::rm;ng
students of theif*wgak.nessaees as well as thely stTergtis) . Fuzth ermore, +0 have
its intended effect, positive reinfor<ement should he Uus-ed se Jectiwely, that is,
only for those behaviors_ orie wants repeatecd, SisiTarlly, nega-tive meinforcerfent
should be directed towards tmly theose behasoiog®s <nes want. § Ais=on tirned.  As noted
earlier, the anount of négéitl‘ife reinfore ement Use<d in th-e in-cdepth study’ schools
was small and varied little. Howewer , the mmcount of Pos itive re infor cement
varied considerably. Thus a higher pert entuge of posAti-ve rednf orcement, in
fact, indicates a greater absolute amous t. Half tke dn--depth schools were ob-
served using more than 80 percen*t £0s Ative. rednfeoroment . It mnay e that 80
percent represents an absolute zmouant so 1§rgré as o Pre- cluade se lectivity .
Schools scoring high in the use of posit ive reinforcerfen-t mmay have been 115irg
this technique excessively and to'the de trinerit of their_students. .

Reading and math instructional practices vesre in~Vesstigiteed in the In-depth
study through Qbservatlgzn of olassr-oom aitl\r;tlgs pemactherss' be liefs and
attitudes concerning reading and math in stzuc®lom were imwestzigated by means
of interviews.with teachers of the observed cilas;aeg, Znd tkerough a se lf-
administered teacher questionmaixe.

=1
L

As C:C!ultﬂ be anticipated, nore variation was obseIves] 4n =whaat weachers ackually
did in their classes thanm was found ir t-eachexs' atctitudees and beliefs, as ex-
pressed in their intervieys and uesst donmafress. :

¥
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Instructional practices and beliefs measured by four variables showed a rela-
tionship to achievement. Thé first tiiree of these variables--use of instruc-
tignal objectives, providing students with a sequence of practice steps, and
providing students with feedback on specific strengths and weaknesses--weare
used to compose an Instructional Process Index.

® Schools that were higher on the Instructional Process Index were
significantly more likel, to show gain irv reading and math -
achievements. ; ' '

. .
Findings regarxding the fourth variable-—teachers' use of positive reinforce-
ment--showed a strong inverse relationship with reading achievement and a
weaker (not statistically significant) rinverse relatlanshlp with math achieve-
ment. (Positive reinforcement in this analysis involved- teachers' use of
praise arnd pointing out some students as ‘positive role models.) Further
examination of these findings indicated the following:

@ Teachers used more positive rainforcement when they reported
lower expectations for their students and when 1974 pretest scores
were relatively low. y : - T
¢ In tha%e schools where teachers placed relatively less emghaSLs
on ggy:ha—emctlanal goals, students showed significantly more gain
in math achievement.
@ Teachers who were observed praising students less were also
observed providing more practice time.

e Teachers who used less positive reinforcement were significantly

more likely to feel that it was important to provide feedback to
students on specific strengths and weaknesses. ) - "

101
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INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURCE USE AND RESOURCE COSTS

This chapter focuses on the resourced: used by schools to support reading and
math programs for students in the ESAA sample, and on the costs associated
with those resources. Specifically, the guestions that guided the analysis
reported below include: '

"2 @ What were the major types of instructional resources used in
providing reading and math services to students in the cbhserved
" classes, and how were the resgurces utilized?

@ Were there éiscerﬂible patterns in the way resources were used
anong successful schasls that set them apart from naﬁsucEéssful
schools? : o

- @ Were there systematic differences in resource costs associated
with reading and math instruction in the successful and non-
successful schools?

Y

¢

The metheodological P:chaurés used in this analysis are briefly discussed in

the next section of this chapter, and data on the major resources used for

reading and math instruction are presented. The discussion then shifts to
the way in which successful’ and nonsuccessful schools typically allocated

. ytheir respective resources and to the costs associated with ‘allocation
~ patterns. The chapter conclydes with a discussion of the major findings.

A moxe detailed account of the methodology used in the cost analysls can be

found in Bpgendlx B. . !
?AEIAELE;DEFIN;E;QN_END4§Q§§§E(1AND7§ESQEEETIY§:ENALESIS xf

SOURCE OF DATA- AND DEFINITIONS' ‘ N,

The instructional resources of primary concern.in this study are those that
bear on the provision of reading and math iﬁstructians .

a,- Tea;hlnq Stafi==slassrgnm teachers, read;ng specialists, math
specialists, instructional aildes, and resource teachers. . -
9

Support ?taEf—apsychélaglsts, ceunSElars, speech - théraplstg principals,
and 1lbrarians. .

c. EEULEmEﬂt‘étaPE recorders, reaaxd players, projectors, ccnfralled
readers, 1lsten1ng centers, and teachlng machines. ¢

= g ) ~
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. METHODOLOGICAL PROCEDURES

I

Materials=-self-instructional programs, non-text books, instructional
games, and supplies. -

a. StgffrDevelp§m§n5%=feaaing insérvice training and math inservice
training. ‘ E &

“
Major emphasis was placed on measuring the actual use'of each resource in
reading or math instruction within the cbserved classzaams and' not meraly on,
measuring resource availability within a school. 7o collect resource-use data,
two types of instruments were employed. The primary instrument 'was a self-
administered questionnaire for teachers that included guestions on the extent
to which a teacher allocated time to reading and math instruction and used

-special instructional staff in the classroom. Teachers were also asked to

provide information on their use of instructional equipment and materials, and
on the amount of-inservice training received in the past year. This source

of information:swas supplemented by classroom observation protocols, completed
by the in-depth interviewers, that provided daja on classroom characteristics,
resource facilities, and various 1nstructlgﬂal matgrlalsgthat were availahle
and used in the :lassraam; Ct

The resource-use data collected from each teacher of the observéd classes were .
used for two different purposes. On the one hand, class-level data wer#& aggre-
gated to the school level and used to describe the frequencies with which
different resources were allocated to reading or math instruction. On the
other hanu, the same resource-use data were used in conjunction with average
rescurce prices to estimate the resourceé costs associated with the provision

of reading and math in the observed classes. Each puxpose gnta;leﬂ»sam&what
different methodological procedures. For the most part, Specific resource-.
use variables were defined in terms of single dtem indicators. For analytic
purposes, EEhDG;E were normally ranked high, moderate, or low on each resource-
use variable. ]

An Equiprmient Use Intensity Scale was designed to differentiate schools ih

terms of the frequency with which different types of instructional egquiphent

- were used for math or reading. A school was given a score of 1 for eaﬁh type

g

of equipment used on a frequent basis (i.e., at least one to twa hours 'each



week) by a majority of observed teachers. It was possible for a school to N
score from O to 9 on this scale, with a value of. 9 indicating that a majcriti\t\;
of teachers frequently wsed many different types of equipment in their classes\
Actually, school values varied from O to 4. Schools were ranked high if twg./
or more types of equipment were used frequently, and low if one or no type or
equipment was used frequently. Fifteen elementary schools ranked high and

eight ranked low on this scale; one elementaxy school did not provide usable
data. : : N

Different procedures were required to convert resource-use data into resource
cost estimates. The purpose/of this conversion was to {htain cost estimates
for providing reading and mgﬁh instruction to students in the observed classes
and,~in turn, to assess successSful and nonsuccessful $chools on the basis of
their relative resource cost allocatioms. . ; : :

Procedurally, each teacher's cost for teaching reading or math was calculated
by multiplying the proportion of time spent in reading or math by the teacher's
average annual salary. An annual average salary scale was calculated on the
basis of actual salary data from districts péfticigatin@ in the inﬁdgpth study
.and included consideration of a teacher's Formal education and experience.
Once each teacher's reading and math resource costs were calculated, these costs
were summed to determine the school's overall teacher COSts for providing read-
ing and math. A similar procedure was followed in calevlating the costs of
special instructional and non-instructional staff associated with the readinrg
. or math -programs in the school. .

Costs associated with -using instructional equipment and -materials wexe calcu-
lated on the basis of an average annualized capital and operatihg cost for each
type of resource multiplied by the proportion of time each teacher used the ;
resource in reading or math. For instructional supplies, a stagﬁazaizea cast
was assigned to each student in a teacher's reading or math c¢lass.

A general estimate of reading and math inservice costs for classroom teachers
was calculated by multiplying each teacher's hourly rate by the total hours of
training received in the past year, While this protedure did not take into
consideration all of.the associated training costs, it was the best ésﬁiﬁétiﬁg
+ procedure available for this study’ . -

5

. The procedures outlined above were used to ié?él@?iiéa&iﬂé‘aﬂa math prdgram
resource costs for the elementary schools in the in~depth study. In the
following section, a descriptive analysis of major resource allocation
patterns in the elementary schools is presented.

? = L. - N . S
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~ DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS OF READING.AND MATH RESOURCE ALLOCATION *
\\ K L . L]

4] " . »

i Instructional Group Setting .
£ . - .

'Eighteen of the 24 elementary schools in the in-depth study usgdﬂstanﬂards'
size classrooms, with either statiomnary or movable furniture, for regular class
instruction. The remaining six schools typically had large xooms that provided
én open learning environment or were partitioned into several smaller instruc-
tional areas.. Fourteen of the schools provided special-purpose areas within.
the classrooms for auﬁ;avisual equipment use, painting, or small-group stazy-
telling activities; the remaining 10 schools provided such axeas outside. the
classroom, usually in a resource cemtex. About half of thé schoold’ prcv;&ed .
pullout -remedial reading or math class&s, which wexe. Gfﬂen held in resource Gr'

learning Eenters. i “ -

?,

Among the study schools, averagg Elasa size ranged from lB to 34 students - as
Yndicated by Table VI-1. ,

Table VI=1= Distribution of Average Class Size Withim Schools’

B

_ . Number of
Clags Size o _____ 5choals
. ) ] ]
18-21 students _ 3(12‘5)
\gzzﬁzéfsﬁﬁaantg ’ 4(16. 7) - T
- ' 26-29 students 3 & 6(25.0) | ..
30-34 students ' 4(16.7) T
. \ - .
] ND‘C@ﬂSEDSQEz; ] : S 7(25.1)
- ’ . 7 - 24 (100%)
5 (;j i —— 7\ \ — _ _ £ ] 5 i, o ~ _ . _ o
fﬁé"%&f fe '-!‘! - ’ A ¥ )
Instructional Focus and Emphasis | " A

. Elementary schools were divided equally between those with -teachers who spent
-an average of 21 to 26 hours each weék in classroom instruction covering all
‘sgbjagts, and those having teachers who sgent more than that amaunt, as the
distribution in Table VI- 2 shows . . -

b

*Var;atlaﬁ in class size within each of these schools was 50 great that the
consensus rule could not be applied, See Chapter II for a dlscuSSLQn of
the consensus rule. ‘.

%
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Table VI-2:  Teachers' Average Weekly Time Allocation to Instruction

o . — —

Jype of Instructiom - _ Range of hverages Number of Schools -

B 5iﬁ% o . A '
All Types Combined : 21-26 houks _ . 12(50.0)
' 27-35% howrs S 112(50.0)
S 24 (100%)

- 5 . . N

Formal Reading _ 4-5 hours . 4(16.7)
65-9 hours o © L 12(80,0)
D 10 hours and above ,E£§353);

24 (100%)

Reading-Related ~ 3=4 hours , 5(20.9)

. . i 5 hovrs 11(45.8)

B | oL & hours and above _B(33.3)
, \ . Za(100%)
. faﬂ"" : ! i ! ’

o4
7

Formal Math o -~ 2-5 howrs ] .19(79.2)

) ' : T e B9 hours 3(12.5)
\ ’ 10 hours and ahove '2(°8.3)
© 24(100%)

o

H

Math-Related 0 hours ’ 10(41.6)
1-4 howrs ~ . 12(50.0)
S G hours 1( 4.2)

S ! ¢ No comsensus 1( 4.2) .
.f ’ : 24 (100%)

=

.y
i

y

3
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The data,ln Table vVI-2. alsc ;ndleate that regular classroom teachers ﬁended ta
spend msFe of their instguctional- tlme 'in formdl reading and reading-related
. activities than in math agtivities.” .For example, in 20 schools, teachers -

g

spent an average of six hours oxr more each week in fa:mal readlng, while in
19 schaals, teachers devatad batween two and five hours each week to ‘formal

B

math. jAlso, all of the slamantary schools spent some time in reading-related-

1n5trugt1gnr whereas teachers in 10 schag;g devoted no aﬁditlénal time to
matha:elatad instruction. : i

H . .
4 . :

L .

H

Instructional’ staff ) s

] .

{
With Few except;ans, the,elamEEtary schcals followed fa;rly conventional class-

ra@m teacher staffing prﬁﬁtlﬁesv that is, regular ciasses were taught by ‘one.

fulLFtlme classroom teacher, mlthough instructicnal aides and remedial Sgec;al=

;sts were used in some cases. Only four elemantary schogals used a team-

L

ﬁeaﬂhing approach. = , — ; , .

=y

: All af*the classroam teach rs wh@ paft121gated in Lhe study had earned at "
‘least a Bachelor's aegzea. ;n elght schools twg or riore af the abserveﬂ teaclers

§

had’ Master s degrees. — , -

In eight EﬂhDGlS, most af tha observed teachers had from one ﬂL five ‘years of

teaﬂhing FKEEIIEEGE, in foux schools, most of them had from six to 10 years of
experience; ‘and in three- SﬁhQle, most of ‘the teaehers had betwaen 11 and 18

vears of teaching &xperlenﬂe.f . L : ! g -

Déta;sn the use of spEé;al lusﬁruetlgnal and suppgrt Staff are- pzesented in

Table VI-3. Nearly twice as many schools used reading sgguial;sts as used math

spe:;alis;s farfﬁne haur Or more each week,. _ -
- 3 - “a

About half of thé schools did nat have instrucﬁiénal aides.  Among the remain-

S

ing schools, use of aides waried can51aa:ably‘ rangifg- from an’ average of two.
hours to an average of 21 houwrs each week, - As mlght be experted, a majority af

elementary ‘schools did fiot make frequent use’of speechi%he;aylsts or school

counselors in the observed classes. ? : . a

~, . - =

EdéVﬁtEﬂ t@ :eaﬂlng fEléE&d and mathﬁrélaﬁéd 1n5Lructlcn. Reaﬂ;ng—related
.;nsﬁructlanﬁreiers to instruction whose prlmary focus m;ght be history or

social science, but in which ;;e teacher attempts to present thé lesson. 5o
as to improve or develap reading ‘skills as well. Slmllarly,,matherelated»

instruction refers to the teaching of SELERCE 5o as ‘to improve math EkLllS

alsa. co -/ =

**The data for e;ght schaals Varled 80 w1dely that no Géntfal tendency was
observed. One school d4id not prav1de ﬂata on this  item. Com

10t
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 Table VI-3: Average Weekly Use o Special lnstrugtignai and Support staff

r L,

Iy;éwéf Sgéé’;l Staff o Pahgéréf Aﬁéraéés Number Sf Schools

fﬁggaing Egeciéiists _ ' 0 hours f ' 6(25.0)

¥ : *

' 1=3 hours - 5(20.8)
e : 4-7 hours o . _13(54.2)
24(100%) -

Math Specialists © " 0 hours S . 14(58.4)
o : ' “1~3 hours " 2( 8.3)
- ;  4-6 hours Ty 8(33.3)
; : | < 24(100%)

4 .

Instructional Aides . 0 hours . . .~ 11(45.8)
1-5 hours . 5(20.9)

§~21 hours o 8(33,3)
- 24(100% )

S

" School Counseloxs’ ' 0 hours “ S 19(79.2)
' . o v ' 1-2 hours . l 3(12.5) .

3-4 hours ;%jjgﬁﬁl s
24(100%)

Speech Therapists ' E 0 hours - . = N 15(62.5)
: ’ 1~2 hours v 2( 8.3)

- , »  3=4 hours 7(29.2)
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", Instructional Equipment and Materials Use

* . "

» As- noted earlier, most of the 24 elementary schools had either special-purpose
areas within the classroom or resource centers that contained special instruc-
? tional equipment. Three .types of equipment were frequently used for
instruction.* Eight schools made freguent use of tape recorders in instruc-
tion and 10 schools made frequent use of movie projectors. A majority of
teachers in 16 schools typically used record players to assist in the :instruc-=
tional process. Schools that made frequent use of equipment tended to use two
s or more different types of eguipment. For exsmple, 15.0f the 24 elementary
schools demonstrated an intensive use®* pattern with regard to a combination
of tape recorders, record players, and movie projectors to supplement other
resources in the classroom or learning center. Other tygés of equipment used
infrequently, if at all, were slide projectors, overhead projectors,’filmstri
projectors, and teaching machines. ' \ B ‘

r . -

A common form of supplementavy materials was non-text books” located in the
clasiroom. Eighteen schools used -these .books at least once weekly. Other
schools used them only one or two times monthly, if at’all. ‘similar to the
use of non=text books, 20 schools used instructional games or kits on at least
a weekly basis, with the remaining schools making very limited use of them. '
while a majority of schools made use of non-text books and instructional games
‘or kits as supplementary resources, very limited use was made of math or read-
ing programmed packages as either primary or supplementary materials. - Only
four schools used programmed packages; they were used in both reading and math.

b

»

"

Inservice Training for - -Classroom Teachers : -

e

™y

Somewhat more emphasis was placed on providing inservice training in reading

than on inservice traiming in math. Twelve schools Préviaed an average
- - of 10 hours or less of reading inservice training, while the remaining 11 schools
provided an average of 14 to B5 hours of reading inservige training. Eighteen

z . - schools provided an average of 10 hours or less of math inservice_training.***

e . =
(Y
s .

" *Freguent -use was defined as use of a type of equipment one or more times °
each week by a majority of observed teachers within a school.

**Intensive use was defined as use of two or more types of equipment on
_a _frequent basis. - _ 2 . s

=0

B

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



" A summnary Gf resource-yse in the in- aepth Elementary schools shows the
following paﬁtarns

a.

b

<.

d.

.

g-

Q
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A majcrity of schools provided regular 1n5tructlan in staﬂdazﬂﬁ
size classrooms that included spetial-purpose areas E@r
individualized or small-group instruction. - Nearly half of

the schools had resource or learning centers for their students.
There was substantial variation in average class size among the
schools. Half of the schools had an avéragé class size of
between 26 and 30 students, while most of the remaining schools
averaged between 20 and 25 students per class. Average class
size ranged from 18 to 34 students, with a median value of

26 students. : :

€

while teachers in 12 schdols devoted an average of 21 to 26 hours

‘ho class instruction, teachers in*the other 12 schools reported

spending up to 35 hours in instruction each week .

Teachers devoted much mDEE time to formal réadlng than to:formal
math instruction each week; many teachers spent twice as much
time in reading as in math. A majority of teachers attempted to
integrate the development of reading sk;lls with lessons in

othexr subjects, such as history or sccial sciences. Teachers
were much less inclined to integrate the development of math
skills with lessons in other subjects, such as science.

Although most schools used only one :lassgagm teacher for each
class, with only four schools following a team-teacihing approach,
the use of additional special instructional staff was fairly
common. Eighteen schools used remedial reading specialists from.
E&: to six hours each week in the classes observed. Exposure to
a remedial reading specialist tended to be in addition to regulax
class reading. About halif® of the schools did not have instruc-
tional aides, while the other half used-aides from two hours each
week (on the average) to over 20 hours. School counselors and
speech theragisﬁs were not Eygically used in elementary schools.
Fifteen of the 24 elgmentary s:hgcls used instructional Equlgmént
‘intensively; that is, these schools used sone, camb;natlan of tape
recorders, record players, and movie projectors at least twice

" each week ta sugplement other resources.

A maggrlty of schools made extensive use of non-text bgaks aﬁd
instructional games. Prag:ammed packages were not common primary
or ‘supplementary materials among the schools studied.

vi-g
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=+ h. 'All of the teachers had Bachelor's degrees, but few had Master's
. degrees. Teachers .in half of the schools had from one to 10 vears
- of teaching experience; teachers in the other schools éither
averaged between 11 and 18 years of experlen:a or varled so much
that an average w&uld be misl&ading. ) . .

U

i
i. Mgrg

en Ehas;s was placed on reading inservice tralnlng for class-
toom teac

hers than on math insexvice training.

RELATIONAL ANALYSIS ' ;

In analyzing the ways in which schools allocated thelr resources, we were
concexrned with answering two ques tions:

- e To what extent were resmurces alla:ated on the basls of nee&?

e To what extent was the resource allocation straﬁegy effective in
raising student achievement?

RELATIONSHIP OF NEED TO RESOURCE ALLOCATION

 schools wexe defined as "needy" or "less n;ady" on the basis of their combined
reading and math 1973 pretest scores. The 12 lawest-ranked schools yere
identified’ as needy and the other 12 werxe identified as less needy.
To assess whether or not resources were differentially allocated in the needy
and less needy schools, average per-pupil resource costs were calculated for
each group of schools, T-tests were calculated to assess whether or rniot the
observed differences between needy and less needy schools were significant at
the 1Délev§1: The results of our analysis, as presented in Table VI-4, are
. summarized below. - :
l. The needy s¢hﬂéls had somewhat greater per-pupil IEEDEEEE costs for class-

room teachers than the le ss_needy omes.

On the average, classroom teé:hers,in needy schools devoted more time to read-
ifig and math instruction, including lesson plan preparation, than teachers in
the less needy schools. '

i

h;gh in neeéy sch grLs as they'weze in less neeﬂy schﬁals whereas the
resource costs for gmédlal math SEEElaliEtS were Elght times as great
in needy Schaﬁls.,,fi”w' LTI LTI T

2. The resource costs far remedial reading SpEﬂLéliEtE were nearly twice as

*It should be noted that nine of the 12 schools classified as less needy did
not use remedial math specialists at all. The average per—pupil cost of $6 48
is based on the use of math specialists in three schauls only.

- 111 . '
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Table VI-41 Average Per-Pupil Resource Costs for Schools Ranked Low
(Negdy) and H:Lgh (Less Negdg) on 1973 Eretest Scores

- . ; Avesage Per—Pu[:il Average Pe:—Pup;L
. : : . Costs in Needy Costs in less
Reading Resources : ' - Schaols Needy Schfmls o
) - T . | - (N = 12) i - [N= 12) i

Classroon teachers! $199.53 $185.40
Reading specialists i . 74.33 . 40.29"
Instructional aides - ’ . 31.13 7 22,57
Classroom teachers' reading ‘ ' *
inservicé training ’ . 6,72 4.40
Equipment use .38« ~1.01
Matexials use 7.09 ' 8.58
Reading Totals: —-—-—-—=-—=--=co—ssmmsme= $319.18 v 5262.25
| Math Resources _
Classroon teachers! . - §118.94 ©$111.68
Math specialists . . 57.59 6.48%F
‘-;,‘Insﬁiifucﬁianal_Lafiéés ' : 14.23 ~ 10.70
'Classroom teachers’ - math : ‘
inseryice E:a;uurxg s - - - 3.B4 2.85
Equipment use § .16 J27%*
Materials_.use o ' . 2,9% 3. 90*
' Mat.h “TOLAlS ; ~—mmmmmm oo i e e = '£197.72, 3135, ssf*

Combined Reading and Math TataLsi -=-- £516.90 $398,13"%

Res::u:z:es for Support Services .

Time classroom teachers dev::t:e .to

administrativeé work. . § 55.33 $ 87.84"

. Counsgeling and testing forx si;uaem;sg 12.85 . 22.57 .
Non—-instructional staff support3 : 13.15 - S . 18,14
Principal 's time in assisting classroom .

. teachexs4 : 10.96 10.07
sSupport Sarvice Tg:tals‘ g}f?_!“ﬂs=—§=ﬁé s 92 .29 ] $138 62*
Combined Totals for Reading, ' ) - _

Math, and Support Sérvices: —=—====--—< £609.19 $53§.75
/ S
7"§1E7fefenéé between the ‘means is S?igﬂifiilaf;-t at the .10 level, .

*3pifference betveen the means is sSignificant at the .05 level.

Ll'I‘h;s is a. campaalte variable that includes the time teachers ﬂavr::te to”
Lnstxuct:.c:m “and lessan plan preparation: (for read;ng ox math) . : L

2This ;.nclu,ies; the t:,mf,i sghrml counseloxrs or psychglag;sﬁ% spent w;.i;h the
students in the ESAA %aﬁmlés . oo

= 3rhik includes.the t;me soc=ial workexs, librarians, speech therapists, a,na
t:thrr support personnel devoted to the students in \;ha ESAL samples.

4I‘h1-§ cost pertains only to the time principals dew:ted to assigtiﬁé teachers’

with spec;f;c instructional or classroom prs:bléms

]

5 _ _ ) I ) _

.L.E_E

~Vvr-1L

o



wWhile the resouzce cost differences Eetﬁiegn “the two types of schools weré also
. reflected in tiizr use of instructional aides, the differences were not as great
( as in thke use of renmsdial specialists. =

) 3. More L'lEErV;-CE training far classroon taas:hars was_reported in ;he _needy
: school s.

5

For bLoth readmg and math, the needy Schm:!l.%‘: alln:ate& more r:ﬁ' the:.:r: tear:hers'
time to insexvice training than the less needy schosls, Hence, the average
per-pupil costs fox both types of staff deve lopment activities. were greater-
for the needy schools.® This difference provides additional EV‘lt‘iEnQé that the

. needy schools emphasized the use of instructional staff and 1;3::;:1:1@36 them With
Erequent gppt;‘::tun;tzleg for 1mp:rc::v;ng theixr 1mstruﬂizlanal skills. .

4. For -both raadlrlg and math ;mstruc:tlcm,, t}le less needy scheoels had h;gher
average per— upil re%aurce* costs for egulpment and maﬁe:;als and lower
ST L c;:ssts f@;: ;ﬂstj:uctl.t:nal staff t;han the needy s:h:zals. o

-Eéwevér, it Sh@uﬂﬂ '_‘he noted that the léss' n,e-e’ay schq@ls had higher resource
costs associated with teachers performing administrative duties. The higher
- teacher resource costs associated with performing administrative duties

' probably account for some portion  of the lower teacher resource costs for-
instructional staff in less needy schools.

Similarly, the less needy schools had higher resource costs assodiated with
providing zounseling and testing services to the observed students than the
needy schools.. The same pattern was seen in the use of social vorkers,
librarians , and other naﬁﬂ.nstmct;.énal staff members. Quite CDnSlgtEﬂ“'lY,
the less néeéy schools allocated more non-instructional staff resaufcas to the
ESAR‘EE@IE stucient;s than the needy schools. : i

The data presented in Table VI-4 \:—léafly‘ suggest that the needy schools stressed
instruction in basic skills and emphasized the use of remedial specialists, 7
while the less needy schools placed less emphasis on the use of remedial special~
ists and more emphasis on equipment and materials use and on the provision of
special support services such as tounseling and testing. ﬁ
RELATIONSHIP OF RESOURCE ALLOCATION TO ACHIEVEMENT

In the pi‘e:‘:ea;ng section, findings were sumnarized concerning the Ielat;c}n hlp
of need (based upon 1973 pretest scores) to the ways in which schoels allr;c'ated
their resources, -

3

*Staff ﬂévélc:pmé:;xt costs were determined by multiplying the time teachers were
in reading or math inservice training activities by their hourly salary rates. -
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. In tlus section we are comcerned with examiming t£he reldat jorsitdp of rescurce
allocation to readlng and nath agi’uev&g\ent Eased upop 97 4- ;EQ‘ES achievemernt
gain scores. In the identification of su<cewssful ard ron:syccessFul schools,
as described in Chaper II, nine s<hools w<re cBassified a s sucaes sful and

15 were classified as ﬂGnEQSCESSE‘Ul in Zezﬂdlngg and |4 scthools weTe classified
~.as successful in math while the renaining 10 yvere MssSif led a3 nonsuceessiul
in math., These groups of schools were exahdined im zelati-on tcp ii fferences in
1n§truc:t1anal :osts '

Tables Vlei, VI-6, and VI~] presémt -the averige per—pupil costs associ sted with
each type of instructional resour<e used by the slcessful and the Ennsucgessfu;
elementary schools. T-tests were calcwla tecd to asess. ¥hether or not the
observed differences between successful and normsu-coess ful S:‘Sh@éls vere signifi-
t,:aE at the .10 level. The fimdings axe sumga_,;ig-ed be Jow-,
. : * \ -
Table VI-5: Average Per—Pupil Réaa.ing Resowrce Costs fox S-chobls Ranked -
Success f\;l and Ng:nsac«:ass;fuj ol Feydindg B-ch:la\r-emgnl: Ga»insi

, J\Vé- rage Iéf*Pupi..:L Ciﬂé &y Average Pgrsiﬁgil t:‘@sts »
Reading Resources- “in Success-ful schodls in N-x:insﬂcc‘:essfgl Schools |
' (W=19) : [ s\ZlS)
classroom teachers? BT B R § 195.25
“Reading Specialists . Iy s s 4G.5e
Instructional aides - . B | 2826
Classroom teathers® readl{ng ‘
inservige training =~ . . 4. 48 N = 2 =)
Equipment use - : - " YA - 90,
Materials use _ 6.1 - 850
' Totals : —-——-=—- §$30L, 81 ’ § 85,65

i,

X*leferan:a bétWéem t‘.ha n:ea,f!s is slgma fh:ant at £he 190 Level,

lthe rankings wera based on re-ading na*t;szni;-gser;enﬁué charge scdres
for ,1974-1975. . . o g )
L - 1 ‘
2This is a composite variable *théat Anc ludes the tine teacche®s -devroted ‘té
_dnstruction and lesson plan preparati-on in reading.’ : P




ETéEaga PEI—Pupil Math Eésﬁurce C@5t$ fé:: SéhﬁﬁléR "'] Ed. Cooe

Avarag% PEI?PgEil Cq;ts 'AFErégé P§r¥Eupil Casté
' gg;h_ﬁggau;;es, iq,Sué:essEgl Schools  in Nonsuccessful - Schools
- . (N = 14) (N = 10)
Classxoom teachexrsZ $114.13 $116.95 -
Math specialists 42.79 . 12, 30™
| Instructional aides : 9.98 o 15.44%* 2
i f Clagsxoom teachers' fath v :
/j inservice training 2.12 4,22
/j Equipment use _ ‘ f 14 .28
Materials use E __~°3.30 3,62 . .
o Totalsg:.-====-= ' $152.81
*Difference between the. means is significant at the .10 level, .
**pifference between the means is significant at the .05 level.
;"'I‘he ra%klngs were based on math national PEIEEHtLlE change scores.
~ for 1974-1975. ' ) _ o
gThls is a composite vazlable that includes the time teaehe:s éavatea
to ;nstmcﬁlan and lesson plan E:re;_:a:atl@n :.n mat}lirl_ ' o

- = R i
< L3 . \

Table VI-7: Average PeraPugll Support Service Resaurﬂa Costs
p for Schools Ranked Succes=ful and Nonsuccessful
’ on Camblned Readlng and Math AEhiEVEMEﬂt Gaingt

— — - —— - = ey e — ———e - e - s e

Averagg Eer-PuEll Casts

Resources for Sugpa:t in Success fu¥ Schools ;ggygpsasééssfaligghp;;s

Sezv1ces o N N = 9) b ?a'a(ﬂ = 15) -
Time classroom teachers devote . . )
to administrative work § 71.59 . §$ 71.58
Counseling and testing for ‘ S - B
students2. © " o , 15.86 .. _ 18282 ¢
Non-instructional staff support3 15.86 ° ' 15.51
. Pripcipal's time in assisting : T o : :
classr@ém teachers? : _ 8.70 ) 11.60 -
Totals: ==----- §112,0L $117.51

1

1Tha IangLngs ware. based on combined read;ng and math national percentlLe
change scores for 1974-1975. o . .

2rhis-includes the time school counselors éI;PSYEﬁQngiSES spent with ESAA-
eligible students. _ T

_BThlé ‘includes the time social warke;s, spee:h therapists, and other
_.support personnel ievcted to ESAA-eligible studentg

1 %This cost pe:talns orily to the time pr;n;ipals 58V§téd to. ass;stlng
teachers with spe:;flc instructional or :lassfazm problens.

'Average Eg;afuﬁil Costs

115" o
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' needy schools in 1973 were successful in math in 1975;. t;mly five of the 12 less

Q
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:emphasizeﬂ the use of remedial gpecialists benefited more than schools ‘that made

] H;gher average persgup;:l. ‘resource costy for teacher ;u:ser\r;ce tramiﬁg, mstruc—

l. The succesgsful schools tended to have h;qher yesource:- cgsts :Ln their read-
"~ ing and math pr@_g‘rams far students than_the nansuccessfu 1 _schools. &

The successful schools had an avezrage per-pupil cost v:f nearly $302 in rema\s ;«j“‘w ey
%nd ‘approximately $173 in math. Comparable figures for the nonsuccessful

sa:hm:ls are 5286 amﬂ $153, respact;xmly. In hc)th EuccEssful a.ncl nﬂﬂs‘dét

{}\

o8

mg anﬂ, mat;hs the succesgful Sir;ht:n;ls ava;agé Ee:—pu;i,l.rsatilng resguxce r:osts
represented about 64 percent of their average combined reading and math resource

. costs, whereas the nonsuccessful schools' reading resource costs represented

65 percent of their combined resource costs. None of the Eamg%éfiSGﬂS were sta= -
tistically s;gnificaﬂt ’ '

2, Euibstantlally more reésource cost ft:r math remeé:.a; spec:,al;stg was agnif—

icantly related ti: _math gain..

The sucéessful schools reported over Lh:ee times more resource. casts fr;u: yeme= |

dial math specialists than the norisuccessful schoold, as the data in Table VI-6
;mii(:ata. . A much higher average per-pupil resource £ost for' remedial readifhg
speclalz.sts was assr;r:;.ateﬂ with reading“gain, alﬂ"@ugh not ‘Significantly. The
inmportance of these- resalts is ampli}fied by the Eax:t that the schools thats 'warer g ytdioer
the most academically needy. in 1973 (when ESAA funding began), and allcu:ateq a
substantial a:n:i:unt of ;e.mealal péclalists' time -to ESAA-sample :students, .

tended to bethe:most successful in termg-of. math gain ‘scores, Nine of the 12

needy schools became successful in math. These results suggest-that schools that ’

dif fé;‘ent allocation dec:isiang ¢

&
: i
3. The alla:atlan of other resources was h:;ghe: in_ the nansucéessful schools, ‘\5

tional aides, anﬂ equipment and matexials occurred in the nonsuccessful schools.
The SLgnlfi.c:antl’y higher per-pupil costs: for mstmctiuna; aldes in the nen-
suctessful s:h@cls is consistent with the inverse gelatignshlp between the use
of paid aides and al;h;évemant :epc:xrted in Chapter IV. 'Indeed, the mere employ= i
ment of instructional aldes in the classroom did not contribute to achievement.
What &id seem to contribute to schm:l gains was 'thg use of paid parent aides in
the- ﬂlagsrmm. . . - o .

'1‘}13 ﬁansu;iséssful schogls, ‘for the most part, also had slightly higher average

- pe?ggéii résource costs for support services, such as counseling and test;ngi

. '
A . 1

0
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This chapter focused on two areas: the allocation of resources in schpols =

classified as needy and less needy (based upon 1973 pretest ranking), and the
relationship of resource allocation to Success (based upon 1974-1975- achieve-
ment gain scores), Our findings fndicate that the successful schools had =

=¥

' somewhat higher per-pupil resource costs, for reading and math than the non-

i

O
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‘benefits from these allocation decisions seemed

successful schools. This difference, in large measure, was due to the
successful schools' greater emphasis on using remedial specialists in math

and reading. The nonsuccessful schools tended to emphasize, more than did the
successful onas; the use of instructicnal aides, classroom teacher time .in .
reading, teacher inservice training, and use of eguipment and materials. 'The
to have beéeen more limited than
the successful schools' benefits From using remedial specialists in math, and,
to a lesser extent, in reading. . L L




CHAPTER VII

’géuaszt OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNLFY
One of the objectives of the act. authorizing the ESAA Grants Program is to
identify' ™. ..the needs incident to the elimination ¢f*minority-group segrega-’
- tion and discrimination...." This key objective hag\hade equality of educa~
tional opportunity (EEO) an important outcome measuxs in the evaluation of the
Emergency School Aid Act. This chapter reports the results cbtained from an )
_ in-depth look at EEO. Additional tables and other supporging material can be
' found in Appendix F. References to the tables are giwen parenthetically in
*  the text of this chapter; for example, (F-1: a = .01), where "F"‘indicates-the ———
‘ gection of the appendix and “1" the specific table. ( s

4

. . . R . i :
The mino¥ity student population in the in-depth study @chools waéxafhast : .
entirely Black. However, these schools varied in theirx racial composition, and

_ in their desegregation histoxy. Some: of the schools were fn districts that
had been awarded Basic BESAA grants and had désegregated, were in the process
of desegregation, or were planning for desegregation; wertain othex’schoels, ,
in districts that received Pllot ESAA grants, w;;e.pmﬁéﬂesag:égaﬁiﬂgé Table VII=1
reports the racial composition of the schools selected for .in—-depth study. l

As shown in Table VII-1, all of the secondary schools suntained a very large |
‘proportion of majority stuéenté, whilé 19 of the 24 elementary schools contained
large proportions of minority students. Most of the EED analysis that Zollows

is based on observational measures that compared the treatment accorded to,
majority and minority students and examined relationd between different racial/
ethnic groups. Consequently, the results reported in this chapter focus on the

16 elementary schéols in which. fewer than 90 percent of the students were of a
single racial/ethnic group (i.e.} schools in which differential treatment and

some inteargroup interactions was possible). : .

= & F

deveral different kinds of school behavior were examined in the in-depth study
to assess the extent to which majority and minority students were afforded
equality of educational opportunity in-desegregated elementary, schools. "In this -
‘chapter, results of the analysis of the following five dimensiohs of EEO are
described:; - : L ot . “ . .

@ Equality of educational practices

e Student integration -
§'§5§uééﬁt percggﬁi@nS'mfésquaL educational cﬁpﬁﬁtuﬂityr*
: o S~ S S S . !
‘@ Teachers' and prinecipals' perceptions of EEO policy Sl

. . -7 . e e T . ! i B L ) . b ,:'},, .
& Racial and ethnic representativeness of parent wisitorxs to the schools
i 7 : B - ‘. .

E]

o

S 51

S




T .t

¢ ' . Table VII-1.: Minority Group Composition of Sr:rhoc:ls
Selected for In-Depth Study* )

2

. In-Depth «4;' Percentage Mlnarlty gnrcllm&nt |
T~ | study. — T N N AR '
) Schools | 0~10% | 11-30% | 31-50% | 51-70% 71a9Qs QLW;QO%,:;;tals;ﬁ_‘ggr—ia
B Flementary| » ' ) N ‘
. ) Sch@als 1 4 0 | - 7 7 24
i Eécandary — b » ‘ )
. Schools 4 . 2 S0 0 0 e 6
' Total 5 'é e "5 7 v{t 30

g*The Jnfagmatlan cantalned in Table VII-1 was tak&n frmm the ESAA
grant appl;catlcn for the study year 1974-1975.

= o

VARIABLE DEFINITION AND SOURCE, AND DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS

. EQUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL PRACTICES * - . ' S U -

Several gra:t;ces of sah@cl staff that were assumed to have Amplications -for
EEO were examined in the in-depth study. Two practices that might be impor-
tant EEQ indicators afforded no ¢omparisons among. »the study schools. In one -
. case-~-the extent to which assemblies focused upon cul tugsl Enrlchmentfeultural
’ heritage themes, or featured minority pééplé—*lnsufflciEﬁt data were collected
on school assembly programs. In relation te the other gracﬁ1¢95—the exterit to
which minority students Partlclpateﬂ in cocurricular actiwities-—we found that
“there were practlsally no cocuryicular activities in the alenentary SEhDgla, and
- only two of the hlgh schools had a suff1CLentam1xture of students to_compare
’ majarlty and m;narlty pa:ﬁlﬁlpatlan ’
Three 1mportan§'ways 1n ‘which schaola may provide équallty off edueatlénal
‘opportunity to students of all: racesd aye reported in this seation: dJdlassroon
seating patterns, use of multi-ethmic materials, and the use of ‘positive and -
negative instructional reinforcement by the teacher.

- <1

¥

= B

< The underlying assumption of the analysis described heré is that students from
any ras;alfethn;c group did not receive equal educaticnal vpportunity if they
were seqgregated in classroom saabing, if they systematically did not receive.
‘their proportional share of the positive reinforcement giwven hy the teach
or if they were exposed to classroom materials that were nob Eﬂyresentat;v
a mulci~racial society. = The f£irst pagt of this chapter prowides a descrif
of these measures of EEO. " i

L - -

L] ) ! . ’ &

g i R \
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, ’Ig‘ea;b of thae classrooms observed at each site, seating charts were completed
that reécorded students' race, sex, and seatihg lotation. Two separate measures
of racial seggggatiﬁnxwéré derived from .these seating charts. ‘

o . . : -

For the firsﬂ}mEasuré, schools were ranked in térms of the number of observed
—————-classes that were racially homogeneotuis (ij.&., 90 percent or more of the students
) . in the class wexe either majority. or minowity). Of the 95 classes observed in
. the 16 desegregated elementary schools, 14 had homogeneous classes according to
-~ _._ the_above definititn: nine classes were composed almost entirely of minority
‘ atudents and five lasses were composgad almost entirely of majority students.

Ten of the 16 desegregated elementary schoels wexe observed to have no homoge-

neous classes. In two schools, -four of the six-cldsses that were observed vere

racially hohogenedus. Two schools had two homogeneous classes out of the six .

that were cbserwed, and two schools had one homogeneous class out of six.

Of the-six elementary schools withAhﬁhggeméﬁus classes, three had classes with

a racial composition in ‘proportion-to what gould be expected on the basis of

chance probebility (i.e., given the pre@mhdéraﬁéa,of one racial group in the

school). Inm the three schools that :ém§ihad, two reported ektensive use of
achievement grouping procedures to makﬁ'glass assigngents, e -

_ The second’ indax’.of racial Segregatidm came from observation of segregated
sedting arrangements within desegregatdd «¢lasses. Unlike the previous nedsure
of racial SEgiegat;nn;»this,Partigular index is not affected by the percentage
of minority students in the school, ox by gchool-level orxr class=level achieve- '
ment grouping procedures. All seating arrangements examined in this analysis - '
reflected seating assignments made by thé teacher without the use of achieve-

.ment grouping criteria. Chi-square ox Fishex's Exact Test§ were calculated for

- gll seating charts that met the above ariteria. and showed some evidence of -

racial seating pahtterns. Each seating chart was divided into four or six cells,

depending on the number of students in class. Evidence for racial segregation .

within desegregated classes was based on the statistical inference that minority

and majority students were not randomly distributed among the cells in’the ™

“seating chart (o 3 .10). ) -7 : oo !

Almost two-thiyxds @f the desegregated elesmentary gchools showed no evidence of
segregated -seating. For this analysis,® data were obtained for four to six
claxsses per site. In two schools, ong ¢lass had a segregated seating pattern;
two schools had.two classes with segragabted seating patterns; and in two schools,
three or more Glagkes were observed’ to have segregated seating patterns. As
noted previously, ©nly those tlasses were included where the teacher made-the '~
geating assignmenta. h . T o
Further analysis of the seating charts Aid not reveal a systematic di fference,

in the seating logation of minority gtudents; they were just as 1ik§lj to be o
boncentrated in the front of the room as dn the back of the room.. They were

also just as likely to be near the teacher"s desk as away from it. : )
SN 15 - B

[ T i X . & e . Jf

’ . . - s . : :
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.fact that segregated seating patterns were observed in ‘some

.minority.or majority students'
 Nonetheless, the number of classes alsp;ayLng nen-random seatlng patterns seenmns

multi-ethnic

= . : - # s
¥ = 1 *

A word of caution should be 1nterjectea at th;s palnt. We are, reporting the’
classas, in a little
ovex one-third of the schovls; we have no way Oof knowing if any teachers used
segregated seating arrangemants for the pufPQSE of reduc;ng interracial contact

in ‘desegregated classes. Teachers' 1ntent may, fﬂr example; have been to. reduEE"
feei;ngg of isolation-within desegregated classes.

appreciable, and; as we indicate lataf, thlS type of segregated seating pattern - o

appears to be associated with other measures of EED, such- as the use of multi-

ethnie materlals and tedcher use of pms;t;ve and negative re;ﬂfarcem&nt L
ow - G

The Use Qf MultlsEthnlc InStrth;cnal Materlal ana Elassraam D;sglays

"
-l

of interest. in the ln*depﬁh study af EEO &ance:nad the amount @f
materidgl abservad in the selected classrooms. - Observers 1ﬁs§ectea
instructitnal materiml and class displays, and_ratéd the amoynt of
material used in each”class on a four-point scale, The in-depth

Aﬂétﬁér area

all forms -of
multi-ethnic

‘»stuay schagl; were found kg wvary in the.use of multi-ethnio’ matEE;a¥5ﬁ=nearly

ERIC
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one-third of the desegragatea elementary sch@gls had. two or more observed
classes with .no multi- athnic material.. Table VII-2 reports the obgerved use
af mﬂltl -ethnic material in miﬁarity—mea;tea and qesegfegateé schools. . i
= L. LT

oo%

jl [ . . ‘
Tablé VII=2. USE nf Multi=Ethnie Material in ﬁ§segregated
: and Mlnar;ty impasted,SGhoals

¥ F

E Number of Schoals

‘Number of Observed mermesaemenrnc -

Classes Per -School ’ Desegragated
Using No Multi-. Minority-Impacted | (ILess Than 90%
Ethnic Material#* (QO% ar More M;narlty) (Mlnarity or Maj@rlty)
None v 3(42.9) 3(16.8)
1 0 5(37 5) -
2 1(14.3) o 7 4(25.0)
3 . 2(28.6) . "1 (6.3)
4 1(14.3) R _2(12.5)
e _— -
- : : 7(19@%) lE(loD%)

*The number of

-
¥

o T

¢lasses QbSEIVEd ‘at each schoel was either five or six.
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ﬁmlngrlty and majnrlty students. N a JA’? i

S'I‘UDENT INTEGRATION

" classes and (2) observations of intErgrnup mlx;ng ﬂur;ng the 1unch hour. .

£ . . ] i - .
’ T ) - T .
. ’ : ER—

. Inst:uttlanal RE;nfar:smgnt . .

. . g

L]

Enather absegvatian made during the two-week site VLELtS invalvea the amaunt of oot

i PDELthE and negative rélnfarcememt of students by theé teacher. Three 10-. . -

minute abservatlans of the teachex's responses to ‘studernits® behaviar were made
during each day of observation. Ubservers recaréed the race or Ethnisity of .
the students involved in. each of these teacher<studeit interactions, ‘ Teacher

~;ehav;ors that were scored.as "nagative"” (or unSuppartlve) included ignoring,

1sslat1ﬁg, or criticizing the student; sendihg the student out: of the class; =

. and not giving the. stydent suffigient time totrespond to a question., Positive
‘teacher behavidr.included complimenting the student or indicating apg:aval by

other means, and giving the student additional- IéEPQﬂEibLlLtlES or. Prlvilegas

in clsas. Schools were coded ag having a racial difference in exgasure to . .
positive: or negative téacher behavior 1f the observed frequency-af *such behaviar*

was greater than + 10 pezqgnt of the prgpartian of edch group- (mihérlty or majar* A
dty) in all slasses that were observed, Table VII-3 presents the, dlstr;but;@n ' -
of schools in which different amounts of negatlve r31nfgfc§mEﬁt were given to a ’

& . B
A . =

‘*Table VTI=3 reveals a4 racial b;a$ aga;nst m;narity students in‘;he allacaticn af
Enegative “(and PES;E;VE) teacher hehavior in five'of the 16 desgg:egatea elementaﬁy
ﬁfsehéals, in thoseé schools,. 9rapaxtlonately more negative zéinf@rzement appeared. !
‘ _to.be alrectéa taward minority students.. In three schools, pra@artignately less

negat;ve teacher behavior appeared-to be directed ‘toward minority students, while
in four of the 16 desegregated elémenﬁagy gqhaals, teachers were observed to
direct Er@garﬁ;anal shares of negatlve and positive rélnfarcement to. majarigy S )

" and m;narlty students. : - _ N - . ‘ :‘,!

LY =
éi N : = . 4

‘~Althaugh the numbar of cases was amall, there was no eviaence that differences

zn teacher reinforcement behaviow waried with tha pgrcentage of minority studenta :

3

.within desegragatad elementary smhaals&; : ) i |

s e . -
)

£ £ 2 3

One of the mnst 1mpartant d;stlnmtlans ‘made in the litérature of intexgroup

‘zelations concerns the dist;nctinn betwaengdésagregatlan and integratlan (CQhen,f“~

Pettigrew, and Riley, 1972). Desegregated schools: are those in: which minority
and majority students attend the same imstitution, are in close ghysigai proxim~"

_ity, and yet maintain social distance from one anothex. . Integrated schools, on. .
“the other hand, are those in which studerts of different racial®ethnic grgups )

interact in work or in play. %wo field observations were conducted-by. the- - . -
cbservers to assess the degree of integration in the: desggregated.schaals. (1)
observations of student intergroup mixing during retess periods, for the observed

Y

. VII-5






Table VII-3. Comparison of Teacher Negative Reinforcement
Directed Tﬁwaré“minarityfmajqrity Students*

Teazher Negatlve Re;nfgrcement g Number of
ese gregateﬁ Schools
+ | More Likely ‘Received by Minority Students ' 5(31 3)
Less Likely Received by Minority Students : 3(18.8)
- Received by Minarity/ﬂéjqrity Students in '
K Proportion to Their Numbers i(ESiD) '
‘ Insufficient Count of Reinforcement = - . ' o \\
to Make Juﬂgment , : o T 4(25 0)
S ' 15(1@@%)

. " *The ﬁracedur& used to cafbula :e differences in teachers rein-
) . forcement practices makes the categories of POSlthF and negative
" teacher behav1ar mutually éxclusive’and exhaustive. Consequently, the - |
schools shaw;ng»differences in EDSlthE ‘teacher behavior .are the . :
- same as those showing differences in negative’ tcacher behavicr; -~ .=
that is, in three schools minority stdﬁents were observed to receive
more than their ‘proportional share of positive teacher behavior, and
ln five schaols they received less than their proportional sheare.

Y

Ecth measures revealed substantial 1ntergraup mixlng ln "the in-depth elementary
schagls. For example, intergroup mlxlng was remmrted dﬂring both recess and
%g,lunch ln 12 of the 16 desaqregatea seha@ls (F 1l: a2 = D?) -

The deggee of student 1ntegratlan appeared to be assc:;ated with the Qercantage
of minority enrollment. The' largest percentage of schools shcwxng student
integration during both recess and lunch occurred in the category of 50-75 per-.
cent minority (flve schools out of five), compared to only: thrge out of six
schools w1th .75-90 percent mlnarlty enrollment. ~-..

=

STUDEHT PERCEPTIGHS‘QF EQUAL EDUCATIDHEL QPPQRTUNITY ’ ' N .

B
.

Stadent Percept;ans of EEOQ repreéentéd another ;mpartant area gf=1nveat1gatlan
in the in-depth study. A key duestion in the’ anlysis was the extent to which
. var;atlons in student perceptions of EEO were associated with 1ndependent )
abservatlans of EEO-related school actlv;ty cgnducted during the on-site visiks.
If a relatianshlp was found between student perceptions af EEO and the observa-
tional measures of educational practices, then it could be argued that school
‘policy and practices may'have had a bearing on how students per231ve their .

educatianal Qppartunlty at.school. ;f s . e

¢ N
’ ) i - . B : ” . R

:
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student percepticons of EEO were obtained from a student questionnaire that was
developed for the ESAA national evaluation by a panel of experts. in the fields
of civil rights, minority-group relations, aﬂd survey and evaluation research
(Coulson’, Ozenne, Bradford, Doherty, Hemenvay, and Van Gelder, 1975) The re-= -
sulting School Climate Questionnaire is being administered to all students
participating in the ESAA national evaluation at the beginning and end of each
school year, starting in the fall of 1974. Separate instruments were éevalogeﬂ
for elementary and secondary schools, and twe forms were developed for each level:
Form-A was designed to be administered in desegregated schools (less than 920
percent mingrity or majority enrollment), while Form B was designed for segre-
gated schools (mare.than BG percent minority or majority enrollment).
Two multiple-item scales. Df student peréeptlons of EEO derived from Form A of -
- the School Climdte Questionnaire were used in the in-depth analysis. The fifst
scale ‘is called Iéachez=3tuaent Interaction and consists of six.items that ’
correspond to the on-site observational -measures of teacher reinforcement be-
havior‘that were used in the 1n-depth study. The items in this scale cover
the fallow1ng areas of teacher-student interaction: . ‘

g 5

a. How often does the_teacher say Samething nice to the student?

Ly

b. ch often does the teacher all on the stuéent in glass?

= - . % B

1

m

c. Does the teacher glve the student sufflclent time to IESQOnd to
guestions? :

d. How often does the teacher extend privileges to the student?
e. How much responsibility is the student given in the classfoom?

The secand scale consists of three items related to students perceptions of
‘the principal:

a. Does the priricipal know the sﬁudent by'name?
b. 1s the prinéipal friendly to the student?

c. Does the principal treat the student fairlg?

i

o - VII-7
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Student gain scores for the 1974-1975 school yedr were calculated for both

of the student perception scales. (Gain refers to the students’ perception

of less discrimination or greater equality of educational cpportunity.) The
amount of individual student gain was averaged to provide a_school-level e
index. * - ST

Table VII-4 reports the distribution of desegregated elementary schools showing
’ positive and negative change in the TeachérEStudentvInteracticn Scale and. the
Treatment by Principal Scale. : ’

Table™VII-4. Distribution of Gain Scores on the Teacher~Student
' i Interaction Scale and the Treatment by Principal Scale

Number of Desegregated Schools

a I — . _

v _ Teacher-Student Treatment by
Amount of Gain -~ | 1Interaction Scale ° Principal Scale

o . - 7 - - — :
) i Positive Gain ) . 8(50.0) 8(50.0)

No Gain or Negative Gain 7(43.8) 7(43.8)

Missing D§ta 1 (6.3) _1 (6.2)
16 (100%) 16 (100%)

- L «

*All schools sh@wiﬂg positive gain were also at the median or above
on pretest and posttest score.

Half of the desegregated eleméﬁtary schools showed evidence of gain on both

scales during the 1974-1975 school year. The gain scores did not appear to be
affected by the percentage of minorifg@enrollment in the desegregated schools.

e e N B - i1

*As discussed in Chapter II, the psychometric properties of both scales are
somewhat problematic. However, both scales appear to have high face validity,
and, as will be shown in a later section of this chapter, the Teacher-Student
Interaction Scale was found to be correlated with an observational measure of.
teacher-student interaction. '
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TEACHERS' 'AND PRINCIPALS' PERCEPTIONS OF EEO POLICY

Teachers and principals were asked, in interviews, about the importance they -
attached to school goals and policy decisions that might affect equality of
educational opportunity in the school. Six séparate;indicatﬁrswaf staff .
‘perceptions of school policy in the area of EEQ were obtained. -

ng;ﬁer,Pe;;gpticnsfgf the Importance of i@g}ementimg Inter;ultg;al
Curricula :
Teachers were asked to rank seven decision areas in school policy from most
important through least important (see Chapter I1I1).* One such area was the
implementation of intercultural curricula. Schools were ranked from high to
low in terms of the relative emphasis placed on implementing intercultural
curricula. : '% -
- : .
In most schools, this decision area was.considered least important. For
example, -in 10 out of 16 desegregated elementary schools, teachers ranked
intercultural curricula sixth or seventh among those listed. Teachers in
minority-segregated schools weres more likely to emphasize intercultural car-
" ricula; only two of the seven minority-impacted elementary schools ranked
this decision area last or next=to-last in importance. )
Principal perceptions of the Importance of I@pléménﬁing7lnt§r¢uitu£al
Curricula i o ' i -

Principals were asked to rank the same seven decision areas in terms of their
importancé ﬁa school poli¢y. Principal rankings of intercultural curricula
were very similar to the 'teacher rankings described above--in 10 of the

16 desegregated elementary schools, principals ranked this decision area either
sixth or seventh. Principals also assigned a low rank to intercultural cur-
ricula in three of the seven. minority-segregated schools. | Thus, in an over-
whelming number of sites, both teachers and prinéigalg seemed to agree that the
impLémentaﬁién of intercultural curricula had low priority as compared to other
decision areas.

|
1

e
i

>~

The seven decision.areas were: ‘gelection of basic instructional materials;
~5tudent~g;ouging-g:cceéufess student grading procedures; .kinds and avail-
ability of co-curricular activities; focus and eligibility requirements for

'. teacher inservice trainingj school-community interaction; and implementation

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Teacher Eercggggﬁns Qi;thé;i@gé:tgﬁ;g_;f Social Goals igﬁEgh;gl,PQ;;gg

During the interview, teachers in the elementary schools were asked to rank the
.five most important long-range objectives of -their school from a lizt of 13
goals. As described in Chapter I1I, the list of goals had bkeen developed to
reflect aczlemic, psycho-emotional, social, and institutional objectives. The
social goals were stated in terms that appearea to assess EEO-~related activities:

a. Helping students learn to live with persons Qf a differaent racldl
' or ethnic background,

b. Developing students' concern for others.

c. Helplng students .to appreciate the contributions of different
cultureg < : . o
d. Developing curricula that provide opportunities for meaningful
- interaction between persons of different ethnic and racial
backgrounds.

. Teachers in all elementary (and: secondary) schools placed considerably less
emphasis on these school goals than on academic or psycho-emotional goals.
However, in-most schpols, sccial goals were rated higher than institutional
goals. , :
In 10 of the 16 desegregated elementary schools, not more than one of the above -«
social goals was selected by teachers, and then it was rated last. Teachers in

- minority-impacted elementary schools placed even less emphasis on social goals.

Principal Perceptions of the Importance of Social Goals in Sghéal Policy .

- ) i
H

Principals were asked to rank the same list of school goals that was presented
to teachers.. With few exceptions, Principals ranked social goals considerably
“higher than did teachers. For example, in seven of the 16 desegregated elemen-
tary schools, prineipals ranked at least two social goals higher .than fourth. :
However, principals in minority- 1mgasted schools assigned almcst nho importance

to social goals. C )

" Teacher Eeraegtlans of Th21r Part;¢1§at;an in Implementlng lntercultural

Curficula

A related question in the in~depth analysis of EEO concerns the amount of
teacher participation in implementing intercultural curricula. Teachers were
asked to indicate on a five-point scale the extent to which they participated
in this decision area, relative to school administrators. 1In only one deseg-
regated elémentary school was teacher participation rated low- (scare =1,2);
teachers in nine. “schools rated their partlclpat;an as moderate’ (scare 3);

€
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while six of the schools scored high in teacher participation (score = 4,5)-

It is important to note that this item serves as an indicator of administrative
input in implementing intercultural curricula, as seen from the perspective of
the teachers. In other words, if teachers rate themselves low in.participation,,

they are also saying that administrator participation is high. Somewhat greater
participation was reported by teachers in minority-segregated schools. Over
half of these schools scored high in teacher participation. (four out of seven),
while the remaining schools were scored as moderate. : ‘

Principal Perceptions of Teacher Participation in Implementing Igtg;cultuéal
Cuxricula A o R )

Principals were also asked to.indicate, on a five-point scale, the degreec of
teacher participation in-implementing intercultural curricula. As a general
rule, principals tended to provide higher estimates of teacher participation
than 4id teachers. More specifically, in 11 .of the 16 desegregated elementary
schdols, sprincipals rated teacher participation high (scoxe = 4,5);: in four of 7
the schools, teacher participation was judged moderate (score 3); and one
principal indicated low teacher participation in implementing .intercultural
%?:rieula. ‘ o

Principals in minority-impacted elementary schools reported- a similar level of
teacher participation. In five of the seven minority-impacted schools, teacher

. participation was rated high; of the two principals in the remaining schools,
one scored teacher participation as low, the other as moderate. . Again, prin~
cipal estimates of teacher participation in the area of intercultural curricula
are defined as a measure of administrative input; in this case, however, from
the perspective of the principal. -

RACIAL-ETHNIC REPRESENTATIVENESS OF PARENT VISITORS TO THE SCHOOLS

The racial and ethnic representativeness of parent visitorz in desegregated
schools was assessed by asking teachers about the parents who visit the class-
room, and by asking the principal about those who visit the school. Teachers
in 11 of the 16 desegregated elementary schools reported a high correspondence
between the race or ethnicity of parents who, visit the.classroom and that of
the students; teachers in two ‘schools reported minority over-representation

- (two schools had incomplete data). Principals reported representative involve-
ment in eight schools, minority under-representation in six schools, ahd o

1 =

minority over-representation in two schools. : o

Although one measure deals with the classroom and the other with the school,
teachers' and principals' reports were expected to agree. They did not. “ At
nine schools parent visitors were judged representative by either the teachers
or the principal, but not both. In only five schools did both the. teachers

4 and the principal report that parent visitors were representative.

B Lt ,‘ -
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Regfesentative parent involvement was examined with respect to percentage of
minority enrollment. The number of principals that estimated minority under=
representation was found to vary directly with the proportion of minority stu-
dents in school: that is, the larger the minority-student enrollment, the more
likely the principal was to IéPGft that minority- -group parents were under-

represented..

The foregoing discussion has introduced and described five major components in

the in-depth analysis of EEQO: equality in -educational practices; student inte-
‘gration in desegregated schools; student ‘perceptions of EEO; teachers' and '
principals' perceptions of EEO policy at school; and racial-ethnic representa-
tiveness of parent visitors to the school. In the next section, each of these
dimensions of EEQ is examined in relation to one another and in relation to
student aﬁhlevement gains in reading and math. . . \

gE;gTIcm; ANALYSES*

This section presents the nine major findings that emerged during the relational
analyses of EEO in the in-depth schools. ,

1. The elementary schools in the in-depth study aEpeareﬂ to reflect a con-

sistent school-level- patﬁern with regard to equality in educational

practices.

Interrelationships were obsérvedvam@ng«three»a:éas of equal educational
practice: segregated seating in desegregated classes; the use of multi-ethnic
material; and.observed differences between minority and majority students in
their .exposure to positive and negative teacher behavior. The strongest rela=
tlonshlp was obtained from the association of multi-ethnie mniaterials with:
‘teacher reinforcement behavior (Table VII-5). Specifically, schools that used
fewer multi-ethnic materials. were the same schools that ‘evidenced a bias against
minority students in the allocation of positive and negative teacher behavior,
while schools that used more multi-ethnic materials did not evidence. such bias.
In addition, schools displaying a racial seating pattern in desegregated classes.
were somewhat less likely to use multi-ethnic materials and somewhat more likely
to show' a bias against mlnarlty students in the teachers' use of negétive and :

positive reinforcement.

*

*Since the EEO analysis was based ou only 16 schools, no phi values (¢) are

reported in this chdpter.
Test.

Alpha levels werg_calculated using Fisher's Exact
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Grosstabulation of !
_ Teacher Behavior by

Mi
Us

no
e

ri '

Student Exposure to Negative

of Multi-Ethnic Materials

7( 58.3)
5( 41.7)

12(100%).

Minority stuéents More L;kely ta .
~ Rec grve Negatlve Teacher Eehav;ar
. Yes No
Use of Mult1=Ethn1c . ——— —
Material More izD( 0.0) 7(100.0)
Less 5(1DD 0) 0( 0.0)
: TsCann 70 58.3)
' . e < .001

Dperatlanal Def;

tions:

5

RIC

%

1. Use of mgltijethnig materials
More = Multi-ethnié materials were used in all, or all but one,
of the observed classes{
Less = At least twa cbserved classes had no multi-ethnic material.
2. Minority Students Mégg Likgly’taﬂﬂeceigg Negative Teacher gghavi;:
Yes = Minority students in abserv&d ‘classes received at least . .
e 10 percent more than th21r pragart;onal share of negat;ve
teacher behavior. :
No = Minority students in observed classes received a proportional
share (or less) of nagative teacher behavior,

*Four schc@ls were drapged because of 1ﬁsuff1clent data to make racial-ethnic
camgarisgns. :
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2. 'Somg ;nequallty in educatlanalgggactlce appearzad to be present in about

gne—th;r& of the desegregated elementary schools selected for ;n—éepth

studz . ) ‘

The data presented in Table VII-5 indicate that of the 12 desegregated elemen-
tary schools in which observations, were made of teacher behavior and the use

of multi-ethnic materials, five were scored _as having low.EEO on both items

(e.g., a bias against minority students in their exposure to negative teacher .
behavior, and two or more observed classes with no multi-ethnic materials).

This fiqure represents a little over 49 Persent of the SEhGﬂlS;that were

- 1 -

examined-on both dimensions. .

Similar results were found in®the distribution of scores for each of the three
indicators of equality in educational practices. Thus, seven out of 16 deseg-

regated elementary schools had two or more classes (out of six classes observed)

that did not use multi-ethnic materials; in five out of 12 desegregated elemen=
tary g;hcéls, miﬂafity'stuaénts féCéived ‘a diszrogartionate amﬂﬁnt of negative ’

3

t@ hav& Seg:egatea seaﬂlng gattarns in at least Qne cf the cbserved c;asseg!

f

3. 'Schools with segregated seatlng pattergs in desegregated :lasses were less

llkely to have stud@nt m;xlng dur;ng recess and 1unch (F 2-73 g{.o?)

o

The relationship between s%gregated'SEating patterns and intergroup mixing is
strong and statistically significant. These data indicate that students in
schools with segregated seating patterns were less likely to be observed in
intergroup mixing during recess and lunch than ‘students in schools w;th no
segregated seating patterns. 3 ’ : .

The next series of- f;nd;ngs pertain specifically to teachers and principals of o

ﬂesegregated élementary séhﬂais, ‘ ’ :

4, Iﬁ schaals whcgegprlnclpais Placed greatér emphasis on Spélal goals,
student 1nte:3;§up mixing durlng recess and lun:h was more llkely to be

;Qbserveﬂ (F 3: a X . D?).

[Ny .

In schools whcse Prlnclpalg placed greater emghagls on social gcals,
teachers gg;gﬁ;gss likely to display a ﬂigg;opcztlanatelyuhlgh amount Qf
négatlve  behavior ta mlncr;ty stuﬂentg (F-4: a 5,.95) = o
Schgals whose teachers reported greater participation -in dezisiéns :agard=

ing intercultural curricula .were slgnifleantlyrmo:e likely to make extensive
use of multlsethﬁlc materlals (F— : o £ .01). :

These findings indicate that statements of EEO policy by principals and teachers,
tended to coincide with abservat;ons of EEO practice in the in-depth study. ,The

e : ' ’ R N ' . ’ .
: o D

VII-14
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one observation item that was not related to the amount of emphasis placed on
EEO policy was the use of multi-ethnic materials. Inspection of the data
indicates that desegregated schools with large minority-student enrollments
were - 1;kely to -have-multi- ethniermater;als,_ragardless;@f the relative emphasis
placed on social goals or intercultural curricula. However, while the degree:
of emphasis placed on EEO policy was not related to the abservéﬁfuse of multi-
ethnic material, teacher estimates of their participation in déclslgﬂs regard-
ing intercultural curricula were strongly associated with the use of multi-
ethnie material. In addition, it was found that when principals placed greater
emphasis on decisions regarding: intercultural curricula, Segregated geatlng
patterns were less likely to be observed.

7. In schacls where principals ragartea that pa:ent v;51torq were representa
tive of the racial and ethnic mix of the studentsiuggeater use of m,} i-
ethnic materlals was absgrvad (F-6: @ = .07).

El

The item assessing the rasial—gthn;c representatlveness of Earent visitors to-
the school came from the prinaipal questisnnaira. Of the seven prineipals who
reported that parent visits were not representative, six indicated that minor-
ity parents were -less likely to visit the school. Consequently, the above
finding indicates that multi-ethnic materials were less likely to be cobserved

in schools reporting that minority parents visited the school in proporticnately
low numbers. However, there is no way of determining from these data whether
representativeness of visits by minority parents results in greater use of multi-~
ethnic materials, or whether the use of these materials gerves to encourage
visits from minority parents. Perhaps the representativeness of parent vigits
is merely one component of a more general cilmate of EEQ that includes, among
other th;ngs, the use of multleethnlc materials.

B. At schools where principals r_pcrtea that parents v151ted in proPozt;on ta
the racial-ethnic mix of the students, there was a Strong tandency for - :

,stuﬂants ta repgrt lm§zgvea teacher—student 1nteract1@n (Fﬁ : o éi.OB)

The same caution that pertains to the interpretation of number seven above,
dhould also be exercised when interpreting the relationship between represen-
tative parent visits and student perceptions of teacher-student interaction.
That is, it is not possible to determine whether represéntgt;ve pazent involve=-
ment had an effect on teacher behavior or student EEfEéPtanS of teacher
behavior, or whether representative parent involvemént is simply part of a

. more genera] climate of EEO at school. What is known is that within the in-depth

study sample of desegregated . elementary schools, reports of representative
parent involvement were associated with students perceptions that their teachefs

‘behavior was becoming more positive.

V1I-15 ‘



-9, Racial-ethnic representativeness of parent visits to the sghacl was not
sxstematlcallerelated to perceptions of  EEO Pcllcy at sch@ol
Very little in the way of teacher or principal perceptians of school policy
was found to be related to the representativeness of parent visits. For -~ .
example, the degree of emphasis placed on social goals or deciSions regarding
intercultural curricula and the degree of participation in these degision areas
by teachers and principals was not associated with the representativeness of
parent visits.

ADDITIONAL RELATIONSHIPS - .

Two relationships were also found ;nvalv;ng student perceptlons of EEQ a=4 stuﬁ'
dent outcome measures. First, elementary'students were more likely to show

gain on the Teacher-S5tudent Interaction Scale_in schools where teachers did not
direct a disproportionately.iarge amount of negative behavior towards minority
students. It is important to note that the sample students in the desegregated
schools were minority. Thus, the relationship found between on-site observations
of bias in the exposure of minority students to negatlve teacher behavior and \
students' Vpercegtlans of such bias in teacher-student interaction is-suggestive.
In addition, it was found that’ elementary students were more likely to make .
reading achievement gains in schools that did not, allocate a alsprapgrt;onataly
high share of negative teacher behavior to m;narlty students (F-8: a =< .07),

Math achievement was also related to negative. taache: behavior in the same
direction, although the relationship was not statistically significant.

7 SUMMAR! .

Results af the analysis” of EEO in desegregated elementary schools showed sub-
stantial variability. Observations of seating patterns within desegregated
classes, the use of multi-ethnic materials, and teachers' use ‘of positive and
negative reinforcement behavior seemed to indicate that equality in educational
practices reflected a consistent school-wide policy. " Most of the schools ’
appeared to have practices that provided equality of educational opportunity;
about a thifd of the schools showed a bias against minority students.

Observations of EEOQ climate at s;haal were showh to be related to teachar and
principal perceptions of EEO policy. Observations of EED practice were gen—_
erally more equitable when teachers and grlnclpais reparted greater emphasis on’
social goals and d?ciglﬂns regarding intercultural curricula. The amount of
student intergroup mixing observed during recess and lunch was shown to be
inversely related to the observation of segregated seating patterns at school.

Perhaps theé most imédrtant dimension of EEO investigated im this study concerns
teachers' negative reactions to student behavior. Schools in which teachers Y
were observed to direct a disproportionately large amount of negative reinforce-
ment toward minority students were less likely to show gains on the Teacher-
‘Student Interaction Scale of the School Climate Questionnaire during the 1974-
1975 study year; the students in thesa schcals were also less 11kely to show:
réading achievemeht gains. . . .

5
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/ " CHAPTER VIII

,TPE‘!KP%NALYTIC PROFILE OF A SUCCESSFUL SCHOOL
The in~depth study was designed to provide detailed descriptions of a group of
schools participating in the ESAA evaluation. The major objective of the study ¢
was to identify program and contextual components that were related to student
achievement. To meet this cbjective, elementary schools that were more success-—
ful in reading or math were compared to a group of schools that were less suc- ‘
cessful in reading or math, but similar in other respects. (It is important to
keep in mind that in the ESAA sample "successful" as well as "nonsuccessful®
schools fell below the median in national achievement scores.) Successful and
nonsuccessful schools were compared in terms of four major constructs:

e Organizational climate -

s

‘@ Parent and community involvement |
e Instructional practices used in reading and math, and
' related teacher attitudes ’

¥

e . Instructional resources used in reajzng and math
: - :
In addition to examining factors related to tudent achievement, the in-depth
study also examined factors related to equ%li%yagiﬁggpcaﬁianal opportunity. L=
The results obtained from descriptive and relational analyses have been reported
in detail in Chapters III through VII. ' This chapter provides a review and ' sum-
' mary of these findings, and presents additional results obtained from a multi-
variate analysis of the program components identified as statistically signifi-
_cant in predicting student achievement. -

REVIEW AND  SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS - , > S o

. ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE : : - ‘ , »

x

The organizational climate of the school was investigated in terms of~five major |
dimensions: long-range objectives, policy development, instruétignal supervision
and guidance, support provided to teachers, ana'tgachei gatisfaction. The major
results from this analysis were obtained from three interview items drawn from
. the areas Qf;paiicy development and instructional supervision and guidance. It
was, found that:
a. BSchools were significantly more likely to show math achievement
gain when administrators assumed responsibility for selecting
pasic instructional materials. ' 4 :

p., Schools were significantly more likely to.show matﬁriéhigyemeﬁt
gain when the principal emphasized decisions regarding the

selection of basic instructional”materials.: : s

O
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. ¢
¢. Schools were.significantly more likely to show math achievement
gain when teachers more accurately perceived the principal's

ingtructional noxms.
N %

. ' The face validity and high intercorrelations among these items suggested a .
common underlying dimension, which we have lnterpreteé as constituting adminis=-
trative leadership in basic skills instruction. The three items were E@mblned
into an Administrative LeadEIShip Index. It was found that-

4

d. Schools character;zed by strong administrative leadership were signifi%
' santly more likely to raise math achievement and somewhat more likely
to raise reading achievement. '

AEnother result from the analysis of organizational climate was obtained from
?he_area of support provided to teachers:

i

/ e. Schools were significantly more likely to show :math gain where greater

/ . district-level- support for new teachers was offered. Orientation
courses, inservice training, and documentation of procedures were the
most common forms of teacher support at the district level.

1 -

PARENT AND COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT .
Two major issues were 1nvest;gat&d in the analysis Df parent agﬁ community
’1nvclvement at school. The first issue whs the degree to which parent involve-
ment was associated with certain promotional activities designed to increase
parent participation at school., None of the promotional activities examined in

N this study, (eig., holding open house, providing evening entertainment, dis="

' trlbgt;ng school newsletters) were found to be associated w1th parent partcha
pation. : However, it was found that parents we:e more involved in schools where
the prlnglgal assumed more of the respan51blllty for Establlshlng pcllcy in the
area of paxent-sammun;ty relations, " . “

=} T

The second issue involved the relationship between parent participation and
student achievement. Several interesting findings were obtained from this
analysis, including:

i

a. Schools were significantly more likely to show math gain when

parents were reported present in the .classroom (e.g., as paid . v
-instrugtional aides, valuntearg, or as visitors). The relation
to reading achievement was also EOEltlvE, althcugh not. statis=

E tically significant. . } - i -

b. The relationship between paid parent aides and achievement does .
- not imply a similar relationship between the general use of paigd
7 ' instructional aids and achievement; that is, where the type of
‘ aide was not SPec;flea (parent or non-parent), but where average
”se of aides was. negat;vely B

LY

hours of amglgyment were campared, the

L v;zzag
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e ralaﬁed_taraehiévameﬁt gain:;_@Egrgwggig;Eafentﬁaiagﬁmyere used,.
b their hours of employment were typically short.

. “ . ,
¢. No relationship was found between parent participation outside
the classroom (e.g., as clerxks oxr on advisory committees) and

-

3

FE.

’ READING AND MATH INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES ‘ _

H

Many instructional practices were examined in ‘the in=depth study, including
the use of individualized and small-group instruction, the use of behavioral
objectives and lesson plans, the adequacy of instructional practice and
, guidance, the provision of feedback to students; and the use of positive and
ke negative reinforcement during instruction., Two attitudinal variaples were
also investigated: teachers' expectations for student achievement, and ~
‘teachers' perceptions of their responsibility for student learning. . -
No significant relationships were found Between student.achievement and either
the use of individualized and small-group indtruction or the provision of
instructional guidarice by the teacher. Similarly, teachers' expectations for
‘st:dent achievement and téaéhEIEJ;Péfﬁépgiaﬂé of their role and. redponsibility
in student learning were unrelated to achievement’ gain. ‘However, the extent
"#o, which teachers used behavioral objectives, and the extent to which they
provided. students with opportunities for instructional practice and feedback
(and attached importance to doing so), were found to be positively related- to
' reading and/or math gain. The exteht to which teachers provided certain kinds
of positive reinforcement to students was found to ‘be negatijvely related to
achievement gain, These findings are summarized below, :

a. Results related to the use of behavioral objectives showed that

. schools were significartly more likely to show reading and math
= gain when teachers made greater use of behavioral objectives.
‘An- indext was created to assess the importance: : 4 use of behavioral -
objectives during reading and math instruction: ~ This index con-

. sisted of the following three items: (1) whether teachers o 2

Y maintained student records that showed attainment of specific
: " instructional objectives; {2) whether teachers placed a relatively
high value on' the use of behavioral objectives; and (3) whether o
teaghgga;glétadvralativgiemghasigfan-revising jesson plans (rather
than abandoning objectives) when instructional objectives were
not attained. .The association of this index with réading
and math achievement was strong and statistically significant.

i /.- b. With %ggafd-to the usé'af practice sessions, results'indicated
that schools were significantly more likely to show reading
gain when. practice sessions were observed to include mangfﬁf_;fz

H

T . r . : S .; .

LY

ok
. ‘m‘

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:






Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

BN !

e Ehe steps necessary for mastery of the 12 sson DbjECthEE, and .
' ' %hﬁ practice sessidns were relevant to the lesson objective
% server 4udgments) . No relat;onshlp was found' with math
ach;evem&nF gain. : %
‘€., Results of thg investigation of feedbach indicated that schools
,were somewhat more likely to show reading and math gain. when .
‘teachers attached importance ‘to providing written and oral
feedback to students on their strehgths and weaknesses. This
relationship was not stat;stlcally s;gnlflcant for either
- criterion, * : :

d. The 1nvest;g§t1aﬁ of the use oi xe;nfarcement §roduced results
showing thatﬂschcclg were s;gniflcantly less likely Fo show
‘reading achievement gain when teachers were observed praising
students and s;ngllng out students as positive. role models
more frequently. The same inverse relationship was obtained
for math achlgvement, but the results ware not statistlcally

51gn1£1éant

Ll

¥ =

The relationshlps between achievement ana the use of behavioral @bgact1v55,
providing adequate practice for students, and the importance 3551gned to pro-
viding 1nformat1va feedback to students (items a through ¢ above), suggested
a model of the instructional pbrocess for successful schools. To test the
model, a combined measure of the instructicnal process was creaﬁed by summing
the individual scores of. the three instructional variables (objectives, prac- -
tice, feedback). The grasstabulat;an of ‘the Instructional Proceés Index with
student achievement showed that schaols that scored higher” '6n the index were
51gn1flcantly more l;kely to show gains 1nvreadlng ‘and math. i : .
Regardlng ;temid abcve, ‘additional analyses sugge o that téachers who had
lower expectations f£6r their students were likely®to use mare positive rein-
forcement; that greater.use of positive reinforcement waSIassac;ated with
greater emphasis on psycho-emotional goals for the schaoy- and that schools
that used more positive r51nforcement were less task-oriénted durlng instruc-

. tion (i.e., the! PIDVldea less practice time and’ féedbaﬂk)

INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURCES USED IN® READING AND MATH - f ' .

= | o=

A variety of reading and math resources and their usg were analyzed 1ncludlng'
class size, instructional time in reading and math, stafflﬁg practices, equip=-
ment and materials, inserviee training, and teacﬁers' .eaducation. The alloca—

tion patterris of these resources among thé successful and less successful

B

elamenta:y schools yielded two f;nélngs. oy . : .

\ o ' VIII~4 ; 5
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i . _ ,
a. Schools were ‘significantly more likely to be successful in
raising math achievement when more of their resources were '
allacéted to remedial specialists., The same relationship was
cbtained for reading achievement, although-the results were
not statistically,significant. L ) '

Schools were significantly less likely to be successful in
raising math achievement when 'more of thei¥ resources were
allocated to math instructional aides (as compared to remedial

{

specialists). S , { :

LU:"

EQUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY (EEO)

Thé-analysié of EEO in thé in-depth study was based primarily on observed

. patterns of intergroup relations in desegregated elementary schools.” Items

dealt with segregated seating patterns, student intergroup mixing, the use of
multi-ethnic materials, and differential patterns of negative and positive

teacher behavior directed toward minority and majority students. Student .
perceptions of EEO were Elga assessed in -terms of -students' interactions with
teachers and the principdl, as reflected in the School Climate Questionnaire.

"-Peachers and principals were questioned about school goals related to equality

of educational opportunity, about the importance of intercultural curricula,
and about who made the decisions to implement intercultural curricula. '

+

The major descriptive findings from this analysis were as follows:

a. Slightly more than one-third of the 16 desegxégatea;eléﬁantary
schools were observed to have at least one segregated seating
arranéemént within desegregated classgs,;ﬁhile three schocls '
were observed to have at ledst one®segregated class.

In nine of the 16 desegregated elementary SEE?gls; at least
- four observed classes.used some multi-ethric materials.

i

&

c. - Teachers were observed directing a disproportionate amount

of negative reinforcement to minority gtudents in five

schéols; majority students were observed to receive a dis-

proportionate share of negative teacher behavior in two

schools. ’ ‘ ‘

d. Student intergroup mixing during recess and lunch was observed:
in 12 of the 16 desegregated elementary schools. .

e. Eight of the 16 desegregated glemegtafy schools showed improve-

ment in student perceptions-of EEO as measured by the School

Climate Questionnaire. <

R 138 IR
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were observed directing a dlSPrﬂFQrtanatE amount of nagaﬁlv& re;nfgr:ement o

' MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF SCHOOL SUCCESS : N

#

Thé EEO aﬁaIYSlS ‘was also concerned w1th the ;nterrelatlanshlps among these
1tems. Several flndlngs emerged from this analy31s-

a. Student 1ntergraup mixing was significantly more likely to
be abserved in schools that contained no segregatéd seatlng
" patterns within desegregated classes.

b, Student perceptlcns of teacher- student interaction were
51gn1flcantly more likely to improve in schools where
parent visitors were réparted to be representacive of the
racial and, ethnlc compogition of the student body.

¢. . Degsegregated schools ware slghlf;cantly less llkgly to have
" a disproportionate amount of negative reinforcement directed
. toward minority students when the prlncipal placed greater
emghas;s on social goals. : - " . o

d. Desegr&gated schools were s;gnlflcantly more llkely to use
multi-ethnic materials .when teachers fegarted greater partici=-
pation in decisions regard;ng the lmglementatlcn Qf inter-
cultural currlcula. ’ i}

w

F

'Desegregated schacls were somewhat less likely to shaw improvement in student

perceptions of teacher=-student interaction when teachers were observed directing-
a disproportionate amount of negative reinforcement to mincr;ty students. In
addition, study results indicated that deseg:egated schools were slghlfleantly
less likely to show reading achievement gain (but not math gain) when’ teachers

————— e A

toward minority studéntsi~— —

N

N,
Up to this painﬁ,'the analysis of school success has been based on a series of
bivariate relationships with student achievement. The objective was to identify

program variables that appeared to be related to achievement- ‘gain. Two addi-
tional study objectives were (1) to determine whether these program components:

\rf

" were significantly related to achievement gain independently of student.back-

ground, and (2) to’ develop a composite picture of school success, The bivariate
analyses reported in Chapters III through VII do. not EfOVlae this type of
information. Reachlnq these ijEEthES required the use of a multivariate
analysis-of school success (conducted in two steps) using several background
and gragram.d;mens;ans as predlctc:s var;ablas in one integrated analy51s."

[l . .
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Uszing the criterion :ategor;es of successful/nonsuccessful in réadlng and math,
achievemert, a atEPWlSE discriminant function analysis was selected ‘for these
purgases.* The objective of a discriminant.function analysis is to predict an
a priori ;lESSLficat;on of cases (e.q.; successful schools versus nonsuccessful
) s:hagls) based on a“linear combination of predictor var;ables.” The discriminant
analy51s perfo:med in this study is similar to a stepw1se regresslon analysis
in which the dependent variable is dichotomized. ‘Thus, the 1nterpretatlan of a
standardized discriminant function coefficient is analcgous to the 1nterpreta—>
. tion of a standardized beta weight; each.disciminant function coefficient
represents the relative contribution of its associated variable to the function
in question. The canonical correlation coefficient was used to measure the
degree of association between the function (i.e., the linear combination of

predictor variables) and the var;able that defines group mEmbL:sn;p.

The discriminant analy515 was conducted in twa stéps. All pro&e@ures were per-
formed separatély far readlng ana math achlevement In the first step anly
. ecoriomic 19ve1 of the student bady,** and 1%74 pretest score) were enteréd

into the eguation. No significant relatlonshlp was found between the racial
composition of the student body, 1974 pretest scores, the socioeconomic level
of the student body, and the reading criterion. *** _Consequently, the results
with respect to reading achievement (reported in Chapters III through VI) do
not appear to be seriously affected by. the student background character;st;cs
examined in this analysis. However, it is necessary to consider the effects

of student background on math achievement, since ‘systematic differences were -

found among successful and nonsuccessful schools in- raclalscompas;tlan and math

pretest score. o o )

_ ’ ' \ ,

VFVW——In;the _second- -step,—each _program-variable- féuna tdfge _related- to- achievement gain.——

‘(in the bivariate analysis) was added to the equation in a stepwise fashion.

'Program variables were entered into the equatlon\based on their contribution to

the Qv&rall predlctlon capablllty of the fun;t;an, whlch was determined by the.

\

AY

Y . . -

v \ ‘
%A Earﬁllel discrlmlnant analy515 was planned - for the seeand major outcome _
measure, in the ESAA evaluation, student Eércept;onéxof EEQ within desegre~

gatea schools. However, the small. number of desegzégatéd sehcals (16)
precluded a reliable multivariate analysis gf the EEQ outcome’ measure (see

Appendix A)..

. **The socioeconomic 1evel ‘of: tha student body was maasured by student reports
of luxury items in the home.

*%%¥ps a precautlonary measure, the tolerance level that dete;mlned entry into .
the ﬂlscrlmlnant function aquatlan was reduced for the reading criterion
from o < .01 to a < .,10. However, the student background variables failed .

*  to reach -this minimum level of stat;stleal significance.

|

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



pro p@rt;on of residual variance expl ned by each variable.” Tables VIII~1 and
VIII-2 report ‘the relatibnships ébtaln ﬂ between the” reading and math crlterla
and the fun:tlans derived f;am the following program variables: .

- éu”mﬁéginig;;atiyexzaadership@;naexffm~m~mﬁc:m : = S -

\

4. °'b. District-level support for new'teachers

.Parént Invalvement in the Class room Index

c.

) d. Behavioral Objectives Index =
e. Adequacy of 1n5t:uct1 bnal p ct1éeﬂ,a%ja,ﬁ--#’ %ﬂ;gfmd“;ﬁa%_;;gﬁJjﬁ?#Hxé
£. Lesé frequent use of positive réinfarcémenti.

g. Per-pupil costs for remedial_zeaﬂing/math specialists

A summary of these f;nﬂlngs is provided below for both read;ﬁg aﬁd math
achievement. ; 3 .

READING ACHIEVEMENT .

The optimal Qémb;natlﬂﬂ of program variables for | icti ing the readlng cri-
terianr‘llst’ﬂ ifi -arde t

predi
f their relative cgn,rihutian to the total function
scoref was: (1) adequacy of instructional practice

parent involvement '~
in the classroom; (3) the use of behavioral objecti

H-

)
ives during reading instruc-,
ion; (4) less frequent use of positive reinforcement; and (5) per-pupil costis

‘ﬂ

= I

fﬂr remedial reading specialisits.

" The program variables listed above are ranked in order of their relative :con-
tribution to the total function score. Thus, adequacy of instructional prac-
tice made the largest contribution to the prediction equation, followed closely
by parent involvement in the classroom. The relative contributions of be-
havioral objectives, less frequent use of Eosit;ve reinforcefient, and remedial
reading specialists were considerably lower, however, each of these program

variables was significantly related to the reading criterion.

bl
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Table. VIII-l.

Discriminant Function Analys;s of Selectea

- Pragram Varlables and Readlng Achlevement*

s

'Variables in Function®

Adequacy of Instructional

Parent Involvement in the
ClasSTOOM  o.a o s s o o s o »

Use .of Behavioral Objectives
in. Reading Instruction . . . .

V 5 x - L’. .
Use of Positive Reinforcement .

Per-Pupil Costs for Remedial
Reading Specialists ... . . .« .

Carrect Eredlctlans

_V.«--> - el et Tt s

Nonsuccessful Schools (N=15) .

.86

significance** < .00l

P:sztiﬁé * s 5 2 % = & 2 5 & %

i Sg géssful Echa@ls (N 9) . . .

Total (N=24) o o o o o o o o =

Standardized Discriminant.
_Function Coefficients

Cre e e ‘.55

e e e e . .82
- - 2 )
s .. =29
- 5 %

Number (Percent)

- ,'}'c-v—.x_j;_; T e e . ,ri
P e s s s e 9 (100%)
- - - - L] L] 15 ( lDD % )
L] - L '. - L] L] 2 4; (lDD %) .
o

=7

*The student bagkgrauna var;ab;es of percent minority, pretest score,
and socioeconomic class were not significantly related to the reading

eriterion; they did not ‘remain in

the Predlct;gn eguation even though

they were the first variables entered.

**gignificance level for the discriminant function is based on the Ehl—
squaré distribution with 5 degrees of freedom: :

i

]
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Table VIII-2. Discriminant Function hnalysis of Student
- : Background Variablés, Selected Progxam -
Variables, and Math Achlevement ’

Standardized Discriminant

_Va:iab;es,;ngguggt;gnv s , Euncﬁiﬁn_éqgffiéiggtsf

Percent Minority Enrollment . , . ., . . , . - =_453-

Per-Pupil Costs for Remedial
Math SPEEiEl.’LStS P !=‘-§’ L T T T S ’ -44

Parent Involvement in the o s .
Clasgféém = = & L 1] P s = * L] " & s & = ) ’ §39

Pretest Math Score ok ks s s s e e e s C =027

. Use of Behavioral Objectives :
in Math Instruction . . . . . . . . . PR - .25

Administrative Leadership . . . . . . ... .20

Digtrict*LEVElASuppért ; %)

‘for New Teachers ., , -, . B T R )

Correct Predictions “ - Number (Percent)

Successful Schools (N=14) . . . . . . .. 14 - (100%)
" Nonsuccessful Schools (N=10) + W'« « ... 10 (100%)

Total (N=24) . . . . . D -7 (1@9%)'é

*significance level for the discriminant function is based on the

chi-square distribution with 7 degrees of freedom.

VIII-1O
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‘Eased on the 1nformat1an conta;ned in this equation, all 24 elementary schaals
were correctly classified as successful or nonsuccessful; the canonical
correlation was .86, The success cf this equation in predicting the reading

criterion is particularly noteworthy, since the entire functlgn consisted of-
prag:am var;ables that are subject to pgllcy lntEIVéntlon.

MATH ACHTEVEMENT oo * ;
- The thlmal prediétion equation for the- math grlterlan corbined- five: program—— "
and two background components. . These components, listed in order of their

relative contribution to the total function score, are: (1) percent minority
enrollment; (2) per-pupil costs for remedial math specialists; (3} parent
involvement in the classroom; (4) math pretzst score; (5) the use of behavioral:
‘objectives during math instruction; . (6) administrative leade:shlp,.ana (7)
district-level suppert for new teachers. . P

The relatlve cantrlbut;ons of per-pupll costs for remealal math gpe:;al;sts,
were v1rtually 1denﬁléal aﬁd accaunteé fDI approxlmately §D pérCent af the
total function. Pretest math score, the use of behavioral objectives, adm;n-
istrative leadership, and district-level support for new teachers ranked. -
somewhat lower. ’

- Perfect prediction of the math criterion was obtained from the information
contained in this eguation; .the canonical correlation was .90. It is important
"to note that this function, like the reading equation described above, was : Tt
weighted heavily by program variables that can be-influenced by edudational:
policy. When only the rackground variables of percent minority enrollment and
pretest score were used to Qrealct the math criterion, the correlation was .57
and the number of m;sciaESLfléd schools was 7 out of 24 (70.8 percent accuracy);
bt ‘when the five program variables were added, the correlation was .90 and no
s;haals were misclassified. .

PROGRAM COMPONENTS COMMON TO BOTH READING AND MATH ACHIEVEMENT

Aside from the fact that these prediction eguations are 100 pergént accurate,
one interesting observation is that both equations contain a sifilar set of
program compaﬁ%nts, alth@ugh the relative contribution of each ccmgonént
differs from one equatlan to the other. ' Thus,. in the ESAA, in-depth schools,
the key elements gf success in both réad;ng and math achievement included :
(1) parent participation in the classroom; (2) .the use of objectives; and

(3) relatively high per-pupil costs for remed;al specialists. -

It should be noted that two program components did nat remain in the readlng
equation (Administrative Leadership Index, and dlstrlst -~level support for new

VIII-11

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



'tea;hers), while two different comEonents did not remain in the math’ equa~
.. tion (frequent use of positive reinforcement, and the adequacy of practice).
* These results are consistent with the flndlngs derived from the cross-

classification analyses' reported earlier. 1In tne tabular analysis, admin-

—“mmlstgathEmleaderEhlP -and-district-level support - weds" related to math” galn'
"but -not to reading’ gain; SLmllaE1Yr less frequer.t use of positive reinforce-
ment and aﬁequaey of practice were related to reading gain but unreladted to

-math gain. -

7 =

SECONDARY DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS - R
A, second discriminant analy515 was conﬂucted using only thase variables that
were excluded from the first series of predlctar equations., ., This was done in
order to insure that the non—::elatlonshlgss reported above did not result from:
5 F . :
a. Multicolinearity among the ' independent varigbles (i.e., two
or more 1n§egendent variables being hlghly intercorrelated) .,

- b. The small sample size and its associated eifect on the "degrees
of freedom” in the 35313513.
¢. A lack "of residual variance in the degehaént'vériable.
4 The results cbtained from thé $ec§nd;disc£imiﬁaht analysis were lérgely con-
-sistent with the findings reported earliex. The only variable in the secondary
analysis that was significantly related to achievementwgain was the use of
positive reinforcement. Less frequent use of positive relnforcemeﬂt was asso-

ciated with matH achievement. However, as Table VIII-3 1ndlcates, the con-
tribution of this variable to the total functlan Score was small .

DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY ] .

(A

Tha 1974=1975 1n—depth study was de51gned and conducted as an exglaratéry
investigation of program and contextual factors related to achievement. The
study was conducted in Eonjun:t;on with the National Evaluation of the
Emergency School Aid Act. The analysis of school sucsess was. guided. by a
conceptual model that identified four key dimensions of a reading and” math
program, each of which were found to be slgnlflcantly related to reading or
math gain, independent of student baﬁkgg@uﬂd characterlstlgs, These four

dimenslons are: -

145 S
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) lable VIII-3. Discrihinant Function Analysis of Student Background Variables,
“» . Use of Positive Reinforcement, and Math Achiévement
SV I - U S S [ S —

- . - o o ‘standardized Discriminant

Variables in Function . ) Funétianrcégﬁﬁié;egtsg

=

~Percent Minority Enrollment - . . « « + + & +
Pretest Math Store (1974)_ e e e s s e s e a s

Use of Positive Reinforcement . . . « » « « »

Correct Predictions

Successful Schools (N=14) . . . v o & « .

a

Nonsuccessful Schools (N=10) . - e e e e e

=Total (Ngzd) ‘g s & . Y -;';‘ « = = % =

W
L]

o
2.

. Bignificance* < .03

s ;agz 2

c -0l

{“ “a33=!

Nygber (Percent)

. 12 (85.7%)

‘ i,ﬁg (60.0%)

* * 1B (75.0%)

*Significance level for the discriminant function is
distribution with 3 degrées of freedom.

e % ! 2
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® - Organigzational Elima;g,f%hich Produced a composite index ‘of

administrative leadership and a measure of district-level

support for new teachers that predicted math gain.

. ® Parent and Community Igyplvgmént,iwhigh produced an in§e£‘éf .
‘«parent participation in the classroom that predicted both reading

and math gain.

® Reading and Math Eraggam,charaétgristigs, which resuited in three

indices that predicted achievement gains: the use of behavioral
 Objectives, the provision of adequate instructional practice, and

less freguent use of positive reinforcement.

© Reading and Math Regaﬁr;emﬁséj which uncovered a relationship

Specialists. : ; .

Al 0

*, Strong relationships were observed between program variables and student

between achievement gain and per~pupil costs for remedial

i P iy

3 . L . C e . . - 5 P e LA AT 1] ’
‘achievement, and a mﬂltlva’1gEEJfﬂiﬁgﬁiminaﬂtﬁﬁﬂﬂéﬁfﬁﬁmkaQ§I§§i§§§%Pééf§ -
to confirm the predictive cdpability of seven program components s '

" _— N * ) 4
~a.. Parent involvement in the classroom

b;\APgr-gupil costs for remedial specialists )
c. h?ﬁe use of behavioral objectives

d. Aﬁééuacy cf‘pra;tige

e. AdmiQigtrativableaﬂershiﬁ

£. Bistricﬁusuggart for new teachers

5

9. Less freqﬁéﬁt use afxpc§;tive reinforcement

Lo

%

It must be éﬁghasi;ed'that the success of the analyses reported abeove does not

demonstrate causality between these program components and student achievement. -

study sample was relativeiy small and non-randomly selected.

-The in-depth study was not based on a rigorous experimental design, and the

Thus, one or more

of the above findings could.be spurious, resulting from sampling error or
systematic "non-program" differences that existed among the successful and non-

successful schools prior to the in-depth study. On the other hand, it should

be noted that the Qre—axisting“éifferencés that were examined (percent

‘ minority enrollment, socioeconomic level of the student body, and pretest score)

do not appear to explain the relationships obtained in this analysis.

H
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COMPARABILITY AND CROSS VALIEATIDN,Wl?ﬂ PREVIGQSJﬁgSEARCH - .

The findin fapértea in this study tend to support gesults of pfegiaus studlésgi
For example, Hawkridge, Chalupsky and Rokerts (1968) revielved 18 successful -
" programs and 25 nonsuccessful programs, and ;dantlfied 91 separate tréatment(
variables that were categorized in terms of Persannei method, servime, and
eguipment, Their arfalysis 1deﬂtlfLEd six major components that appeared to be -
more characterlstlc of successful programs than of unsuccessful ones: - N
., (1) instructional objectives/careful planning; (2) teacher training;_(3) small—
'’ group or individualized lnstructlans, (4) relevaﬁcé of. 1n5tfuctlan, (5)vhigh
' treatment- 1nten5;ty. and (6) active parert involvement. o

More. recentlff, Wargo, Tallmadge, Micha&ls, Lipe and Morris (1972) conducted a /
similar reviw in which 21 successful programs were examined, using. the ‘same )
six components identified by Hawkridge and associates. Findings from this

, review largely substantiated the Hawkridge study. For example, 16 of the 21
successful prejects used instructional objectives and emplcyea keachers *who
ware spéc;flsally trained in the methods of the designated ins zuct;anal |
apEraach;s Similarly, 18 of thesge projects made use of individualized instruc~

. tion, while 14 projects were juageﬂ to prav1de jnstruction relevant to 1§ssén’<
.objectives. Ih the same study, Wargo and associates reviewed findings ffgm 513
additional studies, . The use of lesson objectives, parent involvement, and .
individualized instruction .were again identified as key components of successful
compeénsatory programs. .
Results from the in-depth study seém to be cdnsistent with<previous findings.
The use of behavioral objectives and parent participation in the classf@pm are
" two cases in point. Similarly, the adequacy of instructional practlce as a
component of successful compensatory prcgfams also received support from the -
in-depth study. However, other program cgmpanents that were. found to be it~
igcal in prev;cus studies (variations ifi teacher training, or small*g:gup and
individualized 1nstfu§t;@n) were not identified w1th schagl sllccess in-the

ln—ﬂéPth study. ,
)

" SVIII-1S _ (
(Page VIII-16 blank} -
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- APPENDI}{ A

o é STATISTICAZ IECHNIQUEE USED IN THE IN= DEPTH STUDY

Yow

: - One of the major objectives of the ESAA in-depth’ stuﬂy was to Ldentlfy “and-

o2 describe the’ characﬁerLstlcs ‘of successful instructional programs and the con-
taxts lniwhlﬁh they Qperate. To help identify the unique characteristics of
.successful programs, a small number of schools .with nonsuccessful programs have

" been compared to schools with successful programs. burihg- Eebruary and March,
1975, trained observers spent two weeks at’ ea:h site observing. classroom and .
school=-level behavior, distributing -and collecting self-administered guestion-
naires, and :ondu:t;ng 1nterv;ew$ with selected teaching and admlnlstratlve
staf€f. s - :

E

_Chagter I prav1dad a bzlef overview of the in=depth stuay methgdalagy, anludlng
' the bases for site. SElEEtan, instrument development, selection and trainlng of
field staff, and data, collection procedures. Chapter II déscrlbed in greaﬁér
detail the unit of analysis and the criteria: that were used to deflne school
R ‘success in reading and math achievement. This appendix provides a more deta;led
’ account af the data analy51s tecnnlques that WEfE used in the 1nedepth stuay.

- G

Tha bag;é des;gn of the Lnadepth stuﬂy included a sélectlan measure. of reading
and math achievement that was obtained from the adjusted gain scores for 1973s-
lB?Q Program data were then ‘collected during mld—académic year 1974 1975,

"~ The majér: thrust of the 1n—depth analysis has been to. relate thesge program
AdesﬂrthléﬂE to ach;evament gains in 1974-1975.

One of the most ;mpartant cans;derat;ans in determln;ngﬁtha cha;ce of 5tat15t1=
cal techniques was the size of the sample in’ the in-depth study. Since the unit
of analysis was the school, a maximum of only.24 cases were examined. Con~-
straints of data characteristics and level of measurement determined the use: of .
séveral nonparametr;i ‘statistical* tests that were agpl;ed to crosg-
213551f1cat;an tables ‘like Table A-l shown below. . RN

€

= . R

3
5

_ *The term “nanparamétr;c statlstlcs“ refers to statistical tests that require
fewar assumptions about population. parameters. Nangarametrlc techniques were
specifically designed for application to 'data with unknown distributionhs and/

. or research data that ‘are measured in terms of categories or rank (e.g., high,
medium, low) rather than intervals. .For an excellent discussion of non-~
parame ric gtat;stlcs and thPlI ralatlgﬁ to claEs;aal tests of statistical
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Table A-l. Crosstabulation of Administrative Leadership Index
by Math Achievement Gain 1974-1975

Math Achievement Gain

High Low

Adminisﬁ:a;ive, High 11 (84.86) E(lEiél' 13(54.2)
;éadg;ghigilndggr ’ B e —
i Low 3(27.3) ‘8(72.7) -11(45.3)

14(58.3) 10(41,6) 24(100%)

.49 ¢ < .02

¢ =

The eight different statistical tests used for various purposes in the in-depth
analysis are briefly described below. o ’ ’

1.

2

gengy table, but says very little about how strongly the two variables- are
associated. X2 is partly determined by the numbex of cases being analyzed, and
'by the number of cells in the table. The estimate of the strength of the rela~
tionship is more adequately provided by the phi coefficient (described below)

Chi-Square Test afﬁStatistiig; %;gnifiggnce

The chi~square test (XEJ assesses the probability that a given relation-
ship between two variables is due to chance, (The formula for xz can be
found in any introductory statistics book.) This test was used to infer
whether two groups of schools {e.g., sugcessful and nonsuccessful) dif-
fered in terms of scme program characteristic., For the data in Table A-1,
‘xg'gr@vides a probability estimate of a chance relationship of « < ,02.
Since the probability that this relationship was dues to chance isﬁﬁuite
smal% (i.e., 2/100), we have inferred that it is "statistically signifi-
cantiv (The traditional decision rule for determining statistical
significance is « < .05). Although xz is a nonparametric test of sta-
tistical significance, it will become ‘unstable when the number of cases
is quite small. VYates (1934) developed a technique for correcting x2 in
small sample analyses, a.d Yates?® correction factor has been routinely
applied, : : :

estimates whether two variables are associated with one another in a contin-

R . = 1 = 2 ~
which is a function of x=. e

} A-4
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2. Fisher's Exact Test

Fisher's Exact Test (Fisher, 1934) vas used when the number of cases vas
less than 21. Fisher's test calculates the exact probability (a) with
which a given pattern of freguencies occurs under the condition of chance
or random association. Like x2, Fisher's test is a measure of statistical
significance rather than of the strength of the relationship., The
formula for the Fisher's Exact Test can be found in Seigel (1356) or

- Bradley (1968),

3. ‘Phi Coefficient of Statistical Association

For 2 x 2 tables, the phi statistic (¢) was used as a measure of the
strength of a relationship. As noted above, ¢ is a function of X2 that
serves as a correlation coefficient. As such a coefficient it generally
ranges from -1.0 to +1.0 and is interpreted in a manner similar to all
product-monent correlation coefficients, but is generally evaluated

for statistical significance through its relationship to X2.* ’

One of the analysis objectives in the study of Organizational Climate
was to desc¢ribe the level of agreement among teachers with respect to-
the organizational goals of the school. To provide a probability inter=
pretation for the amount of teacher agreement., Kendall's coefficient: of
concordance (W) was used (Kendall, 1970).-

4!@,Rend§¥1{§ Coefficient of Concordance

- 1 - .
W assesses the probability that the correspondence among a set of rankings
occurs as a result of chance probability. This test does not measure the amount
of agreement on eéach alternative being ranked, but the overall agreement of the
respondents' rankings. Unranked alternatives were augmented by caleculating the
average rank score for the remaining alternatives, and assigning this value to
the unranked categories. W was then computed on the augmented ranks, Tied
ranks were Handled in the manner prescribed by Seigel (1956: 217). Significant
agreement among.the set of rankings is inferred when the probability for chance
or random agreement\is quite small (¢ < .05).. '

5. Spearman's Rank

Order Corxelation Ceefficient
¥ ~' | N
‘The Spearman correlation assesses the degree of correspondence between, two
sets of rxankings, assuming at_least an ordinal level of measurement. This
test was used ED‘ESSESS the level of agireement between teacher and griﬁci§a1
rankings in two areas of organizational climate: policy development and )
long-range objectives. ; .

*However, this study reports phi values without the sign, indicating the
_strength of a relationship only. Direction is always explicit in the
accompanying statement.

| A-5
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Spearman's rank order correlation is a nonparametric analogue to the Popular
Pearson correlation. caeff;clant. The rank order correlation has a range of
values extending from +1.0. A value of O indicates that no relationship
axists bétwean the two sets of rankings, while a perfect positive or negative
relation is signified by +1. 0 and -1,0. The computational formula for the
Spearman za:réLatlgn can be found in Seigel (1956).

6. t test ‘

In the resource allocation analysis (Chapter VI), several relation-
ships with student achievement were examined using the t test (based
on the assumption of independent samples). The t statistic is a
parametric test of the "significant difference" between two or more
arithmetic means, and assumes equal interval measurement, This test
was used to assess the probability of chance ox random alfferEﬁCES
occurring among successful and nonsuccessful schools in terms of
standardized per-pupil expenditures for selected program resources
(see Appendix B). The camputatlanal formula f@f the t test can be
found in any 1ntraductgry statistics book.

7= Ccnfldanca Intervals for Scbéal Level Proportions in Mlnarlty Student
Enrgleent ’

One of the key research guestions in the analysis af EE0 was whether
'segrégatea classes were observed in the desegregated  elementary schools,
In the 1nadepth -study, desegregated schools were arbitrarily defineg

as those having-less than 90 percent ninority or majority student
enrollment. :

One problem in this analysis was that the proportion of minority/majority
students observed within a given class is partially determined by the propor-
tion of such studants in the school at large. Tﬁﬂs, in ordexr to ditkermine .
whether minority or majority students vere dlsprcgbrtlanately grouped in dif-
ferent classrooms, the proportion of W&EDILtymejﬂrLtY students obhserved in
a particular classroom had to be compared to the szhgg;—léuél proportion,

Y .

"\
A

Y
To provide a probability dinterpretation for the occurrence “Qf a partlcular

-number of minority students in a class, 95 percént confidence- intervals were

caléulated for the school=level proportion of mipority/majority-students, . The
proportion of minority students in the observed classes were then ompared to
the lower and upper limits of the confidence interval for the school “ Statis—
tical evidence for the existence of segregated classrooms was based on’ “the
finding that the class level proportion did not fall within the c?ltlcal valués
of the confidence intexval calculated for the school. The acngutatlcnal fa:mula
for calculating confidence intervals for population proportions can be found in -
most introductory statistics books.

»
1
o
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1

8. Discriminant Function Analysis

the abii;ty af a sét sf pred;ctmﬁ varlables t@ d;scr;mlnate (; e., preéizt)
between two or more groups of cases. A discriminant analysis was per-
formed in this study to assess the predictability of two groups of schools;
those that were academically successful and those that were less successful,
In a discriminant analysis a lineaz prediction equatlen is calculated that
differentially weights a series of predictor variables so that maximum
prediction is obtained. Results from the discriminant analysis were used
to assess the relative contribution of each program dimension to school
success, and provided a statistical basis for an overall evaluation of

the conceptual model adopted for in=depth study. Cooley and Lohnes (1971),
Tatsuoka (1971) and Van de Geer (1971) discuss the mathematical theory

and application of discriminant function analysis.

The specific type of ‘discriminant analysis conducted in the in-depth -analysis
is similar to a step=wise regression in which the dependent variable is dichot~
omi zed. The interpretation of a standardized discrimination function coeffi~
cient is analogous to the interpretation of a standdrdized beta weight. Thus,
each discriminant function coefficient represents the relative comtribution of
its associated variable to the -function in guestion..

The discriminant analysis was performed in two steps. In the first step only
the student background characteristics of percent minority enrollment, 1974
pretest score, and the socioeconomic class of the student body were entered
into the equation. In the second step of the analysis the program variables
of interest were added to the equation in a stepwise fashion., Program varia- -
bles were entered into the equation based on their contribution to the over-
all prediction capability of the Function, which was determined by the

‘proportion of residual variance that was explained by each variable. This

procedure reculted in a prediction function that maximized the amount of
explained variance in the reading and math criterion. The minimum tolerance
1evel ghat ﬂetérminéa Entgy into the equétian was set at o < Ql A anesian

meﬁb?rshlp haSEﬁ on tha number af cases in both crlterlén gréups._

A parallél discriminant functicn analysis was also planned for the second
major outcone variable in the ESAA evaluation, student perceptions of equal
educational opportunity (EEO) within desegregated schools. - However; the
nunber of desegregated elementary schools in the in-depth study was quite
small (16), and only two program variables were found to be significantly

related to the EEO criterion (one of which had missing data on four of the . .~ -

16 schools)., Consequently, the dlS:rln;nant analyses intended for the EEO
criterion was abandoned because of an insufficient number of-cases,

A=7
(lavje A-8 Llank)
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APPENDIX B
RESOURCE ALLOCATION AND COST METHODOLOGY

The in~-depth study resource and cost analysis was designed to provide informa-
tion on three guestions inportant to educational policy:

e What were the major types of LDSﬁIuEthﬂal resources used in
providing reading and math instruction to ESAA students, and
how were the resources utilized?

Were there systematic differences among successful and non-
auccessful schools in the way these resources wexe used éuflnq
reading and math instruction?

e What were the resource cost differences among successful and
nonsuccessful programs; that is, did successful schoels spend
their money deiezently than the less. successful schools?

Two very different approaches can be used when answering these typess of dques-
tions. One approach is based on school district budget or expenditure data,
collected from district accounting records and year-end financial reports to
the state and federal governments, When district=lavel per—student costs are,
used to assess the type and level of resource use within a school, one must
assume uniform resource allocation among all students in the school and
district. However, this assumption is usually contrary to actual practice;
schools will freguently allocate a disproporticnate share of the resources t@
students with special needs (e, g., .cognitive or nutritional needs, among

others) ,

‘An add;t;anal problem in using bhdgetary data to assess the type and quantity

of resource use is that such data only reflect recently purchased instructional
resources, - Many instructional resources are inherited from previous programs
or years of operation, U51nq budgetary data prahlblts the identification of
these inherited resources, and hence distorts Qﬁe s view of the resources that
are actually used Wlthln a schaal or Pragram.

A more appr@arlate strategy for assessing resource use is hased on GlaSSﬂleﬁel
;nf@:mgt;@n. Instead of focusing on district-level average expenditures, thi s
approach Eocuses on the types and quantities of resources a:tually uzed by

te achers who provide reaélﬂg and math Serv1ces to the sample students.

The major advantage to thlz approach is that it is ﬂDt necessary to assume that

" all students in a school receive the same instructional exposure. The resource

allocation estimates der;vea from the classroom can also be used to calculate

*For an Egcellent d;sausslén of the measuremant and analytic problems when
locking at the impact of resources on student achievement, see Spady (1973).

9
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the program costs associated with providing reading and math instruction in _
the observed classes, For these reasons, this latter approach was adopted for
the in-depth analysis of school resources. ‘

The instructicﬂal resources of primary concern in this study include those
that bear on the Provision of ‘reading and math,iﬁstruéticn,'ingludingz

= feg;hing Staff--classroom teachers, féaaing spacialists,
math specialists, instructional aides, and resource teachers.

b, Support staff--psychologists, counselors, speech therapists,
principals, and librarians.

Equipment~-tape .recorders, record players, projectors,
teaching machines, controlled readers, and listening centers.

d. Materials—-self-instructional Programs, non-text books,
instructional games, and supplies,

@, Staff Development--reading and math inservice training.

Data on the above resources were collected from the teacher sel f-administered
guestionnaire and through classroom observation. Teachers were asked how much
time they used special instructional equipment and materials duxing reading
and math, and how much time they devoted to reading and .math instruction in
the cbserved classes. Similarly, estimates were obtained regarding the amount

of time support staff assisted teachers and students in the observed classes,

In each case, data on classroom resources were aggregated to the schobl in order
to compare successful schools with less successful schools,

Ta control for variations resulting from cost-of-living differences among
districts, Standardized prices were used for each type of resource included

in the in-depth analysis. (Standardized Prices are averages, calculated from
a range of prices for each type of resourxce.) The procedures used to determine
standardized prices for each resource varied somewhat. For classroom teachers,
a4 standardized (average) salary scale was constructed from salary information
collected from each district participating in the in-depth study. Tabla B-l
lists the standardized salaries used to calculate teacher costs for providing

reading or math instructidn.

Each teacher's cost for teaching reading oxr math was calculated by multipliying
the proportion of time spent in reading of math by the teacher's average annual
salary. The school's overall teacher cost for providing reading and math to
sample students was calculated by summing all teacher costs for reading and
matde.,

157



Table B-l. °Elementary Classroom Teacher Salary Scale Used in the
In-Depth Study (Includes Fringe Benefit Factor of 15%)

Years' Experience

B.A. Degree

M.A. Degree

lesgs

§ 9,006
9,466
9,926
10,386
10,846
11,766
12,686
13,606

14,526

$ 9,987
10,504
11,021
11,538
12,055
13,089
14,123
15,157
15,19;

A similar procedure was followed in calculating the average salaries of other

school staff. Salary information for principals, math and reading specialists,
instructional aides, etc., were collected fxom each site and used as the basis
for calculating average salaries. Table B-2 presents these additional average
salaries. A e

o i} : . , ) Lo
Average Salary Schedule for Other Elementary Schopl Staff

e

Ssea

in the In-Depth Study (Includes Fringe Benefit Factor of 15%)

Staff Type Average Salary
Principal $ 20,900
Math Specialist - 12,915
Reading Specialist 13,552
Instructional Aide 4,304
School Counselor . 14,092
school Psychologist 17,952
SPeeéh Therapist 13,235
Librarian 13,193




The average salaries in Table B-2 were calculated without regard for level of
formal education or previous experience. A quantitative estimate of average
salary and the amount of time each person devoted to the observed classes
formed the basis for calculating the cost contribution of these additional
staff to the math or reading program,

Instructional equipment and material costs were calculated in a somewhat dif-
ferent way. The cost for each type of equipment and material includes an
estimate of the average annualized capital cost of the item, 'as well as an
estimate of the average annual maintenance cost assc.iated with the use of the
item in the classroom. Using the life expectancy .r each type of equipment--
which ranged from 5 to 10 years--the average annv .ized capital cost was calcu-
lated- by dividing the total capital cost per unit by the life expectancy.* Th=
average annual ‘maintenance costs associated with using each type of equipment

was calculated by usi§g a standardized f§gtér, Haggart (1971) has proposed
using a standardized factor of 15 percent of the total cost of a piece of
equipment. However, due to recent inflation, a factor of 20 percent of the
average cost for each unit of equipment was used. Table B=3 presents the
standardized prices for each type of equipment included in this analysis. Equip=-
ment costs were determined by multiplying the amount of time each teacher used
a particular type of equipment by the average annual operation and maintenance
- cost figures. These cost figures were summed to the school level to obtain an
estimate of equipment costs for teaching reading and math in each school.
Although only limited information was collected on the instructional materials
used in the observed-classes, standardized prices were used to estimate the
-costs of materials. For non—-text books, instructienal games, and other supplies,
annual use costs were calculated on the basis of annualized capital costs and
replacement costs per unit. The standardized annual use cost for non-text bocoks
and instructional gamés are 79 cents and $1.16 per unit; respectively. Tha
total cost for each type of material was calculated by multiplying the guantity
of resources available in each classroom by the standardized annual cost. The
results were summed to obtain a school-level cost estimate. '
‘A standardized figure of $7.99 per student was used: for other teaching supplies.
This estimate represents an average calculated from information obtained from
ten randomly selected districts participating in the in-depth study. This
figure was multiplied by the number of students in the observed classes to
determine the overall annual costs, of teaching .supplies for the observed classes
* in each school, ' ' ' :

*For each type of equipment, an average price per unit was used instead of the
actual price. This was necessary because information was rot collected on
specific brands and models in the schools. The 1list of standardized (average)
pfices is based-on RMC's 1973 list of educational -eyguipment adjusted for an
-annual rate of Mnflation of 8.5 percent (Dienemann, Flynn, and Al-Salam, 1974).
- 109 -
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Table B-3. Standardized Unit Equipment Costs Used in the In-Depth Study

Equipment Type

Average
Cost Per
CUnit

. Life
Expectancy
(in Years)

. Average
Annualiz

ed

Capital Cost
Per Unit

Average
Annual

Maintenance

Cost

Cost

Averadge

| Annual

C &M

Tape Recorder

A Record Player

' ﬁ@vie Projector
Slide Projector
Cpaque Fr@jectsr
Overhead Projector
.V,

Palarcid Camera
Vidas Tape Unit
Filmstrip

System BD
Huadsets

Filmloop Projector
Hoffman Reader
Controlled Reader
Listening Center
Radio

Movie Camera

Film Prevwiewer

Language Master

$ 109.55
79.74
562,13
127,71

324,58

128.65
239,45
149,29
1,989,00
92,10
236,49
3,31
167,31
455,13
201,33
72,54
55,87
140,40
27.50

310,05

5
-5 -
10
10
10
10
10

£ n

8 43,82
"31.90
168.64
38.31
97.38
38.60
71.84
59,72
556.70
29,73
94,60

1.32

50.19
136.54
'87.40
21.76
22.34
56,16
11.00
93,02
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A general estimate of reading and math inservice costs for clasaroom teachers N
was calculated by multiplying eéFh'téachér's hourly rate by the total hours
of training received during the past year. Districts vary in terms of their

"~ policies for compensating teachers for inservice training. Some districts

directly compensate their teachers for participation or allow them to partici-
pate on released time; other districts expect teachers to partiecipate in
inservice training on their-own time. The purpose in using an hourly rate to
estimate inservice training costs was to obtain a consistent cost metric on
which schools could be compared. . ’

An additional problem with the inservice training cost estimabtes is that thew
reflect teacher costs for attending, and thus do not inslude the Elanni%g and
implementation costs associated with the training programs, Information on
these latter costs was not available for anialysis; :

Along with guantitative resource data, the procedures outlined above were used
to develop a set of comparable program cost estimates for each eélementary '
school participating in the ESAA in-depth study. Since only zix secondary .

R

‘schools are included in this study, a comparative cost analysis at the

secondary level was not possible, :
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Table C-1. Number of Schools Showing varying Degrees .
of Ewmphasis Placed on School Goals

ﬂﬂamgu@?ef of Schools

Erphasis by, Teachers Emphasisrby Principals

None ~ ~ - Some = ~ = Much || None - - - Some - - ~ Much

Type of Goal o Tewan[25-50 |55-75 |80=90 [| "0 | 5-20]|25-50 |55-75 |A0~90 .

| Academit : 0| 0 9| 13 2 o| 7 8 5 3

Paycho-emotional 0| 1 3.1 7| 13 of{ 1] 10 2 | 1

. stitutional hE: S 2% 1l o || 7 2 0 0

Bocial B O Y- 4 ol o ll a] s 7 5 1 3

GgggatiggalﬁD;ﬁégéti@ﬁswand Procedures

Respondents were predented with a list’ of 13.school goals and asked tc
select and rank five in terms of their importance. Weights were assigned
to ranks as follows: E

. 1st place = 50
2nd place = 40~
ird place 30
4th place 0o - .
5th place = 10

b
o

i ]

.

“The range of scores possible for each type of goal were as f@ll@&s:

£E

Number of - S _

Academiw 3 K : 0 to 12
Psycho-emational .2 i to 90
Institutional é o 14¢
Social ? . a4 o to 14C
. : ,

o
Sndt

el
Het

[l o
e

Peacher ranks were averagad over all teaghEEEZat a' school,’ which resulted
in a small number of tied ranks. Goals receiving tied ranks were assigned
a weighted score represerting -the average between the tied rank and the
succeeding rank fe.q., two goals tied for'2nd rank, both received the
_average of 2nd and 3xd rank = 35). :

gcale scores were created by summing .scores across all goals of the same
type. No adjustment was made for the fact that potential maximum SCOK&§
varied from one goal type to another.  However, the scores do provide a
relative ranking, since in no zas§fwas the least possible maximum scok®

(90) exceeded. T N

.

5
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, Table C-2, Distribution of Scores on the Administrative- Guidance Scale

Scores

Number of Schogls:

3 (12.5%)
3-5 ¢ 8 (33.3%)

13 (54.2%)
24 (100%)

Operational Procedures

Scores on the Administrative Guidance Scale were obtaingd by
teachers' and principals' responses to the following items:

Yeg NC®

e Many faculty ﬁéetiﬁgs are devoted 2 1
to a discussion of goals and
methods. . -

.® The administration;arranges to 2 1
have inservice training pro-rams '
that stress the kinds of teacher

summing

No

*NC refers to less than two-thirds agreement among teachars
(i.e., no consensus).

iy
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' behavior desired by the admin-
istration. ’ .
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Table C-3. Degrees of hccuracy in Teachers' Perceptions -
‘ of Principal's Instructional Norms '

Number of Principal's
instru:ticnal Norms That
Teachers Correctly Perceived Number of Schools

0 2 (8.3%)

1 1 (4.2%)

. 2 3 (L2.5%)

A v 3 4 (16.7%)
4 10 (41.7%)

5 4,(1é5?%)

24 (100%)

Gpe;at;gﬁaerggcedures

Number of principal's instructional norms that'téaghefs correctly

perceived was determined by calculating the number of timer it least

two-thirds of the teachers accurately perceived the principzl's agree-

ment or disagreement to the following inst;ustianal practices:

. - i B F=g

e With many students, basic skills should pe set aside until the

- gtudents are ready to learn.. v

o Teachers should carefully plan their instruction in terms of
specific, short-term objectives.

# Teachexs should txy to tailor instruction to the needs of
individual students. _ L

¢ Tezchers should use diagnostic testing and concentrate on
students' weak areas.’ - v

» Teachers shouid avail themselves of special help whare needed
{e.g.; remedial teachers, counselors, etc.).

e o o S S e A e s = i

I.w-mﬂ
T
L
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x,f' K - ,

Numb

er of Schools .

School-Level ‘District-Level’
Number of Teachers' Frincipals!'- Teachexs' Er;ﬁéipals'
Procedures Reports Reports Reports RéParis
0-1 4(16.7%) 1 (4.2%) 11(45.8%) ,X’S(za.aag)
2-3 8(33. 3%) 6(25.0%) 11(45.8%) . _!7(29.2%)
a-5 .11 (45. 8%) 5(2Di§%) 2 (8.3%) 2 (8.3%)
6-7 0 6(25.0%) 0 7(29.23%)
) I i . .
8-10 1 (4.2%) 6(25, 0%) 0 3(12.5%)
T T —bzﬁ = = —_——
24(100%) 24(100%) 24(100%) 24 (100%)
t'}’

|

DPerEEiénal;Eracéaufes

Teachers and prlnclpals were asked t@ indicate
district-level aﬁd school-level Pr@ceduzes for

existed at the1r;s¢haal-

o Qrieﬁtatiﬂn courses

® Conferences

& Conferences

with other iacuitg

whether the following
integrating/ new teachers

with administrative staff

]

® Assignment of other faculty to provide gu;dahce, etc.

& Special dacumentatLan or

|

Procedures and regulat;ams

® Assignnment, of special clericdl or administrative help for
record- keeplng .- . :

] Dbservat;cn by other faculty

¢ Committees meet;ng 1n reference\ to special pfgblems of students

# Inservice traln;ng

¢ N

|

Number of procedures equals the sum of

i

ev teacher‘cbserving classes @E\Fther faculty members

"Qis" responses,

\

\

\
|

c6 9
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Table C=5. Numbers of In:aﬁslstent Responses Given by Teaciers
! and Principals to a List of Procedures to Integrate
New Teachers
Number of Nuﬁber of Schools
__Inconsistent fr————————=— — . e e
Responses Schgnl Level Era;edures District-Level Procedures.-
0-2 2 (8. 3%)  6{25.0%)
1-4 9(37.5%) 13(54.1%)
5=6 7(29. 2%) 1 3(12. 5%)
7-8 6(25.0%) 1 (4.2%)
£
9-10 ' | 0 ; 1 (4.2%)
24 (100%) § 24(100%)
1
- - , ) ) i e

Dpasatlanal Procedures

NuﬂbeF of inconsistert responses equald
for which the principal and at least
different responses.’

1s the sum of items f{see Table C-:i)
two-thirds of the teachers gave

ERIC
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Table C-6.

Numbers of Specialist-Teacher Contacts

Numbexr of Contacts Number of Schools o
_ with . — —_— e S —
Readlng Egeclangt Teacher Reports Principal Reperts
0-1 4(16.7%) 4(16.7%)
2-3 15(62.5%) 11 (45.8%)
4=5 _5(20.8%) _9(37.5%)
24 (100%) : 24 (100%)
}
|
‘Number of Contacts Number éf Schools
with — - - — -
Math Specialist Tzacher Reports Principal Reports
0-1 14 (58.3%) . 14 (58.3%)
2-3 . 8(33.13%) 8(33?3%)
4-5 2 (8.3%) _2 (8.3%)
24 (100%) 24 (100%)
— - — » . - — — —e

Operational Procedures

Number of contacts equal

s the sum of "yes

" responses to the following items:

. ® Students are assigned on a regular basis to the specialist.

® The specialists can bE called in to come in and help out in

class,

Students can.be sent to the specialiSt at any tinme.

The specialist confers with teachers on lﬁStEuEtlgnﬂl nethods

and materials on

a regular basis.

@& The specialist confers with teachers on special p:ablems, as

requested by the

teachers.




Table C-7. Numbers of Qgggftunitieé for Professional Dévelopment

Number of Schools
Number of —
Opportunities : Teacher Reports Principal Reports
0-1 0 | 2o
2-3 1 {4.2%) 0
4-5 4(16:7%) ' 2 (8.3%)
f=" 8(33.3%) 7(29.2%).
810 11(45.8%)  15(62.5%)
| 24(100%) 24 (100%)

Qp%;a;iq§al Procecuxes o ,

NMumber of professional develapme.i: upportunities provided by the school
equals the sum of "yes" respunses to the following:’
@ Subscribes to educational journals
Gives teachers leave to attend professional meetings
Helps rlefray expenses for meetings oOr Courses
e Provides on-the-jol training courses
's Holds in-school meetings on educational theories and concepts
(may be associated with faculty meetings).
@ Provides summer cOUESEEs
‘e Brings in outside educatioral experts to provide lectures or
seminars for teachexs
e Ensures that teachers receive publishers' announcements of texts
and materials
¢ Allows teachers discretion in materials to be used in class

e Provides weekend coucses

O
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Crosstabulation of Principal‘'s Emphasis on Decisions
Regarding Selection of Basic Instructional Materials
by Reading and Math Achievement Gain oo

Table C-8.

Math Achievement Gain
_ Eigh Low
" Principal's Emphasis High 12¥80.0) 3(20.0) 15(62.5)
on Decisions Regafd;nq ——— ————————— -
. Selection of Basic Low 2(22.2) 7(77.8) 9(37.5).
Instructlénal Materials —
14(58.3) . 10 (41.7} 24 (100%)
¢ = .48 a < .02
Rggdiggféchigyémégt,Gaig
- High Low s
High ° 7(46.7) 8(53.3) 15(62.5)
Low 2(22.2) 7(17.8) 9(37.5)
IEStTUPtlﬁnél MateILalS - e — - —— ’ .
9(37.5) " 15¢62.5) . 24 (100%)
¢ = .16, NS

Operational Definitions

1. Principal's emphasis on aecL51cns regardlng gelection of basic
1nstruct1anal materials:

5

High = Ranked fifst among seven decision -areas e

Low = Ranked second or lower among seven decision areas

2. Reading and math achievement gain 1974-1975:

High = At least two of three grades tested showed ;m@ravemﬂnt in
i national percent;lé ranks. 4& :

Low = At least two of three grades teste?i§h@wed no improvement in

national percentile ranks,.
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Table C-9. Crosstabulation of Adminlstratlve Responsibility
for Selecting Basic Instructional Materials by

Reading and Hath‘Ach;evement Gain

Math E;hiév&méqt,@gip

: High Low
Administrative High 10(83.3) 2(16.7)
Rgspons;bllLtv for L — — —
Selecting Basic Low 4(33.3) 8(66.7)
Instruetignal . - ——— —— S
,ﬂ§t3;;a;si 14 (58.3) - 10(41.7)
b = .42 o < .02
geadinqﬁAch;evgment Gain
High Low
administrative High ' E(ED Q) 6(59 D)
EESQQHSlbLlJty for D
Se;gctlng Basic Low 3(25 D) 9(75 0y
Instruﬂt;anal ] - -
Materials : o 9(37.5) 15(62i5)
! ¢ = .13, N8

12(50.0)
12(50.0)

24,(100%)

12(50.0)
12(50.0)

24 (100%)

Operational Definitions

materials:

- High = weachers' estimates:
Median score (3.4) and belcw on 5-point
Low = Teachers' estimates:

‘Above Tmedian score on 5-point scale

2. Reading and math achievement gain 1974-1975:

scale

}1. Administrative responsibility for selecting basic instructional

High = At least two of three :grades tested showed improvement in

national percentile ranks.

Low = At least two of three gradés testéd showed no improvement in

national percentile ranks.

o
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Tables C-10.

Crosstabulation of Accuracy of Teachers'

Perceptions

of Principal's Instru:tlanaL Narms by Reading and -

Math

Achievement Gain

Math Achievement Gain

Higﬁ““ Low
e High 1L(7B 6) 3(21.4)
Teache:s‘ Eer:ePﬁlans' —— —= — -
of Prlﬂclpal‘* Low 3(30 D) 7(70.0)
AIn;t:uat;gpalng:ms " — — e
14(58;3) 10(41.7)
: $ = .40 @ < .05
‘R&aﬁiggiﬂghieyemegtrGg}p
b High Low
>y © High 7(50.0) 7(5@.0)
Teachers‘ PEEEEQthnS i ——t— —
qu?r;nc;pal' 7 Low 2(20.0) S(SG D)
- Anstructional Norms ° — e
9{37.5) 15(52 5)
" ¢ = ,22, NS

14(58.3)

10(4Lr.7)

24 (100%)

14 (5823)
10(41.7).

24 (100%)

Operational ngipiti@gs

l. Accuracy of teacher

s' perceptions of principal's instructional norms:
percep bril .

High = Teachers pexceive prinecipal ‘s point Of view on
four or more of five gpacific teaching practices.

= Ieaghers

and math ac

High = At least
national
Low = At least
national

perceive principal's

hievement gain 1974 975: ;

point of view on
less than four SPEElflC §each;ng Practices.

two of three grades tested showed 1EEIQVEmEﬂt in

percentile ranks.

=

two of three grades tested showed no meravement in

percentile ranks.

172
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Table C-11. Crosstabulation of Principal's Emphasis on Selection of

Basic Instructional Materials by Administrative Responsi-

- bility for Selection of Basic Instructional Materials

Principal's Emphasis
on Selection of
Basic Instructional
Materials .

Administrative Responsibility
» far,EelecEiégfpf :

Basic Instructional Materials

High

Low

High 10(67.7) .

5(33.3)

. Low 2(22.2)

" 7(77.8)

12(50.0)

12(50.0)

a = .10

15(62.5)
9(37.5)-

24(1@@%)

Operational Definitions ,

1. Principal's emphasis on decisions regarding selection of basic

instructional materials:

i

High = Ranked first among seven decision areas ’

Low

Ranked-second or lower among seven decision areas

2.  Administrative responsibility for selection of basic instructional

materials:

High

Teachers' estimates:

Median score (3.4) and below on 5-point scale

Low

Teachers' estimates:

Above median score on 5-point scale

173
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Crosstabulation of Administrative Responsibility for
Selecting Basic Instructional Materials by Accuracy of
‘Teachers' Perceptions of Principal's Instructional Norms

Table C¢-12.

. ' ' Accuracy of Teachers' Perceptions of
' : Eg;neigal's‘Inst:g;ti@na} Norms

Adminis;;é;;ya
Responsibility for

Séla;tigg,Easi;
Instructional , -

High

Low

High

11(91.7)

1 (8.3)

12(50.0)

Low

3(25.0)

8(75.0)

121(50.0)

14(58.3)

10(41.7)

24 (100%)

Materials

Opexational Definitions

‘1. " Administrative responsibility for selecting basic instructional

materials:

Teachers' estimates:
Median score (3.4) and below on 5-point scale

High

Teachers' éstimates:
Above median score on 5-point scale

v Low

M

2. Accuracy of teachers' perceptions of principal's instructional norms :

High = Teachers perceive principal's point of view on
four or moxe of five specific teaching practices.

Low = Teachers perceive principal's point of view on
less than four specific teaching practices.




Table C=13. Crosstabulation-of Principal's Emphasis on Decision¥

: Regarding Selection of Basic Instructional Materials
by Accuracy of Teachers' Eer;egt;ans of Prlnﬁlpal'
Instructional Norms

s o Accuracy of T Teachers" Percgptlcns of
' \ P:;nclpalrg Instructional Norms
’{ ’ High " Low
¥ ) !,,, : - - ,: ,',' ,7 - .
Principal's Emphas;s Higl: ! 12(80 G) 3(20.0). - 15(62.5)
on Decisions Reggrd;ng» ) f oo NN R i it .
. Selection of Basic Low 2(22,2) T {77.8) 9(37.5)
‘Inat:uctlanal o — - bt A SRS
Materials 14(58i3) 10(41.7) 24(160%)
—_— . 4
’ : ¢ = .48 o % .02

Operational Definitions

1. Principal's emphasis on decisions regarding selection of basic
;nstruct;cnal materials:«

-

High

= Ranked first among,seven decision areas
Low 1

Ranked second or less among seven decizion areas
2. Accurady of teachers' perﬁéptiﬂnsxafnPrinciQal‘s,instruétiﬁnal norms:
* High = Teachers perceive P:lnc;pal s point of view on

four or more of five specific tEachlng practices,

low = Téachers perceive Eglnclpal‘s Pglnt of view on
less than four specific teaching practices’

y
" ] ' c-15
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Table C~14, Lras<tabulat;am of District-Level Support for New
Ne vy hyTRaading~anﬂ Math Achievement Gain .

- Math Achievement Gain

\ . S A : » . High g“ Low ;
\ DistrigteLevel . High '11(54§5)v 2015.4) | 13(54.2)

\ Support for B |

Tgaahags Low 3 (37 3) 8(72.7) 11(45.8)

I : } 14(58.3)  10(4L.7) 24 (100%)
\ . .

b o= ,49 a € ,02

\ ) Reading Ach;evem&npiqgln
\ K . High Lcw 7

| DistrigtsLevel oHigh | 7083.7) 6(16.2) | 13(54.2)
. Support forxr — i

New Teaghtxs Low ‘| 2(8.2) | 9(8l.8) 11(45.8)

.

\

19037.5)  15(62.5) 24 (100%)

‘\‘ 2 o f@ B ;255‘ NS

Operational Definitions

| ,
1. Distriet~lgvel support for new teachexs:

i

High = Yeathers report two or more of the 10 forms of support
‘ Vo ingquired about (see Table C~4).

Low

it

Teashers report less than two forms of support inguired about.

2. Reading and math achievement gain 1974-1975: -

: ; |

At Ieast two- of three grades t&steﬂ showed improvement in
natxanal peércentile ranks.

High

B

-

Low

R

At least two of three grades tested showed no impfévem&nt in
. hational percentile ranky. ’

o e
e g
&

A
it =

{ » oo — e o
7
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Table D-1.

Crosstabulati'on of the' Parent Promotion

Ehe PR

by Frequency of Parent=Teacher Meetings .

Index

Parent
Promotion
Index

C.

-
]

F. 2quency of

High

Parent-Teagher Meaetings

Low

'9(69.2)

L A4030.8)

© 1(10.0)

a(%0.0)

: “b

+10(43.5)

" 13(56.5)

= .50 ¢ = ,02

13(56.5)
10(43.5) |

23(100%)

operational Definitions and Procedures

= &

High

Low

9 or more per

1. Frequency of gé;entatéacher meetings:

=

4

year

‘=8 or less per year

Parent-Promotion Index:

i

| High.

[l
L

Low

- =5
&

it

to 24

o9 -

where items were scored as follows:

N@tify'alligarentgvaf open house
for- visiting classes

Send home newsletters and other
‘communications T ;

Hold pot=luck dinners

Open the school evenings for o
" community discussions df civic

“interest

Bring in‘special speakers for -
evening forums : -

Provide evening entertainment
(fFilms, plays, dance, music, etc.)

Provide classes for parents

-

onge/y: ¥

H

Nevar

S T ¥

0+ 2

More than

once/year
2 _

"

[~

4=

' Highest Possible Total = 24

3
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iible D-2. Crosstabulation of Pzid Parent Aides by Number
Lecision Arsas in which Parents Participate

[
3]

Number of Decision Are
which Parents Participate

Hany Few

Yes 12(e6.7) 6(33.3) 18(75.0)

6(25.0)

5(83 .4)

11(45.8). 24 (100%)

;b = ;34 a4 = ij-D

Operational Definitions

1.

Faid parent aides:

Yes = At least one teacher reports paid parent aides in the

.

classroom.

No teacher reports paid parent aides.

T

No
Number of decision areas in which principal reports varents

‘pavticipate {i.e., curriculum, budget, and hiring and firing

of teachers) :

Area

e
]
3
i
Lo
o]
i
(Bl




Table D-3. Lr@sgtabula':' of Nuwber oOf Decision Areas in which
Parents Paft jcipate by Number of Capacitizs in which
= it S l

Number of Cagg }tiég in which
EarEﬁts Wark at School

Many © Few
Number of Decision Many 10(77.0) 3(23.0) 13(54.2)
Areas in which — 1 —
Earﬂnts participate Faw 4(36.4) . 7(s3.6) 11(45.8)
. [ E i o B
. L \ 3
14 (58.3) 10(41.7} 24 (100%;
. §
$ = .33, NS ‘,
Operational Definitions |
1. Number of decision areas in which principal reports pagénts \
participate {(i.e., curriculum, buéret, and hiring and fi iring
of teachers)

-apacities in which pzln:lpal reports parents work at
=

,éaiher aides, clerks, volunteers, and advisory
. !
3)

Few = 0, 1, or 2 capacities |
1

s — ] ] —

I v'w

i

i

!

|

i

180 |
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Table D-4. Crosstabulation of Number of Capacities in which Parents
Work at School by Mumber of Homes Teachere Visit

Numbe ;- smes Teachers Visit

Many Few

Number of Capacities Many 8(57.2) 6(42.8) 14 (58.3)
in which Parents —_— - — —
Work at School 1(10.0) 3(90.0) 10(41.7)

el
T
Y

9(37.5) 15(e2.5) LA 1L00%)

]
Ladt
Xn!
]
11
=
1

¢ = .39

Operational De.initions

1. Number of capacities in which principal reports parents work at school
(i.e., teacher aides, clerks, volunteers, and advisory committee members)

Many = 3 or 4 capacities

3
Few = 0, 1, or 2 capacities

181
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Table D-5. Crosstabulation of Administratn -iasponsibility for
Policy Decisions in Ganeral by .arent Participation

Parent Participation

High Low

Administrative High 10(66.7) '5(33.3) 15(62.5)
Responsibility for e e
Policy Decisions Low 2(22.2) 7(77.8) 9(37.8)
in General R S ——
- 12(50.6) ° 12(50.0) | 24(100%;

¢ = .34 a = .09

Qpezatiﬂpalrpegingﬁéans

1.

Administrative respoasibility for policy decisions in general:

High = Teachers' estimates:
1.0 to 3.4 on 5-point scale

Low

it

Teachers' ¢ timates:
3.5 to 5.0 on 5-point scale

Parent participation:

jue)
i
iy
=2

[

. Median score (10) and above on
Parent-School Interaction Index

low = Below median score oun

Parent-School Interaction Index

7
~J

182
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abulation of Administrative Responsibility for
ion of Basic Instructional Materials by Parent
i ior

rarent Participation

High Low

Administrativ~ High 9(75.7) 3(25

.0)

Respéﬁéiﬁiligg' —

for Selection of Low 3(25.0) 3(75

.0)

Basic Instructional — -
Materials 12(50.0) 12(50

i}

.43 o

¢

L.

.0)

.04

Operational Definitions

1.

materials:

High = ‘leachers' estimates:
Median score (3.4) and below on 5-point scale

Low = Teachers’' estimates:
Above median score on 3-point scale

Z. Parent participation:

High = Median scoré {0) and above on
Parent-Schoel _ateraction Index

-

Below median score on
‘ Parent=ScHool Interaction Index

Low




Table D=7. Crosstabulation of Administrative Responsibility
for Decisions Concerning School/Community Inter-

action by Parent Participuation

High

Parent : articipation

o)

Low

Administrative High 8(67.7)

4(33.3)

L

Res@@ngibiliﬁy for — -
Decisions Concerning | Low 4(33.3)

8(67.7)

Sch:ol/Community —
Interaction 12(50.0)

” $p = .33,

NS

12 (50.0)

12(50.0)
12 (50.0)

24 (100%)"

Operational Definitions -
1. Administrative responsibility for decisions concerning school/
community interaction:
High = Teachers' estimates:
1.0 to 2.9 on 5-point scale
Low = Teachers' estimates:
3.0 to 5.0 'on 5-point scale
2. Parent participation-
High = Median score (10) and above on
Parent-School Interaction Index
Low = Below median score on
Parent-School Interaction Index

184
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Table D-B.

Crosstabulation of the Subset Index of Parent Involvement .

in the Classroom by Math and Reading Achievement Gain

Subset Index of
Parent Involvement
in the Classroom

Subset Index of

“High

Math Achievement Gain

Low

High

2(15.4)

Low

3(27.3)

g{(72.7)

14 (58.3)

p = .49

10041.7)

Reading Achievement Gain

Low

6(46.2)

13(54.2)

. 8)

oL

11(4

24 (100%)

13(54.2)

Parent Involvement - S :

in the Classroum Low 2(18.2) 9(81.8) 11(45.8)
9(37.5) 15(62.5) 24 (100%)
¢ = .28, MS

Operational Definitions

High = or 6

5
0 to 4

Low

1. Subset Index ¢ Jaren. Lﬁv@lvement in the

national percentile ranks.

rq‘

[n]

z
(]

"national percentile ranks.

and math achievement gain 1974-1975:

At least two of three classes tested

=

Classroom (see Table D-9):

swed improvement in

. At least twu of three classes tested showed no improvement in
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Table D-9. Distribution of Srores on the Subset Irdex
of Parent Involvement in the Classroom

Scores Number of Schools
0-2 5 (20.8%)
3-4 6 (25.0%)
5-6 13 (54.2%)
24 {100%)

Operational Definitions and Procedures

Suhowet Index of Parent Involvement in the Classroom was
sur.ag scores to the followiny items:

1. The school employs paid parent classroom aides:

2 = Yes
No

0
2, Parents visit the classroom at the teacher's regwe:”

2 = Yes, two or more visits per month

1 = Yes, one visit per month

- 0 Less than one visit per month

3. Parents visit the classroom at their own initiative:

2 = Yez, two or more visits per month

1 = Yes, one visit per month

Le]
1}

Less than one visit per month

created by

D=11
(Page D-12 blank)
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Table E-1.

crosstabulation of Use of Interrelated Objectives in
Lesson Plans by Use of Reading/Math Records Showing
Attainment of Specific Instructional Objectives

3

Use of Reading Recgrds Sh@w;nq
Attalnment cf Epec;flg
Instru:tlanal Du1ect1v25

i
i

6 = .21, NS

Yes No
Use of Intérrelateﬂ Yes 7(87.5) l(12 5} 8(33.3)
DbjéCthES 1n . —_— -
Lesson Plans No 4(25.0) 12(75.0) 16 (66.7)
11(45.8} 13(54.2) 24 (100%)
b = .50 a = .01
Use of Math Recorxds Showing™
Attalnment af Spaciflc
Instruct;@nal DDJEthves
Yes No
Use of Interrelated Yes 5(62.5) 3(37.5) 8(33.3)
Objectives in — . : —
;essaanlags No 5(31.3; 11(%8 7) 16(66.7)
;6(41,7) 14(s58. 3) 24 (100%)

Operationil Def

nltlDﬁS

Yes = In
lesson plans. i
I

No =

I_.J\

e 521 plans.

{(interview) :

Teachers maintain records.

1. Use of interrelated —~biezcives in les2,n plans (QbSéIVéf‘iﬁSpéctiGn);

terrelated objectives ave contained in reading and math

nterrelated abje:t;ves are absant from reading and/or math

5. tise of records shewing attainment of specific instructional obkjectives

Yes
Mo = Teachers do not maintain records. -
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Table E-2,.

Crosstabulation of Importance of Behavioral Objectives.

by Use of Reading/Math Records Showing Attainment of
Specific Instructional Objectives

Importance of

Behavioral

Objectives

Importance of

~.Je of Reading Records Showing

7éitain@épt of Specific

Instructional Objectives

12(50.0)

Tow 3(25.0) 9{75.0)

12(50.0)

13(54.2)

b = .33 a = .10

24 (100%)

Use of Math Records Showing -

‘Attainment of Specific
Instructional Objectives

Yes No

7(58.3) 5(41.7)

Low 3(25.0)

9(75.0)

12(50.0)

12(50.0)"

10(41.7) 14(58.3)

o= -251' N

24 (100%)

Operational Definitions

1. Importance teachers attach to behavioral objectives:

}

High = Median score

i

Low

2. Use of records showing

(int=r-riew) @

Below median

and above

attainment of specific instructional

Yes = Teachers maintain records.

No

Teachers do not maintain records.

objectives
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Crosstabuiation of Impor¥ -
by Use of Reading/Math Rr. . .-.00
Specific Instructional GbjsIT

Table E-3.

& Revising Lesson Plans
‘wwing Attainment of

G

Use of Reading records Showing
attainment of gpe¢1f}

Impqrtaneg TEaCthb
Attach to’ Revising
Lessan Plana

Ins truatlanal Dbjéﬁhlt“

Y=z5

Né;}

7(7"‘;l

3(3@ D)

i0(41.7)

1ﬂ(7l 5)

14(58.3)

) Y
. }
4(28 2 ,J

11(45 B8)

l3(54 2) 24 (100%)

Use of Matt mecprds Showing
étta;nment of Specific

In é ructional Dbjectlvez!

;mPartancgtiéacﬁarg
Attach to Revising
Lesson Pians

High~

No

7(7@ Q)

BCXD?DT;T

3(21.4)

11(78 5)

10141.5)

[ 05

- —10(41.7)

14(58.3)

24(100%)

1. Importance

Operational De%initions
tcachers attach

High = Item scoie: .30

Tow = Item score: .29
2. Use of records

(interview):

to revising lessz.m

and above

and below on scale

showing attainment of specific

on scale of

I
i+

B
= P
i

objectives
i %

Yes = Teachers maintain records. , -
N W,
? s , -
'No = Tea:hers do not maintain recurds. g
{
i
_ _ —
- E-5 ]

1990
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Table E-4. Crosstabulation of Use of Objectives. for Réadiﬁngath

Instruction by Reading and Math Achievement Gain

. . ‘ Reading Achievement Gain

High Low

for Read;ng —— — —
Ins

¢ = .52 a < .01

=
3 K e

;o Math g;g;evemenglsain

Hich Low

.01

[

I3

i
i
%]
=
u ,

e i — e . o e — i} R —

Use of Objectives’ High 8(66.7) 5 4(33 3) 12(50.0)
Low 1 (5‘3) - 11(91 7) 12(50.0)

9(37. 5) 15(62.5) é4<1D0%M“

High | 10720.9) 1 (9.1) | 11(45.8)
Lbw 1710.8) |+ 9(69.2) 13(54.2)

14458, 3) 110(41.7) 24 (100%)

!

Operational Definitions ]

i

i Use of Lujectives for reading/math instruction (see Table V=2) :

P

High = Index s-ore: 2 or 3.

i

. Low *:Iﬁ%ék score: 0 or 1
2. . Reading and math achievement gain 1974-1975: .

High = At 'least twe of three grades tested shawed improvement in
national pevcentile ranks. - oo . .

Attleast two of three grades tested showed no improvement
natiienal percentile ranks. ' 5’\ . !

I
g
%

]

in
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Attainment of Specifi
¥ ading and Math Achievement Gain

Crﬂdstabulatlﬁﬂ of qu of Reading/Math Eecarﬁa Showin
Instructional Ohjectives by

Rezading A?h;é?éméﬁtggaiﬁ’
) High Low
Use of Reading Rec@rdg Vg 7(63.6) (36.4) 11(45.8)
ShDHlﬂg Attainmeint Gf — — =
specific Instructional & No ‘“(15 4) 11(84.86) 13(54.2)
Objectives LT —
o 5(37.5) 15(62.5) .24 (100%)
r o= ,41 1 £ .04
Math Acnievement Gain
High Low
Use of Math Records Yes. 9(90.0) 1(10.0) 10(41.7) .
Showing Attainment of - — — -— o ’
Specific Instructional No 5(35.7) 9(64.3) 14(58.3)

Gb]Ectlvég ] ) B— I
14(58.3)

v o= .46

TloeeL.T

,.

|
[
[

O

R

peraticnal Definitions

Use of records showing attainment of specific i
(interview): ’ -

Ty B i
Yes = Teachers maintain resovds.

Ho = veachers do not maintain records.

Reading and math achievement gain 1974-1975:"

H;gh;

ﬁatlanal ‘parcentile ranks.
{

Iow .= At least two of three grades test-
naticnal percentile ranks.

fgCtlDAdl

LN
\|’|\

LgluCt1VEg

= At—teasttwo of three grades tested showe1 improvement in
en r ’

v improvement -ip

[ VP ’
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Crosstabulation of Adequacy of Practice
b¥ Reading Achievement Gain

Table E-6.

Reading Achievement Gain

Adequacy of
Practice

High

Low

Yes

9 (56.2)

7(43.8)

0 (0.0)

8(100. 0)

9(37.5)

¢pz

15(62.5)

a < .03

16(66.7)

8(33.3)

%4(1@%?'

Operational Definitions -

1.

2.

Adequacy of practice during both reading and math instruction:

High

Low
Reading

High

Low

= Item score: 3

1l
=
[l
el
g

R

Ly
O
M
o

[ L]

h—l

achievement gain

or 4

or 3

1974-1975 ;

= At least two of three grades tested showed improvement in

national percentile rarnks.

= At least two of three grades tested showed no improvement in

national percentile ranks.




Table E-7. Crosstabulation of Task-Oriented Faedhack
by Reading and Math Achievement Gain

o

Reading Achievement Gain
High Low
Task-Oriented High 8(50.0) 8(50.0) 16166.7)
Fecdback ——
o Low 1(12.5) 7(87.5) 8(33.3)
9(37.5) 15(62.5) 24(100%)
o = .27, NS :
Math Achievement Gain
High Low
Task-Oriented High 11(68.7) 5(31.3) | 16(66.7)
Feedback e —— |
Low 3(37.5) |~ 5(e2.5) 8(33.3)
14(58.3) 10(4L.7) 24 (100%)
. - ¢ = .21, NS
\
Qgérgtigggal Definitions
1. Task~oriented feedback:
High = Use of three forms of. .feadback
! Iow = Use of less than three forms of feedback )
2. Reading and math achievement gain 1974-1975: .
High = At least two of tﬁree‘_graﬂes tested showed imprévemexﬂt in
national percentile xamnks.
Tow = At least two of three grades tested showed no impxovement in
national percentile xanks.

E-9
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Table E-8.

Crosstabulation of l(se of Praise by Reading Achievement Gain

Use of Praise

Reading Achievement Gain

Low

Infrequent

8(57.1)

6(42.9)

Freguent

1(10.0)

9(90.0) l

9(37.5)

© 15(62.5)

14(58.3)

10¢41.7)

24(100%)

Operational Definitions

1. -Use of praise:

Infreguent

Frequent

i)

=

Item score:

Item score:

1l ox 2

3 oxr 4

Reading

2. achievemant gain 1974=1975:

High = At least two of three grades tested showed improvement in -
national percentile ranks.

Low = At least two of three grades téstedjshhwea no improvement in
national percentile ranksd. /A ’

195
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udents as Positive Models

7able E~9. Crosstabulation of P@lntlng Ous St
: by Reading and Kath Achievement Galn
7 Read thevem;nt Gain
ﬂaigh Low
Pointing Out Infrequent - 7(5E 3} 5(%1,f) 12 (50.0)
%tuaents as — -
Eag;g;vegmagalgr Treguent - 2(1537) 13(8 3) 12(50.0)
= ) e P - —
9¢37.5) 15(62.5 (1L00%)
. b = .34 = .09
a Math Achievemient Gain
High Low
Pointing Qut Infrequent 9(75.0) 3(25.0) 12(50.0)
5t uéerxts as = - e
Positive Models Freduent 5(41 7) 7(58.3) 12(50.0)
14 (58.3) 1D(41 .7) 24 (100%)
¢ = .25, NS
Qggggﬁgﬂgél Definitions
1. Pointing out students anPasitive models: . .
Infrequent = Item score: 1 or 2’
Ffrequent = Item score: 3 or 4
2. Reading and math achievement gain 1974-1975:
High = At least two of three graaés tested showed imprévemant in
national percentile ranks.
Tow = At least two of three grades tested showed no improvement in
’ national pexcentile ranks.
i e e _ . e ,

O
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Tapble E-10.. Crosstabulation of Use of Praise and Pointing Out Students
’ as Positive Models by Reading and Math Achievement Gain

Reading Achievement Gain

Use of Praise Infrequent 7(70.0) 3(30.0) 10(41.7)
, and Pointing Out , ' — i = —
1 Students as Frequent 2(L4.3) 12(85.7) 14 (58.3)
S Positive Models R — e — )

15(62.5)

24 (L00%)

a < .02«

Math Achievement Gain

High Lov

2¢20.0)

Use of Praise Infrequent 8¢80.0) 10(41.7)
and Pointing Out ' e
Students. as ~ Frequent 6(42.9)
Positive Models —— —

' IR 14¢58.3)

14 (58.3)

8(57.13 -

10(41.7)  24(L00%):

‘b"g' .29, NS

Operational Definitions- : ~

-

1. Use of praise and pointing out students as positive models: -

L

r

]
=
g
]
=
[
3]
=]
N
m
\D\

Infrequent =

Freguent = =. Item score: 3

U\
b

r

2., Reading and math achievement gain 1974-1975:

o i

High = At least two 6f three grades tested showed improvement in
national percentile ranks. _ ‘

Low = At least two of three grades tested showed no improvement in

national percentile ranks.

e

B-12
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Table E-1l. Crosstabulation of Teacher Expectations for Grade-Level
Achievemenit by Use of Praise and by Pointing Out Students
"as Positive Models %

Zeéghgi:;}ggeiztaﬁtians for
, ., Grade-Level Achievement

[

High - Low

- - s

Infrequent | 11(78.6) 3(21.4) 14¢58.3)
Use of Praise . e —— '
: Frecuent - 4(40.0) 5(6(3. 0y 10(41.7)

15( 62, 5) 9(37.5) 24 (L00%)

¢ = ,3%L, NS

" feachexr Expectations for
' Grade-TLevel Achievement

N . : High ‘ T Low”

e ’ F = =

; y Ou I 2(16.7) 12(50.0)

Students as ) —
Positive Models Fraequent L 5¢41.7)

~o Pointing Out Inf requent l 10¢83.3)

7(58.3) 12(50.0)

=

W : »  15¢62.5) 9(37.5) - 24 (1008)

€

I ’ ' : ’ o= .34 6 < .09

\ - : o ) :' 7'7 7  o e ‘17,

R
g

| opexatioral befinitions

\1. -Use of praise/pointing out students as positive models:

i

\ . Infrequent
\ .
\e LA

Ttem score: 1 or 2 o

Frequent = Item score: 3 or 4
2. Teacher expectations for grade~level achievement:

| High = scale score: 1.0 to 2.0

Low = Scale széfé ! 0 to .83 © —
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Table E-12. Crosstabulation of Emphasis by Teachers on

Goals by Math Achievement Gain

Psycho-Emotiomal

Math Achievement Gain -

. : Ty N

Emphasis by
Teachers on ——e - —_—
?SYEhGﬂEmthanal 5(93) 8(63.1)

High 5(36
- ‘ 14(§8.3)

b= .35 o« = ,08

11(45.8)
13(52.2)

24(100%)

Gggf§;icnaliDgfi3§ti§ns-.

1. Emphasis by teachers on psycho-emotional goals (see Tabhle C-1):

Low = Score:
High = Score:

2. Math achievement gain 1974-1975:

High = At least two of three grades tested showed Lﬁpf@Vement in

national percentile ranks.

o

Low
national percentile ranks.

At least two of three grades tested showed no improvement in

199 -f

E=14

A - '




pable E~13. Crosstabulation of Adequacy of Practice by Use of Praise

Use of Pyaise )

] Infrequent Frequent -
‘Adequacy of High 12¢75.0) 4(25.0) 16(66.7)
Practice — e —

' Lo 2(25.0) 6 (75.0) 8{33.3)

. —— %
! 14¢58.3) 10(41.7) 24(100%)
$ = -39 o = .06 -

Operational Definitions

1. Adequacy of practice during both reading and math instruction:

High Item scorez: 3 or 4

Low Item score: 1 oxr 2r

2. Use of praise: - ’ ‘

“Infrequent = Item score: "l or 2

7r

- Frequent = Item score: 3 or 4 3 "
s §
By
S e - _ _ — — _ e —
=3
‘ ™~
“‘"s-a/”
[
:
i3 [
200
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Table E=14,

£

ey

!

Crassfabulatign 0f Use of Positive
Reinforcement by Task-Oriented Feedbs

ck

. ’ ?ESR?DfiEﬁtéa Eéei@éck ‘.
b ELgh B « Loy )
Use of Positive Low 11(91.7)- 1 (8.3) 12(50.0)
Reinforcement . — . - o
High 5(41.7) 7(58. 3) 112(50.0) .
16(66.7) 8(33.3) 24 (100%)
: 4 =".44 a< o3,

épe;atiéggl Definitions

Low

High

Y

High

Low,

l. Use of positive reinforcement :

-

Lless than 80% of cbserved reinforcement was positive.

At least 80% of observed reinforcement was positive.

2. Task%ériéntad £ eedback:

Use:af three forms of.feedback

— , R | - i =

i

) N : o S -
- Use of less than three forms of feedback

-  — — — - o =
\\ ' -
s BN
L "x,‘
- 2 ’%.,_ﬁ
“ : \
5 * =
¢ ;
&
- '
[}
4
‘ﬂ
. = H
-
; E-1l6
] ) .
3 5

&

O
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rable E-15. Crosstabulation of Teachers' Expectations for Stg%gptj
Achievement by Importance Attached to Use of o ‘
Beshavioral Objeactives "

I .

o Importance of
Behavioral Objectives

High Low

“Teachers' nigh | .10(62.5) | 6(37.5) | .716(66.7)

Expectations —
fox student - Low 2(25.0)
Achievement o e , ,,
o Co 12(50.0) . .12(50.0) 24(100%)

Mo

“ & b

.33, N8

i

6(75.0) 8(33.9)

Operational Definitions ' * \

\ -
1. Téaahezs!\exﬁectatians for student achievement {(obtaining high school
diplona) : ‘) 7 ] ‘
4

High = Scale score: 1.0 to 2.0 o o~

ow

W

Scale scoxe: 0 te .99

2 Importance teachers attach to behavioral objectives: ,

‘High = Median score or above

Low = Below mét;liansscc:reJ

f FR * 5

- 83

it




Crosstabulation of Teachers' Expectations for Student
Achievament by Adequacy of Practice aud Task- Gr;gnhéd
rFeedbauk

Table E-16.

|
|
|

|

Adequacy of Prdctice
and Tasﬁ Drlented Feedhagk

- H;gh S
L ! : 5—5‘% = R ¥

Teachers' - 1D(62 5)
Expag%at%ﬁns o T - : —
' 1(12 5)‘ 7{87.5) .

16(66.7).

- B8(33.3)

T 11(45;3)‘ 24(100%)

perat;anal Définitiggs

il’

Teachers' exgéctatlan: for student aahlevemént

(obtaining high school
dlplcma) -

score:

1.0 to 2.0

Scale score: 0 to .93 _ N

~ . s =t . TR g

High = 5cale

‘Low

Adéquaéy of practice and task-oriented feedback:
Practice adeguate’ (item score: 3 or 4) in both ré
and math, and feedback rated high (three forms éf
. feedback provided) . y

High

Practlce nat adequate (item score: . 1l or 2) in either
_ reading or “math, and/ar feedback not thh (less than three
~ forms of- feadback pzav1dad) - . ) !

o
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Table F-1.

k1

Crosstabulation of Intergroup Mixing During
Recess by Intergroup Mixing During Lunch

5, -

o

~~¥:-*fnterg;gggjgiéingﬁ“"_“**”335"

Intergroup Mixing During Lunch

L Yes

~12(9273)

During Recess

- . e

No 1(18.8)

1(33.3)

13(81.2) 16 (100%)

_— - , — _ — — - il e
Operational Definitions
. - o . , . ' ot : .
* | Items assessing intergroup mixing during recess and -lunch were based on’
observer judgments: : ' '
kS
a
¢ =
P i"'é,_k 3.
s V %?;t;é
- : . - - -
: 7 1 T

O
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Segregated Seating Yes - 3(42.9)
Patterns in - . —— — -
Desegregated Classes No X 9(100.0) 0. (0.0)

7(43.8)

9(56.2)

12(75.0) 4(25.0) 16 (100%)

Operational Definitions and-Procedures

1. Student intergroup mixing:

Student 1ntergraup mixing was DbSErVEd during recess
and lunch.-

Yas

No Student intergroup

mixing was not observed during recess

and/or lunch, jﬁ

2. Segregated seating patterns in desegregated classes:

Yes = Chi-square or Fisher' s Exagt Tast of seat;ng charts
indicates non-random seating a:rangament in at least
one observed class that was desegregated.

*

. Cchi- —-square or Fisher's Exact Test of seating charts
indicates random seating arrangement in all abse;vea
classes that were desegregated.

Pt
L
It




Table ¥F-3. Crass;abulatlcn of Principal's Emghas;s on gac;al
- Coals by Amount of student Intergroup Mixing
SﬁgéentAigﬁé;ggggp_migigg
- ) Yes = No
Principal's High 7(100.0) 0 (0.0) 7(43.8)
E hasls on . — — -
Sqilﬁ; Goals Low 5(55.6) 4(44.4) 9(56.2)
12(75.0) 4(25.0)° 16(100%)
- a = .07
Gpgfatianai Definitions : .
1. Prlnclgal 's emgh551s on social g@als'n
High = At least two social goals Iankad highexr than fouxth
: out of a list of .13 school goals. ; '
Low = Less than two social goals were ranked hlgher than faurth
. out pf a list of 13 social goals.
5. Student intergroup mixing:

Yés =
aélmmh

et
)
i

Student intergroup mixing vas
and/or lunch.

student intexgroup m;xlng was ‘observed during recess

not observed during recess

207

P F=5

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table F-4. Crosstabulation of, Principal’s Emphasis on Social Goals by
M;ngslty Students' prasure to Negative Teachex Behavior

= " Mlngrlty Students
s More L;hely to Receive
Negative Teachex Behavior *
Yes ‘No S
Principal's " Low 6(85.7). | 14y | 7(58.3)
Emphasis on T
Social Goals . High 1(20i0) 4(80.0) 5(41.7)
7(58.3) 5(41.7) 12 (100%)
a =..05
/X\
Q§§;3§§9xél Definitions ' ) :' _ =

1. Principal's emphasis on social gc:alsé

. Low = Less than two saclal goals were ranked highex than fourth
) out of a list of 13 school goals.
High = At Least two social goals ranked higher than fourth

out of a list of 13 school goals.

3

2. Minoxity'students more likely to receive negative-teacher behaviox:

Yés = Minority‘students in observed classes received at least
10 EEiZEﬁt-mDIegihaﬁ their proportional share of negative
teacher behavior.

No = Minority students in observed classes received their
proportional share or less of negative teacher behavior.

.

*Analysis in four desegregated elementary schools was rnot passlbla beaause

- of ;nsufflgLent data on negative tea:her behav;a:, -
) F-&
i o -
208 o Do T e




Table-F-5

Crosstabulation of Teacher EaitliLPaﬁan in
“ .. Decisions Regarding Intercultural Curricula
. by;,,c:bse;vad Use of Multi-Ethnic Materials

Teacher Participation

Dbse Véd Ese cf
MultisEthﬂlc Matérials

More

High 6(100.0) 6(37.5)

in Decisions Regarding

Intereultural Cuzrlﬂula

lLow

3(30.0)

19(56.2)

-

Operational

Definitions

=

feacher

]

High

iow

2; Dbservg
More

less

participation in deécisions’ regarding intercultural curricula:

Teacher estimates:
4 or 5 on 5-point scale

|1}

Teachexy éstimétgés ,
1 £6 3 on 5-point scale

it

d use of EBltL‘:thELG materials_:

=
r

Nat nore thar one of the ﬂbEErVEa classes had n@ malti--
ethnie materlals. :

tha GbEEEVEd classas haé na mult;-éthn;é

-

At least twafcf
materials.

[

O
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";'fj;f Table F-6. Crés 5taLulat;én of® BEPIE;LDﬁut;VL Parent Visits to
’ School by Observed Use of Multi-bBthnic Materialz

S

'
Observed Use of -
. lMuLt; htnnl; Mgt%:LdL,
‘More Less )
Parent VlEltGI$ Vere Yes 6 (75.0) 2(25.0) | &(50.0)
Eegresentatlve of ) ————— — = -
Eac;al/Ethnlz Mix No 2(25.0, 6(75.0) - &(50.0)
= ,',,!‘ - — = — — = e : ‘4
B 8(50.0) 8(50.0) 16 (L00%)
- . : 4 o= 07
o o 77,7 — ) ) IR i o BB o \'\\7 - o
Opexational Definitichs _ )
v 1. RE;:EE@ﬁtaﬁivenegs of parent visiﬁs to school: ! "
: -Yez = Prlnclpa;s regcrt that parent visitors were ragrésentatLve
' of the rac;al/ethnic mix of the sStudent body. \
ANE ;g‘Pans;pals repoxt that Parént v;sltars were na& rep:es&ntat;ve

of the racla\#ethn;c mix, of the student body. N

2. Dbseivea use of mu;glﬂethn;z materials:

‘ More = At 1east one class uses a great deal of materlaL deplct;ng
- , rac;al/ethnlc interaction.

Less = No ;lasses use a great deal of material depicting .
racial/ethnic interaction.
- ° A
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Cyosstabulation of Representative Parent Visits to School
by Student Perceptions of Teacher-Student Interaction

Table F-7.

2 f

El

=

Student Per :éptiﬂns of

Te acher—stuaent Interac t:.a:n*

13

X : iegative ‘
) T o Positive Gaiﬁ or No Eaili s LR
&
¥ — — —
Parent Visitors Vere Yas | - 5(%5 7) (;4 3) '7(46,7)
Rep:asentatzve of - SR -
Racial /Ethnic [-d;_:c " No » 2(25.0)° , 5(7510) . 8(53.3)
of Student Body — - N R U PR
. . 8(513') 7(46.7) 15 (100%)
. a-= .03
fjs,' #
Opexational Défiﬁit*iéﬂs : S v . _

1. EEE:I?ESEI‘IEEELVEIIEES of parent visits to schgc-l, o

Yes = :Pr:;:nzlgzais report that pa;‘ent vls:uzars were reg:esantatlve
- _ of thé.racial/ethnic mix of the student bolly .

5

No = Principals report ﬂaat ‘parent’ v;s;tm:s were not répresmﬁtatlve ,

of the racial/ethnic mix of thé ‘student body.

1

‘2. Student perceptions of tea:hér=5tudent interaction: :

o

= A\:ﬂfage school-1level ga;n scare on tha
‘TeachE;*Studént Interaction Scale was
.positive.

Positive Gain

Negafive or No Gain'= Average school-level gain score on the_
Teacher-Student Interaction Scale was'’
‘ negative or shawed no gain.

O

ERIC
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-
I‘ﬁable F-8: t:rcsstabu;latlan of I-i;LI\c:rli;y student Exposure ta Naqa;nre
! Tzacher Behavier by Eeachr;g hchievement, Gain .
. O — . = A ———— — ——
‘_ ; . B?aﬂiﬂ%%@ihi%yéméﬂt _Gain E,
: ‘ High Low.
B ; I'L'an::rlty Stuﬂangsﬁ i Yes 0 (0.0} 5(1!3[3 C)) 5454.7)
‘ . More Likely to —_— ; _ _
0 _ | Receive Negative . No 4(57.1) .3(4';-’ 9) 7(58.-3)
! : :l‘é’ac:hE:E§ha\ﬂ§p:* ' ————— e -
’ . 4(33.3) 8(66. 7} L2(100%})
< cﬁ‘i .07
.fgﬁgraﬁiagia; I;{éif;niti@rgs _ ‘ T-‘, ) , - ’
1.7 iﬂingrity students more likely to receive negative teachexr behavior: .
P . 7 . g s V '\\ V'« & ‘ - = . . = . .:
4, ¥es = Minoxity students in observed classes received at least # S
Coo 10 percent more than: the;r prs:pﬂrtlcmal share of negative
RE ” o N A?teaéher behav;o;“h? S T T
' © No "= Minorx ty students in abse;ved classes received thEL: )
; E prt:tpf:!rtlcnal share - ‘or less of negatlve teat::her behavior. - -
. ;\ e g T e '
2.} Reading ach;&vemant gain 1974”1975 : -
. ‘ . ) —.’r e AN ty .
o \ ) High = at 1east ‘two of thiee grades tested shoved 1mprcmemt§nt in e 1. -
; o ﬁatlamal ;Eft‘:entlle rarlks L »
- ] Low = At least i:w:;: of three grades tasted d id ﬁDt show lmpréwemeﬂt in
A " national pexcantlLe rar;ks. - :
— —— ‘l- —— = — = s i — = = P S = i i — ———— =
*Analysis in fg::ur desegregated elenentary Eghc@ls was not possible because
of inspfficient -data on negat:.\re ‘teacher behavlaf. ‘ ) -
¥ = ,. [ ‘“ =, ; ] )
- - F-10- : o
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